ABSTRACT

Coggins, Copper MacKenzie A FIELD EXPERIMENT TO EVALUATE HIPP, A CONFLICT
RESOLUTION PROCESS CURRICULUM, IN AN URBAN MIDDLE SCHOOL SERVING AFRICAN
AMERICAN STUDENTS FROM A HIGH POVERTY, HIGH CRIME NEIGHBORHOOD. (Under the
direction of Denis O. Gray, Ph. D)

The preliminary sections of this work outline the history and theoretical basis of conflict resolution
education (CRE). Extensive critical review of previous research reveals a need for an experimental
program evaluation that measures substantive behavioral outcomes of CRE for middle school
students. This need is addressed by undertaking a field experiment to evaluate a conflict resolution
curriculum in a middle school serving African American students living in a high poverty, high crime
urban neighborhood. Self-reported aggressive behavior and victimization are measured as well as
knowledge, attitudes, and self-efficacy for non-violence. Results show that HIPP, the Help Increase
the Peace Program, (developed by and available from the American Friends Service Committee POB
73008 Washington, DC 20056 or online at http://www.afsc.org/resources/items/hipp-manual.htm )
produced positive behavioral and process outcomes. At posttest, African American boys in the
treatment group were significantly less likely to experience victimization by peers than African
American boys in the control group (p < .05). There was also a significant (p < .05) positive effect of
the HIP Program on boys self-efficacy for non-violence (confidence that they can use non-violent
strategies to stay out of fights) compared with boys in the control group at posttest. Knowledge
outcomes for students within the treatment group were positively related to the number of training
workshops attended. The discussion addresses issues of measurement for evaluating conflict
resolution education, including: sex differences in indicators of attitudes related to aggression and a

conceptual shift in self-efficacy for non-violence between pre- and posttest.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction

Conflict resolution education (CRE) is seen by many social scientists and practitioners as a
promising preventive approach to the problem of school violence. Conflict resolution educators teach
students how to resolve interpersonal conflict collaboratively. Approximately 15% of public schools in the
United States have conflict resolution education programs (Bodtker, 2001). The question that has been
the focus of CRE evaluation research to date is “Does it Work?” (Jones & Kmitta, 2000; Kellermann,
Fuqua-Whitley, Rivara, & Mercy, 1998; Webster, 1993).The answer to “Does it work?” has been
frustrating to policy makers, because evidence from different evaluation studies seems contradictory.
Deeper review of the existing evaluation literature and more high quality evaluations of conflict resolution
programs in the field are needed.

We begin with an overview of the origins and current context of non-adversarial dispute resolution
across several fields. This leads to an outline of the conflict resolution education movement in schools
from the 1960’s to the present, touching on the middle school as a challenging and promising focus for
these efforts. The knowledge bases that give legitimacy to conflict resolution education as a social
innovation are presented next. Then the descriptive and empirical evaluation literature is critically
reviewed in depth. This leads to the identification of next steps for CRE evaluation research. The current
research is positioned to meet an identified need: An experimental evaluation of a conflict resolution
process curriculum measuring substantively significant behavioral outcomes (aggression and
victimization) in a challenging setting (a middle school serving African American students from a high
poverty, high crime neighborhood).

Context and History of CRE

Social Context of Mediation and Conflict Resolution Training

Conflict resolution education (CRE), though it takes many different forms, generally uses
conflict resolution skills training for students (CR) or a cadre of student peer mediators (PM), and often
a combination of both (CR-PM), to address student-student dispute resolution in schools. Mediation
involves the voluntary use of a neutral process-facilitator to help parties to a dispute develop for

themselves an agreement which is acceptable to both of them. Peer mediation (PM) generally refers



to the use of a trained volunteer mediator who is a peer to the parties in dispute as opposed to use of
a paid professional mediator. Conflict resolution (CR) generally refers to a non-adversarial process of
dispute resolution (without the guidance of a neutral third party), and specifically refers to the direct
use of positive communication skills and procedures by parties to a dispute with the intention of
reaching a mutually satisfactory agreement. Mediation and conflict resolution have been used with
increasing frequency in a number of social spheres since the mid-twentieth century (Burton & Dukes,
1990). The fields of business, civil and criminal law, family counseling, public policy, international
diplomacy, and community relations have all adopted and adapted forms of non-adversarial dispute
resolution. The development of conflict resolution and peer mediation in schools is best understood in
this broader social context as part of the diffusion of a significant social innovation.

Business

Mediation evolved from arbitration (in which a neutral third party hears arguments from both sides
and then decides what would be a balanced and fair resolution). Business arbitration in this country can
be traced to the mid 1700's establishment of an arbitration tribunal by the New York Chamber of
Commerce, at that time a Dutch merchants organization (Bush, 1995). In the modern era, the federal
government encouraged adoption of arbitration to deal expeditiously with labor-management disputes,
especially during wartime. The American Arbitration Association was founded in 1926, and by the end of
World War Il the arbitration of contract grievances and mediation of collective bargaining disputes was
commonly accepted practice (Barrett, 1997). Arbitration and mediation of disputes between competing
businesses and between businesses and consumers has greatly increased since the 1960's, possibly
because of the rising cost of litigation, and the risks of putting high stakes cases before judges and juries
(Bush, 1995).

Mediation can be seen along a continuum of polar ideal types from “agreement centered”
mediation (the labor model) to “relationship centered” mediation (the transformative or developmental
model). The former focuses more on attaining fair, workable and lasting contracts, while the latter focuses
more on “creating the kind of relationship needed to develop, implement, and sustain an integrative

solution” to the conflicts that naturally arise in ongoing close relationships (Burton & Dukes, 1990, p. 32).
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While the labor mediation model found early acceptance in business organizations, the relationship
mediation model did not begin to be adopted by business until the 1960s as an outgrowth of group-
dynamics research done by the Tavistock Institute (Trist, 1963). Relationship mediation is now used
extensively in business to address “interface conflicts” (potentially costly role based disputes that interfere
with teamwork) (Blake & Mouton, 1983, 1984; Burton & Dukes, 1990).
Law

Lawyers have long supplied the professional expertise for arbitration and labor-model mediation.
The American Bar Association developed the quasi-formal seven-step mediation process used by attorney
mediators, and adapted for community and school peer mediation. Many lawyers welcome adding non-
adversarial approaches to their skills and professional image. Roger Fisher and colleagues at Harvard
Law School founded the Harvard Negotiation Project and authored the influential books

Getting to Yes (1981) and Beyond Machiavelli (1994), moving negotiation practices from a manipulative

bargaining orientation to a collaborative basis (Fisher, Kopelman, & Schneider, 1994; Fisher, Ury, &
Patton, 1991). Courts in most states now routinely relieve over-crowding and angst by referring minor
criminal and civil cases to mediation (Burton & Dukes, 1990).

Family Mediation

One fruitful area of mediation, growing out of divorce and custody conflicts, combines the need for
legal settlement agreements with aspects of family counseling (Larsen, 1993). Typical reasons for family
mediation include divorce related property settlement, custody disputes, co-parenting disputes, parent-
child disputes, or ongoing conflict with an ex-spouse involving threats, jealousy, judgment, blame,
criticism, etc. Family mediation often includes transformative aspects and shades into counseling parties
on communication issues, anger management, bereavement, forgiveness and the like {Favaloro, 1998
#1949}. Divorce mediation, which constitutes the bulk of family mediation, has been successful in reducing
the pain and disruption of divorce, protecting children from being used in retaliatory maneuvers, and

helping couples focus on constructive negotiation tasks {Haynes, 1985 #1950}.



Public Policy

The goal of public policy mediation is to increase the fairness, efficiency, and stability of public
policy decisions by involving citizen and interest group stakeholders directly (not through elected or paid
representatives) in mediated problem solving. Where there are several actively opposed interest groups,
mediating public disputes is seen as a “practical necessity” (Burton & Dukes, 1990, p.64). Some proactive
municipalities have started having annual facilitated public dialogues on controversial issues to get a
sense of popular will, build common ground for policy planning, and as a deterrent to factionalism.

International Mediation

International conflict resolution process has developed from public policy mediation and labor
mediation models and has seen considerable growth since World War 1l (Fisher, 1995). On the
international scene, the term “mediation” is sometimes misapplied to three-way bargaining in which a
powerful and interested third party “brokers” a settlement between two weaker nations in dispute by
offering incentives and threatening sanctions. “Pure mediation,” which is more in line with labor
mediation, takes place between and among nations of fairly equal power and is used to arrive at treaties
serving mutual interests and to resolve mutually painful conflict situations (Fisher, 1995).

Community Relations

When urban unrest erupted into riots in several cities in the late 1960s, the federal Law
Enforcement Assistance Agency (LEAA) sponsored mediation as a way to address the conflicts behind
the violence. The first issues addressed were major disputes having to do with neighborhood integration,
school desegregation, community development, urban renewal and inter-ethnic relations (Bush, 1995). It
soon became clear that violence was also often sparked by minor disputes that escalated. Therefore,
neighborhood justice centers were established to mediate minor civil and criminal disputes, both as a way
of both preventing violence and relieving pressure on the courts (Bush, 1995).  In parallel with the
government-sponsored mediation efforts, grassroots community organizers were realizing that mediation
could be used for building community cohesiveness. An early, and still very influential, prototype of the
grassroots community mediation center is the San Francisco Community Boards Program (Bush, 1995).

The Community Boards Program was also one of the early developers of a peer mediation program for
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schools (the Conflict Managers program) (Johnson & Johnson, 1995). Community mediation centers saw
partnerships with school districts as an opportunity to expand their base of support (Burton & Dukes,
1990).

History of Peer Mediation and Conflict Resolution Training in Schools

The history of peer mediation and conflict resolution training in schools spans less than four
decades, establishing a significant presence only since the mid 1980's. The dissemination of peer
mediation and conflict resolution programs has been remarkably successful, leading from adoption by
fewer than 10 schools in 1980 (Wilson-Brewer et al., 1991) to over 15,000 schools by 2004 (Jones, 2004).

1960's and 1970's

School programs in peer mediation and conflict resolution evolved from four sources: social
science researchers with an interest in conflict and communication, religious groups committed to non-
violence (such as the Quakers and the Mennonites), educators concerned about the impact of the nuclear
arms race on children (for example, Educators for Social Responsibility) and lawyers with mediation
experience. In the mid 1960's, at the University of Minnesota, David and Roger Johnson developed a
program called “Teaching Students to be Peacemakers” based on Morton Deutsch’s conflict resolution
theories and their own ongoing research. Another early elementary school program, “Children’s Creative
Response to Conflict” was developed along similar lines in the early 1970's by the Quaker’s. Although
there was a perceived need to deal with growing incivility and violence in schools in the 1970's (Johnson,
1971; National Institute of Education, 1978.), adoption of peer mediation and conflict resolution as a
possible solution to these problems was not widespread. Only about ten peer mediation or conflict
resolution programs were in operation in the U. S. between 1965 and 1980 (Wilson-Brewer et al., 1991).

1980's

The 1980's saw tremendous growth in conflict resolution process curricula and, especially, peer
mediation in schools. Several large school systems began to adopt peer mediation (PM) programs with
conflict resolution (CR) components. Notably, the Resolving Conflict Creatively Program (RCCP) was
developed jointly by Educators for Social Responsibility and curriculum development specialists from the

New York City schools (Lantieri & Patti, 1996). The 1980’s also saw the birth of the National Association
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for Mediation in Education (NAME);its first annual conference in1984 was a watershed for the widespread
dissemination of peer mediation and conflict resolution training programs. In addition to the RCCP
program in New York City (Aber, Jones, Brown, Samples, & Chaudry, 1996), several large-scale pilot
programs were undertaken and evaluations begun in Chicago, (Center for Urban Education, 1981), Hawaii
(Araki, 1990), Philadelphia (Jones & Carlin, 1994) Ohio (Kmitta & Berlowitz, 1993), and New Mexico
(Nance, 1995).

1990's

An alarming rise in youth homicides in the early 1990's, coupled with the public’s growing concern
over school safety, led in 1994 to the passage of the Safe Schools Act (Safe Schools, 1994). The bill
included significant funding for innovative anti-violence programming. As federal money became available
for school safety in the mid 1990's, community mediation centers throughout the country approached
schools with offers of curriculum development, program consultation, and training in peer mediation and
conflict resolution. School administrators hurried to implement anti-violence measures while funding was
available and most tried to balance options that were criminal justice oriented (e.g. police officers in
schools) with programs that were educational and preventive in orientation. Peer mediation (PM) and
conflict resolution curricula (CR) were seen as promising prevention programs.

Currently

The bandwagon effect of the 1980's and 1990's created by public pressure to “do something”
about frightening school violence, and by the availability of funding, may be slowing. Some school districts
are cutting back on or dropping conflict resolution training for students and peer mediation programs for
several reasons: Federal and state seed money has been used and other funding is hard to come by in a
tight economy (Jones, 2003). Implementation can be time-consuming for school staff, especially when
there are no more funds to pay for an outside program coordinator. Finding time to conduct conflict
resolution and peer mediation training and to schedule mediation sessions is logistically challenging (Lam,
1989). There is pressure not to take time from academics when schools are held accountable for students’
academic test scores (Smith, Danuic, Miller, & Robinson, 2002). Some teachers and administrators feel

that the emphasis on neutrality required of mediators offends their sense of right and wrong, and there is a
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general conservative backlash against progressive educational reforms (The Institute for Cultural
Conservatism, 1987). Original expectations that CR and PM could be a panacea for school violence have
faded. Weak early evaluation studies, and equivocal results have justified reluctance to join in what might
be a fad (Gerber & Terry-Day, 1999). All these forces are causing practitioners and researchers to take
stock of the CRE movement and re-evaluate its future direction.At the same time, several thousand
schools in the United States continue to have CRE, usually in the form of peer mediation programs and
conflict resolution process curricula. Recent adopters may be implementing CRE with more realistic
expectations using increasingly strong evaluation research and the experiences of earlier adopters to
guide them (Elias, Bruene-Butler, Blum, & Schuyler, 2000). Community mediation centers, peace and
justice activists, professionals in alternative dispute resolution, and conflict and communication
researchers continue to advocate for and investigate the impact of school conflict resolution training and
peer mediation programs (Jones, 2000; Jones, 2003).

Emerging directions in CRE include attempts to enlarge the extent of its implementation, and
adaptations to its content delivery. Enlarging the extent of CRE involves both extending it over several
years of developmentally sequenced curriculum and broadening it beyond skills training to creating CRE
based classrooms and schools. Advocates of developmental and school-wide CRE approaches argue that
students cannot be expected to become proficient in conflict resolution skills from a one-unit course, or to
practice cooperation and non-violence in a competitive and punitive setting (Johnson & Templeton, 1998).
Social psychologist Morton Deutsch, based on his considerable research in conflict resolution,
recommends ongoing training of students in developmentally appropriate conflict resolution skills from
kindergarten through high school, because such skills must be repeatedly practiced and reinforced in
order to become part of a person’s behavioral repertoire (Deutsch, 1973, 1985, 1993). Limiting CR training
to students is also seen as problematic, because without teacher modeling and support, students are less
likely to retain and apply CR skills.

CRE implementation usually takes one of four forms reflecting how completely CRE permeates
the social system: 1) Conflict resolution process training (CR) for only a cadre of selected students - either

as part of training peer mediators or for students considered “at risk” for violence, 2) CR for the entire
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grade or student body, 3) CR as an aspect of a “peaceable classroom,” in which teachers consistently use
cooperative pedagogy, involve students collaboratively in class management, and refer student disputes
to peer mediation; 4) CR as an aspect of a “peaceable school,” where all classrooms are “peaceable
classrooms” and collaborative problem solving is the norm for dispute resolution at all levels of the
organization, including teacher-administrator and school-parent conflicts. See Crawford and Bodine (2002)
and Jones (2004) for an elaboration of these and other emerging approaches to CRE.

While practitioners see a need to extend CRE toward peaceable classrooms and peaceable
schools, implementation efforts are running into the constraints of testing policies related to the No Child
Left Behind Act of 2001 which require schools to be accountable for the academic achievement of
students. In response to pressures to concentrate on academic achievement, some practitioners are
attempting to adapt CRE program implementation by “integrating” or “infusing” conflict resolution concepts
into the teaching of academic subjects (Jones, Sanford, & Bodtker, 2000). Although this adaptation shows
promise for increasing the institutionalization of CRE (Batton, 2004); it is not clear how well this adaptation
will succeed in enabling students to apply conflict resolution concepts to conflicts in their own lives.
Collaborative conflict resolution is a social skill. As Raider (1995) points out, the mastery of social skills
requires considerable modeling, practice and coaching in realistic situations over time, coupled with
extrinsic or intrinsic rewards in order to establish reliable behavioral pathways.

Focus on Middle School and Conflict Resolution Curriculum

This study will focus on the implementation of conflict resolution curricula (CR) in middle schools.
Middle schools are both a particularly difficult and a particularly promising setting for CR training. “The
transition to middle school represents an optimal time for violence prevention...opportunities for conflicts
increase as youth enter adolescence because of a variety of changes that occur. For example peers
become the primary focus of relationships, power relationships in the family change, the nature of male-
female relationships changes, school becomes more difficult, and the need to develop a separate identity
emerges” (Farrell, Meyer, & White, 2001. 452). While the risks of violence increase substantially between
elementary school and middle school (Arnette & Walsleben, 1998), this may also be a strategic

opportunity for promoting positive conflict resolution attitudes and behaviors (Danish, 1981).



Knowledge Bases for CRE
Although conflict resolution curricula and peer mediation programs were developed largely by
concerned practitioners, CRE draws on, integrates, and is consistent with a considerable body of social
psychological theory. The main theoretical concepts and logical knowledge bases grounding this social
innovation are the field theory of Kurt Lewin, the conflict theories of Morton Deutsch and Herbert Kelman,
social learning theory, attribution theory, Rogerian counseling theory, and cognitive-developmental theory.

Lewin’s Field Theory

The succinct equation: B=f(PE) sums up the field theory of Kurt Lewin (1997): “Behavior is a
function of the person and the environment.” Lewin’s field theory is one of the theoretical underpinnings of
community and ecological psychology (Rappaport, 1977). The relevant corollary to B=f(PE) is that one
may change behavior by changing the situation. Indeed, environmental factors, such as the role definitions
and norms that make up situational press, are major determinants of behavior according to many
community psychologists (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Sarason, 1996). From Lewin’s point of view, students
will be likely to resolve disputes collaboratively if the norms of the school expect it and organizational
structures for cooperative conflict resolution are in place on the one hand, and if, on the other hand, the
students involved are both capable of using collaborative communication skills and inclined to do so.

Deutsch’s Conflict Theory

Lewin’s ideas influenced Morton Deutsch to develop a theory of interdependence to explain goal
conflict. According to Deutsch, goals can be categorized as cooperative, competitive or individualistic -
reflecting whether interdependence between group members is respectively positive, negative, or absent
(Maruyama, 1992). Deutsch has spent most of his long career as a social psychologist researching the
social structures which promote either cooperation or competition (Bunker & Rubin, 1995; Deutsch, 1949,
1973).The rationale for CRE is based on two assertions made by Deutsch (1993): that conflict is
inevitable, and that how one handles conflict determines whether outcomes are constructive or
destructive. Deutsch finds that cooperative interpersonal structures (involving explaining one’s interests,
giving and receiving feedback, and using fair and reasonable problem solving strategies) lead to

constructive and mutually satisfying conflict resolution (Deutsch, 1994). On the other hand, competitive
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interpersonal structures (involving dominance contests and manipulation strategies) result in adversarial
and often hostile interactions that can leave behind resentments harmful to relationships. Competitive
conflict resolution tends to produce winners and losers. Although winners may feel satisfaction, losers are
often committed to undermining the other party’s “win.” The result is that the competitive conflict outcome
is an unstable resolution. Cooperative resolutions, however, are more likely to last, and the parties to the
dispute are more likely to be able to handle future conflicts cooperatively. Deutsch sees conflict resolution
as a social skill, not just academic knowledge, and hence promotes the building of competencies in
conflict resolution through experiential means such as role play and supervised practice (Deutsch, 1994).
This is the way all peer mediation training and conflict resolution process curricula work.

Kelman’s Conflict Options Theory

Conflict options theory originated with Herbert Kelman at Harvard in the 1960’s (Kelman, 1961),
and has been adopted by leading organization development practitioners (Blake & Mouton, 1983).
Building on Deutsch’s ideas of interdependence, five conflict modes are identified: win/lose style
(dominating, inflexible), yield/lose style, (appeasing, submissive) lose/leave style (avoiding or complying
without commitment) compromise style (bargaining, winning a little and losing a little) win/win style
(focusing strongly upon both personal goals and interpersonal relationship). These styles can be located
on a grid whose two axes are “amount of focus on personal goals” and “amount of focus on relationship
maintenance” (Hall, 1996). The win/win style or option is considered optimal because itis high in regard to
both personal goals and relationship maintenance. This grid construct meshes with management styles
theory as developed by Blake and Mouton (1975) and known as the “managerial grid.” Blake and Mouton
advocate maximizing both goal seeking and relationship maintenance simultaneously. This approach is
itself a synthesis of two traditional views in organizational theory: the thesis of “task” as the core value in
scientific management (Taylor, 1998) and the antithesis of “relationship” as a powerful hidden dimension
of productivity, elucidated by the work of Mary Parker Follett (Follett, 1940; Metcalf & Urwidck, nd).

Conflict styles theory, with an emphasis on the possibility of win/win synergy and on seeing
conflict as a non-zero sum game is incorporated in most conflict resolution curricula. Seeing conflict as a

non zero-sum game is a theory that was given mathematical rigor and widespread acceptance in the field
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of economics by Nobel prize winning economist John Nash. As Nash points out, shared information is
necessary to achieve maximum mutual benefit (Nasar, 1998; Nash, 1950). Communication skills involving
the bilateral sharing of concerns needed to achieve mutually beneficial outcomes is fundamental to conflict
resolution training (Johnson & Johnson, 1996).

Social learning theory

Social learning theory states that social learning is a result of imitation and reinforcement of
observed behavior (Bandura, 1973). Although the potential for aggression is innate, aggressive behaviors
and preferences for violence and coercion as conflict strategies are learned by modeling and
reinforcement. Similarly, the means of cooperation can be learned. Conflict resolution and peer mediation
programs both model and reward collaborative conflict resolution strategies. In particular, according to
social learning theory, more powerful actors are more likely to be imitated (Bandura, 1986). Hence, raising
the status of peer mediators, as many schools do, could make them subject to emulation. This would go
hand in hand with efforts to lower the status of bullies (Olweus, 1978, 1993). This theory complements
Lewin’s understanding of how the social forces acting on an individual’s life space are significant in
shaping behavior. Social learning theory is salient in the movement to extend the scope of CRE
implementation to the whole school environment in order to provide a culture that models and rewards
positive conflict resolution practices.

Attribution Theory and Communication Studies

Biased attributions in the form of blame are a hallmark of negative conflict. The fundamental
attribution error (attributing behavior to character traits and not the situation (Heider, 1958)) has been
shown to operate in a self-serving manner (Miller & Ross, 1975). For example, saying or thinking, “they
are without work because they are lazy;” but “I am without work because the economy is contracting.”
Conflict resolution education programs are designed to minimize negative, biased attributions in conflict.
The TRIBE curriculum, for example, teaches that blaming, stereotyping, and making untested
assumptions are communication blocks to be avoided, and trains students in the following skills: how to
check assumptions by asking clarifying questions, how to “reframe” by focusing on solving the problem

rather than making attributions about the other person, and how to communicate using “| messages” (self-
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referenced statements of affect and relevant issues) rather than “you messages” (negative attributions)
(Edleman, Liss, Coggins, & Rios, 1993).

Roger's Humanistic Counseling Theory

In a speech made to the Centennial Conference on Communications at Northwestern University,
Carl Rogers made the following argument: “I would like to propose, as a hypothesis for consideration, that
the major barrier to mutual interpersonal communication is our very natural tendency to judge, evaluate, to
approve or disapprove, the statement of the other person, or the other group. ... Real communication
occurs, and this evaluative tendency is avoided, when we listen with understanding” (Rogers, 1961, 330-
331). Understanding is fostered by invoking the following rule: “Each person can speak up for himself only
after he has first restated the ideas and feelings of the previous speaker accurately, and to that speaker’s
satisfaction” (Rogers, 1961, 332). This ensures that “before presenting your own point of view, it would be
necessary for you to really achieve the other speaker’s frame of reference - to understand his thoughts
and feelings so well that you could summarize them for him” (Rogers, 1961, 332). This approach to
improving interpersonal communication came to be known as “active listening.”

Active listening is a difficult skill to put into practice, because understanding points of view
different from ours may feel threatening to our own identity (Hicks, 2001). But if one has the courage to
develop and apply these skills, Rogers found that in small group situations “Our experience, confirmed by
a limited amount of research, shows that a listening, empathic approach leads to improved
communication, to greater acceptance of others and by others, and to attitudes which are more positive
and more problem solving in nature” (Rogers, 1961, 334). Active, empathic listening techniques for
acknowledging feelings, summarizing content, and avoiding defensive reactions when listening are
included in all basic conflict resolution process curricula.

Cognitive-developmental Theory

Developmental theorists agree, albeit with different emphases, that learning to have good
relationships with peers is a major developmental task of children and youth (Kauffman, 1993). Piaget
stresses interpersonal conflict as crucial to children’s cognitive development (Piaget, 1965), while Erikson

(1963) stresses that conflict is integral to the development of personality and mature relationships.
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Kohlberg builds his theory of moral development on the understanding that it is by engaging in conflict that
new mental structures and broader understandings are reached. These developing mental structures lead
to higher stages of moral development and enable more positive and enduring interpersonal relationships.
(Kohlberg, 1969) Research by Selman (1980; 1997) shows that children use higher-level conflict
strategies (such as looking at a situation from different perspectives) as they get older. Use of higher-level
conflict strategies is associated with better coping and social competence as well as with social status
among peers. Based on this theory that peer conflict can spur healthy social development, Selman and his
colleagues at Harvard Graduate School of Education have developed pair therapy. In pair therapy, two
children exhibiting social and emotional difficulties meet weekly with an adult counselor who coaches them
through conflicts that arise in their relationship. Through a series of therapy sessions in which they are
encouraged to practice perspective taking and negotiating, the children develop interpersonal skills and
personal insight (Selman et al., 1997). Thus, the relevance of cognitive development theory to CRE is two-
fold: On one hand it is important that the CR lessons taught are appropriate to the student’s
developmental stage, and, on the other hand, the learning and practice of CR skills can enhance the
student’s psycho-social development.

The above theoretical bases lend CRE programming considerable construct validity. If these
theories are correct, CRE should work; but does it? Before proceeding to summarize the CRE program
evaluation literature, it will be useful to have an understanding of what it means to say CRE “works,” i.e.
an overview of the outcomes expected from CRE and the broad range of independent variables involved
in producing these outcomes.

Overview of Variables

Outcome and Process Variables of Interest

One widely espoused purpose of CRE is to make schools safer by reducing the amount of
disruptive and dangerous anti-social dispute resolution behavior. Generally, this behavior is characterized
as “fighting.” From a positive perspective, the goal is to increase constructive conflict resolution behavior.
This constructive behavior is harder to characterize as itincludes the use of any or all of the skills taught in

CRE. Constructive conflict resolution behavior not only decreases the likelihood of disputes escalating into
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violence, but also involves practicing competencies, such as perspective-taking, needed for cooperative
learning (Johnson & Johnson, 1994). Evaluating the behavioral outcomes of CRE often involves
measuring the frequency of aggressive acts and assessing students’ constructive conflict resolution
behavior. Since behavioral sampling of students’ social interactions is generally not an option in most
schools (with the possible exception of early childhood education and in special education institutions),
researchers may rely on self-reports of fighting or demonstrated ability to use constructive conflict
resolution behavior. Teacher perceptions and school records of disciplinary referrals related to fighting are
sometimes used as an “objective” indicator of anti-social behavior. Records of peer mediations held may
be used as an indicator of pro-social dispute resolution behavior.

Changes in knowledge, skills, and attitudes are process variables considered most relevant to
CRE and to prevention interventions in general. Knowledge of CRE curriculum content is generally
measured by a test directly based on information imparted in the training. For example: “Name four
common conflict styles.” Objectively, skills are generally measured by raters’ judgments of student role
plays of conflict situations. Students estimation of their own skill is measured by self-reported confidence
or “self-efficacy” scales. Attitudes directly related to conflict may be measured by asking students what
they would do in hypothetical conflict situations or asking students what behavior they consider
appropriate in different conflict situations. Some researchers seem to consider these questions proxy
measures of behavior. However, espoused behavior is not the same as behavior in action (Argyris, 1985),
so this study will refer to these instruments as measures of attitudes/intentions. Some studies measure
attitudes that researchers assume would contribute to positive conflict resolution or be increased by it (e.g.
self-esteem), however these indirect attitude measures are questionable as there may be only a slight
incidental overlap between these constructs and CRE goals. Other, larger goals of CRE (e.g. changing
social norms from adversarial to collaborative) are beyond the scope of individual evaluation studies,
though some descriptive reports give anecdotal evidence of changes in school climate, and some

empirical research studies use climate measures in order to assess school-level social change.
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Contexts and Contingencies of Interest

There is considerable variation in the operational definition of conflict resolution programs in
schools. Salient dimensions on which programs may vary are curriculum (content, cultural and
developmental appropriateness), trainer variables (preparation, skill level and commitment),
implementation (dose, quality, extent), perceived need (related to violence threat and/or cooperative
learning goals), school capacity for innovation (related to the stressors and resources of the school
community), and goodness of fit of the school’s norms with CRE values (indicated by use of collaborative
classroom management practices and cooperative pedagogy ). The following sections elucidate these
environmental variables. It should be noted that most of these variables are categorical and qualitative in
nature, and may be poorly documented in research reports.

Curriculum

The following review focuses on evaluations of conflict resolution process curricula that 1) teach
students who are not peer mediators what Deutsch (1994) has identified as the necessary social skills and
basic procedures for constructive conflict resolution, and 2) have been evaluated at the middle school
level. As we shall see, there are a number of slightly differing CR curricula in use. All the middle school
CR curricula for which published outcome evaluations were found were presented as distinct units (not
integrated or infused into academics). These curricula all cover basic CR skill content experientially
(providing practice in CR procedures). They may vary by adding other components, for example violence
prevention lessons (how to avoid or escape violent situations). One study specifically compared a conflict
resolution (CR) curriculum with a violence prevention (VP) curriculum (Durant et al., 1996). Some curricula
were adapted to particular target populations such as African American males (Hammond & Yung, 1991)
or special education students (Jones & Bodtker, 1999). Other curricula were found lacking by some users
on the grounds of cultural or developmental inappropriateness (Orpinas et al., 2000; Orpinas, Parcel,
McAlister, & Frankowski, 1995).

Concurrent Programs

The most common form of CRE is to have only a cadre of peer mediators who are trained in CR

processes with special emphasis on their roles as third-party neutrals. When there is broader CR training,
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such as that which is the subject of this review, there is frequently a peer mediation program active at the
school also. This means that CR and PM programs may be jointly evaluated. Furthermore, there may be
other violence prevention efforts underway. Since the effects of concurrent programs can be confounded
with the effects of conflict resolution training, their presence or absence should certainly be noted in field
evaluation studies. Unfortunately this is often not the case. When concurrent programs are mentioned in
the studies reviewed this will be taken into account.

Trainer CR Skill Level and Preparation

As well as content expertise (knowledge of CR process), the methodological expertise of those
delivering the CR lessons can impact heavily on implementation quality and hence on student outcomes
(Benenson, 2000; Kmitta, Brown, Chappell, Speigler, & Wiley, 2000). Best practices for social skills
teaching are “active” or experiential teaching techniques, role playing for rehearsal and practice of new
skills, behavioral modeling, coaching, and class discussions, with a minimal amount of lecture and
individual “seat” work or homework (Deutsch, 1994; Raider, 1995). Ability to use experiential teaching
methods, model positive conflict resolution, coach students in conflict role plays, and use actual student
disputes as “teachable moments” is to be expected of a competent CRE trainer (Lantieri & Patti, 1996)).
Thus, this review will pay attention to the skill level and preparation of those delivering the CR curriculum.
Implementation

All the curricula in this review were implemented as distinct skill-training lessons. Implementation
varied on three dimensions: dose, fidelity and extent.

Dose.

“Dose,” a term adopted from the field of public health, refers, in the case of CRE curricula, to the
number of lessons in the curriculum, the percentage of lessons actually implemented, and the frequency
of lesson presentation (Gottfredson et al.). For the purposes of this review a high dose is considered to be
more than 15 lessons, a medium dose is between 10 and 15 lessons and a low dose is fewer than 10
lessons actually implemented. Frequency ranged from daily to weekly. The actual dose of lessons

received by individual students is not always monitored and reported in program evaluations.
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Fidelity.

Quality of implementation is usually measured as fidelity to the program developer’s intent or the
use of established best practices (Blakely, Emshoff, & Roitman, 1984; Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002).
Implementation is important in outcome evaluation, because poor fidelity can jeopardize program
effectiveness (Botvin et. al 1998; Durlak 1998; Fairweather & Tornatzky, 1977). Fidelity of implementation
is impressionistically rated as excellent, good, fair, poor or unknown based on evidence reported by
evaluators.

Extent.

The literature search for this review found published evaluations of CR training at the middle
school level both for cadres (selected or volunteering students) and for all students (a entire grade level or
school). Though peaceable classrooms and peaceable schools are being advocated, such programs have
not yet been the subject of published empirical outcome evaluation at the middle school level.

School Capacity

Without accounting for context, it is impossible to tell if the program itself is not viable or if it is like
a seed that has fallen on rocky ground. Therefore, where relevant contextual factors are explicitly or
implicitly addressed in evaluation studies, they will be reported. A school’s capacity for innovation includes
resources available, perceived need for the program, and fit between the values of implementers and the
values implicit in the program (Klein & Sorra, 1996; Rohrbach, Graham, & Hansen, 1993).

Resources.

After several unsuccessful attempts to take violence prevention interventions to scale in difficult
situations, some practitioners have concluded ruefully that a “Matthew Principle” often applies (Jones,
2000): “To those who have more will be given, and they will have an abundance; but from those who have
nothing, even what they have will be taken away” (Jones, 2000) quoting Matthew 13:12. That is to say:
program success is linked with amount of resources supporting the implementation (Durlak, 1998). In
schools with a lack of time, funding and materials, obtaining a strong program implementation is
exceedingly difficult (Gottfredson et al., 2000). From information provided in the evaluations, programs in

this review are estimated to have had resources that were “ample” (wealthy school districts displaying
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administrative support), “good” (challenged school districts with administrative support and outside
funding), “fair” (challenged school districts with good administrative support), or “poor” (challenged school
districts with lack of administrative support).

Perceived need.

It is not unusual for aggressive behavior of adolescents to be exacerbated in a school that is
struggling within a distressed, unstable community. There are three different responses to this situation. In
the first case, administrators may perceive a need for a CR curriculum to address this problem by
changing students’ attitudes toward conflict and increasing students’ negotiation skills. This is the most
straightforward individual level need assessment justifying CRE. A second response is more complex.
Toughness and aggression may have become the norm in some community and school cultures. In such
settings some administrators may feel that collaborative negotiation skills are culturally inappropriate or
less important than street survival skills, such as how to handle taunts, put-downs, and other dominance
moves non-violently without losing status or respect (Webster, 1993). This second needs assessment
situation has sometimes led to the response of hybrid curricula that teach both violence prevention (street
survival skills) and conflict resolution (negotiation process skills). In yet a third possible scenario, even
though there is high violence in the school and community there is not a perceived need for CR skills
training. A substantial or influential portion of the school community may believe that the best way to
control violence is by punitive methods such as zero tolerance, corporal punishment and the removal of
“trouble makers.” In these schools there will be a low perceived need for CR despite high violence.

In schools without violence problems, perceived need for CRE may still be high if the school
adopts cooperative pedagogy and has a goal of student empowerment. Administrators and teachers may
seek CR training to provide skills and conflict resolution options in support of group experiential learning
and non-coercive classroom management. On the other hand, in schools where there is both a low (actual
or perceived) problem with student violence and low interest in student cooperative self-management,
CRE may seem irrelevant and even disruptive. To summarize, perceived need in the reviewed empirical
studies will be rated as “high” if there seems to be a consensus among stakeholders at the school that the

program is needed for violence reduction or cooperative education purposes, “mixed” if stakeholders
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seem to disagree about the degree of need, and “low” if the evaluation states that there was resistance to
the program based on lack of perceived need.

Values fit.

Congruence between the values implicit in an innovation and values of key actors in the
organization implementing it can have a major impact on program success. Where there is a good values
fit, the innovation is likely to meet less resistance and therefore be better implemented and have greater
impact on outcomes (Klein & Sorra, 1996). Values are often reflected in school pedagogical and discipline
practices (Rohrbach et al., 1993). A school that uses teacher-centered pedagogy and zero-tolerance
policies to control student behavior may not see value in collaborative conflict resolution, while a school
that embraces cooperative teaching practices and involves students in setting classroom behavior
standards will probably find CRE compatible with its values. Values fit will be rated as “good” if the school
seems uniformly committed to teaching collaboration as a means to reduce student violence. Values fit will
be rated as “mixed” if some stakeholders apparently have values incompatible with collaborative conflict
resolution and “poor” if influential stakeholders clearly have values incompatible with collaborative conflict
resolution.

Summary of Relevant Variables

To summarize, the CRE outcomes of most interest to policy makers are changes in behavior,
especially student violence and victimization. Knowledge, skills, and attitudes (including intention to act
non-violently) are of interest as individual level mediating variables. Context variables, though rarely well
documented, clearly have an impact on program success. How all of the variables just outlined are
dynamically related to operationally define actual CRE programs, and with what pattern of results, is the
topic of the following review section.

Review of Empirical Research

Conflict Resolution Education is an evolving innovation. It was developed mainly by progressive
educators and peace activists who drew largely on their experience as practitioners and implicitly on
relevant social science literature. Dissemination was well under way before serious evaluation was

attempted. Indeed, evaluators may always have to scramble to keep up with this innovation, since it is
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constantly adapting as it encounters the challenges of new populations and the political and logistical
realities of various settings. Despite its practitioner origins, we have seen that CRE has a much stronger
theoretical base than is generally acknowledged. It is important to determine how well the intended
outcomes are realized in practice, both in pilot studies and in taking conflict resolution training programs to
scale in schools.

The evaluation literature of interest was found by searching the ERIC, Psychinfo, Medline, and
Dissertation Abstracts electronic data bases (using the keywords conflict resolution and evaluation). All
past issues of The Mediation Quarterly and Conflict Resolution Quarterly were individually searched. The
web sites of the United States Department of Justice, and Department of Education, and the publications
of CREnet (the Conflict Resolution in Education Network) also yielded relevant reports. With the exception
of one early report (Koch, 1991), studies reviewing peer mediation cadre programs without CR training for
other students are excluded from this review. This review focuses on published studies.

Evidence from Early Reports and Formative Evaluations

Scores of loosely defined “evaluation reports” on conflict resolution education, especially peer
mediation programs, have been published in the professional journals for teachers, counselors, and
school administrators. Early evaluations of social innovations that crop up in the field are often
rudimentary. Frequently, such reports are uncritical testimonials by practitioners who want to “spread the
word.” While all of these reports do not seem worthy of review, one much referenced report by Koch and
Miller (1991) provides an example of the early report genre.

Koch and Miller’s (1991) article in Principal is a typically enthusiastic, mainly anecdotal, evaluation
of the peer mediator cadre training approach to conflict resolution in schools. Though written by both a
school administrator and a mediation professional, the “voice” is that of the administrator. The case for
peer mediation is based on three sources of data: Positive personal experience in one school (415
students were parties to mediated disputes and all but three mediations reached an agreement that
“held”), positive comments from peer mediators who received a conflict resolution skills training (e.g. “It
helps me at home. Before, my stepfather and | really didn’t get along. After | took mediation training, |

didn’t fight with him so much and | don’t get upset so quickly.”), and hearsay anecdotal evidence from
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other programs (e.g. “One school reported that a ‘high-risk’ street fighter became an honor student.”)
(Koch & Miller, 1987, p. 61).

One problem with this kind of enthusiastic evaluation report is that it is so upbeat in tone and so
full of glowing anecdotes that it can give the false impression that peer mediation programs are easy to
implement and a panacea for school violence. It is also noticeable, when looking through the ERIC
database, that the same illustrative stories of personal transformation are picked up by other authors and
make the rounds of several articles. Practitioner enthusiasm, as demonstrated by Koch and Miller,
coupled with the availability of federal and state “safe schools” program funding fueled the dissemination
bandwagon for an innovation that, though promising, had not yet been sufficiently evaluated. This is not
the ideal for dissemination of innovations (Fairweather, 1967; Fairweather & Tornatzky, 1977). However, it
seems that this practice, which Herbert Simon called “satisficing”, is common in fields such as education,
business management or medicine (Simon, 1947). Practitioners in these fields often do not have the
luxury of waiting until all the evidence from evaluation studies points in one direction or makes
contingencies clear. However, proceeding without sound evidence of effectiveness and contingencies can
result in policy swings and even iatrogenic mistakes (Avery, 2003; Grady, 2003).

Following closely on practitioner reports, are early formative evaluations in the form of case
studies and surveys by early adopters looking for recognition or funding, and by social scientists getting
wind of something new to investigate in their area of interest. Formative evaluations such as those by
Lindsay (1998), Danuic (2000), Matloff (1999) and those collected and summarized by Lam (1989) can
help elucidate implementation issues as well as program potential or pitfalls.

Lindsay (1998) set out to do an evaluation of CR-PM programs three years after a conflict
resolution curriculum had been implemented in a Western North Carolina county school district." Some of
the schools in the system had had peer mediation programs in place for up to seven years. Data were

collected through a mailed questionnaire to all teachers in the 14 schools implementing the CRE

1Though the published report does not identify the location, the program was the TRIBE conflict resolution curriculum and peer

mediation CRE project in Buncombe County, NC, for which this author was a member of the curriculum development and implementation team.
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innovation. The return rate of questionnaires was 33%. No attempt seems to have been made to
distinguish the characteristics of respondents from non-respondents, so there is no way of knowing how
representative the respondents were. Questions addressed implementation concerns and the perceived
impact of the programs. Lindsay chose to ask the same questions of three non-implementing schools in
another state, but as these provided no relevant comparison, this is a descriptive evaluation survey.

Though challenges were evident, overall, Lindsay assessed the outcomes of conflict resolution
training and peer mediation programs to be positive: “...the schoolwide discipline system had an additional
option, making it more flexible in dealing with student behavior. The curriculum was enriched with specific
skills useful for school, home and adult life. Teachers were trained in skills that helped in their teaching
and class management. The culture of schools included an enlarged vision of students taking
responsibility for their actions” (Lindsay, 1998, p.94). Nonetheless, Lindsay notes that in some situations
the culture of the school can be at odds with the values implicit in CRE: “One of the major obstacles to
institutionalizing conflict resolution programs is that they are based on a set of assumptions incongruent
with the culture of many schools. To put it most simply, these programs emphasize cooperation, whereas
the culture of schools emphasizes competition. Most adults in schools ...have little training or
encouragement in managing conflicts cooperatively” (Lindsay, 1998, and p.87). Challenges identified on
questionnaires and in related personal and group interviews included: lack of time for teaching the
curriculum and for holding peer mediations, the adversarial values of families and society, need for better
staff communication, more resources and better leadership, and need for more teacher training in conflict
resolution. Although Lindsay had intended to measure behavioral outcomes of CRE by looking at
suspensions for fighting, school record-keeping was so poor that he fell back on the retrospective
perceptions of school personnel. Thirty-eight percent of respondents to the questionnaire thought that
fighting had decreased to at least a moderate degree since implementing the CR program.

The retrospective nature of the questions about behavioral outcomes is a serious weakness in this
study, as retrospective perceptions are always highly questionable. Also, program results were hard to
isolate because they were confounded with other factors, for example concurrent programs (such as

character education and school resource police officers) and demographic changes in the schools. A
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strength of Lindsay’s attempt is his interest in looking at the points of view of teachers, some of whom
supported the program and some of whom were skeptical about it. Several teachers had improvements to
suggest, such as the need for more teacher training in conflict resolution and better staff communication.

Recognizing the need for going beyond enthusiastic testimonials and descriptive surveys, a team
from the University of Florida undertook a longitudinal, formative and summative evaluation of a conflict
resolution curriculum and peer mediation program in three middle schools. This research resulted in
several publications (Daunic, Smith, Robinson, Miller, & Landry, 2000; Matloff & Smith, 1999; Smith,
Daunic, Miller, & Robinson, 2002). The evaluations by Matloff (1999) and Danuic (2000) were formative in
nature and will be reviewed in this section.

At one school involved in the project, Matloff (1999) investigated the “progression of concerns” of
school personnel by interviewing three administrators and seventeen selected teachers during the second
year of a three year CR-PM implementation and evaluation effort. This study is “theory driven” in the
sense that it imposes a model of seven steps that individuals are theorized to go through in experiencing
change (Hall, George, & Rutherford, 1979, cited in Matloff (1999)). The stages progress from focus on self
to focus on strengthening the innovation. Some of the concerns expressed by teachers and administrators
were that there was not much conflict at their school to begin with, some teachers preferred using their
customary authoritarian manner to prevent conflict from surfacing (“nip it in the bud”), and there was not
sufficient time in the academic schedule to teach social skills (Matloff & Smith, 1999, p. 131).
Administrative leadership in this school apparently was not strong or was uncooperative with
implementation, and communication about the CRE program was poor. This led to unclear objectives and
very weak implementation. Only five schoolwide CR lessons were taught, showing low fidelity to what was
originally planned as a year-long curriculum. The concurrent PM program was also under utilized.

The researchers’ response to the concerns of teachers and administrators is limited by their
theoretical perspective. Matloff (1999) reports that faculty’s perceptions and beliefs about the CRE
program affected their level of commitment to implementation. Educators who believed the program was
at odds with their current educational practices were more resistant to it. On the other hand, program

implementation could lead teachers to change their educational practices (e.g. decrease emphasis on
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punitive discipline). This finding has implications for the importance of values fit in program dissemination
success. If this study had taken a problem-driven rather than theory-driven perspective, pragmatic
suggestions for addressing the values fit problem might have been developed (Fishman,1999). Instead,
the authors dismiss faculty concerns about the values fit and the relevance of the program as “passive-
aggressive resistance” (Matloff & Smith, 1999, p. 135).

The difficulties leading to implementation failure in this pilot program were apparently not
remedied before the program was extended to other schools in this district in subsequent years. This led
to an investment of considerable researcher time and energy in evaluating outcomes of an inadequately
implemented program with unclear objectives. In addition to the report by Matloff (1999), the studies by
Danuic 2000) reviewed below, and by Smith (2002) reviewed later, demonstrate some ways in which CRE
can be derailed.

Danuic and colleagues (2000) tactfully summarized the lessons learned from the attempts by the
University of Florida team to extend the CR-PM program into three middle schools over three years. Their
conclusions are as follows: Administrative support and leadership ability is crucial. There needs to be a
strong school-based implementation team. Without needed resources, even the most enthusiastic
implementation team will get demoralized. Competing priorities will lead to the marginalization of a non-
essential program. A marginalized program is not likely to be effective. An entrenched adversarial student
culture may prompt resistance to the non-adversarial values implicit in CR, especially if some adults in the
school and at home are also adversarial in their approach to conflict. Apparently, the researchers
experienced the negative aspects of the above factors at work. The Danuic et al. (2000) study is a useful
description of CR implementation concerns based on several investigators’ experiences in different
schools over several years. It provides a balance to the unalloyed enthusiasm of articles such as the one
by Koch (1991) or the relatively more receptive contexts encountered by the implementers of the CRE
program evaluated by Lindsay (1998).

The National Association for Mediation in Education (NAME) was instrumental in the 1980s in
networking practitioners and championing the dissemination of CRE. One service NAME provided for the

field was to surface and to summarize the “fugitive literature” (unpublished studies) of in-house
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evaluations being done by school districts that were early adopters of CRE. These early programs were
often peer mediation programs in which CR training was provided only for a small cadre of peer
mediators. Occasionally, conflict resolution was also taught to teachers and students who were not peer
mediators. In 1989, NAME published a summary of fourteen of these evaluation studies from school
districts in Arizona, British Columbia, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Massachusetts, New York (3),
New Mexico, North Carolina, and Wisconsin (2). The results were characterized as “generally positive” but
with anecdotal evidence stronger than quantitative evidence (Lam, 1989, p. 38). In all fourteen settings,
fights and violent incidents at school decreased or remained the same during the intervention. Seven of
the fourteen sites reported that CRE had a positive impact on students’ attitudes toward conflict. Positive
outcomes were also reported for peer mediator self-esteem, problem-solving skill, sensitivity to others and
leadership experience. Some teachers reported that their own attitudes toward conflictimproved and they
gained instructional time by not having to deal with disruptive conflicts in the classroom. However, Lam
has reservations about the validity of the findings she summarizes. Only one of the studies summarized
attempted to use a control group, and at that site the students in the treatment condition shared CRE
information with students intended to be controls.
Summary

Taken together, reports such as those reviewed in this section give us a suggestive picture of the
potentials and pitfalls of conflict resolution education programs in schools. The picture we get is still quite
fuzzy, however, as these studies do not make comparisons either across time or between groups and thus
are seriously lacking in controls for threats to internal validity such as history, maturation, and other
plausible rival hypotheses to the CR program as the cause of any outcomes observed (Campbell &
Stanley, 1966). Findings from these early evaluation reports are summarized in Table 1.
On the “pro” side of the balance sheet are the following: Behavioral claims made for CRE are that it
reduces fighting at school (Koch & Miller, 1987; Lindsay, 1998; Matloff & Smith, 1999) and teachers use
less punitive discipline (Koch & Miller, 1987; Lindsay, 1998). Student suspensions for fighting go down in
some cases (Koch & Miller, 1987; Lindsay, 1998). A high percentage of peer mediations reach

agreements satisfactory to both parties (Daunic et al., 2000; Koch & Miller, 1987; Lam, 1989). Skills for
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collaborative conflict resolution may be learned by students (Koch & Miller, 1987; Lam, 1989; Lindsay,
1998) and by teachers who receive training (Lam, 1989; Lindsay, 1998). Students learn more positive
attitudes about conflict and take more responsibility for resolving their own disputes productively (Koch &
Miller, 1987; Lam, 1989; Lindsay, 1998). Teachers, though they may be skeptical at first, can experience a
change of attitude if they are well trained and see the program working well (Lam, 1989; Lindsay, 1998).
Student positive conflict resolution behaviors have been reported by some parents to generalize to the
home setting (Koch & Miller, 1987; Lam, 1989; Lindsay, 1998). The school climate may become more
positive in terms of perceived safety and civility (Koch & Miller, 1987; Lam, 1989; Lindsay, 1998). Even
skeptical teachers interviewed and surveyed by Lindsay seemed to feel that there was a need for CRE
and at least some students were benefiting from it (Lindsay, 1998). No iatrogenic effects are reported in
the early reports reviewed here, including the 14 studies summarized by Lam (1989).

On the “con” side of the balance sheet are mostly problems of implementation. Matloff (1999) and
Danuic (2000) report considerable difficulty with implementation of CRE in three rural Florida middle
schools. Problems they encountered included: teachers’ lack of sufficient CR knowledge and skills,
teacher’s and administrators’ traditional authoritarian values causing resistance to CRE; parent, student
and community attitudes toward conflict at odds with CRE; schools with low capacity for change, and
logistical problems (mainly lack of time to teach conflict resolution skills to students or schedule peer
mediations). A number of teachers and administrators interviewed by Matloff (1999) perceived little need
for the program because they already had control of student behavior and set a low priority on students’
social and emotional learning. These obstacles to implementation are formidable, and they are not
confined to this one school district. Lindsay, in his survey of teachers who had taken part in CRE
implementation in Buncombe County, North Carolina reported some of the same concerns. The top
challenge to the program reported in Lindsay’s study involves logistics - especially lack of time to teach
the CR curriculum to students, and difficulties of releasing students from academic classes to do peer
mediations. The next most mentioned challenge involved poor values fit. The values of some students’
families were at odds with CRE, and some teachers also expressed values-based reservations.

Except for Koch’s (1987) enthusiastic testimonial, reports contained a mixture of pro’s and cons.
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Despite their resistance to implementing the program, none of the teachers interviewed by Matloff (1999)
or Danuic (2000) expressed a totally negative view of CRE. Teachers in Lindsay’s sample sometimes
questioned if the program were a good fit with their own teaching or discipline style, but did not generalize
this personal preference into actively opposing the program.? Some teachers surveyed and interviewed
by Lindsay (1998), reported having been won over from initial skepticism by the training they received in
CR skills and by seeing changes in students’ conflict behavior attributable to the CRE program. Capacity
for change varied between schools. In Lindsay’s study and in accord with the findings of Matloff and
Danuic, some teachers felt a lack of communication about the program, including poor publicity for it. Also,
some teachers interviewed by Lindsay believed they could benefit from additional teacher training.

Though these less rigorous designs are useful in the early stages of program evaluation,
especially for identifying likely implementation issues, the pretest/posttest, quasi-experimental and true
experimental research reviewed in the next section can provide a clearer picture of program outcomes.
Claims of program effectiveness become more convincing as designs control for more threats to internal
validity, thereby eliminating rival hypotheses concerning causes of a program’s effects (Shadish et al.,
2002).

Evidence from Comparative Evaluation Research

My purpose in this review is twofold: first, to summarize comparative evaluations of conflict
resolution programs in schools with critical attention to their methodological design and execution; second,
to identify patterns of outcomes and relationship between independent variables and outcome findings,
taking any methodological limitations on credibility into account. The patterns discovered and questions

left unanswered will lead to the next steps for research provide the setting for the dissertation study.

2 This may have been because the CRE program had strong support at the district level.
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Design of Comparative Studies

The comparative studies will be reviewed in order of increasing methodological rigor according to
the criteria established by Campbell and Stanley (1966) and elaborated by Shadish, Cook and Campbell
(2002). The research being reviewed is summarized in Table 2A - 2.D. The studies are organized into 4
groups: In Group 1 are included “one group pretest/post test only” designs. The studies in Groups 2 and 3
use quasi-experimental designs (Campbell and Stanley’s Design 10) with the weaker version of this
design (less-equivalent comparison groups) in Group 2 and the stronger version (more-equivalent
comparison groups) in Group 3.Two closely related true experiments, in which students are individually
randomly assigned to treatment or control groups, comprise Group 4. Within each of these design
categories, attention will be paid to the threats to validity brought about by poor implementation of the
chosen research design, and by weak or inappropriate implementation of the intervention. Potentially
confounding factors will be noted. Additional variables relevant to the credibility of studies listed in 2.A—
2.D are the sampling and analysis units, the size (n) of treatment and control groups at pretest and
posttest, the objectives versus the measured outcomes of the program, the measurement instruments
used and their reliability and follow-up measurements if any. The results of each study and the most
salient factors affecting internal and external validity are briefly summarized on Table 2D.

Group 1: Studies Using a One-group Pretest/Posttest Only Design

An evaluation design widely used in educational research tests one group on an outcome
measure both before and after an intervention. According to Campbell and Stanley, this design is “worth
doing when nothing better can be done” (Campbell & Stanley, 1966, p.7). However a single group
pretest/posttest only design is weak and is considered “pre-experimental.” It fails to control for the
following threats to validity: History, maturation, testing, instrumentation or their possible interactions.
There are two middle school CR evaluation studies in this design category. The first study (Jones &
Bodtker, 1999) evaluates a CR curriculum adapted to a special education population. The second study,
Smith (2002), is an attempt to find behavioral and process outcomes in the ill-fated implementation of CR-
PM in three Florida middle schools, already chronicled in the formative evaluation studies of Matloff (1999)

and Danuic (2000).
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Jones (1999) reports on a pilot project implementing a conflict resolution (CR) curriculum in a
private school for special needs children. Concurrent programs were peer mediation (PM) and a teacher
training in discipline practices grounded in behaviorist principles. Students in the school had learning
disabilities, emotional disabilities or both. The curriculum was a generic conflict skills training modified for
the students’ shorter attention span and lower reading level. The program was implemented separately in
six “Lower School” classes (80 students ages 12-14) and thirteen “Upper School” classes (160 students
age 15-18). This review focuses on the “Lower School” findings as this was essentially a middle school
setting. Stated program objectives were to reduce aggressive behaviors and improve the school’s climate.
Jones addresses two research questions: 1. What is the impact of CR training on behaviorally and
educationally handicapped students’ aggressive behavior as measured by behavioral incident reports, and
2. What is the impact of CR training on perceived school climate?

There was one trainer, an outside specialist in conflict resolution education. As part of
implementation, this practitioner took considerable pains to work closely with faculty, involving them in a
detailed needs assessment. Teachers felt that students needed to learn to control aggressive impulses,
use listening skills, treat others with respect, learn pro-social behaviors, understand the consequences of
anti-social actions, see different perspectives, and stay calm in conflict situations. The trainer also took
extra time to build rapport with challenging students during training. The school received special funding to
implement this program and seems from the report to have had ample implementation resources including
strong leadership. No conflict between teacher or administrator values and program values was reported;
the program seemed a good fit with the perceived needs of the setting.

Behavioral outcomes were measured by Behavioral Incident Reports (BIRs) which were
categorized by level of seriousness: Level | for low level infractions such as leaving class without
permission, Level Il for moderate infractions such as abusing property or possessing unauthorized
materials, and Level Ill for serious infractions including physical violence or possession of controlled
substances. BIRs for the three months prior to the intervention (baseline) were compared with the BIRs
during the three months of the spring intervention period and the BIRs during the three months of the fall

intervention period. The report calls the fall intervention period “follow-up.” Results showed a 50%
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decrease in serious aggressive incidents for the whole school during CR training in the spring and at
“follow-up” the following fall (significance unclear). However, during the training period there was an
increase in incidents of minor disruption, which declined but did not return to baseline at “follow-up”
(significance unclear). The interpretation given for the apparent increase of minor incidents while major
incidents were decreasing was that students still felt the impulse to “act out” but channeled this into more
minor infractions rather than violent outbursts. This seems a reasonable interpretation (if the difference
was significant).

School climate was measured by an eleven item Likert scale (Cronbach alpha = 0.75)
administered to students. Items on the scale measured perceptions concerning school safety, respect,
pride and cooperation. Results showed an overall improvement in climate at the Lower (middle) School
F(4,262) = 2.63, p<.05). Results from two individual Lower (middle) School climate questions were
individually significant: Agreement with the statement “Our school is a good school” increased at spring
and fall F(4,262) = 2.71, p<.05. eta = .039. Also, agreement with the proposition “Students from different
backgrounds and cultures respect each other in our school,” after an initial dip following the spring
implementation (posttest), rose at “follow-up” posttesting in the fall ( F(4,262) = 3.09, p< .01, eta =.044 .
This study seems to illustrate Campbell and Stanley’s (1966) assertion that a pretest/posttest only design
is worth doing when no control group is possible. There was a funding policy in place which prevented
control groups being used in this school. Strengths of the study include the care taken with needs
assessment and implementation as well as good documentation of what was done. Unfortunately, the
study report suffers from an unclear results section. Although the researchers emphasize that the Lower
(middle) School and Upper (high) School were housed separately, run independently, and that staff and
students did not mix between them, behavioral outcomes are not reported separately for each school.
Also, though it appears that statistical tests were done on pretest-posttest behavioral differences, the
statistics used to analyze behavioral results are not clear, the numbers of students in the analysis are
represented by question marks in the report, and the purported significance of behavioral results is
uninterpretable. “Follow-up” was conducted during the second three months of training, so it did not really

test the post-intervention staying power of the outcomes. Too much was probably made of students’
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responses to individual questions on the climate scale, as one-item scales have poor reliability. Because
this is a one-group design, it is possible that maturation or history, including the teacher training in
discipline as well as the concurrent peer mediation program, can share credit for any positive results.
Given the lack of clarity in reported results and the lack of a comparison group this is not a strong study.

Two different formative evaluations of the attempt to implement a CR-PM program in three Florida
middle schools, Matloff (1999) and Danuic (2000), were reviewed previously in the section on early
evaluation reports. The summative evaluation by Smith et al. (2002) of the schoolwide CR curriculum
component of this CR-PM program will be reviewed here.?

Due to competing priorities (related to mandated academic curricula and required testing) the
researcher-developed comprehensive, developmentally sequenced CR curriculum originally intended to
be taught throughout the school year, was pared to only 5 lessons. The following topics were covered:
understanding conflict, effective communication, understanding anger, handling anger, and engaging in
peer mediation (Daunic et al., 2000; Smith et al., 2002). The truncated 5 lesson dose of the CR curriculum
was completed in one week at the rate of one lesson per day in some (n unspecified) classrooms, and
over 5 weeks at the rate of one lesson per week in other (n unspecified) classrooms. There is no stated
purpose for presenting the schoolwide CR curriculum beyond supporting the PM program.

Classroom teachers, characterized as “inexperienced and unfamiliar with the program” (Smith et
al., 2002, p.569), were trained by the researchers to implement the curriculum (Matloff & Smith, 1999).
The amount of training teachers received to prepare them to teach the CR curriculum is unspecified. The
quality of implementation of the curriculum by these teachers appears not to have been monitored.

The capacity of the schools to implement the CR-PM program was low, as the formative evaluations by

3 A peer mediation program (PM) implemented at the same time as the schoolwide conflict resolution curriculum (CR) was the main focus of the
evaluation. The PM program was evaluated using a strong non-equivalent control group design. However, only a one group pretest-posttest
design was used to evaluate the concurrent CR program on which we will focus. Both evaluations were reported in the same article, Smith (2002)
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Matloff (1999) and Danuic (2000) have already shown. Smith (2002) suggests that there was a low

perceived need as well as a poor fit between the values inherent in the innovation and the values
espoused by decision makers at the schools. Smith also asserts that school resources were not sufficient
to implement the CR curriculum as planned, while meeting the demands of teaching academic subjects
and preparing students for standardized tests. It is possible that this claim of lack of resources simply
reflects the lack of perceived need and poor values fit; resources might have been found if CR-PM had
been a higher priority. On the other hand, school capacity for innovation seems to have been stretched
thin in this lower SES rural community (32% to 61% of students in the three schools received free or
reduced-price lunches). The schools might have felt genuinely overwhelmed by new state and federally
mandated student testing requirements, as seems to be increasingly the case in many schools (Linn etal.,
2002).

The only behavioral outcome measure used by Smith (2002) was pre- to post-training difference
in mean conflict-related disciplinary incidents per month. Results differed for the three schools. At School
One, which had the poorest implementation (not starting CR training until mid year and providing only
limited and inconsistent mediation opportunities), the mean number of disciplinary incidents did not differ
significantly from pretest to posttest (t (22) =.89, p =.382). School Two, which had the best implementation
(starting CR training at the beginning of the year and providing considerable support and feedback to
peer mediators), showed a significant pretest to posttest drop in disciplinary incidents per month (t (22) =
2.09. p=.047). In School Three, the program was not implemented until spring term each year and there
was a “less discernable trend” from pretest to posttest (no statistic given), however the number of
incidents at posttest was significantly lower than for both Schools 1 and 2 (1(22) = 3.14, p = .005). Overall
no main effect on the behavior measure can be claimed.

A number of student attitudes were also measured by Smith (2002) using a survey developed by
the researchers. The instrument contained 4 sub-scales: Communication (Cronbach alpha = .79)
measuring student’s self reported ability to communicate when angry; Openness to Differences (Cronbach
alpha = .70) measuring perceptions about the quality of student-student and student-teacher relations

including race relations; School Enthusiasm (Cronbach alpha = .85) measuring student attachment to the
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teachers and school in general; and finally, Sense of Control (Cronbach alpha = .69) measuring student
sense of participation in school decisions and generally. None of the these sub-scales showed any
significant change of attitude from pre- to posttest. Conflict resolution knowledge and skills were not
measured.

Teacher perceptions of school climate were measured by Smith (2002) before and after program
implementation using a researcher-developed school climate survey with nine sub-scales: Collective
Identity, Student Cohesiveness, Mutual Respect, Order and Discipline, Community Support, Teacher
Efficacy, Racial Harmony, Homework, and Conflict. (Cronbach alphas for these sub-scales ranged from
.65 to .89). The instrument was administered to all teachers in the three schools before and after
implementation. Results showed no change in teacher attitudes about school climate (no statistical
information given).

It is not surprising that, following a very low dose of a weakly implemented CR training, there
were no changes in student attitudes and no change in teacher perceptions of school climate. Indeed the
attitudes measured seem to have little to do with the curriculum. Interestingly, in Smith’s (2002) study
peer mediators, who had a concentrated 16 hour dose of CR skill training in addition to being participants
in the 5 hour CR training of the student body, rated their teachers’ communication skills less highly after
they themselves had been trained in CR-PM skills than before (p<.001). The researchers speculate that
this is because, once students had learned the importance of effective listening and openness to other’s
ideas, they judged their teachers to be deficient in these areas (Smith et al., 2002).

Summary

These two studies, Jones (1999) and Smith (2000), provide an interesting contrast between a well
implemented CR-PM program with an unclear evaluation report claiming positive outcomes, and a poorly
implemented CR program with a clear report of no change. Three conclusions seem reasonable: that
teacher resistance is a potent factor in poor implementation, that teachers may be lacking in
communication skills for CR, and that the better implemented a program is the more it seems to have
positive behavioral outcomes. Better understanding about cause and effect can be gained from the

following studies that use control groups.
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Group 2: Quasi-experimental Studies Using a Weaker Design

According to Campbell and Stanley, a non-equivalent control group design (their Design 10) is
“well worth using...The more similar the experimental and the control groups are in their recruitment, and
the more this similarity is confirmed by the scores on the pretest, the more effective this control becomes”
(Campbell & Stanley, 1966, pp.47-48). This section (Group 2) reviews non-equivalent control group
studies in which either classes or students are assigned to conditions based on selection criteria that are
associated with being “at risk” for violence or volunteering for the treatment group. These studies
exemplify a weaker version of Design 10 because Selection x Maturation interactions and other selection
interactions are plausible rival explanations of outcomes. However, introducing a comparison group, even
of subjects differentially selected to treatment, can control for the effects of history, maturation, testing,
and instrumentation as rival explanations of any outcomes measured. There are three quasi-experimental
studies in this group: Hammond and Yung (1991), Orpinas, et al. (1995), and Durant et al. (1996).

The first study in this category describes and evaluates the Peers Addressing Conflict Together
(PACT) curriculum, an adaptation of conflict resolution education to be culturally relevant to adolescent
African American males, who are disproportionately the perpetrators and victims of violence (Hammond &
Yung, 1991). Several high-quality videotapes using young African American men as role models were
developed to serve as training tools. The study school was in a poor urban area. Levels of violence were
high in the community and at the school. An unspecified number of students were referred to the program
on the basis of perceived risk for violence and 15 students completed the training. Trained students were
compared to a group of 13 students who were “referred on similar criteria but did not receive intervention”
(Hammond & Yung, 1991, p. 366). It is not stated how referred students were assigned to treatment and
comparison groups. Since it is possible that those in the comparison group are there because they
refused to participate even though selected, this study will be considered a weaker version of the non-
equivalent control group design. No inferential statistics were used to compare the groups, ns were small,
and students who dropped out of the program were not included in most aspects of the evaluation.

The training was delivered (apparently in two groups) by two African American male clinical

psychology doctoral students, possibly the program developers though this is not specified.
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Implementation fidelity appears to have been strong. The dose was high, including 37 or 38 fifty minute
sessions over the course of a whole school year. The CR training objectives were to increase participants’
skills in 6 areas: giving positive feedback, giving negative feedback, accepting positive feedback,
accepting negative feedback, resisting peer pressure, and solving problems by negotiating. Though the
school was coping with a highly stressed population, its capacity for program implementation seems to
have been adequate, the perceived need high, and the values fit with the program especially good as it
was specifically adapted to the school’s predominantly African American student population.

Behavioral outcomes were measured by school records of involvement in violence-related school
suspensions and expulsions. None of the 15 students who completed the program were suspended or
expelled from school due to violence. However, in the comparison group of 13 students there were two
expulsions, one out-of-school suspension and six in- school-suspensions due to violent behavior. Among
an additional six students with “significant participation” in the PACT training program (attending 12 to 18
sessions but not completing the program) there was only one violence-related suspension. It in not clear
how many students were initially assigned to PACT training but dropped out before even achieving
“significant participation.”

Skills were a main focus of evaluation. Fifteen students who completed the program were
compared to 13 who did not receive any training. Skills measured (by teacher and observer ratings on a
scale from 1 to 100, and by student self-report on a 5 point Likert scale) were the following: giving positive
feedback, giving negative feedback, accepting positive feedback, accepting negative feedback, resisting
peer pressure, solving problems by negotiating, following instructions, and conducting conversations. The
last two items were measured “to determine whether improvements in the target skills might spread to
other skill areas” (Hammond & Yung, 1991, p.366)

Only overall skill “gain” or “loss” is reported based on teachers’ ratings. The skill gains and losses
are reported by teachers for only 12 treatment students and 7 control students due to incomplete data.
Twelve PACT trainees had an overall skill gain of 30.4%, while 7 controls had an overall skill loss of 1.1%.
Only 2 of the 12 PACT trainees (17%) were rated by teachers as having lost CR related skills during the

school year, compared to 4 of the 7 controls (57%). Teachers reported that 75% (9 /12) of PACT students
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increased skills while 43% (3/7) of untrained students increased skills. Apparently the skills of one PACT
trainee remained unchanged. Skills were also assessed by observers trained to judge videotaped role
plays. According to observers who were “blind” to treatment, PACT trainees gained skill in all areas. No
comparison was made with non-treatment students. On the student self-report questionnaire using a 5
point Likert scale from “very poor” to “very good”, student’s initial overall pre-training self-rating of their CR
skills was 3.75 and their overall post-training self-rating was 4.21. PACT trainees saw themselves as
increasing their skills in all areas except problem-solving where they maintained a rating of 3.8. No
comparison was made with non-treatment students.

Despite the quasi-experimental nature of the design, this study cannot make convincing causal
arguments about the effects of the PACT curriculum. The number of students evaluated was small and no
null hypothesis testing was done of between-group differences. It is not clear how many students started
the program or how they were assigned to treatment or control groups. The reason for missing data in
teacher ratings is not explained, so there is no way to tell if students not rated in either treatment or control
groups differed from students who were. Furthermore, though it is clearly implied that observers did rate
videotaped role-plays of both treatment and comparison group students, there is no comparison group
data given for these ratings. All of the threats to internal validity applicable to one group pretest/posttest
only designs (history, maturation, testing, instrumentation, or their possible interactions) affect the
credibility of results reported. In addition selection is a threat to internal validity if students in the control
group were those who refused treatment. The researchers also claim that students receiving the PACT
curriculum showed greatest percentage skill gains in the areas where they initially showed greatest
deficits, but this claim appears to be a tautology similar to regression to the mean (Campbell & Stanley,
1966). The PACT curriculum seems to be an intervention of considerable promise; it has clear purposes,
is tailored to its target group, and has the highest “dose” of any curriculum reviewed. The evaluation
results reported were in the desired direction. The evaluation would need to be replicated with larger
numbers, random assignment to treatment and control groups, and null hypothesis statistical testing of
differences between groups to make the claims of program effectiveness convincing.

Pamela Orpinas and several colleagues undertook a pilot evaluation of Second-Step, a combined
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violence prevention (VP) and conflict resolution (CR) skills training curriculum designed to be delivered by
classroom teachers, at four middle schools (Orpinas et al., 1995).This evaluation used a weak non-
equivalent control group design, and will be reviewed here. The pilot project was followed by
implementation of a CRE and violence prevention project in 8 middle schools in the same school district
(Orpinas et al., 2000). The evaluation of the larger project used a strong non-equivalent control group
design and will be reviewed in the next section.

In the pilot study, Orpinas (1995) compared two ways of delivering Second Step: with peer
leaders and without peer leaders in the classroom. The setting was composed of four middle schools in a
large urban school district in Texas. The students participating were identified as Hispanic (65%), African
American (17%) and White (18%). Ethnic proportions varied among schools with one school having 90%
Hispanic students. Program objectives were to reduce aggressive behavior, change attitudes toward
conflict, increase self-efficacy, and increase knowledge of positive ways to address conflict. The two
program approaches were Treatment 1 (T1): Training by teachers in classrooms with four student “peer
leaders” (two boys and two girls) nominated by class members as “worthy of respect,” and Treatment 2
(T2): Training by teachers in classrooms without such peer leaders. There was also a non-treatment
comparison group. A total of ten 6™ grade classes from four different middle schools were assigned to
conditions. Within two schools (A and B) six classes were assigned: one from each schoolto T1, T2and a
control group. Within two other schools (C and D) four classes were assigned; one class from each school
to T2 (the curriculum without peer leader treatment) and one to the control condition. No peer leaders
were used in schools C or D. This approach was taken to control for the possibility that peer leaders
might influence students in the other classes in their school. There were a total of 265 students in the
study. However, only 223 students (100 in 4 teacher-only classes, 42 in 2 teacher-plus-peer-leader
classes; 81 in 4 control group classes) returned all surveys. Of these 223 students, 39 students did not
complete all the attitude and self-efficacy questions in all three surveys (baseline, posttest, and 3 month
follow-up). Attrition was mainly due to students transferring to another school or to absences.

The rationale for using peer leaders in some treatment groups was that peer-led interventions

have appeared to be “more effective in reducing health-risk behaviors than teacher-led interventions”
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(Orpinas et al., 1995, p. 364). Operationally, a “peer leader” was a student, popular with peers, who
received an extra 45 minutes of CR training each week during the 6 week program. Though peer leaders
were supposed to reinforce other students’ positive behavior, no records were kept of their activities. They
did not assist in actually training other students. The peer leader’s picture was posted on the class bulletin
board with a permanent quote (e.g. “we should stop violence”) and another weekly quote relating to the
violence prevention topic of that week (Orpinas et al., 1995).

Fidelity of implementation varied from good to poor. Cooperating school principals were asked to
assign “good and interested” teachers to teach the curriculum in the treatment groups. Control groups
were presumably selected from classes where the teachers were not considered “good and interested.” In
School D the “good and interested” teacher became ill and was replaced by a teacher who was “less
interested in the program” (Orpinas et al., 1995, p.361). Teachers were asked to keep implementation logs
for each lesson taught. From these logs implementation completeness (percentage of major activities
completed) and fidelity (faithfulness to the curriculum as written) were calculated. Completeness and
fidelity were good in schools A, B, and C and poor for school D (with the “less interested” teacher).
Implementation problems reported by teachers included: Class periods too short forimplementing lesson
plans, lessons covering too much information and above the grade level of students, and students
reluctant to talk about personal problems or feelings. Peer leaders’ presence was reported not to affect
implementation.

The capacity of the schools to implement the programs was not clear, and the values fit of CRE
with the school culture was problematic. The level of violence was high in these urban schools, 9.5% of
students reported receiving a fight related injury requiring treatment by a doctor or nurse in the one month
prior to pretest.* However, the perceived need to address this violence with the Second Step curriculum
was not clear to all of the teachers or even perhaps to all of the administrators. Teachers who were
charged with implementing the program mentioned the importance of the support of other teachers, their

principals, and the district as implementation concerns, suggesting they may not have felt such support.

4 No posttest measure of fight related injuries was reported for this study.
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The curriculum itself seems to have been a poor fit with the culture and ability level of many students,
especially the boys. Students in treatment groups evaluated the curriculum. Of the 147 students
responding, 76% of girls but only 56% of boys made more positive than negative comments about the
curriculum.

Measures used by Orpinas (1995) were all included on one questionnaire that was confidential,
but not anonymous. The questionnaire was administered one week pre-intervention (pretest), one week
post- intervention (posttest) and three months post-intervention (follow-up). The questionnaire contained
four scales: a Self-report of Aggressive Behavior in the prior week (with a range from 0-66 and a
Cronbach alpha = .87), a Violence Prevention Knowledge and Skills test consisting of 13 multiple-choice
and four open-ended questions (range from 0-25), an Attitudes Toward Violence Scale and Self-efficacy
for Preventing Violence Scale. The Attitudes Toward Violence Scale seems to have consisted of student
responses on a 5 point Likert-type scale to actions portrayed in two stories covering physical aggression
with and without provocation (Story 1 and Story 2 respectively). The opposite poles anchoring the violence
attitude scale were “wrong - right” and “fair- unfair”. The Self-efficacy for Alternatives to Violence Scale
seems to have been composed of student responses to three stories measuring self-efficacy in situations
of anger management (Story 3), constructive expression of feelings (Story 4), and resistance to peer
pressure to fight (Story 5). An example of a response choice on the self-efficacy 5 point scale is “I could
do if | wanted to - | could not do even if | wanted to.” Internal consistency among responses to stories as
measured by Cronbach alpha ranged from .66 to .78 for the Attitudes Toward Aggression Scale and from
.64 to .74 for the Self-efficacy for Preventing Violence Scale.

Analyses were done separately for boys and girls. Analyses of results on the Aggression Scale
controlled for the confounding effect of race and ethnic group. Analyses of results on the Knowledge and
Skills Scale controlled for students’ academic grades. Students who dropped out of the program were
“significantly” [no statistical test reported] older (mean 11.9 years, SD = 0.81) and “significantly” [no
statistical test reported] more aggressive (mean 20.7, SD = 17.1) than students who completed all three
evaluations (Orpinas et al., 1995, p. 364). Behavioral self-reports showed that, in all treatment classes,

results for boys were in the expected direction. However, in only 2 treatment classes (one class with and
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one without peer leaders) did boys reduce their aggressive behavior by a percentage that reached a
marginal level of significance (p<.1). The “teacher plus peer leader” group of School A reduced their self-
reported aggressive behavior by 51% (F=3.35, p =.08, n = 8) and boys in the “teacher only” group of
School B reduced their aggressive behavior by 23% (F=3.94, p =.06, n=12) compared to the control group
(Orpinas et al., 1995, p. 365). There were no significant differences in girls’ aggressive behavior. Overall,
no significant (p<.05) effect of either treatment on behavior can be claimed.

Attitudes toward provoked aggression on the Attitudes Toward Violence Scale were reported to
fluctuate and varied from school to school. At the school with the lowest fidelity and completeness of
program implementation (School D), a significant negative intervention effect was noted at posttest: At
post-test, students in the treatment class at this school were more favorable to responding with physical
aggression if they perceived provocation (F= 4.74, p = .035) (Orpinas et al., 1995, p. 367) than before
treatment. On the other hand, in the classes with peer leaders at schools with well-implemented treatment
(Schools A and B) attitudes toward provocative behavior became less retaliatory at post-test (F =4.22, p =
.045 for School A and F = 4.30, p=.044 for School B). Considering the small number of students involved,
finding a consistent treatment effect for the classes with peer leaders is note worthy. However, students in
all three groups (both treatments and control), reported more willingness at follow-up than at pretest to
respond with physical aggression to someone who had provoked them (F = 5.64, p =.004). This result at
follow-up may reflect the powerful effect of aggressive local norms over any transitory anti-violence
intervention effect.

The Self-efficacy for Preventing Violence Scale measured three aspects of self-efficacy: anger
management, constructive expression of feelings, and resistance to peer pressure to fight. There was no
effect of time or treatment on self-efficacy for non-violent expression of emotions or for resistance of peer
pressure to fight. Results on self-efficacy for anger control fluctuated, but at follow-up all groups had
reduced self-efficacy for anger control (F=2.47, p = .044), perhaps a reflection of the overwhelming stress
in the lives of students at these schools.

The “Knowledge and Skills” Scale could more appropriately be called a Knowledge test, because

it was simply a multiple choice and short answer test of knowledge of the curriculum content. Students did



41

not have to demonstrate skill in actually using CR knowledge. Scores on this knowledge test correlated
with students’ academic grades. At baseline, the control group scored significantly higher than both
treatment groups on the “Knowledge and Skills” test (F = 6.98, p = .001). Knowledge increased with
marginal significance (F = 2.71, p = .069) for the treatment groups at posttest compared to the control
group, but no significant difference was maintained at follow-up.

Posttest differences in attitudes and behavior were found between the two training approaches.
There was a temporary decrease in approval of retaliatory violence in the only two classes with peer
leaders, but not in any of the four classes without peer leaders, and, in one of the two classes with peer
leaders, students reduced their self-reported aggressive behavior by one-half (significant at p <.05). No
other differences were found between outcomes for the two treatments.

Teacher effects were evidently a factor in this study. Even though schools and most teachers
volunteered for the Orpinas (1995) pilot study, all participating teachers were not enthusiastic about the
Second Step curriculum, and implementation quality was uneven. There was even an apparently
iatrogenic effect: students in the teacher-only class with the poorest program implementation increased
their willingness to use violence if provoked. Such an iatrogenic effect is not without precedent. Aber found
in the implementation of the RCCP program in New York City elementary schools that, in classrooms
where teachers did a poor job of implementing the curriculum, students became more aggressive than in
classrooms with no program at all (Aber, Brown, & Henrich, 1999; Aber, Jones, Brown, Chaudry, &
Samples, 1998; Aber et al., 1996; Aber, 1997). Orpinas concludes “Results suggest that teacher’s
commitment to the prevention of violence may have a major effect in the success of any intervention ...
programs should be easy to implement and compatible with the school’s delivery system” (Orpinas et al.,
1995, p. 370).

Like the pilot study by Orpinas et al (1996), the final study in Group 2 (Durant et al., 1996)
involves schools in challenging circumstances (urban, poor). One school (84% African American students)
received a violence prevention (VP) curriculum and one school (100% African American students)
received a conflict resolution (CR) curriculum. There was no non-treatment comparison school. Schools

were randomly assigned to type of treatment program, and each program was implemented in required
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health classes. All students with openings in their class schedules were asked to volunteer for the sections
of health class in which the experimental curricula were taught (morning classes at the CR treatment
school and afternoon classes at the VP treatment school). All students in the VP treatment school agreed
to participate, while four students in the CR condition school chose not to participate. The researchers
compared the effectiveness of a conflict resolution (CR) curriculum, developed and marketed by the San
Francisco Community Boards (The Community Board Program Inc., 1990) with a violence prevention (VP)
curriculum developed and marketed by Deborah Prothrow-Stith (Prothrow-Stith, 1987). Each curriculum
was composed of 10 fifty-minute classroom lessons presented two times a week for 5 weeks. The VP
curriculum included didactic teaching about homicide and the factors associated with it and some role
playing on ways to express anger non-violently. Each CR lesson presented a different conflict resolution
skill building exercise including role-plays, which were videotaped and immediately played back to the
class as a source of discussion and positive corrective feedback for student skill acquisition. The
researchers hypothesized that the CR curriculum would be more effective than the VP curriculum because
of its emphasis on sequential skill building. Both curricula were taught by the same instructor, an African
American male counselor with extensive previous classroom and small group experience. An equal and
comprehensive instructor training was devoted to each curriculum. The instructor was randomly observed
teaching each curriculum to ensure high fidelity.

Two measures of attitude/intent used were as follows: 1) A Use of Violence in Hypothetical
Situations Scale composed of 15 brief vignettes (for example: “You are walking to class and two boys are
blocking your way. What would you do?”) (Durant et al., 1996, p. 113). Responses were along a 10 point
Likert scale from least to most violent. Internal reliability of this scale was .88. 2) The Prothrow-Stith
Avoidance of Violence Scale (Prothrow-Stith, 1987), based on 12 brief vignettes each with three possible
responses ranked from 3 to 1 representing: talking it out, avoiding or escaping the situation, or using
violence. Internal reliability for this scale was .76.

Apparently three behavioral measures were used: Use of violence in the past 30 days assessed
by a 7 item scale (internal reliability .66) derived from the CDC Youth Risk Behavior Survey and the

Denver Youth Delinquency Questionnaire; a one item scale asking for frequency during the past 30 days
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of engaging in a physical fight; a one item scale assessing the frequency of receiving a fight-related injury
severe enough to require medical treatment. These last two single item scales seem redundant, because
apparently identical questions assessing fighting and injuries from fighting in the previous 30 days are also
on the 7 item Use of Violence Scale (Durant et al., 1996, p. 114).

Several differences were found at pretest between the two schools. This leads to a weaker quasi-
experimental design than if the two schools had been similar on all outcome variables at pre-test
(Campbell & Stanley, 1966). Although there were no significant differences at pretest between the two
treatment schools on the Prothrow-Stith Avoidance of Violence Scale or the CDC derived Frequency of
Use of Violence scale, students at the two schools had significantly different pretest scores on the other
three outcome measures. At pretest, students in the CR treatment school reported engaging in fights more
frequently during the previous 30 days (p <.028), reported more frequent injuries from fighting in the
previous 30 days (p< .001), and had higher scores on the Use of Violence in Hypothetical Situations test
(P<.001), than did students in the VP treatment school. Subgroup differences were also found: At pre-test,
African American students scored higher (p<.008) on the Use of Violence in Hypothetical Situations test.
Therefore, because of differences in the racial demographics of the two schools, data for the pre- and
posttest outcome analyses were reanalyzed using data from African American students only. There
continued to be a significant (p< .007) pretest difference between schools in frequency of use of violence
even when only data for African American students at both schools was used. Sex differences were also
found at pretest. Female students in both schools were more likely (p<.0001) than males to chose non-
violent responses to the vignettes on the Prothrow-Stith Avoidance of Violence Scale. In contrast, girls
were more likely than boys to report higher frequency of use of violence on the CDC derived Frequency of
Use of Violence scale. These seemingly contradictory pretest results for girls are not discussed.

Self-report behavioral measures showed a significant reduction (p<.0001) in both groups’ choice
of violent options on the Hypothetical Conflict Situations scale. There was no change from pretest to post
test on the Prothrow-Stith Avoidance of Violence scale in either treatment group. However, a gender
difference was noted: Girls scored higher than boys on the Avoidance of Violence Scale at both pre and

posttest. On the CDC derived scale, there was a significant decrease (p <.004) in frequency of use of
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violence in the previous thirty days for students in both treatment conditions from pretest to posttest. There
was a reduction of frequency of fighting in both treatment groups (p<.001). There was only one Treatment
Group x Time interaction: Students exposed to the CR curriculum reported a greater reduction in injuries
from fights at school between pre and posttest than those exposed to the VP curriculum (p <.001). One
Sex x Time interaction is reported. Girls reported significantly (p < .03) more frequent use of violence on
the CDC derived scale (carrying a weapon openly or concealed, fighting, being injured in a fight, attacking
someone with a weapon or with intent to kill or harm) at pretest than males, but a lower use of violence at
posttest than males. The interaction is not interpreted by the researchers. There was a main effect for this
outcome (violence was reduced) in both treatment groups, but whether this is solely due to the effect for
girls is not reported; so, treatment effectiveness in reducing frequency of violence for boys is unclear.
Strengths in the Durant study include the high quality of program implementation for both curricula
by the same instructor whose adherence to the curriculum was assessed by random fidelity checks. The
characteristics of non-respondents to the posttest were checked and found not to differ from the
characteristics of respondents. Even though some students opted out of one of the treatment groups,
students did not have a choice between the two treatments, so self-selection into treatment is not a threat
to internal validity in this study. The investigators checked the demographic characteristics of students at
each school and found them similar except for race. The study controlled for differences in racial
composition of the schools by only analyzing the results for African American students. Even so, it may be
a threat to internal validity that racial dynamics and related conflicts were different between the school with
no white students and the school with some white students. Weaknesses of the design are lack of a “no-
treatment” control group, which makes it impossible to tell how effective the two treatments were in
reducing violence compared to no intervention; only having one school in each condition, which makes it
impossible to rule out rival hypotheses involving differences between school demographics and program

arrangements, and the small sample of all volunteer students, which threatens external validity.
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Summary

The evaluation studies in Group 2 attempted to provide a comparison group in order to control for
the effects of history, maturation, testing, instrumentation and mortality and thus justify causal claims for
the outcomes of the curricula being evaluated. The Hammond study (Hammond & Yung, 1991) claimed
that the PACT program succeeded in reducing the violent behavior of African American middle school
males and increasing their skills in several areas relevant to constructive conflict resolution. The video
tapes using African American young men and culturally relevant situations that were developed for the
program are widely circulated and are a welcome addition to the conflict resolution field. However, the
evaluation claims lack credibility on several counts: lack of significance tests, lack of follow-up, failure to
use “intent to treat” as a basis for analyzing outcome data, small and variable number of students in the
sample, and a research report that is vague at key points. Orpinas (1995) tries hard to control relevant
variables in a difficult field setting. The use of four schools and ten different classrooms to test two
versions of curriculum delivery and use of a non-treatment control group is laudable. The mixed outcomes
are hard to interpret however. The two classrooms in which there were improvements in behavior were
from different schools and from different treatment approaches. It seems that classrooms with the more
well-implemented programs fared better, but the number of classrooms is too small for this observation to
have statistical support. It is disturbing that in the Orpinas (1995) study there was a possible increase in
willingness to use violence (if provoked) in one classroom where the teacher was not enthusiastic about
implementing the program. The Durant (1996) evaluation, on the other hand, reports that well-
implemented VP and CR curricula lead to a reduction both in the frequency of use of violence and injuries
related to fighting and in the use of violence in hypothetical situations. It also apparently shows that the
CR curriculum was significantly more effective in reducing frequency of violent behavior for girls (if the
self-reports are valid) than the VP curriculum. There was no untreated group; so, we cannot know if the
purported decrease in violence from pretest to posttest in both treatment groups was significantly more
than would be accounted for by services as usual. In this latter regard, the Durant (1996) study is on a par

with a one group before and after design.
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Group 3: Quasi-experimental Studies Using a Stronger Design

Program evaluations in which researchers assign multiple intact groups of subjects to treatment
and control conditions either randomly or at least without regard to risk factors are in Group 3 . Within this
category a study’s credibility is enhanced based on the extent to which subjects are found to be equivalent
at pretest on outcome variables, and how well the design is executed (for example, how well treatment
and control groups guard against diffusion of effects). Well executed studies using this design control for
any obvious selection biases as well as for the main effects of history, maturation, testing and
instrumentation (Campbell & Stanley, 1966). These studies are considered to approach the level of true
experiments in controlling for threats to internal validity.

In Durant’s second study (2000), the two schools which piloted the two curricula in Durant’s first
study (1996) are now treatment schools with all 6™ graders receiving a combined conflict resolution and
violence prevention curriculum (CR-VP). Two other matched schools in another part of the same county in
Georgia are used as a comparison group. This is not random assignment of groups to treatment, but is
researcher assignment of groups with an attempt to keep groups equivalent on demographic variables.
The groups did vary on several outcome measures at pretest however, making this the least powerful
design in this category. Still, having two schools in each condition controls better for history and unique
differences between schools and makes this a stronger non-equivalent control group design than Durant’s
previous study (1996) where there was only one randomly assigned school in each treatment condition.
The fact that all 6" graders in the treatment schools received the curriculum (not just volunteering
students) improves the external validity of this study. The intervention was implemented with high fidelity
by an African American male counselor.

The objective of the evaluation was to assess the effectiveness of a 6th grade CR-VP curriculum
to reduce violent behavior as measured by self-reported frequency of weapon-carrying and fighting and by
choice of physical violence as a preferred response to conflict in hypothetical situations. The researchers’
also measured the following risk-related variables: Lifetime exposure to violence, exposure to violence in
the previous 30 days, depression (using the Children’s Depression Inventory, internal reliability .86), and

expectation of living to be 25 years old (on a 5 point scale from “I’'m absolutely sure that | won’t live to be
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25 years of age” to “I’'m absolutely sure that | will live to be 25 years of age.”).

Program students and control students did not differ at pretest on the following demographic or
risk related variables: Sex, age, depression, expectation of living to be 25; exposure to violence in the past
30 days or during their life. However, at pretest students in the treatment group used violence more
frequently including carrying weapons more frequently ( p <.002) and getting more fight-related injuries (p
<.011) than the control group. Conversely, the control group had a higher likelihood of endorsing use of
violence in hypothetical situations at pretest than the treatment group (p<.001).

Posttest results tended to be positive. The Use of Violence self-report scale (five items, internal
reliability coefficient .72) showed higher violence use by the treatment group than the control group at
pretest (p < .0001), but lower self-reported use of violence by treatment group than control group at
posttest (p <.0001). The Group x Time interaction for the Use of Violence Scale was significant (p<.002).
Self-reported fighting injuries in the control group increased (significance not reported) from .14 to .17
times in the previous 30 days while they declined (significance not reported) from .28 to .17 times in the
previous days in the in the treatment group, resulting in no difference between the two groups at posttest.
This was apparently an improvement over the pretest situation where the treatment group had significantly
more fight related injuries ( p < .011) than the control group. The treatment groups’ self-reported weapon
carrying declined from a mean of .28 times to a mean of .20 times in the previous 30 days (significance
not reported), while the mean of the self-reported carrying of a concealed weapon of the control group
remained relatively steady (.13 times in the previous 30 days at pretest and .14 at posttest). However, the
carrying of concealed weapons of the treatment group at posttest remained significantly greater (p <.003)
than that of the control group. The Use of Violence in Hypothetical Situations Scale (internal reliability
coefficient .81) showed a Group x Time interaction effect ( p<.029) due to an increase in likelihood to use
violence in hypothetical situations by the control group, while the intervention group reported no change.
Durant suggests that this interaction was due to the effect of the intervention in staving off a cultural press
to espouse the use violence (Durant et al., 1996, p. 391).

Weaknesses in this design are threats to internal validity from non-equivalence of treatment and

control groups, the lack of follow-up posttests, and a possible instrumentation x treatment interaction
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(students in treatment groups may have given socially desirable answers on posttest measurements to
please the counselor). The report is also vague at points, and shows data in tables that are not explained
in the text. For example, aggregate measures for the 4 schools of student attendance at religious services,
interest in a gang, employment, and anticipated socioeconomic status appear in a table, but are not
broken down by school or discussed, so there is no way of knowing if these variables differed between
treatment and control schools.

The next study in Group 3 is an evaluation of a unique project: a computer based multi-media CR
curriculum (SMART Talk). Modules included: didactic lessons, interactive interviews concerning anger
management, procedural guidelines for constructively resolving a conflict, skill building games, celebrity
endorsements and modeling of CR, a game show on taking different perspectives, and taped interviews
with high school peer mediators about their mediation experiences (Bosworth, Espelage, DuBay, Daytner,
& Karageorge, 2000). Two academic teams including 6th, 7th and 8th grade students were randomly
assigned to treatment and one to the non-treatment control condition (which did not have access to the
computer program). Students in the treatment condition had access to the SMART Talk software during
one semester (January-April). Students self-selected their dose of the program. Of the 321 students in the
treatment group only 13 did not use the program at all. Average use was 80% of lessons, which is
considered an adequate dose of a prevention curriculum (Botvin et al., 1998; Gottfredson et al., 2000).
Use of the program by students in the treatment condition was mostly voluntary. However, 17 students in
the treatment condition were assigned to use one software module (procedural CR guidelines) to resolve
specific interpersonal conflicts. Students completed a paper and pencil survey in January, before the
program, and in April, after completion of the program. The final panel of students for whom there were
useable data consisted of 516 of the 558 original participants, 321 in the intervention group and 195 in the
control group.

Assessment scales were Self-reported Aggressive Behavior (4 items, Cronbach alpha 0.86),
Intentions to Use Non-violent Strategies (eight items, Cronbach alpha 0.63), Self-awareness (six items,
Cronbach alpha 0.70), Beliefs Supportive of Violence (six items, Cronbach alpha 0.71) and Self-efficacy

(five items, Cronbach alpha 0.85). In addition to these scales, demographic data and student opinion
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about the curriculum were collected. A linear regression analysis of pretest data indicated that together
scores on Self-awareness, Beliefs Supportive of Violence, Self-efficacy, and Intentions scales accounted
for 45% of the variance in self-reported aggression scores. Self-efficacy was the strongest predictor (b = -
44, p <.001), with greater self-efficacy being associated with less aggression. Beliefs supportive of
violence predicted greater self-reported aggression (b = .22, p <.001), and intention to use non-violent
strategies was associated with less self reported aggression (b = .10, p <.05). Self-awareness was not
associated with self-reported aggression at pretest when other variables were held constant. A repeated
measures MANCOVA was used to compare scores on measured variables from pretest to posttest.
There was no change in self-reported aggressive behavior from pre- to posttest in either the intervention
or control group. However, students in the intervention group (including the 13 non-users) decreased
beliefs supportive of violence (F = 5.64, p<.01) and increased their intentions to use non-violent CR
strategies (F = 8.67, p <.001). There was a small but significant increase in self-awareness by the
intervention group (F = 3.35, p<.05). However, consistent with the finding of no change in self-reported
aggressive behavior, there was no change in self-efficacy, which at pre-test was found to be the best
predictor of self-reported aggression. No interactions were found based on grade, race, socioeconomic
status, or sex (Bosworth et al., 2000)

Addition strengths of this study, are that data on program use were collected directly by the
computer and are thus very reliable; fidelity was guaranteed by being computer delivered; and, analysis
included the 13 treatment group students who opted for a zero dose of the program. Weaknesses are that
the only outcome measures were self-report; that there was no follow-up; that some confounding was
caused by allowing teachers to assign one module; and that, despite being statistically significant, effect
sizes were small. In summary, though this curriculum did not have any measurable impact on behavior
(on a 4 item behavior self-report scale), it did seem to reduce students’ acceptance of force as a conflict
strategy and increase their choice of non-violent options in hypothetical situations. The lack of change in
self-efficacy or behavior might be related to the fact that a computer delivered curriculum cannot provide
the same experience in role playing and other skill practice with feedback as a curriculum delivered in a

group by a teacher or professional CR trainer.
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The second study by Orpinas and colleagues (Orpinas, 2000) has a strong non-equivalent control
group design used to evaluate a poorly implemented program. Despite feedback from teachers in the pilot
study by Orpinas (1995) that they thought the Second Step curriculum was not appropriate for their
students’ ability level or culture, and that they did not have adequate time to teach it, the large urban
school district in Texas went ahead with taking the implementation to scale. Second Step was
incorporated into a multi-component violence prevention effort called “Students for Peace.” The “Students
for Peace” intervention included a School Health Promotion Council at each school to coordinate
curriculum implementation, and also to provide supplemental activities (such as anti-gang plays, writing
contests with “Peace” as the prompt, peer mediation programs and peer helper training, parent
newsletters and “Peace Week”). Eight middle schools that agreed to participate were involved. Schools
were divided into matched pairs (based on ethnic composition, levels of aggression and frequency of
fights reported on the baseline survey) and then one school of each pair was randomly assigned to
treatment or “services as usual” control conditions. At pretest, intervention and control groups were “not
significantly different on any violence related variable” (Orpinas et al., 2000, p. 51). The fact that pre-
existing groups of students (i.e. schools) were randomly assigned while individual students are the unit of
analysis is what distinguishes this quite strong non-equivalent control group design from a true experiment
(Campbell & Stanley, 1966, p. 13).

Unfortunately, although the research design was strong, the program implementation was weak.
Only 30% of teachers in treatment schools taught four or more CR lessons from an unknown mix of
different conflict resolution curricula (Second Step and others that teachers preferred and substituted for
Second Step on their own initiative). This is less than half of the dose that life skills training researchers
have established as a reasonable minimum for effectiveness of a prevention curriculum (Botvin et al.,
1998; Gottfredson et al., 2000). The fact that, although Second Step was the officially adopted curriculum,
teachers felt free to substitute other curricula indicates that fidelity was low. To confuse matters, 7% of
teachers in the control schools also claimed to have taught four or more CR lessons of unknown origin.
The other components of the multi-component intervention also fared poorly in implementation, with two of

the four treatment schools lacking participation in and support for the School Promotion Council due to
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staff turnover and (ironically) conflicts among staff.

A cross-sectional survey was done of all students in the spring of 1994, 1995 and 1996. Students
who were sixth graders in the spring of 1994 were followed as a cohort in the 1995 and 1996 surveys.
Approximately 9000 students in all grades took the survey each year with an impressive 90% response
rate. For cohort analysis, 2246 students completed the baseline survey as sixth graders in spring of 1994
and at least one post intervention survey in spring 1995 as seventh graders and/or in spring 1996 as eight
graders. The follow-up rate for 1994-1995 was 69% and for all three evaluations was 58%. Seventy five
percent of cohort students completed at least one follow-up evaluation. The same survey was used for
cohort and cross sectional analysis, but the cross sectional surveys were taken anonymously, while the
cohort students were asked to identify themselves (76 cohort students chose to complete the survey with
no identification).

The survey consisted of three measures of students” aggressive behavior, and two items
measuring perceived safety at school. The measure of students’ aggressive behavior included the same
Aggression Scale used in the pilot study Orpinas (1995) previously reviewed (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.88).
The Aggression Scale counted 11 aggressive acts (from “name calling” to “hitting”) reported to have been
committed in the week prior to the survey. The survey also included two single item scales: Questions
about aggressive behavior from the Center for Disease Control and Prevention’s Youth Risk Behavior
Survey. One CDC question was about physical fights at school (kappa = .68) and the other question was
about fight-related injuries (kappa = .51). To assess safety, students were asked if they had missed
classes because of feeling unsafe during the past month and if they had been threatened with physical
aggression at least once in the past year.

Orpinas found that “Cohort and cross-sectional evaluations indicated little or no intervention effect
on self-reported aggressive behaviors, fights at school, injuries due to fighting, missing classes because of
feeling unsafe at school, or being threatened to be hurt” (Orpinas et al., 2000, p. 45). Since the large
number of students involved in this study gives it ample statistical power, a finding of no difference is quite
convincing. This would cast serious doubt on the CRE program’s efficacy if the program had been well

implemented; in fact, it only shows the lack of effectiveness of a poorly implemented program.
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The possibility of a negative treatment effect on boys behavior is raised, though not convincingly
demonstrated. The research report claims that “For boys, only one comparison achieved statistical
significance ‘injuries at school’ with the direction of effect opposite to that anticipated” (Orpinas et al.,
2000, p. 52). Strangely, however, level of significance is not given, nor does the variable, “injuries at
school,” appear on any table. For the most likely variable being referred to,“fights resulting in injury,” the
table showing 8" grade cross-sectional data by sex (Orpinas, 2000, p. 54) does not report significance.
This table only shows the percentage of 8" grade boys and girls in treatment schools and control schools
who reported being injured in a fight. The 1994 questionnaire asked for fight related injuries in the past
year, while the 1995 and 1996 questionnaires asked for fight related injuries in the past month, so
comparisons cannot be made between 8" grade boys before there was a program at the treatment
schools and after 1 year of a CRE program. Between 1995 and 1996, in the cross-sectional analysis, for
students in the four control schools, the percentage of 8" grade boys “injured in a fight” in the prior month
increased from 7.7% to 8.7%, while for students in the treatment schools the percentage of 8" grade boys
“injured in a fight” also increased between 1995 and 1996 from 11.1% to 12.8%. It seems very plausible
that environmental factors were in play in increasing fight related injuries for both control and treatment
groups, however the statistical significance of the differences is not indicated so interpretation is not really
called for. For the cohort analysis from posttest to follow-up (Orpinas, 2000, p. 53) the data table shows an
increase of fight related injuries in the prior month from 10.2 to 11.6 while for the cohort control group
there was a decrease from 7.5 to 5.0 fight related injuries per month. However the 95% confidence
interval for this difference contains zero, indicating that it is not significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the
researchers’ reference to a significant negative treatment effect for boys’ “injuries at school,” though
disturbing, is not clearly substantiated. However, as we have noted previously, the iatrogenic potential of
a poorly implemented program cannot be dismissed (Aber et al., 1998; Orpinas et al., 1995).

Internal validity of the Orpinas (2000) evaluation is not threatened by poor implementation of the
program. According to Shadish (2002) “the internal validity of the inference that assignment to condition
caused outcome does not require treatment to be fully implemented” p. 319 (italics in original). There is an

important distinction to be made between efficacy trials and effectiveness trials. Efficacy is the degree to
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which an intervention is useful under optimal conditions, while effectiveness is the degree to which an
intervention is useful in practice under conditions in which implementation is left to vary due to
circumstances naturally found in the field (Shadish et al., 2002). There was, however, a serious threat to
internal validity in the Orpinas (2000) study due to diffusion of treatment. In fact, the control function of the
control groups seems to have fundamentally broken down. More students in control than in treatment
schools identified themselves as peer helpers and the number of students who defined themselves as
peer mediators and participated in peer mediations was similar between treatment and control schools.
Also, positive or negative effects attributable to the CR-VP curriculum, had there been any significant
effects, would have been confounded with the effects of other components of this multifaceted
intervention.

To their credit, the researchers highlighted some useful correlational information from the study,
based on data collected before the program started. They found that exposure to community violence was
strongly and significantly related to student aggression (students with high exposure were four times as
likely to be violent as those with low exposure). Low grades were also a predictor of student aggression: In
cross-sectional evaluation students with lower grades were the most likely to be violent (p< .0001).
Parental statements supporting fighting as a way to solve conflicts, measured by a baseline questionnaire
completed by parents (Orpinas, Murray, & Kelder, 1999), explained almost one-third of the variance in the
number of children’s aggressive acts. In the cohort analysis, the single best predictor of violence in 8th
grade was violence in 6th grade (p<.0001). Apparently, in the absence of an effective prevention program
these are the factors that will dominate.

In the final study we will review in Group 3, Farrell and colleagues used a strong pre/post
comparison group design to evaluate the Responding in Peaceful and Positive Ways (RIPP) curriculum for
6™ grade (Farrell et al., 2001). RIPP is a combined CR-VP curriculum including conflict resolution
procedures and practice as well as violence prevention lessons. Great care was taken in program
development to involve the school system in an action research process that took seriously teachers’ and
administrators’ perceptions of student needs, and also involved focus groups of students in developing the

RIPP curriculum specifically for this school system (Meyer & Farrell, 1998).
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The evaluation project included all non-special education 6th grade classes in three middle
schools in Richmond, Virginia. A peer mediation program was implemented concurrently with the CR
program. Researchers and educators reciprocally shared knowledge about adolescent development and
aggression (Meyer & Farrell, 1998). This led to widespread commitment to the CRE program and strong
implementation at all treatment schools. The action research process appears to have strengthened the
innovation capacity of a school system that experiences urban challenges including violent and poor
neighborhoods. Behavioral outcomes were the main focus of the study. Hypothesized mediating variables,
including knowledge (of curriculum content) and attitudes (favoring or opposing non-violent problem
solving), were also assessed.

Trainers for the curriculum implementation were 3 African American males who were extensively
trained by the researchers as RIPP curriculum specialists. African American males were preferred as
program specialists to culturally match the predominantly African American student population of the
schools, and because violence-related suspensions at pretest were highest among the male students.
Principals chose these specialists from a pool of qualified applicants. Implementation fidelity was
monitored by research assistants with checklists and was high. The curriculum consisted of 25 fifty-minute
sessions taught weekly in social studies or health education classes. Of students assigned to treatment,
24% had perfect attendance and 75% missed four or fewer lessons. The average curriculum dose
received was 21.4 lessons.

Classrooms were randomly assigned to treatment (13 classrooms, n= 305) and no-treatment (14
classrooms, n=321) conditions. The student population of the schools was 96% African American. Control
and treatment groups did not differ on age, sex or ethnicity at p <.05. Attrition rates did not differ
significantly for the intervention and control groups (Z = 0.68) and were not related to sex (Z = - .52),
Ethnicity (Z = -.075), disciplinary violations for violent behaviors (Z = 0.77) or in-school suspensions (Z =
1.28). Those who dropped out were older (M = 12.0 vs. 11.6 years; Z = 3.73, p < .001) and had lower
grade point averages (M = 1.8 vs. M = 2.2, Z = -3.48; p <.001) (Farrell et al., 2001, p.455). Assessment
instruments were administered by research assistants who were “blind” to treatment condition. Of the 626

participating students, 474 (76%) completed surveys at both pretest and posttest. Of those taking the
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pretest, follow-up data were obtained for 410 students (66%) at the 6 month follow-up and 359 students
(57%) at the 12 month follow-up. Using a general liner model analysis at each time point controlled for
any differences between treatment and control groups on age, sex and pretest scores.

Violent behavior was measured by school records of violations of school conduct codes related to
violence (fighting, assault, weapon carrying), and also by a Violent Behavior Frequency Scale. This self-
report scale included seven items taken from the Youth Risk Behavior Survey developed by the Centers
for Disease control (CDC). Cronbach alphas for the four administrations of the Violent Behavior Frequency
Scale ranged from .60 to .75 with a test-retest reliability of .60 (N=191, p <.001).

Behavioral outcome results showed that at pretest there were no differences between treatment
and control students on disciplinary infractions or self-reported violence. There was a positive effect of the
RIPP curriculum: Posttest rates of disciplinary violations were 2.2 times greater in the control group than in
the intervention group (p <.01) and rates of in-school suspension for the control group were 5 times higher
than for the intervention group (p <.01). At 12 month follow-up, event ratios were in the expected direction
but not significant, with one exception: The rate of in-school suspension at the 12 month follow-up for boys
(but not girls) was 3 times greater in the control group than in the intervention group (Z=1.90, p < .05). For
self-reported behavior on the seven-item Violent Behavior Frequency Scale two effects were significant:
The odds of reporting that they had received a fight related injury requiring medical attention in the last 30
days were 2.5 times greater (p <.05) for those in the control group than for those in the intervention group.
The odds of a member of the control group reporting having used peer mediation in the past 30 days were
.6 times lower than for members of the intervention group (p < .05).Two of the 6 month follow-up odds
ratios for the Violent Behavior Frequency Scale attained marginal significance (p <.10). The odds for a
control group student reporting having threatened a teacher were 1.7 times greater than for intervention
students and the odds of control group students having participated in peer mediation were .6 times lower.

Attitudes (espoused actions in hypothetical conflict situations) were measured by the Problem
Situation Inventory in which students were presented with six conflict scenarios (e.g. “imagine that you
overhear another student telling one of your friends lies about you”). Students could choose from at least

two non-violent responses (e.g. “walk away and talk to my friend later”) and two aggressive responses
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(e.g. “walk up to the student and hit them”) (Farrell et al., 2001, p.454). The score was the total number of

times non-violent responses were chosen. Cronbach’s alpha ranged from .71 to .73 and the 6 month test-
retest reliability was .57 (N= 170, p<.001). Two more scales were used to assess attitudes, a six item
Attitudes Supporting Non-Violence Scale (Cronbach’s alpha = .70, 6 month test-retest reliability = .45) and
an eight-item Attitudes Supporting Violence Scale (Cronbach alpha = .73, 6 month test-retest reliability =
.56). At pretest, the control group was found to have more positive scores on the Attitudes Supporting
Non-Violence Scale than the treatment group, while there was no pretest difference on the other two
scales. At posttest, differences between treatment and control groups on all attitude measures were small
and not significant.

Knowledge of the curriculum content was measured by the 12 multiple choice items of the RIPP
Knowledge Test. At pretest there was no difference between treatment and control students. The RIPP
curriculum as implemented was successful in increasing students’ knowledge of non-violent conflict
resolution processes. Intervention group students scored significantly higher than the control group on the
RIPP Knowledge Test at both posttest and follow-up (effect sizes: posttest d = .64, 6 month follow-up d =
.59, and 12 month follow-up d = .37). Interaction effects related to sex were investigated and some
interactions were noted (Farrell et al., 2001; Meyer & Farrell, 1998). At pretest boys were found to have a
rate of suspension from school four times that of girls, so all analyses took sex into account. The reduction
in suspensions at posttest for intervention students was maintained by boys at 12 month follow-up, but not
by girls. At twelve month follow-up girls in the control group reported having threatened a teacher 2.5
times as often as girls in the intervention group (p < .01), while there was no difference in threatening
teachers between boys in control and treatment groups.

The Farrell study has many strengths. The strong quasi-experimental design was very well
implemented and pretest differences between treatment and control groups were minimal. The care taken
to build relationships with school staff, tailor the curriculum to perceived needs, and maintain high
implementation quality allowed this field evaluation to test outcomes of a program which achieved its
implementation goals. The researchers, to their credit, took a conservative “intent to treat” analysis

approach. All students in the treatment group were given post and follow-up tests whether or not they
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actually completed all program lessons. Statistical analyses were carefully thought through for the most
part, and clearly presented. For example, the distribution of school-reported disciplinary code violations
contained many instances of zero violations and was therefore analyzed using a Poisson regression, while
the Violent Behavior self-report item “frequency of weapon carrying” had a low base rate of serious
behaviors and was therefore recoded into a dichotomous variable (“did or did not bring a weapon to
school”). To address the unit of analysis problem (caused by assigning classrooms while analyzing data at
the student level), generalized estimating equations (GEE) were used instead of standard regression
analysis. GEE calculates robust estimates of standard errors that take into account internal correlations
and are also more flexible in underlying assumptions than standard regression models (Farrell et al.,
2001).

There is one suspect claim made by the researchers: that the program was more effective for
students who were more aggressive at pretest. This seems to be based on a statistical regression artifact
of the kind that is a threat to internal validity with non-equivalent control group designs. According to
Campbell and Stanley, “ ... this hazard is avoidable but one which is perhaps more frequently tripped over
than avoided. In general, if either of the comparison groups has been selected for its extreme scores on
O [pretest] or correlated measures, then a difference in degree of shift from pretest to posttest between
the two groups may well be a product of regression rather than an effect of X [treatment]” (Campbell &
Stanley, 1966, 49). Though the students in this study were not assigned to condition based on extreme
pretest scores and the general results reported are sound, the claim that students scoring higher on self-
reported violence at pretest were the most improved by the intervention looks like it could be a statistical
artifact.

As a final observation, It is interesting to note the apparent lack of diffusion of treatment in the
Farrell (2001) study compared with the Orpinas (2000) study. Despite the fact that different schools were
assigned to treatment and control conditions in the Orpinas (2000) study, considerable diffusion of
treatment seemed to occur - to the extent that in some cases control schools seemed to have better
implementation than treatment schools. On the other hand, in the Farrell (2001) evaluation, classes were

randomly assigned to the RIPP curriculum or the control group within the same three treatment schools.
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Moreover, the three treatment schools had peer mediation programs that were open to all students
(though used most by treatment students), yet there seems to have been little diffusion of treatment. This
may be due to the good relations between the program’s developer-evaluators and the administrators and
teachers at the schools leading to good cooperation with the evaluation protocols. While the lack of
diffusion of treatment was useful for the strength of the Farrell (2001) evaluation design, the crisp
differences between control group and treatment group student outcomes seem to indicate that students
were not spontaneously diffusing what they were learning to other students in the same schools. That
apparent lack of diffusion could be problematic if one of the purposes of teaching CR curricula is to
influence students’ wider circle of relationships.

Summary

These four studies are quite strong methodologically, and they are all field studies. If they all were
measuring the same outcomes and attained the same results they would be collectively convincing. While
this is not the case in general, there is some suggestive convergence of findings in two areas: Attitudes
toward use of violence among middle school students and the impact of a well-implemented curriculum on
fight related injuries of students.

It is noteworthy that students in the non-treatment control group in Durant’s (2001) study seemed
to find use of violence more acceptable at posttest, while the treatment group did not. This result is
consistent with findings in the Orpinas’ pilot study (1995): In the absence of well implement CRE, students’
acceptance of violence as a conflict option increased over time. This disturbing observation also agrees
with outcomes in an evaluation by Aber (1998) of the RCCP conflict resolution curriculum used with
elementary school students in New York City. In that study, Aber found that students espoused violent
conflict options more readily as they got older, and that well implemented CRE only slowed the rate of this
trend (J. L. Aber et al., 1998). In Orpinas (2000) reviewed above, the researchers measured parental
acceptance of violence and found it predicts student violence. They did not measure educator beliefs
about the use of physical aggression, but the belief that it is easier, preferable or necessary to resolve
conflict by using physical aggression could have been one element in some teacher’s resistance to

teaching the curriculum. This observation lends relevance to the SMART Talk computer-delivered CRE
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approach taken by Bosworth (2000). Given that adolescents may be resistant to adult attempts to change
their attitudes and given that some teachers may not be willing or able to teach and model CRE
convincingly, the computer option may warrant more study.

The next section looks at the only true experimental evaluations of middle school conflict
resolution education produced by the literature search for this review. We will see that the greater control
of true experiments allows researchers to focus more closely on details of interest without fear of
interference from extraneous variables, but may limit applicability of their findings, especially if outcomes
are measured in a contrived situation.

Group 4: A True Experimental Design

True experiments, in which subjects are randomly assigned to treatment as well as being the unit
of analysis, are considered to control for all plausible threats to internal validity; however, external validity
may be a problem. Both studies below concern the same intervention: Teaching Students to be
Peacemakers, a conflict resolution curriculum developed by social scientists Roger and David Johnson
(1995a). These are the only studies reviewed that do not directly evaluate behavioral outcomes, but focus
instead on proposed mediating variables such as the acquisition of CR knowledge and skills, attitudes
toward conflict, and intentions to use skills taught by the curriculum. Each study evaluates different
mediating variables.

The first study, Dudley (1996), claims to be investigating six issues: the negotiation behavior of
middle school students, the negotiation procedure typically used by untrained middle school students, the
nature of untrained middle school students’ attitudes toward conflict, the impact of CR-PM training on
negotiation behavior, the impact of this training on middle school students’ attitudes toward conflict, and
the occurrence of conflict in ongoing work relationships. However, the study actually only measures one
skill outcome: the use of integrative versus distributive negotiation strategies in a role play and one
attitude outcome: positive versus negative association to the word “conflict”). This review will therefore
focus on measured outcomes: students’ integrative negotiation skills, and their attitudes toward conflict
(Dudley, Johnson, & Johnson, 1996). The independent variable is CR training using the Teaching

Students to be Peacemakers curriculum. The skill outcome of interest is ability to appropriately use
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integrative negotiation as measured by profits in a bargaining role-play. The attitude of students toward
conflict (whether they found it positive or negative) also was measured.

Three homeroom teachers at each grade level of an all white, middle class, suburban, mid-
western school volunteered to allow the training during homeroom periods they supervised. Students were
then randomly assigned to homeroom periods (2T and 1C at each grade level). The experimental group
consisted of 116 students (57 males and 59 females) and the control group consisted of 60 students (27
males and 33 females). Students received a student negotiation manual and 14 hours of training (25
minute sessions three times a week for 12 weeks) at a high level of fidelity. Training was conducted by the
research team of conflict resolution professionals with previous experience developing and delivering
conflict resolution training. Fidelity was ensured by daily monitoring and feedback sessions for the trainers.
Trainers were randomly rotated to different homeroom periods at the midpoint of implementation to control
for trainer effects. Students in the treatment condition were taught conflict resolution skills appropriate for
two applications: to negotiate their own conflicts and to mediate the conflicts of peers. Students in the
control group did homework during homeroom period. Nothing is said about the needs or capacity of the
school for the CRE innovation and this is hardly relevant as the researchers seem to be using the school
as though it were a laboratory for the experimental testing of the CR curriculum for a narrowly defined
outcome. Apparently there was a willingness by the school to let the research take place there. Possibly
the trained students used their integrative bargaining skills to resolve disputes at school; however,
whether or not they did so and with what results was not part of the study.

Pretests were one week before the start of training, posttests were one week after the completion
of training. There was no follow-up. The first dependent variable, degree of integrative or distributive
negotiation used, was measured by the difference between control group and treatment group in “bottom
line” results in a bargaining role play that had an opportunity for “profit” for each of a pair of negotiators.
The role play is described as follows:

“Students were randomly assigned [within each condition] to negotiating pairs consisting

of a buyer and a seller of three commaodities (oil, gas and coal). Their task was to meet

face to face and negotiate an agreement that specified a price for each commodity. Each
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buyer and seller was given a profit schedule listing nine prices for each commodity and

the profit made for buying or selling each commaodity at that price. The profit schedules

were arranged so that the commaodity giving the most profit to the buyer gave the least

profit to the seller and vice versa. The third commodity was equally important to both.

This resulted in the possibility of an integrative agreement when each negotiator made a

large concession on the commodity least important to him or her and compromised on

the commodity equally important to both.” (Dudley et al., 1996, p.2044)

Two indexes were derived from the results of this role play: the joint profit of the pair was a measure of the
degree to which negotiators engaged in integrative strategies (higher joint profit indicating a more
integrative agreement), while the individual profit of the least successful negotiator was a measure of the
degree to which negotiators engaged in distributive strategies (lower profit for the least successful
negotiator indicating a more distributive agreement).

The second independent variable, attitude toward conflict, was measured by a word association
test. The stimulus word was “conflict” and response words were categorized by the research team as
either positive (kappa = .89), negative (kappa = .92) or neutral (kappa = .88) . The dependent measure
was the number of positive, negative, or neutral words divided by the total number of words generated by
a student. A change score was then calculated for each of the ratios by subtracting each pretest ratio from
each posttest ratio. A larger change ratio showed a greater number of positive (or negative) associations
to the word “conflict” following training (Dudley et al., 1996, p. 2044).

Despite random assignment, the experimental and control groups were significantly different at
pretest on outcome variables: Students in the experimental condition reached fewer distributive
agreements and more integrative agreements than those in the control at baseline. Results of ANOVA
analysis showed that the treatment was effective for teaching integrative bargaining because the
experimental students gained significantly more (F(1, 173) = 5.87, p<.02) in their use of integrative
strategies and decreased significantly more (F(1, 173) = 10.53, p<.01) in their use of distributive
strategies than the control group did.

The attitude results are also positive. Students in the experimental condition decreased their
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negative word associations to “conflict” significantly from pretest to posttest (change score =-29.87, t(161)
=5.57, p <.0001), while students in the control condition did not reduce their negative associations to the
word “conflict” significantly. Students in the experimental condition also increased their positive word
associations to “conflict” significantly from pretest to posttest (change score = -21.02, t (161) = 4.45, p
<.0001), while the positive associations of the control group to “conflict” did not change significantly.
The only possible threat to internal validity might be a difference in intra-session history between groups
based on the fact that the training was done in different homerooms (Campbell & Stanley, 1966, p.14).
However, it does not appear that the students did anything in homeroom other than experience the
Teaching Students to be Peacemakers training or work on homework.

The second study in Group 4, Johnson (1997), looks at different outcomes of the same
intervention that was studied by Dudley (1996); the research design, program implementation, and school
characteristics are identical to those previously reviewed. The outcomes of interest to Johnson were
knowledge of the negotiation procedure taught by the curriculum, and ability to apply it in a hypothetical
conflict. There were two rather complex dependent measures in the study. The first was the How |
Manage Conflict measure, assessing both knowledge of the conflict resolution and peer mediation
procedures in the curriculum, and asking students about their willingness to use the procedures to
manage conflicts. Cohen’s kappa for this instrument was 0.98. Change scores for the How | Manage
Conflict measure were calculated by subtracting the pretest rating from the posttest rating. The second
instrument was a Conflict Scenario measure that described two actual cases of conflict at the school and
prompted students to write an essay about how they would handle each conflict situation. The student’s
essays were classified in two ways: The Strategy Constructiveness Scale classified essay responses on
an ordinal scale that ranked the student’s conflict strategies from 0 (most destructive) to 11 (most
constructive). Cohen’s kappa for this scale was 0.84. The Strategy Category Scale is apparently also an
ordinal scale that ranks student’s conflict strategies revealed in their essays from one to five according to
theoretically defined categories: Forcing (1point), withdrawing (2 points), accommodating (3 points),
compromising (4 points) and initiating collaborative negotiations (5 points). Interrater reliability for this

measure was 0.88.
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There were no significant differences on either of Johnson’s measures at pre- or posttest
between homerooms or between boys and girls, so homerooms and sexes were combined for analysis.
After training, the students in the treatment condition showed significantly more increase in knowledge of
and intent to use negotiation procedures than the control group (t (174) = 18.31, p <.0001). On the Conflict
Scenario measure, trained students increased their scores on the Strategy Constructiveness Scale for
Scenario 1 (1(156) = 6.06, p <.0001) and for Scenario 2 (1(153) = 3.82, p,.0002), while students in the
control group did not change their scores from pretest to posttest for either scenario. Experimental group
students also significantly decreased their use of forcing, accommodating or withdrawing approaches on
the theory-based Conflict Strategies Scale and increased their choice of negotiation strategies for both
scenarios. No significant changes on the Conflict Strategies Scale were achieved by the control group.
The Conflict Strategy Scale change scores for the trained students were significantly higher (t (158) 6.64,
p<.0001) than for the control students. Limitations of these paired experimental studies by Dudley(1996)
and Johnson (1997) are that there was no follow-up and they only measured knowledge, skill, semantic
attitude and use of positive CR strategies in hypothetical situations. It is uncertain how these supposed
mediating outcomes predict behavior in naturally occurring conflicts.

Summary

After the problem-driven research of the first three design categories, these two experiments
seem rather limited in scope. Also, though the Conflict Strategies Scale (Johnson, Johnson, Dudley,
Mitchell, & Fredrickson, 1997) claims to be “theory-based,” it is unclear exactly what the theory justifying
it is. Herbert Kelman (Kelman, 1961, 1997) is generally credited with the theory that there are two
dimensions on which to address conflict (getting ones’ needs met on one dimension and maintaining a
good relationship with the other person on a second dimension). Kelman’s two conflict dimensions can be
depicted as the x and y axes of a grid on which other practitioners and researchers, for example Jay Hall
(1996), have plotted five behavioral options. However, rank-ordering of these five options is usually
determined by context or even by researcher preference. Jay Hall ranks conflict style options in the
following order from most to least favorable: Collaboration (initiating negotiations), Compromise,

Accommodation (smoothing), Forcing, and Withdrawal (Hall, 1996). This is not the order used by the
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Johnsons (1997) however (they rank Withdrawal as more positive than Forcing). Perhaps this is because
they assume that in the interests of peace, middle school students should avoid “Forcing” in all situations.
If this is the case, the contextual aspects of conflict theory should have been made more explicit.

On the other hand, the studies have pragmatic strengths. CRE curricula do often reframe the
concept of “conflict” as something natural and potentially positive if well handled, and teach the skills of
integrative bargaining, so it is good to measure these outcomes. The word association test used by
Dudley (1996) and conflict strategies scenarios used by (Johnson, 1997) can show if specific new
concepts, attitudes and skills (all assumed to mediate behavioral change) are indeed being learned from
the curriculum. Thus the research by Dudley 1996), and Johnson (1997) is a contribution to the evaluation
literature.

While the internal validity of these experiments may be relatively unassailable, external validity is
jeopardized by the fact that they measured some rather artificial outcomes only in one well-resourced, all
white school. A more substantial experimental field test of the impact of the curriculum would require
behavioral outcome measures, such as self reports of physical and relational aggression or victimization,
school discipline records and use of peer mediation and negation in real conflict situations. Perhaps this
was not considered important, as the experiment took place in a middle school with no reported need to
either reduce aggression or enhance cooperation.

Looking for Patterns in the Comparative Literature

Now that each of the comparative studies has been individually critiqued, | want to push the
analysis of this literature deeper by looking for patterns in the results, in terms of main effects, interactions,
and contingencies related to situational variables that may have been documented at a qualitative level.
By highlighting patterns of outcomes, | plan to show that CRE evaluation results are more comprehensible
and suggestive as an ensemble than they may seem in individual summaries, and point to directions for
further research.

When comparable effect sizes are not available, one way to look for impact patterns in the
empirical literature is to count significant results in different outcome areas (Light & Pillemer, 1984). The

ten CR programs evaluated empirically covered five categories of dependent variable (see Table 2.4 ),
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four at the student level (knowledge, attitude, skill and behavior) and one at the school level (climate).
Significant findings (p <.05) will be summarized briefly for climate, knowledge, and skills as the majority of
the studies did not measure these outcomes. The question of whether CR changes attitudes and behavior
received attention from more researchers and will receive more attention here.
Climate

Three studies measured climate: Jones (1999) Orpinas (2000) and Smith (2002). A positive effect
was found by Jones (1999) on student perception of respect and school pride. Smith (2002) found no
effect either on students’ perceptions of school climate (sense of control, respect for differences,
enthusiasm for school) or on any of nine sub-scales of a teacher measure of school climate. Orpinas
(2000) found no change on two items measuring students’ perceptions of safety at school. Each study
used a different instrument. No general conclusion can be made.
Knowledge

Three studies measured knowledge gain: Orpinas (1999) with a weak comparison group design,
Farrell (2001) with a strong comparison group design and Johnson (1997) with an experimental design. All
three studies used knowledge measures tailored to the curriculum they taught and all three taught
different curricula. The Orpinas (1999) evaluation of a poorly implemented program showed no gainin CR
knowledge. The Farrell (2001) and Johnson (1997) studies of well implemented programs showed positive
gains in CR knowledge. It seems plausible that knowledge of CR can be increased by a well implemented
CR program. Indeed, in the Farrell study the treatment group remained significantly more knowledgeable
about CR than the control group a year later.
Skills

Two studies measured skills: Hammond (1991), using a weak comparison group design, and
Dudley (1996), using an experimental design. Both programs were well implemented and both evaluators
found gains in CR skill post training. The skills that Hammond investigated included students’ ability to
give and receive negative feedback while remaining calm, and to solve problems by negotiating. These
skills were measured by teacher rating, self rating, and expert rating of videotaped role-plays. Dudley

measured skill in integrative bargaining. Measuring CR skills is challenging and hard to imagine doing on
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a large scale. In the Hammond study there were only 15 students in the treatment group and 13 in the
control group, and no null hypothesis statistical testing was done. The Dudley (1996) study had 116
students in the treatment group and 60 students in the control group and used a fairly ingenious skill test
directly yielding a numerical result. Dudley found trained students to be significantly (p <.05) more likely to
use integrative bargaining than control students.
Attitudes

Seven of the empirical studies reviewed attempted to measure the impact of CR training on
students’ attitudes, using eighteen different attitude measures (see Table 3). These measures may be
grouped into three conceptual categories as follows: Attitudes related to violence or to conflict; self-
efficacy or self-awareness related to resolving conflict non-violently; intended/hypothetical use of
constructive conflict resolution strategies.

Attitudes toward conflict/ violence.

Three studies measured student attitudes toward violence and one measured students’ attitudes
toward conflict (Bosworth et al., 2000; Durant et al., 1996; Orpinas et al., 1995). Results were mixed.
Orpinas (1995) used students’ responses to stories to rate student attitudes toward unprovoked violence
and provoked violence. No change was found in attitudes toward unprovoked violence. Over time,
approval of using a violent response when provoked increased for all students. This is consistent with
other studies which have noted an increase in acceptance of violence over time in urban youth (Aber et
al., 1996; Aber, 1997; Elliott, 1994). As Orpinas (1995) points out, it is problematic that students perceive
provoked violence as acceptable because provocation is often “in the eye of the beholder” and frequently
both sides in a violent incident believe that they were the provoked party. It should be noted that, in
classrooms where the Second Step curriculum was well implemented, there was a reduction in students’
acceptance of provoked violence at posttest. However, these students did not maintain this attitude
difference from their peers at follow-up. Moreover, in the classroom where implementation of the Second
Step curriculum was poor (possibly because the teacher’s beliefs were incompatible with CRE’s implicit
values of non-violence), students increased their positive attitudes toward provoked violence even more

than the students in the control group at posttest (Orpinas et al., 1995). In well implemented programs the
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results were more positive. The evaluation of SMART Talk by Bosworth (2000) found a positive change in
attitude (a reduction in beliefs supportive of violence). Finally, the experiment by Dudley (1996) found that
the CR program changed students’ word associations to “conflict” from more negative to more positive
associations. Such a change may be desirable if it leads students to take more positive actions to resolve
conflict without violence, however this connection has not been empirically tested.

Self-efficacy or self-awareness.

Three studies used instruments that could be classified as measures of self-efficacy or self-
awareness (Bosworth et al., 2000; Orpinas et al., 1995; Smith et al., 2002). Overall results showed no
treatment effect for self-efficacy and when there was a treatment effect for self awareness it was not
associated with behavioral change. Bosworth (2000) used one measure of self-efficacy: asking how
confident a student was in “Staying out of fights”, “Calming down when mad,” and “Talking out a
disagreement” (Bosworth, 2000 p. 273), and a different measure of self-awareness: with items such as I
know how to calm myself down when angry” and “I can look at a conflict situation in many different ways.”
Though these two scales seem to have similar content, they measured different factors in exploratory
factor analysis (Bosworth, 2000 p. 273), and had different theoretical origins. Self-awareness has been
linked to violence by Goldstein (1987) cited by Bosworth (2000), and Self-efficacy has been linked to
aggression by Bandura (1977) cited by Bosworth (2000). Bosworth found that, among mediating variables
measured, self-efficacy was the most significant predictor of self-reported aggressive behavior. Bosworth
found a positive treatment effect on self-awareness but no treatment effect for self-efficacy. Orpinas
(1995) used three self-efficacy scales: self-efficacy for anger management, self-efficacy for positive
expression of feelings, and self-efficacy for resisting peer pressure. No change was found on any of these
measures. Smith ((2002) used a “communication” measure that seems to be best understood as a
measure of self-awareness. It contained questions such as “l am good at talking about problems with
other students.” Smith found no change on this outcome measure. The fact that self-efficacy has not been
shown to change in three studies that also showed no behavioral change: Orpinas (1995), Bosworth

(2000) and Smith (2002), suggests the possibility that self-efficacy might mediate behavioral change.
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Intentions to use/ hypothetical use of CR.

Five methodologically sound evaluations measured espoused (hypothetical or intended) use of
positive conflict resolution strategies. Each of these five studies evaluated a well implemented CR
program. Three studies, Durant (2001), Bosworth (2000) and Johnson (1997), found positive intervention
effects. One study, Durant (1995), found a positive effect on one measure and no effect on another
measure, the fifth study, Farrell (2001), failed to find any effect of treatment on espoused use of positive
CR strategies (despite finding positive changes in actual behavior). Differences in the results found may
be due, in part, to using different measurement instruments. This is best illustrated in the Durant (1999)
study. Comparing a conflict resolution curriculum to a violence prevention curriculum, Durant used two
different measures of espoused use of constructive conflict resolution strategies. The first measure,
developed by Prothrow-Stith used 12 vignettes as prompts. Student responses were ranked on a three
point scale from most to least desirable (“talking it out”, “avoiding or escaping”, “using violence”)
(Prothrow-Stith, 1987). The second measure, developed by Durant, used 15 vignettes to assess student
responses on a 10 point scale, ranking responses from most constructive to most violent. Durant found no
change in either treatment group on the Prothrow-Stith measure, but positive change in both treatment
groups on his own measure. This difference might be explained by properties of the two instruments used.
The greater range of response choices offered by Durant’s measure might have introduced more
variability in responding, which allowed an effect to be measured (Babbie, 1998).

This pattern of relationship between instrument and outcome seems consistent across studies.
Durant (2001) using his own measure (this time with a 6 point response scale) found positive change for
the schools that implemented a CR-VP program compared to the control schools. Johnson (1997) ranked
student essay content on an eleven point scale from least to most positive conflict strategies. Results
showed a positive effect of CR training on student responses. On the other hand, the measure Farrell
(2001) used offered as few as two aggressive response choices and two non-violent response choices to
each conflict vignette. The scale score was the total number of positive responses. No change was found
using this measure. Thus, the two measures that showed no effect (the Prothrow-Stith instrument and the

Farrell instrument) both offered the students a smaller number of response options than the measures that



69

showed positive results (the Johnson essay and the Durant scale). This implies that properties of the
instruments used could have contributed to differences in results on the “intent to use” variable.
Behaviors

Nine of the comparative studies reviewed (all but the experimental studies of Dudley and
Johnson) measured behavioral outcomes. These measures were either based on student self-report of
aggressive behaviors, school discipline reports, or both. Five studies found positive behavioral outcomes
(Durant, Barkin, & Krowchuk, 2001; Durant et al., 1996; Farrell et al., 2001; Hammond & Yung, 1991;
Jones & Bodtker, 1999). Four studies found no significant change in behavior (Bosworth et al., 2000;
Orpinas et al., 2000; Orpinas et al., 1995; Smith et al., 2002).

Student self-reported behavior.

Several studies used self-report scales based on questions drawn from the Centers for Disease
Control (CDC) Youth Risk Behavior Survey (Durant et al., 2001; Durant et al., 1996; Farrell et al., 2001;
Orpinas et al., 2000). Some of these questions were analyzed as single item scales. The most used CDC
single item scale measured a specific outcome of substantive interest: fight related injuries. Two
researchers developed non-CDC derived self-report measures of aggression (Bosworth, 1999; Orpinas et
al., 2000; Orpinas et al., 1995). These two instruments measured lesser offences than were assessed by
the CDC questions.

Durant (1996) found that students who received either a CR or VP curriculum reduced their
overall use of violence in the past 30 days (shown by a CDC-derived 7 item scale) and their frequency of
fighting in the past 30 days (a single CDC item). Students receiving the CR curriculum had fewer fight
related injuries requiring medical attention than students receiving the VP curriculum. In Durant’s larger
study (2001), five of the same CDC self-report questions were used for a 5 item Use of Violence scale: A
positive treatment effect was found. Two CDC questions were also analyzed as single item scales. Durant
found a significant (p < .05) decrease in “fights requiring medical attention” and “carrying a concealed
gun” for the treatment group.

Orpinas (2000) asked two questions taken from the Centers for Disease Control Youth Risk

Behavior Survey (Kolbe, 1990). These questions asked students for their frequency of fighting and their
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frequency of fight related injuries requiring medical treatment. A researcher developed instrument to
measure lesser aggression was also administered. Orpinas found no significant main effects on behavior
in either the cross-sectional or the cohort analysis on any aggression measure. Since there were almost
9000 students surveyed annually, it seems likely that had there been effects they would have been
detected. This three year intervention was poorly implemented due to teacher “burnout” and values-based
resistance of teachers to the Second Step curriculum (Orpinas (2000).

Finally, Farrell (2001) used a seven item violent behavior frequency scale derived from the CDC
Youth Risk Behavior Survey. The scale as a whole showed a significant (p <.05) positive treatment effect
at posttest, but not at follow-up. Five specific violence related behaviors were analyzed using logistic
regression: Threatened to hurt a teacher, brought a weapon to school, threatened someone with a
weapon, received a fight related injury requiring medical attention, ever participated in peer mediation. At
posttest there were significant positive effects for requiring medical treatment due to a fight related injury
(odds for the control group were 2.5 times greater than for the treatment group, p <.05). Students in the
treatment group also used peer mediation more than control students, (p< .05).

The use by Durant (1996 and 2001) Farrell (2001) and Orpinas (2000) of the same behavioral
measure, “fight related injuries in the prior 30 days”, is helpful for comparing outcomes. These recent
studies perhaps represent a heartening trend among serious evaluators to use some common standard
of measurement. Both of the Durant studies and the Farrell study, evaluating well implemented CRE
programs, show positive outcomes: a reduction of fight related injuries for the treatment group relative to
the control group. Orpinas (2000), evaluating a poorly implemented CRE program, shows no significant
main effect on this same outcome measure.

Researcher developed self-report instruments not based on the CDC Youth Risk Behavior
questions failed to show change. Bosworth (2000) used a 7 item self-report measuring the frequency of
aggressive behavior in the prior 30 days. The items included: “Hit back when hit first” and “pushed,
grabbed or shoved.” This study was evaluating the impact of the SMART Talk computer curriculum at a
suburban magnet middle school. Bosworth found no treatment effect on self-reported use of aggression

using this scale. Orpinas (1995, 2000) used a self-report measuring frequency of 11 aggressive behaviors
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(including: teasing, pushing, and name calling) during the prior week, and also found no main effect.

School discipline records.

School discipline records can be used as another measure of student aggression. However, only
one study used both self-report and school discipline records. The strong comparison group study of
Farrell (2001) found a positive treatment effect using school records (reduction in-school suspensions) as
well as a reduction in fight related injury. Three studies (with one-group pre/post or weak comparison
group designs) used only school records to measure behavioral outcomes. Jones (1999) found a
reduction in school reports of serious violence, while Smith (2002) and Orpinas (1996) found no reduction
in disciplinary referrals for aggressive behavior. While it might seem that school discipline records are a
more “objective” measure of student problem behavior than student self-report this may not be the case.
School record keeping related to student behavior is known to be prone to error and bias (Day, 1996). In
addition, discipline records reflect school personnel’s perception about and response to student behavior,
not the behavior itself.

Relationships Among Outcome Variables

Changes in theory-based mediating variables (knowledge, attitudes, and skills) were usually, but
not always, consistent with behavioral outcomes. Bosworth (2000) reported some attitudinal change, but
no behavioral change; while Farrell (2001) found positive behavioral outcomes, but failed to find any
attitudinal change. However, the other four studies that measured both attitude and behavior had more
congruent results. Two studies by Durant (1996, 2001), evaluating well-implemented programs, found
positive change in both attitudes and behavior. Smith (2002) and Orpinas (1996), evaluating poorly
implemented programs, found no main effects for attitudes or behavior.

Looking more closely at the two situations, Bosworth (2000) and Farrell (2001), where there are
apparent inconsistencies between behavior and attitude both explains apparent anomalies and raises
new questions. For Bosworth (2000) self-awareness (an attitude measure) was not associated with
aggressive behavior at pretest, holding other mediating variables constant . Therefore, it is not to be
expected that the positive treatment effect on self awareness in Bosworth’s (2000) study should lead to a

change in behavior, and it did not. While the Bosworth (2000) study did show positive changes in a
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measure of “beliefs and intentions”, these attitudes were only modest contributors to behavior in
regression analysis of baseline data; so, is not too surprising that even though “beliefs and intentions”
improved there was no change in behavior. In this study, greater self-efficacy (confidence) was the
greatest predictor of less aggressive behavior in pretest multiple regression analysis (8 = .44, p <.001); the
CR curriculum did not change self-efficacy Bosworth (2000). Thus, when examined in detail, Bosworth’s
findings look more consistent. Furthermore it is not too surprising that a computer administered
curriculum, which did not involve face to face interaction with other students or a CR trainer, did not lead
to increased self-efficacy or behavioral change, though it apparently changed self-awareness, beliefs, and
intentions.

Farrell’s (2001) exceptional finding of behavioral change without attitudinal change may possibly
be accounted for by noticing that the attitudinal measures used had only modest test-retest reliability (.45
to .57) and may not have been sensitive enough capture attitude change. However, it is also possible that
student behavior changed because norms of the strongly implemented school CRE program created a
press that resulted in students using peer mediation and refraining from fighting behavior, while their
attitudes toward violence remained unchanged. The direction of causality in behavior and attitude change
in general is an open question. Some theorists believe it is changes in behavior that bring about changes
in attitude (Watson, 1924).

Skills are often mediating variables in enabling behavioral change (Botvin et al., 1998), and
indeed Hammond (1991) finds a positive effect of CRE on skills and behavior. However, Hammond’s
sample is small and significance of results unclear. No other study measured both student skills and
student behavior. Knowledge of CR curriculum content is another proposed mediating variable. Farrell
(2001) measured both CR knowledge and behavioral outcomes of a well implemented program, and found
an increase in knowledge and positive behavioral outcomes. Orpinas (1995) measured both knowledge
and behavioral outcomes of a poorly implemented program and found no substantial change in knowledge
or behavior. No other study measured both knowledge and behavior. To summarize, on the individual
(student) level, results of mediating (knowledge, attitude, skill) and behavioral variables appear to be

mostly consistent, though mediation effects are not explicitly analyzed in any of the studies.
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One might expect that, on the school level, climate would be improved by constructive conflict
attitudes and behaviors. Only three studies measured school climate, but the pattern of results is as
expected. Jones, who studied a well implemented program, found positive program effects on both
behavior and climate (but did not measure attitudes). Smith (2002) and Orpinas (2000), evaluating poorly
implemented programs, found no change in behavior or climate. Smith found no change in attitudes either.
Orpinas (2000) did not measure attitudes.

Summing up Main Effects

What can we say so far, based on counting main effects, about the answer to the question “Does
CRE work?” It seems unlikely that CRE has no effect. If there were truly no effect, then (at a significance
level of .05) only one study in 20 would show an effect (Light & Pillemer, 1984).Yet four of eight middle
school CRE evaluations that measure behavior (and use a null hypothesis statistical test) show some
significant (p <.05) positive effect of CRE on behavior. In addition, of the seven studies measuring attitude,
only two showed no effect; two-thirds of studies measuring skill or knowledge showed positive effects;
and, of the three studies measuring climate, one showed a positive effect (See Table 2.4). For a set of
field evaluations of a complex and ambitious program this is a fairly good showing.

There are several reasons why, even when an innovation “works,” some evaluations may fail to
find significant effects. Three salient reasons, pointed out in Light and Pillemer’s (1984) Summing Up, are
first: Low statistical power (possibly a factor in the failure of the Orpinas (1995) or Bosworth (2000) to find
behavioral outcomes), second: Unreliability of measurement (likely a problem with some of Jones’,
Orpinas’ and Farrell’s measures) and third: Actual failure to work at some sites because of program
variations or context variations or both. Let's examine this third point. Even though significant positive
effects were found in most evaluations reviewed, results were not unanimous. The programs as
implemented did not work in all contexts and for all students. In some cases there may have been at least
temporary negative effects on attitude and even possibly on behavior (Orpinas et al., 2000; Orpinas et al.,
1995). To better understand with whom and where CRE succeeds, and to get some ideas about why it

succeeds or fails when it does, we need to examine interactions and contingencies, not just main effects.
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Summing up Interactions

Several studies looked for possible interactions between individual level variables and treatment
in producing outcomes. In some cases this was done to control for expected relationships (e.g. students’
grades were used as a control variable in analyzing CRE knowledge outcomes). The most common
student variables investigated were sex and race/ethnicity. Stress or risk related variables were measured
by some investigators.

Findings were not consistent. Some investigators found no interactions. For example: There were
no significant differences between boys’ and girls’ outcomes in the program evaluated by Dudley (1996)
and Johnson (1997). Bosworth (2000) too found no interactions based on grade, race, socioeconomic
status, or sex. Other investigators found expected relationships. For example: (Farrell et al., 2001)
confirmed that students who dropped out during the program were older and had lower grade point
averages. Likewise, {Orpinas(1995, p. 364)} noted that those who failed to complete all three annual
survey instruments were older and more aggressive at pretest. A few intriguing interactions were reported.
These findings are explored below.

Sex.

Farrell (2001) found at pretest that boys had a rate of suspension from school four times that of
girls. Possibly related to the pretest sex difference, the reduction in suspensions at posttest for
intervention students was maintained by boys at 12 month follow-up, but not by girls. This could mean
that, as a result of the program, boys were acting less aggressively at school, or it could mean that the
culture of the school had changed so that boys’ aggressive behavior was being dealt with less punitively
than before the program. Farrell also found that at twelve month follow-up girls in the control group
reported having threatened a teacher 2.5 times as often as girls in the intervention group (p < .01), while
there was no difference in threatening teachers between boys in control and treatment groups. This
particular finding, though positive, seems uninterpretable and the authors warn that “the relatively small
number of sex specific effects we did find need to be interpreted cautiously, given the large number of

significance tests that were conducted” (Farrell et al., 2001, p. 461).
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Durant (1996) reports a puzzling Sex x Time interaction (p <.02): Girls scored higher on the self
report Use of Violence scale (carrying a weapon openly or concealed, fighting, being injured in a fight,
attacking someone with a weapon or with intent to kill or harm) at pretest than males, yet they reported
lower use of violence at posttest than males. Girls reporting more use of serious violence than boys at
pretest seems at odds with the finding that, both at pretest and posttest, girls were more likely (p<.0001)
than males to chose non-violent responses to the hypothetical vignettes on the researcher’s Avoidance of
Violence Scale. The anomalous pretest sex differences and the apparent group x time interaction are not
interpreted by the researchers. However, the Use of Violence scale was noticeably skewed (skewness =
5.9 ) and reliability was only moderate .66, so it is possible that some girls’ self-reported use of violence
were (for unknown reasons) extreme outliers at pretest. The Orpinas (1995) pilot study was the only one
to have students evaluate the curriculum. Results for boys differed from results for girls. Of the 147
students responding, 76% of girls, but only 56% of boys made more positive than negative comments
about the curriculum. Teachers also commented that the Second Step curriculum seemed a poor fit with
the culture and ability level of many students, especially the boys. Moreover, boys who evaluated the
curriculum most negatively had a mean aggression score of 25.8 (SD = 12.6), while boys who evaluated
Second Step most positively had a mean aggression score of 15.9 (SD = 13.6). The difference was not
significant; however, this was possibly not a large enough sample to detect a true difference in an
outcome with a large standard deviation.

The small Orpinas (1995) pilot study also yielded another interesting sex related trend. Behavioral
self-reports showed that, in all treatment classes, results for boys were in the expected direction. In two
treatment classes, boys reduced their aggressive behavior by a percentage that reached a marginal level
of significance (p<.1). There were no significant differences in girls’ aggressive behavior. Yet it is thought
provoking to notice that the pretest to posttest trend of aggression data for girls was less positive than that
for boys. In fact, in the two classrooms where boys’ aggression decreased the most the direction of
change for girls was toward an increase in violence. Could there be a reciprocal influence on aggression
between boys and girls in middle school? Could it be that programs addressing boys’ and girls’ aggression

need to be different? Sixty-five percent of the students in the Orpinas (1995) sample were Hispanic. Are
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sex differences in aggressive behavior tied to ethnic/cultural differences?

Race/ethnicity.

Controlling for race/ethnicity is a concern in evaluating programs where aggressive behavior is an
outcome. Hammond restricted his intervention to African American males because they are
disproportionately the perpetrators and victims of violence (Hammond & Yung, 1991). Durant (1996, 2001)
found pretest differences in aggression between African American and white students and so limited
analysis of data to African American students. Orpinas’ (1995) study had one school that was mostly
Hispanic, and there was a relationship at pretest between ethnicity and aggression, so only Hispanic
students’ data at this school were analyzed. One difficulty with attempting to control for variability due to
race/ethnicity in a school by only analyzing data from one race or ethnic group is that it ignores the
contribution to variability in behavioral outcomes between schools made by heterogeneity of the school’s
demographics. For example: one of two schools studied by Durant (1996) had only African American
students, while the other was 84% African American. It seems plausible that aggression dynamics might
have been different for students in these racially homogeneous and racially mixed environments. Thus,
the difference in outcome attributed to program effectiveness (a CR curriculum used at one school was
found to be more effective in reducing injuries from fighting than a VP curriculum used at the other school)
might be confounded with differences in racial composition between the two schools.

Stress and Cultural Norms.

In cohort analysis, Orpinas (2000) found that the single best predictor of violence in 8th grade was
violence in 6th grade (p<.0001). This can be interpreted exceptionalistically to mean these students had
aggressive personalities, or universalistically to mean that these students were under the most stress
(Rappaport, 1977; Ryan, 1971). In (Orpinas et al., 2000) cross-sectional evaluation, students with lower
grades were the most likely to be violent (p<.0001). This could be because some of the same risk factors
(e.g. poverty) lead both to low grades and aggressive behavior. Also, the frustrations of failing in school
may lead to aggressive behavior (Dollard et al.,1939). Durant (2001) measured stress symptoms,
including depression and expectation of living to be 25 years old. However, these measures do not appear

to have been analyzed for their relationship to aggressive behavior, but only to assure the equivalence of
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treatment and control schools. Students in both conditions were equally depressed and hopeless.
Hammond(1991), Orpinas (1995, 2000), Durant (1996, 2001) and Farrell (2001) evaluated programs in
schools within poor urban communities that had very high levels of street violence and family violence.
Durant (1996, 2001) reported high levels of exposure to violence and symptoms of stress in the students
he studied, but did not analyze the relationship between outcomes and student exposure to violence.
Orpinas (2000), however, did analyze the relationship between a student’s behavior and exposure to
community violence and/or parental norms supportive of aggression. This study found that exposure to
community violence was strongly related to student aggression. Students with high exposure were four
times as likely to be violent as those with low exposure. Moreover, quantitative results from Orpinas
(2000) substantiate the anecdotal observations from other studies (Lindsay, 1998; Smith et al., 2002) that
cultural norms are important predictors of student aggression. Parental statements supporting fighting as a
way to solve conflicts, measured by a baseline questionnaire completed by parents, explained almost one-
third of the variance in the number of their children’s aggressive acts (Orpinas et al., 2000; Orpinas et al.,
1999).

CRE Interventions as Dynamic Systems

Comparing the two largest and most sophisticated field studies, the implementation of RIPP in
Richmond, Virginia (Farrell, 2001) and the implementation of Second Step in an unidentified large city in ,
Texas (Orpinas, 2000), reveals the dynamics of program realization with some telling differences. The two
sites were both poor, urban school districts with either mostly Hispanic (Texas) or mostly African American
(Richmond) students. Physical aggression was reported to be an acceptable or expected form of conflict
resolution in the students’ communities. Here the two studies begin to differ in several substantial regards.
In Richmond, action research was used to build rapport with educators and students and involve them in
developing a curriculum specifically designed to meet perceived needs (Meyer & Farrell, 1998). An
inclusive implementation team involved administration, teachers, students, specialist implementers and
evaluators, and built a sense of community respectful of the ethnicity of the student population. Ethnicity of
implementation specialists was matched to the ethnicity of the students, and principals were involved in

hiring the specialists for their schools. There was focus on strong implementation of a tailor-made 6"



78

grade curriculum intentionally integrated with a Peer Mediation Program. The Richmond program had a
positive impact on student behavior, including fewer fight-related injuries and reduction in suspension of
boys for aggression. Knowledge of the curriculum content lasted through 12 month follow-up. On the other
hand, in Texas classroom teachers were expected to implement a program they had not been involved in
choosing and that many of them considered inappropriate. This curriculum was not adapted through
collaborative effort as in Richmond, but individual teachers attempted undocumented adaptations or
simply opted out of implementation. Ironically for a CRE program, divisive conflict developed at some of
the treatment schools among staff charged with implementation, and there was related staff turnover.
Despite considerable time spent in planning, violence prevention efforts proved beyond the capacity of
the schools to implement well. In Texas there was no significant documented effect on students’ feeling
safe at school or on students’ behavior, and a possible negative trend was noted in boys fight-related
injuries at follow-up.

Trying to implement a program in the face of active or passive resistance from key school
personnel can lead to frustrating program failure as we have seen in the evaluation reports of
Daunic(2000), Matloff (1999), Smith (2002) and Orpinas (1995, 2000). Taking CRE to scale where the fit
between CRE norms and local norms may be poor requires considerable community organizing finesse
and persistence. Much of the credit for the success of CRE in Richmond’s middle schools can surely be
attributed to the action research and community building approach used by Meyer in developing and
guiding program implementation. The action research process convincingly modeled the benefits of
collaboration and enlisted the cooperation of key leaders in what could have been a resistant setting,
given the high level of violence in the community (Meyer & Farrell, 1998). This is a qualitative assessment,
but the circumstantial evidence indicates that more use of an action research paradigm in CRE program
implementation would be advisable. The action research approach is also advocated by experienced
school innovation researchers (Deutsch, 2000; Everhart & Wandersman, 2000; Raider, Coleman, &

Gerson, 2000).
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Balancing Quantitative and Qualitative Perspectives in Evaluation.

Itis important not to overlook the importance of qualitative information for identifying key features
of program effectiveness (Light & Pillemer, 1984). By looking for commonalities among programs that
succeed and other commonalities among ones that fail in field studies, we may see circumstances
explaining results that otherwise appear scattered. To equate mixed findings with lack of effectiveness is
misleading (Shadish et al., 2002). No social intervention can realistically be expected to produce positive
outcomes in all circumstances. It is crucial to understand in what circumstances a program may thrive, in
what settings it may succeed with special adaptations, and in what other circumstances it may be a costly
waste of effort or even iatrogenic. Such contextual variables may often best be examined by looking at the
qualitative evidence provided by research reports.

Contextual Contingencies Influencing Outcomes

Implementation Fidelity and Dose

As can be seenin Table 4A there is a pattern of results indicating that strength of implementation
(dose and fidelity) positively impacts behavior, skills, attitudes, and knowledge. Nine studies
measured behavior. Of the five studies with positive outcomes on behavior all had excellent
fidelity of implementation and medium to high dose. Of the four studies showing no change in
behavior, two had low or unknown dose and poor or unknown fidelity, one had a medium dose of
mixed fidelity, and one a medium dose administered by a computer. Two studies measured skill,
reporting positive skill outcomes; both had medium to high dose and excellent fidelity. Seven
studies measured attitude change. Of the four studies showing positive attitude change, all had
medium doses of excellent fidelity. Of the two studies with no change in attitude, one (Farrell,
2001) had high dose and excellent fidelity (but used a possibly weak attitude measure), the other
(Smith, 2002) had a low dose of unknown fidelity. The Orpinas (1995) study, which showed mixed
results on attitude measures, also had a mixed quality of implementation. The two studies, Farrell
(2001) Johnson (1997), that showed gains in CR knowledge both had medium to high doses of
excellent fidelity. This consistent trend, showing positive outcomes with high fidelity and at least

medium dose and disappointing results with mixed or poor fidelity and low dose, emphasizes the
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importance of paying attention to implementation quality. Clearly, just teaching a few lessons in
conflict resolution is not enough to change students’ behavior. Atleast 10-15 hours of well taught
lessons are necessary to begin to make a measurable difference.

School Capacity for Innovation (Need, Values Fit and Resources)

Perceived need and values fit seem to be related. The last two columns of Table 2B show that for
those schools where perceived need was high, values fit was also good (if known). Values fit and
perceived need seem to support positive behavioral outcomes. Looking at Table 4B we can see that five
of the six studies indicating high perceived need report positive behavioral outcomes (Durant et al., 2001;
Durant et al., 1996; Farrell et al., 2001; Hammond & Yung, 1991; Jones & Bodtker, 1999) . All four sites
having a good values fit with CRE report positive behavioral outcomes (Durant et al., 2001; Durant et al.,
1996; Farrell et al., 2001; Jones & Bodtker, 1999). Apparently, if adults in the school are advocating,
modeling and rewarding positive conflict resolution, even in a community with aggressive norms, positive
behavioral change at school is possible. On the other hand, where significant adults in the school as well
as at home are also adversarial in their approach to conflict, CR programs fail (Daunic et al., 2000;
Orpinas et al., 2000; Orpinas et al., 1999; Orpinas et al., 1995; Smith et al., 2002)

Resources are the third school capacity variable. Of the three studies where resources were
judged “ample” or “good,” and behavioral outcomes were measured, two (Farrell, 2001 and Jones, 1999)
had positive behavioral outcomes, one (Bosworth, 2000) showed no change in behavior. Of the six
schools with only “fair” resources, three had positive behavioral outcomes and three showed no change in
behavior. Administrative support and leadership ability seem to be crucial resources for program success.
The three sites with only “fair” financial resources but positive outcomes had an onsite “champion” and
good administrative support for the program (Durant et al., 2001; Durant et al., 1996; Farrell et al., 2001).
At sites with weak administrative support, the program consistently failed (Orpinas et al., 2000; Orpinas et
al., 1995; Smith et al., 2002). Results from all the empirical studies agree with the qualitative observations
of Danuic (2000): There needs to be a strong school-based implementation team with access to needed
resources of time, materials and expert personnel. Competing priorities will lead to a marginalized,

ineffective program. Significant adults in the school must see the need, value collaboration, and commit
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administrative resources to the CR program. As we will see in the next section, it is vital thatimplementers
have the skills to teach, model and reinforce non-aggressive conflict resolution.

Practitioner/Teacher Preparation.

Table 4C shows that of the comparative studies where the curriculum was taught by practitioners
with extensive CR preparation (including CR research assistants, counselors or CR specialists) all five
which measured behavioral outcomes showed positive effects on behavior (Durant et al., 2001; Durant et
al., 1996; Farrell et al., 2001; Hammond & Yung, 1991; Jones & Bodtker, 1999). However, in the three
studies using teachers with only moderate or unreported preparation in CR none achieved positive
behavioral change (Orpinas et al., 2000; Orpinas et al., 1999; Smith et al., 2002). As with behavioral
outcomes, process measures showed strongly positive results when the program was implemented by a
well prepared expert trainer/educator. Both of the programs that showed positive skill outcomes were
administered by well prepared graduate students in conflict resolution. Four of five programs implemented
by well prepared experts had a positive impact on attitudes. Even the computer presented program
improved attitudes, while less prepared or less interested teachers showed a mixture of positive, negative
and no effect on student attitudes. Of the three studies measuring knowledge, the two using specialists to
implement the program showed significant knowledge gains, while the program administered by
moderately prepared teachers showed no knowledge gain.

The level of competency and commitment of classroom teachers to implement CRE programs  is
a cause for concern (Kmitta, 2000; Raider, 1995). When classroom teachers implement a CR curriculum,
dose and fidelity are in their hands. They are responsible as well for congruent modeling, supportive
coaching, opportunity to use CR strategies, and classroom reward structures for positive conflict
behaviors. The need to understand when teachers are ready to implement CRE well is especially urgent
given the iatrogenic potential of poorly taught CR lessons (Orpinas,1995; Aber, 1996). It is telling that, in
Smith’s (2002) study, peer mediators rated their teachers’ communication skills less highly after they
themselves had been trained in CR skills than before. If this is because, as Smith conjectures, once
students had learned the importance of effective listening and openness to other’s ideas, they judged

their teachers to be deficient in these areas, these deficiencies need to be better understood. The cost of
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having poorly prepared and uncommitted classroom teachers implementing CR curricula could be high. It
has been shown in one empirical study that there was a (temporary) negative effect on attitude in one
classroom where the Second Step curriculum was implemented by an unmotivated teacher (Orpinas,
1995). It has even been implied by the same researcher in a second study (though the data are not
convincing) that there may have been a trend toward increased fight related injuries among boys exposed
to three or more lessons of a poorly implemented CR curriculum over three years (Orpinas 2000). A
serious obstacle in CR going to scale successfully may be that many teachers do not have relevant
competencies either for conflict resolution program content that they are expected to teach and model or
for the interactive teaching methods necessary to deliver a prevention curriculum effectively (Tobler et al.,
2000).
Summary of Literature Review and Identification of Research Topic

This literature review has examined the history and theoretical basis of CRE, identified relevant
outcome and independent variables for evaluating CRE programs, and closely examined both the early
evaluation reports and accumulating empirical research addressing the impact of conflict resolution
education at the middle school level. Although there is not a large body of high quality research evaluating
the effectiveness of middle school conflict resolution programs, the design of empirical research on this
topic has become more sophisticated in recent years. However, there has yet to be a field experiment
that measures substantive behavioral outcomes.

What we have learned so far is that CRE, a practitioner developed intervention, though consistent
with much psychological theory, has mixed results in practice. Nonetheless, research evidence from three
quasi-experiments shows that CRE, when well implemented, does improve at least one life threatening
behavioral outcome, the number of injuries students sustain from fighting (Durant et al., 2001; Durant et
al.,1996; Farrell et al., 2001). It may also reduce student suspensions for aggressive behavior and
improve school climate (Farrell et al., 2001; Jones & Bodtker, 1999). CRE positively impacted students’
attitudes toward conflict and non-violence in four out of five well implemented programs (Dudley, 1994;
Durant et al., 2001; Durant et al., 1996; Farrell et al., 2001; Hammond & Yung, 1991; Johnson et al.,

1997). Finally, students benefited from increased conflict resolution skills and knowledge in all well
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implemented CRE programs that measured these outcomes (Dudley et al., 1996; Farrell et al., 2001;
Hammond & Yung, 1991; Johnson et al., 1997).

Next Steps for Research

Next steps for furthering our understanding of Conflict Resolution Education fall into three
categories: First, correlational studies using surveys and interviews to illuminate important and too often
ignored implementation and dissemination issues; second, large scale field studies, which take into
account a complex context and look at a large number of independent variables at once and third, small
scale field experiments, focused on achieving particular outcomes in particular contexts.

Survey Research

Dynamically interacting factors may be implicated in implementation and routinization success or

failure when taking CR curricula to scale. More might be learned about the interrelationship among these
variables from survey research that is analyzed using correlation, multiple regression, path analysis, and
structural equation modeling. Here is one suggestion for survey research.
] Test a model of teacher-level persistence in CR curriculum implementation after initial adoption for
a program, such as Second Step, that is predicated on implementation by regular classroom teachers.
This model would attempt to quantify several of the independent variables affecting CR curriculum
implementation that hitherto have only been assessed qualitatively, such as the fit of the curriculum with
teacher pedagogical and classroom management style. Multiple regression analysis or Structural
Equation Modeling could be used to test the contribution of components of the model to teacher
enthusiasm for and persistence in implementing a CR-VP curriculum once the start up implementation
period is over.

Large-scale Field Studies

Large longitudinal field studies are very valuable as tests of CRE effectiveness, because
behavioral outcomes, and their relation to mediating variables in different contexts, can be studied. More
field research is needed to strengthen the case for CRE effectiveness across different contexts and using
different strategies. Researchers should maintain strong comparison group designs as Orpinas, Durant

and Farrell have demonstrated is possible in the literature just reviewed. Implementation teams would do
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well to use action research in the curriculum adoption and adaptation stage, and closely supervise and
monitor fidelity and dose, as these are consistently associated with program success. It would be
profitable in all future field research for evaluation teams to use a common set of questions about violent
behavior derived from the CDC Youth Risk Behavior survey, as well as develop in common a valid and
reliable scale for measuring a broader spectrum of aggressive behavior (possibly using different scales for
boys and girls), to see what patterns of results emerge across studies. Here is one suggestion for a large
scale field study:

] Evaluate different modes of curriculum delivery. The logistical obstacles to implementing self-
contained CR process curricula have given rise to attempts to infuse CR knowledge and skills into the
teaching of academic subjects. There are reasons to doubt the efficacy of infusion as a means of
imparting social skills that may need considerable practice and coaching to develop (Deutsch, 1994).
Some preliminary studies to assess infusion/integration of CR into academic subjects are underway
(Jones et al., 2000). More are needed, especially to evaluate behavioral outcomes.

Small-scale Field Experiments

The complexity of multiple school settings, including the related problems of implementation and
measurement, make it hard to control possible confounds in the field. Moreover, some independent
variables (such as the use of peer leaders or new curricular variations) should have more pilot testing
before being allowed to go to scale. Small scale field experiments need to pay attention to the lessons of
past evaluation research, and like larger-scale studies would do well to use action research in the service
of curriculum improvement and adaptation, closely supervise and monitor fidelity and dose, and use
measures that invite comparison across studies. Here is one suggestion:

] A field experiment with random assignment of students to treatment in an challenged school (one
serving students from a high poverty, high crime neighborhood) that evaluates the effectiveness of a CR
curriculum to reduce student aggression and victimization by measuring substantive behavioral outcomes
as well as knowledge and attitudes. As we have seen from the previous review of program evaluations

such a study has yet to be accomplished.
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Research Topic and Purpose

The current study addresses the need for a small-scale field experiment that measures
substantive behavioral outcomes of a CRE curriculum. A true experiment is undertaken to evaluate the
effect of a conflict resolution training intervention on aggressive behavior and victimization of African
American students in a challenged urban school. The program evaluated is the Help Increase the Peace
Program (HIPP or HIP Program), a conflict resolution curriculum developed by the American Friends

Service Committee (http://www.afsc.org/resources/items/hipp-manual.htm). Goals for HIPP identified by

the program developer and the pilot evaluation site are the following:

1. To decrease incidence of aggression and victimization among students.

2. To improve students attitudes toward interpersonal conflict (reducing students' attraction to escalation
and retaliation while increasing their attraction to peaceful problem solving options to resolve disputes).
3. To increase student self-confidence in being able to "keep the peace."

4. To increase students' conflict resolution knowledge.

This evaluation is focused on behavior, attitude, self-efficacy and knowledge measures
appropriate to these espoused goals, while controlling for student’s sex and investigating the possibility
of a Sex x Treatment interaction (moderation of treatment effects by sex). Outcomes measured include:
self-reported aggression and victimization; self-efficacy for peaceful conflict resolution; relevant attitudes
(supporting aggression or non-violence) and curriculum knowledge. The pragmatic purposes of the study
are to contribute to an ongoing process of program improvement for HIPP and to aid the school system
providing the pilot site (and other school systems) in assessing this prevention program for further
adoption and funding. The study is also intended to contribute high quality research to the body of CR

evaluation literature by using a true experimental design and assessing substantive behavioral outcomes.
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Research Hypotheses and Exploration Question

There are four main research hypotheses: Holding student pretest scores and sex constant we
will find that
1. At posttest, problem behaviors of the students participating in the HIPP training will be significantly
lower (p <.05) than the control group as follows:

a) Physical aggression (Measure: Physical Aggression Scale)

b) Non-physical aggression (Measure: Non-physical Aggression Scale)

c) Victimization (Measure: Victimization Scale)

2. At posttest, self-efficacy for peaceful conflict resolution of the students participating in the HIPP training
will be significantly higher (p < .05) than the control group. (Measure: Self-efficacy for Peace Scale)

3. At posttest, attitudes of the students participating in the HIPP training will be significantly more
compatible (p < .05) with peaceful conflict resolution than the control group as follows:

a) Higher endorsement of non-violent behavior choices (Measure: Non-violent Choices Scale)

b) Lower endorsement of attitudes justifying aggressive behavior (Measure: Attitudes Justifying
Aggression Scale).

4. At posttest, conflict resolution knowledge of the students participating in the HIPP training will be
significantly higher than the control group. (Measure: HIPP Knowledge Test)

There are two measurement strategies for assessing program success, the first based on
assignment to treatment and the second on sessions actually attended. Using the more conservative
“intent to treat” approach to program evaluation, the four main hypothesis will be tested first with
assignment to treatment as the focal independent variable. Then, since number of workshops attended is
expected to be a factor in the program’s success, dose will be substituted for assignment to HIPP as the
focal independent variable. (Measure of dose: Attendance records for HIPP workshops.)

There will be three areas where we have research questions rather than formal hypotheses. First,
Does dose make a difference in outcomes within the treatment group? No minimal effective dose for a

conflict resolution process curriculum has been established. However, in the Life Skills Training, which is
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sometimes used as a benchmark for the adequate dose of a social skills related prevention curriculum,
70% of lessons has been found to be the minimally effective dose (Botvin et al 1998; Gottfredson,2000) .
Our own literature review suggests that between 10 and 15 lessons of a well implemented CR curriculum
can produce significant positive outcomes (see Tables 2A-2D). There were only 8 HIPP workshops but
each was 2 hours long, which is from twice as long to four times as long as the usual CR lesson. The
concentrated dose could be more effective or, on the other hand, it might put students who miss one or
two workshops at a serious disadvantage in acquiring the knowledge, attitudes and skills that are
expected to produce behavioral change. Therefore, it seems useful to see if variance of dose within the
treatment group can explain differences in their outcomes even though this exploration is outside the
bounds of the experimental design (there is no comparison with the control group).

The second exploration involves the moderation of treatment effects by sex. Since previous
research has shown that frequency of aggression and attitudes toward aggression may differ between
boys and girls, sex will be controlled for in testing the main hypotheses. The program developer of the HIP
Program intends that the program will be equally effective for both boys and girls. However, some
interactions have been found between sex and treatment in evaluations of other conflict resolution
education interventions. Specifically, Meyer (1998) expressed a concern that the RIPP program as piloted
was not as effective for girls as for boys in a predominantly African American sample of students. On the
other hand Durant (1996), also with a predominantly African American sample of students, found that girls
aggression decreased more after a CR intervention than did boy’s aggression. Given the uncertainty
about the possible interaction of CR interventions with sex, an exploratory research question was added:
Is there an interaction between the HIPP intervention and student sex?

One final exploratory question will be investigated if appropriate: Do changes in self-efficacy,
attitudes and/or knowledge mediate any effect of the HIPP intervention on behavior? The model which is
implicit in most prevention curriculum interventions is that the curriculum will influence process variables
such as knowledge, skills and attitudes that will in turn contribute to behavioral outcomes (see Figure 1).
In reviewing the empirical evaluation literature, it appears that while it was usually the case that changes

in attitude and self-efficacy were present when there was behavior change and absent when there was not
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behavior change, this was not always the case. Farrell (2001), for example, when evaluating the RIPP
curriculum, found a reduction in aggressive behavior with no measurable change in attitude.

The only study to address the proposed relationship of program related mediating variables to
behavior directly was Bosworth. Using a linear analysis of pretest data, Bosworth found that higher self-
efficacy scores were a significant predictor of lower aggression scores before the intervention. However,
since Bosworth did not find any behavior effects of the SMART Talk curriculum intervention, he did not
test for actual effects of the proposed mediators at posttest. In the current study the outcome variables of
interest are aggressive behavior and victimization. The presumed mediators are self-efficacy, attitudes
and curriculum knowledge. To investigate mediating relationships, if the current study finds an impact of
the intervention on the proposed mediating variables, the extent and direction of their influence on
behavioral outcomes will be explored.

Design

The research design is a field experiment with stratified random assignment. Students are the
sampling unit and the unit of analysis. This design should control for almost all threats to internal validity
and provide the most convincing possible test of the research hypotheses. Selection, statistical
regression, student maturation, historical events, test reactivity and instrumentation are all rendered
implausible as alternate explanations of outcomes by random assignment of individual students to
treatment and control conditions. Intrasession histories, diffusion of treatment and demoralization or
compensation by the control group (as a result of not being chosen to receive the HIPP training) remain as
possible threats to internal validity. Therefore the posttest questionnaire will include questions asking
students about diffusion of treatment and desire to get the training. The fact that the sample was limited to
students who volunteered and completed useable pretests may limit generalizability. However, the HIP
Program was developed to be offered to students as a voluntary program not a required curriculum.

The HIP Program developer chose the research site based on the strong interest expressed by
the school administration in having the HIP Program. The program developer also chose to be the lead
trainer for the program implementation being evaluated in order to assure that implementation was faithful

to the HIP Program intent. The unusual opportunity to do a true field experiment is due to the school
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administration's willingness to release randomly chosen individual students from academic classes to
participate in the HIP Program. Students were provided with time to make up any missed academic work
at the end of each school day.

Protecting Research Participants

The study protocol was approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) for research with human
subjects of North Carolina State University, and by the External Research Review Board of Baltimore City
Public School System. Active parental consent was waived on the grounds that the research posed
minimal risk to students, the opportunity to participate in the HIP Program was potentially beneficial and
participation of the most “at risk” students would not be practicable if active parental consent were
required. One month prior to the study, a letter was sent to parents informing them of the HIPP evaluation
study and giving them the opportunity to refuse participation for their child. (See Appendix A for the parent
letter.) In addition, one week prior to the start of the HIP Program, the program implementer and the
researcher attended a parent open house at the school to explain the program and the evaluation study, to
answer questions about the program and to again make it clear that parents could refuse to have their
child take part in either the program itself or the evaluation. It was explained to the parents that a randomly
chosen one half of the students who volunteered would be in the control group. No parents chose to opt
out of having their children participate in either the program or the evaluation study. Several parents
expressed a wish for their child to be chosen. One month prior to program implementation a script was
also read to students in their homeroom period outlining the HIP Program and the evaluation purposes.
(See Appendix A for the student recruitment script.)

Since one goal of the curriculum is to reduce student aggression and victimization, it was
necessary in evaluating it to determine the rate of aggression and victimization. Students were asked
to complete a questionnaire containing self-report items on the frequency of acts in various categories
of aggression that they had committed or been the victim of in the previous 30 days. Students did not
have to describe specific traumatic or illegal incidents. Students in both treatment and control groups
were informed orally and in writing that they could opt out of any questionnaire administration or refuse

to answer any particular question without penalty. Precautions were taken not to compromise
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students' confidentiality by using code numbers and not students’ hames on questionnaires, by having
students place completed questionnaires into locked boxes that were immediately handed over to the
care the researcher and removed from the school premises, and by reporting only aggregate results.
See Appendix A for documentation of the permission process.

Population and Sample

A public middle school (Grades 6-8) with a 99% African American student population located
in Baltimore, MD agreed to serve as a pilot site for a field experiment evaluating the effectiveness of
the HIP Program to reduce student aggression and victimization. The school is located in a distressed
neighborhood of Baltimore, a city with a high violent crime incidence (11,183 violent crimes including
270 murders in 2002 according to the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s uniform crime statistics).
According to the 2000 Census, there are 4,690 residents in the neighborhood and 4,645 of them are
African American. Of the approximately 3,000 housing units in the neighborhood of the school 40%
are vacant (many are boarded up). There are 310 children under 18 years old who live in the
neighborhood and the families of 260 of them live in poverty. In 2004, according to the local police
there were 60 reports of aggravated assault, 15 shootings and 4 murders in the neighborhood of the
school. In August, 2004 the middle school was placed on a “watch list” as being potentially unsafe,
due to a high level of student suspensions and expulsions for violent or disruptive behavior. Also,
because for three consecutive years the school has not met the Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)
goals for academic performance mandated by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, it is in a status of
“Corrective Action.” Aspects of the corrective action include new administrative staff, security guards
on each hall and the implementation of the HIP Program. Parents are notified of their right to transfer
their children to a higher achieving school by a sign posted just inside the school entrance. Average
daily attendance at this school is 74%.

From the total population of 171 sixth grade students (84 girls, 87 boys) enrolled at the school on
the date of the pretest, the following students were either not eligible, not available or did not volunteer to
participate in the HIPP evaluation project: 17 special education students (5 girls, 12 boys), 30 students

who were absent on the day of pretest (14 girls, 16 boys), 34 students who were either tardy, skipped
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homeroom or refused participation in the study (17 girls, 17 boys), the only white student (boy)®, and 10
students who were in the process of transferring out of the school (6 girls, 4 boys). There were 79 eligible
student volunteers for the evaluation study who took the pretest. Six of these students (1 girl, 5 boys)
were removed from the sample because they failed to complete at least half of items on one or more of
the measurement scales on the pretest questionnaire.

Student volunteers completing a useable pretest (41 girls, 32 boys) were randomly assigned to
condition stratified by sex. Attrition was low (3/73 or 4%). All but one® of the 73 participating students
completed useable posttests. Data from the 72 students for whom there were matched pre- and posttests
were used in refining measurement scales. According to the trainer’s attendance records, two students (1
girl,1 boy) who were assigned to the control group were inadvertently allowed to receive the full 8
workshop dose of the HIP Program. These students were removed from the sample used for hypothesis
testing in order to preserve the integrity of the experimental design. The sample used for hypothesis
testing was thus comprised of 70 students: 35 students in the control group (20 girls, 15 boys), and 35
students in the treatment group (19 girls, 16 boys).

The Intervention

The basic level Help Increase the Peace Program (HIPP or HIP Program), which constitutes the
focal independent variable, is a conflict resolution and violence prevention curriculum including didactic
elements, experiential exercises, discussion, role play and skill practice with instructor feedback. The
curriculum was delivered in 8 weekly workshops of two hours each to two training groups of approximately
20 students each. The curriculum and training staff was the same for each training group. Students were
initially assigned to these two training groups using stratified random assignment to keep the proportion of
boys and girls the same between groups. Groups were scheduled to meet alternately in morning or
afternoon sessions so that each group would have 4 morning workshops and 4 afternoon workshops. In

practice, due to shifting school schedules and student preferences, students were allowed to come to

® The white student could not be included in the study as there were not enough white students at the school to
allow for a comparison of treatment effects based on race. However, he volunteered for the program and was
included in the random assignment process. He was randomly assigned to the treatment group.

€ One girl, assigned to treatment, who had attended four workshops before transferring out of the school district



92

morning or afternoon sessions at the time most convenient to them on a given week. Some training group
sessions (workshops) as a result had more or fewer than the assigned number of students, and
proportions of boys and girls present shifted. Due to the haphazard and shifting composition of the groups,
the trainer stopped keeping separate attendance records for morning and afternoon sessions and only
recorded which students were present on a given day. Thus no analysis by training group is possible.

Topics covered in the eight HIPP workshops included: positive ways to deal with anger and
arguments, how fights begin and escalate, anti-bullying exercises, the choices other than fighting that
are available in conflict situations, component steps in negotiation such as positive skills for giving and
receiving feedback, perspective taking, reframing, building common ground, brainstorming solutions to
conflict, reality-testing possible conflict resolution agreements and related subjects. The curriculum is
available from the American Friends Service Committee, POB 73008 Washington, DC 20056 or online
at http://www.afsc.org/resources/items/hipp-manual.htm. It should be noted that the curriculum is
intended to be flexible and a choice of exercises is available on any topic to be used at the trainer's
discretion. An agenda of exercises included in each of the eight workshops for this evaluated
implementation are included in Appendix B.

The HIPP training workshops are designed to be delivered by co-trainers, one of whom is an
adult and one of whom is a youth trainer who has (ideally) completed Basic, Advanced, and "Train the
Trainer" HIP Programs. The adult HIPP trainer for the evaluated implementation (a white woman) is
National Director of the HIP Program. She is also the developer of the curriculum revision of the Basic
HIP Program which is the subject of this evaluation. The youth co-trainer in this implementation was
an African American young man who had completed only the Basic HIP Program. He co-facilitated the
training in all sessions except Workshop Three. In addition, when it became clear that workshops
would benefit from more adult supervision, two additional training assistants were recruited. One or
both of these additional assistants were present for Workshop Four through Workshop Eight. One of
the additional assistants was a Liberian woman with Basic HIPP training, the other additional assistant

was an African American woman with Basic HIPP training. There was no co-trainer or assistant trainer

was unavailable for posttesting.
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for Workshop Three. Problems of classroom management lowered the quality of implementation from
what was intended, but this situation may be more representative of average implementation in
struggling urban schools than a more polished implementation would have been . For a summary of
the lead trainer’s training log for each workshop see Appendix B.

Measurement

The HIPP Questionnaire

Given the short lead time to prepare this evaluation, the availability of measurements previously
developed for evaluating CRE and violence prevention programs with African American early adolescents
has been a crucial element. Measures for evaluating the impact of conflict resolution/violence prevention
curricula have evolved as researchers have refined their own items and scales based on experience, and
built upon each other's measurement instruments as the literature previously reviewed attests. The current
research is indebted to this diligence and the generosity of other researchers in sharing their research
instruments. These measures became the building blocks of the HIPP Questionnaire. A HIPP Knowledge
Test specific to the content of the HIP Program was created specifically for the evaluation in collaboration
with the program developer. See Appendix C for the derivation of the scales for the questionnaire and for
the coding used for each scale.

Once a draft questionnaire was assembled, it was reviewed by the sixth grade teachers at the
research site for their informed opinion on whether or not students would understand the items and
instructions and could complete the instrument within the 30 minute homeroom period. Based on this
feedback, small modifications were made in the questionnaire. The questionnaire then was piloted using
a focus group of 8 sixth grade students at another public school in the same school district as the research
site. The students in the focus group first completed the questionnaire following instructions, including
completing example items on a separate sheet before taking the actual questionnaire. After completing
the questionnaire as it was planned to be administered, students gave the researcher feedback on
administration procedures and about how they perceived item intent . No student in the focus group took
more than 15 minutes to complete the questionnaire, including the practice example sheet, and found the

instructions clear. Some item wording changes were made as a result of feedback from students in the
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focus group and one item was added to the self-efficacy scale (see Appendix C). There were fifty

questions on the HIPP pretest questionnaire in its final version. Four questions were added to the end of

the posttest to collect descriptive data about student satisfaction and treatment diffusion. These additional

4 questions were different on posttest questionnaires for treatment students and for control students. The

HIPP Questionnaire and sheet of practice examples that accompanied it may be found in Appendix C.
Data Collection

A script explaining the study had been read to students at the research site as a class
announcement prior to the start of the study and was read to students again just prior to the administration
of the pretest (see Appendix A). Students who decided to volunteer for the program evaluation then took
the pretest. The pretest questionnaire was administered to volunteering students during their homeroom
period one week before the start of the HIP Program by classroom teachers with the assistance and
supervision of the researcher. The posttest questionnaire was administered to students during their
homeroom period within one week following the end of the HIP Program. However, one student in the
control group who transferred to a different school within the school district during the last week of the

HIP Program was given the posttest in his new school, one control group student who was promoted to
7" grade during the last week of the HIP Program was tested in his 7™ grade homeroom, and one control
student who was serving out of school suspension at the time of posttesting received the posttest one
week later than the other students.

In order to maintain confidentiality, each student was given a three digit code number to use on
both pretest and posttest. The code number was printed on the example sheet. Students were asked to
copy the number from their example sheet (on which they had filled out their names) to the questionnaire.
Example sheets and questionnaires were collected separately. Example sheets went to the program
developer/trainer and questionnaires to the researcher. Example sheets of students completing useable
questionnaires were then used by the trainer to identify students assigned to treatment condition by the
researcher. At posttest, each student who had completed a useable pretest was given his or her example
sheet with its code number along with a posttest questionnaire and again transferred the code number,

but not their name, to the questionnaire. Pretests and posttests were all able to be matched by code
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number. After posttests were handed in, students names were cut from top of the example sheets and this
strip of paper with the student's name was returned to the student. These name strips served as
admission tickets for students in the sample to a pizza party to thank them for their participation in the
study. For test administration protocols see Appendix C.

Skipped questions on the knowledge test were scored as wrong answers, not as missing data.
On other scales, twelve students skipped or missed one question at either pre- or posttest; two students
skipped or missed three questions; three students skipped or missed two questions; one student skipped
or missed 4 questions. No student in the sample skipped more than half of the questions on any multi-item
scale. No question on the pretest or posttest was skipped by more than three students. There were 22
missing responses at pretest and 6 missing responses at posttest. Missing data on measurement scales
were replaced by that student’s average score on the other items of that scale. In the one case of a
missing datum on a one-item scale the sample average for that question was used. In addition to missing
data on scales, two students failed to answer the 4 questions added to the posttest to gather descriptive
information about program satisfaction and diffusion.

Scale Refinement

A comment by DeVellis applies all too well to the development of the HIP Program Evaluation
Questionnaire: “Researchers often ‘throw together’ or ‘dredge up’ items and assume they constitute a
suitable scale...[with the danger that] ... An unfortunate but distressingly common occurrence is the
conclusion that some construct is unimportant or that some theory is inconsistent based on the
performance of a measure that may not reflect the variable assumed by the investigator.” (DeVellis 1991,
p. 9) The HIP Program Evaluation Questionnaire was necessarily constructed in haste due to the
deadlines imposed by the program implementation. To guard against the confusion and difficulty of
interpretation that DeVellis warns of (in this case the danger of misrepresenting the HIP Program’s
effectiveness or lack of effectiveness) an extensive process of scale refinement was undertaken after data
collection.

Specifically, the intent of the scale refinement stage of data analysis was to optimize reliability

and validity of each scale included on the HIPP Questionnaire as a measure of the single latent variable it
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purported to measure across time (at pre and posttest) and for both boys and girls. Particular care was
taken in this regard when evaluating HIPP for three reasons. First, there is evidence that a training
intervention itself may shift the way a latent variable is conceptualized by subjects (Golembiewski, 1975)
Such a shift in a latent variable over time can be a source of measurement error when trying to assess
training outcomes (Shadish et al., 2002). Second, in measuring problem behavior the same scale may not
be appropriate for both girls and boys (Smith & Davidson, 1986). In this case generalizations across sexes
using a single measurement model with pooled data could be misleading and making between-sex
comparisons would be inappropriate. Third, it is especially important to remove as much “noise” as
possible from the measurement of outcomes when one is dealing with a small sample size as is the case
in the present evaluation. As DeVellis points out: “An often overlooked benefit of more reliable scales is
that they increase statistical power for a given sample size (allow a smaller sample size to yield equivalent
power) relative to less reliable measures” (DeVellis, 1991, p 70).Therefore, before testing hypotheses for
the HIPP evaluation, scales on the questionnaire were subjected to a refinement procedure to find the
best scale to operationalize each variable with at least minimally acceptable reliability and defensible
validity at pre and posttest and for both girls and boys.

Since an unreliable scale cannot be valid, the scale refinement procedure began with checking
the internal consistency reliability of the baseline scale (as it appeared on the questionnaire) for each
construct at both pretest (T1) and posttest (T2) for pooled data and for girls and boys data separately.
Cronbach alpha is the standard measure of internal consistency reliability. It measures the proportion of
“signal” in a measure to the total of “signal plus noise.” In general, it is preferable to have a Cronbach
alpha of atleast .70 in social science measures (Nunnally, 1978). In some cases, Cronbach alphas as low
at .60 are considered acceptable if the outcomes measured with such scales are interpreted with caution
(DeVellis, 1991). Since this study did not have the luxury of an extensive scale development process from
a large pool of items, a Cronbach alpha of .60 was considered the lower bound for an acceptable scale if
the Chi-square test of goodness of fit for the model indicated that the model was an acceptable fit with the
data ( p > .05). It is understood that the lower the reliability of a measure the more tentative will be the

conclusions of any hypothesis test based on it. See the scale validation decision tree in Appendix C.
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Behavior Measures

Measuring change in aggression and victimization was the “bottom line” purpose of the HIP
Program evaluation. Accordingly three behavior frequency scales (Physical Aggression, Non-physical
Aggression and Victimization’) adapted from subscales of the Problem Behavior Frequencies Scale
(Farrell, Kung, White, & Valois, 2000; Sullivan, Esposito, & Farrell, 2003) were included on the
questionnaire (see Appendix C)

Physical Aggression Scale

The Physical Aggression Scale (PA7) as it appeared on the questionnaire contained seven items
intended to indicate how frequently a student participated in aggression. Because of low variability the
frequency responses were recoded to two categories: Participated or did not participate in the aggressive

action in the past month. The items are as follows:

1. Thrown something at someone to hurt them? (PTHROW)

2. Been in a fight where someone got hurt? (PFIGHT)

3. Threatened to hurt a teacher? (PTHRTT)

4, Pushed or shoved another student? (PPUSH)

5. Threatened to hit or physically harm another student? (PTHRTH)

6. Hit or slapped another student? (PHITSLP)

7. Threatened someone with a weapon (gun, knife, club, etc.)? (PTHRTW)

A five item scale (items 1,2,4,5,6; PA5BG on Table 5) was determined to be the best pooled
measurement model meeting the reliability criterion (Cronbach alpha > .60 at both Time 1 and Time 2).
Confirmatory factor analysis showed that this measurement model had an acceptable fit to pooled data
at both Time 1 (df 5, chi-square 4.3, p > .05) and Time 2 (df 5, chi square 7.6, p > .05).% Since the
common factor model analysis found the same model to hold for both boys and girls at Time 1 (df 10, chi

square = 9.1, p >.05) and Time 2 ((df 10, chi square =12.8, p >.05), the model was further tested by

" The Problem Behavior Frequency Scale contains two victimization subscales: Overt Victimization and Relational
Victimization. The Victimization Scale for HIP Program evaluation was adapted from the Overt Victimization subscale

8 Note that when testing for a measurement model’s goodness of fit one is looking to accept the “null” hypothesis of no
difference with a p >.05.
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constraining the regression weights of each indicator to be the same for boys and girls. The 5 item model
was found to be an acceptable path equivalent model for both girls and boys at T1 (df 14 , chi square =
13.9, p>.05) and T2 (df 14, chi square = 14.1, p >.05). Therefore, the Physical Aggression Scale that will
be used to test hypotheses related to physical aggression will be the 5 item refined scale (items 1, 2,4
5,6). However, the undesirably low Cronbach alpha for this scale (.62 /.64) means that results of
hypothesis testing with this measure should be considered tentative.

Non-Physical Aggression Scale.

The Non-Physical Aggression scale (UA5) as it appeared on the questionnaire contained five
items intended to indicate how frequently a student participated in non-physical aggression (see Table 6).
Because of low variability, the frequency responses were reduced to two categories: Participated or did

not participate in the non-physical aggressive action in the past month. The items are as follows:

1. Insulted someone’s family? (UMOTHER)

2. Teased someone to make them angry? (UTEASE)
3. Insulted someone to their face? (UINFACE)

4, Give mean looks to another student? ((ULOOKS)
5. Picked on someone? (UPICKON)

The Non-Physical Aggression scale for pooled data was seen not to meet even the lenient
reliability criterion of 0.60 Cronbach alpha (see Table 6). No reliable single factor scale for either boys or
girls was found to be represented by these 5 indicator items, so the scale was abandoned as a measure
for the purposes of hypothesis testing. It seems likely that indicators on this scale represent more than one
latent factor (possibly harassment and insults), However, with only 5 questions no subscales could be
developed, and no single items were of particular interest.

Victimization Scale.

The Victimization scale (BV6 ) as it appeared on the questionnaire contained six items intended to
indicate how frequently a student was victimized by aggression or bullying. Because of low variability the
frequency responses were reduced to two categories: Was or was not victimized by aggression or bullying

in the past month. The items are as follows:
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1. Been pushed or shoved by another student? (BPUSHED)

2. Been hit by a student? (BHIT)

3. Been yelled at or called names by a student? (BYELLED)

4. A student threatened to hit or physically harm you? (BTHRTH)

5. Been threatened someone with a weapon (gun, knife, club, etc.)? (BTHRTW)
6. A student asked you to fight? (BASKF)

BV6 and BV5 (with items 1,2,3,4,6) both had internal consistency reliability in the .60 to .70 range
as measured by Cronbach alpha. However, neither model had an acceptable goodness of fit for pooled
data at T1 (p >.05). BV5 was determined to be the best measure for boys’ victimization (see Table 7).
Confirmatory factor analysis showed that this was an acceptable model at both T1 (df 5, chi-square 4.0, p
> .05) and T2 (df 5, chi square 5.6, p > .05). The Victimization Scale was less reliable for girls than for
boys and no acceptable measurement model for girls victimization was found. Thus, victimization outcome
cannot be measured for girls. Cronbach alpha for the Boys’ Victimization Scale (BV5) is a respectable and
consistent (0.75 at pre- and posttest).

Self-efficacy Measure: The Self-efficacy for Peace Scale

The Self-efficacy for Peaceful Conflict Resolution Scale (SE8) as it appeared on the HIPP
Questionnaire contained eight items intended to indicate a student’s confidence in being able to avoid
getting into a fight. Responses were scored an a 5 point Likert type response scale from “not at all sure” at
the low end to “totally sure” at the high end. The items are as follows: How sure are you that you would be

able to do the following things if you wanted to?

1. Calm down when you are mad? (ECALMME)

2. Get someone else to calm down when they are mad? (ECALMOT)
3. Talk out a disagreement? (ETALKOT)

4, Apologize to another student to stay out of a fight? (EAPOGZE)

5. Avoid a fight by walking away? (EWALK)

6. Ignore someone who is making fun of you? (EIGNORE)

7. Find some way to stay out of any fight at school? (ESTAY)
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8. Ask for help from an adult to stay out of a fight? (EADULT)

The original scale (SES8, all 8 self-efficacy items) was found to meet the minimal reliability criterion
(Cronbach alpha >0.60). However, reliability of the scale across T1 and T2 was stabilized by removing
three items that only loaded significantly on the model at T2. (See Figure 2). The best model for
measuring Self Efficacy was thus SE5 (items 4,5,6,7,8) with Cronbach alpha 0.74 at T1 and 0.80 at T2.
(See Table 8). Confirmatory factor analysis showed that this was an acceptable model for pooled data at
both T1 (df 5, chi-square = 3.6, p > .05) and T2 (df 5, chi square = 4.0, p > .05). At Step 2 of the validation
decision tree, this model was found to be an acceptable common factor model for both boys and girls at
T1 (df11, chi square = 13.0, p > .05) and T2 (df10, chi square = 15.1, p > .05) and an acceptable path
equivalent model for both girls and boys at T1 (df 14, chi-square 19.2, p > .05) and T2 (df 14, chi-square
17.8 , p > .05). Therefore, the scale that will be used to test hypotheses related to self-efficacy for both
sexes will be SE5 (items 4,5,6,7,8), the refined Self Efficacy for Peace Scale. Cronbach alpha for this
measure was within a generally acceptable range (0.74 / 0.80).

Attitude Measures

Non-Violent Choices Scale.

The Non-Violent Choices Scale (NV5) as it appeared on the questionnaire contained five items
intended to measure a students’ orientation toward using non-violent strategies. Responses were scored
an a 4 point Likert type response scale: YES yes no NO. (NO was coded 1, YES was coded 4 when the

scale was scored). The items are as follows:

1. If someone is trying to make me mad it is best just to ignore them. (NJUSTIG)
2. When my friends fight | try to get them to stop. (NSTPFRD)

3. There are better ways to solve problems than fighting. (NBETWY)

4, | try to talk out a problem instead of fighting. (NTRYTK)

5. If | see a fight about to start between other students | go get a teacher. (NGETT)

NV5 for pooled data was determined to be have a barely passable Cronbach alpha of 0.61 at T1
and a respectable Cronbach alpha of 0.79 at T2. This model was not a path equivalent model for both

boys and girls at T1. Cronbach alpha for boys at T1 was a mere 0.29 indicating much more “noise” than
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“signal” in the measure when applied to boys data. On the other hand, when applied only to girls data, the
NV5 model had respectable Cronbach alphas of 0.73 at T1 and 0.82 at T2 (see Table 9) . Confirmatory
factor analysis indicated that this was an acceptable measurement model for girls at T1 (df 5, chi-square
10.1, p>.05) and at T2 (df 5, chi-square 5.8 p > .05). Therefore Non-Violent Choices will be measured
for girls only using NV5 (all five original items) as the Girls’ Non-Violent Choices Scale (Cronbach alphas
0.73/0.82).

Attitudes Justifying Aggression Scale

Attitudes Justifying Aggression Scale (AA7) contained seven items intended to measure a
students’ attitudes supporting aggressive behavior. Responses were scored an a 4 point Likert type
response scale: YES yes no NO. (NO was coded 1, YES was coded 4 when the scale was scored) The

items are as follows:

1. If people do something to make me really mad, they deserve to be beaten up. (ADSERV)
2. It is O.K. to hit someone if | am just teasing. (ATEASE)

3. Sometimes a person does not have any choice but to fight. (ANOCHCE)

4, If I back down from a fight everyone will think | am a coward. (ACOWARD)

5. | feel tough when | push someone around. (AFTUF)

6. Sometimes | have only two choices —

get punched or punch the other person first. (AFDICOT)

7. If | get crazy with anger it's O.K. to hit someone. (ACRAZY)

AA7 was found to have one item (item 4) that was negatively correlated with other indicators on the scale
for pooled data at both pre and posttest. This item and two other weak items were removed before a four
item scale was arrived at that seemed the most stable possible (see Table10) . This AA4 scale (items
1,2,5,7 ) was still not acceptable as a pooled model or for girls (no items loaded significantly on the scale
for girls at T1 or T2). The AA4 model made a passable scale for boys based on Cronbach alphas of 0.64
at T1 and 0.65 at T2 and an acceptable goodness of fit (see Table 10). Therefore attitudes justifying

aggression will be measured for boys only using AA4 (items 1,2,5,7) as the Boys” Attitudes Justifying



102

Aggression Scale. However, the undesirably low Cronbach alpha for this scale (.64 /.65) means that
results of hypothesis testing with this measure should be considered tentative.

HIPP Knowledge Test.

Knowledge was measured by a 10 item, four alternative multiple choice test administered as part
of the pre and posttest questionnaire. The starting point for the HIPP Knowledge test was a list of 12
questions suggested by the program developer as representative of content knowledge. These short
answer questions were rewritten by the investigator as 10 multiple choice questions with one correct
answer and three distracters (wrong response options). The program developer checked this draft
knowledge test for content validity, and found it represented the cognitive content of the HIPP workshops.
A focus group of eight 6™ graders from a public school in the same school district as the evaluation site
took the draft knowledge test with a mean score of 70 % correct answers. As a result of feedback from the
students in the focus group (none of whom had had HIPP training), slight changes were made in question
wording for clarity and distracters were changed in hopes of raising the difficulty of the test so that the
mean score of students without HIPP instruction would be closer to 50%. The score on the HIPP
Knowledge test is the total number of correct answers. The test was intended to measure key content
covered in the eight HIPP workshops, a heterogeneous construct, so confirmatory factor analysis was not
undertaken. Cronbach alpha is 0.53 at pretest and 0.58 at posttest: The HIPP Knowledge Test is to be

treated as under development. For a summary of all the HIP Program evaluation measures see Table 11.
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RESULTS

Descriptive Findings

Descriptive Data on Students

Students in 6" grade at the school ranged in age from 10.9 to 14.0 years old. There were no
substantively significant differences in mean age between students who volunteered for the study (age =
11.9 years) and those who did not (age = 12.0 years) or between mean age of students in the treatment
group (age = 11.8 years) and students in the control group (age = 12.0 years). There were 35 students in
the control condition (15 boys, 20 girls) and 35 students in the treatment condition (16 boys, 19 girls). All
of the children in the study were identified by the school as African American. No other demographic or
disciplinary information was available on the students in order to protect their privacy.

Frequency of Serious Problem Behavior

Item frequency of pretest data was examined to describe the prevalence of the most serious
problem behaviors during the 30 days prior to pretest. Of the 70 students in the study, eight students
reported skipping school out of fear of being hurt by another student, eleven students reported being in a
fight where they received an injury that had to be treated by a doctor or nurse, seven students said they
had been threatened with a weapon and one boy reported threatening someone with a weapon. Five
students reported having threatened a teacher. Due to their relatively low variance it was not possible to
test the significance of changes in these more serious problem behaviors across time by condition for girls
and boys. However, they serve to describe some of the concerns at the school. See Table 12 for the
frequency of each problem behavior at T1 and T2 by sex and condition.

Describing the Dependent and Independent Variables

There are six dependent variables for which there are measures for at least one sex: two
behavioral outcomes (physical aggression and victimization) and four process variables (self-efficacy,
espousing non-violent choices, attitudes justifying aggression, and curriculum knowledge). Each
dependent variable except knowledge was measured by the mean posttest score on the scale. The
knowledge score was the total of correct answers at posttest. Pretest scores on the dependent measure

served as control variable in every multiple regression analysis. The independent variable HIPP
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(assignment to treatment) is a dichotomous dummy coded variable with control group (coded 0) as the
reference category. Dose (number of workshops attended) was substituted for assignment to treatment
(HIPP) as an alternate independent variable. Dose is a continuous variable. The mean dose for students
in the treatment group (n = 35) is 6.3 workshops attended (SD = 1.7) and their dose range is 2 to 8
workshops attended. The mean dose including both treatment and control groups is 3.2 workshops
attended (SD 3.5). Sex, which serves as a control variable in those analyses which use pooled data, is a
dichotomous variable which is dummy coded with boys (coded 0) as the reference category.
Correlations and t-tests

Intercorrelations among Measures at Pretest

Correlations among dependent measures at pretest are presented in Table 13. Several
correlations that proved to be statistically significant (p < .05) at pretest are worthy of note: Physical
Aggression is negatively correlated with Self-efficacy and with Girls’ Non-violent Choices but positively
correlated with Boys’ Attitudes Justifying Aggression and with the single item “been hurt in a fight ...”
(requiring treatment in the previous 30 days). Boys’ Victimization was correlated with the single item
“skipped school ...” (out of fear in the previous 30 days). Self-efficacy was positively correlated with Girls’
Non-violent Choices and negatively correlated with Boy’ Attitudes Justifying Aggression. Boys’ who scored
higher on Attitudes Justifying Aggression were significantly more likely to have been hurt in a fight in the
previous 30 days. The fact that all of these significant correlations were in the expected direction endorses
the criterion validity of these measures.

Checking Equivalency of Group Means at Pretest

Independent samples t-tests at T1 were done to identify any significant differences in dependent
measures at pretest between students assigned to treatment or control group (alpha level .05). Since the
students were randomly assigned from a pool of volunteer students with known pretest means on
dependent measures, finding pretest differences between the means of treatment and control groups on
any dependent variable that appeared to be larger that those created by chance would either signal a
problem with the randomization procedure or an unusual case (p <.05) of having created non-equivalent

groups on that dependent variable by chance. None of the mean scores on measures of dependent
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variables (Physical Aggression, Victimization, Self-efficacy, Non-violent Choices, Attitudes Justifying
Aggression or the HIPP Knowledge Test) was significantly different at pretest between treatment and
control groups.

Independent samples t-tests were also used to investigate the relationship of sex with scores on
dependent variables at pretest for those scales that used pooled data (Physical Aggression, Self-efficacy
for Peace and the HIPP Knowledge Test). Only Self-efficacy was significantly related to sex at p < .05;
girls were more self confident of their ability to stay out of fights than boys at pretest. Dependent samples
t-tests were used to investigate the bivariate relationships of pretest and posttest scores on each
dependent variable by condition and by sex. This is not an adequate test of the research hypotheses
because it does not test the significance of any difference between treatment and control conditions at
posttest (this will be done by the regression analyses in the following sections). However, this information
(presented in Table 14) can throw some light on subsequent findings and will be referred to later in the
discussion of findings.

Hypothesis Testing Using Regression Models

Hypotheses were tested using a standard linear regression approach. Tables 15-20 report results
of hypothesis testing. Model specification is as follows: For each dependent variable a baseline bivariate
regression model (Model A) represents the relationship of pretest to posttest scores. The regression
equation for Model Ais § =a + byx4 where ¥ is the predicted posttest score on the dependent variable of
interest (see Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4), a is the y intercept and x; is the pretest score on the dependent
variable used as a baseline predictor of the posttest score on the same variable. The regression
coefficient by indicates the strength of the relationship between x; and y. On Tables 15-20, R2for Model A
is the amount of variance in the dependent variable at posttest (T2) that can be accounted for by the
scores of students on that process or outcome measure at pretest (T1) when no other variables are taken
into account.

The multivariate regression models as shown on Tables 15-20 will test the proposition that there
was an effect on the dependent variable beyond that predicted by the students’ pretest score on that

measure. All multiple regression models control for sex when pooled data are used. The impact of the HIP
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Program on the dependent variables of interest will be tested first using the “intent to treat” approach
(regression Model B) with assignment to treatment as the focal independent variable. The regression
equation for Model B is § = a + b1x4 + box, + bsx3 where ¥ is the predicted posttest score on the dependent
variable of interest (see Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4), ais the y intercept, x, is the baseline pretest score on
the same variable, x; is the focal independent variable HIPP (a dummy variable with assignment to control
condition as the reference group, coded 0), and x; is the variable sex (a dummy variable with boys as the
reference group, coded 0). The regression coefficients (b,) are the partial slopes for each corresponding
variable (x,). Alternately, Dose serves as the focal independent variable representing the impact of HIPP
per workshop actually attended and will be tested by Model C. The regression equation for Model C is the
same as for Model B except that the continuous variable Dose replaces the dummy variable HIPP as the
focal independent variable (x).

The moderation of effects by sex will be explored by Model D in cases where pooled data are
used (i.e. when testing the impact of HIPP on Physical Aggression, Self-efficacy or Knowledge). Model D
adds the interaction term bsx,x; to the above regression equation for Model B. The regression coefficient
(bs) of the interaction term represents the difference between the partial slope of the effect of HIPP on the
dependent variable for girls and the partial slope of the effect of HIPP on the dependent variable for boys.
The regression coefficient (b, ) of the interaction term will be significantly different from zero if the effect of
treatment is significantly different for boys than for girls. In cases where only data from one sex are used in
the analysis (i.e. when testing the impact of HIPP on Boys’ Victimization, Girls’ Non-violent Choices or
Boys’ Attitudes Justifying Aggression), it will neither be possible to explore moderation effects by sex (no
Model D) nor will it be necessary to have a term in the regression equations for Models B and C to control
for the main effect of sex (no bz x3 term). Alpha level for all hypothesis tests is .05.

Findings for Hypothesis 1a (Physical Aggression)

Table 15 summarizes the results for Hypothesis 1a. The dependent variable, physical aggression
has a mean of 0.26 scale units (SD = 0.27). The range of the scale is from 0 (“no” on all indicators) to 1
(“yes” on all indicators). The distribution is acceptably normal (skewness = 0.6, kurtosis = - 0.8). Since

pooled boys and girls data is used to test this hypothesis, sex will be a control variable in the multivariate
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regression models and the possibility of Sex x Treatment will be explored in Model D.

The baseline bivariate regression Model A on Table 15 shows us that, as expected, pretest scores
on physical aggression are good predictors of posttest scores on physical aggression (p <.001). The
significant coefficient of pretest scores ( by = 0.38, t = 3.66, p<.001) means that for every additional one
unit on the physical aggression score at pretest we may expect an additional 0.38 unit on the physical
aggression score at posttest. However, looking at the R? for Model A shows us that only 16% of the
variance in posttest physical aggression scores is accounted for by pretest scores.

In Model B on Table 15 the lack of significance of the regression coefficient of HIPP (b, = 0.05)
means that there was no support for Hypothesis 1a using assignment to treatment as the focal
independent variable. Next, in Model C we look at Dose (number of workshops attended) to see if it
predicts posttest physical aggression. We can see from the lack of significance of the regression
coefficient of Dose in regression Model C (b, = 0.01) that it does not predict posttest scores on physical
aggression either. On the other hand, the regression coefficient of the control variable sex is significantin
both Model B (b; =0.12, t = , p <.05) and Model C (b; = 0.13, t = , p <.05). This means that girls are
reporting significantly less physical aggression than boys at posttest. Specifically, girls’ self reported
physical aggression at posttest is .12 scale units in Model B (or .13 units in Model C) less than that of
boys, holding pretest score and assignment to treatment (or dose of treatment in Model C) constant.
Looking at Table 15 again and, comparing amount of variance in physical aggression accounted for by
each model, we see that while Model A explained 16% of the variance in physical aggression, Models B
and C explain 22% and 23% respectively. The increase seems to be accounted for by the inclusion of the
significant control variable sex in these models, since there is no significant effect of treatment.

Model D on Table 15 shows us that there is no Sex x Treatment interaction: The regression
coefficient of the interaction term (b, = 0.16) is not significant at p < .05. To summarize, Hypothesis 1a,
that assignment to HIPP would lead to less physical aggression for treatment than for control group
students at posttest was not supported by the data. The effect of the Hip Program on non-physical
aggression (Hypothesis 1b) could not be tested because the scale intended to measure non-physical

aggression did not stand up as a measurement model of a single latent variable under confirmatory factor
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analysis. Therefore, we move on to look at the effect of the HIP Program on the next behavioral outcome,
victimization.

Findings for Hypothesis 1 c (Victimization)

Table 16 summarizes the results for Hypothesis 1c. The dependent variable, Boys’ Victimization
at T2 has a mean of 0.60 scale units (SD = 0.34). The range of the scale is from 0 to 1. The distribution is
acceptably normal (skewness = - 0.25, kurtosis = -1.20). Since the Boys Victimization scale is not an
acceptable model for pooled data and there was no acceptable victimization measure for girls, only boys’
data will be used. Accordingly, there will be no need for a term to control for the main effect of sex in the
multiple regression equations (Model B and Model C) and there will be no regression Model D to test for
moderation effects using a Sex x Treatment interaction term. There were 16 boys in the treatment group
and 15 in the control group.

Model A on Table 16 (the baseline bivariate regression ) shows a significant coefficient of pretest
scores on the Boys Victimization scale (b4 =0.42,t=4.20, p <.001). The interpretation of the regression
coefficient (b4) in Model A is that for every additional one unit on the boys’ victimization score at pretest
we may expect an additional 0.42 units on the boy’s victimization score at posttest. The baseline model
accounts for 15% of the variance in posttest scores (R? = .15).

For Hypothesis 1c, that the HIP Program will significantly decrease victimization, there was a
promising result for boys. Assignment to treatment and dose both predicted significantly lower posttest
victimization scores. In Model B on Table 16 the dummy variable HIPP (x,) has a significant regression
coefficient (b, = - 0.24, t = 2.29, p < .05 ) which means that boys assigned to the treatment group
experienced .24 unit less victimization as measured by the Boys’ Victimization Scale than boys assigned
to the control group, holding pretest scores constant. Recall that the Boys’ Victimization is a 5 item self-
report scale so one “unit” of victimization is 20% of the scale. Therefore, the substantive meaning of this
statistically significant effect of the HIP Program is that boys in the treatment group are reporting about 5%
(.24 x 20%) fewer incidents of being either yelled at, hit, threatened with harm, pushed or being asked to
fight in the previous 30 days than boys in the control group at posttest, holding pretest score constant. The

regression coefficient of dose (b, = - 0.04) in Model C is also significant. Unlike assignment to treatment,
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Dose is a continuous variable. Therefore, we interpret a regression coefficient of — 0.04 as a decrease of
.04 units on the posttest victimization scale for every HIPP workshop attended holding pretest scores
constant. This corresponds to a reduction of .8% (.04 x 20%) fewer incidents of victimization per
workshop attended. Since the treatment group boys averaged 6.3 workshops attended, the dose effect
confirms the treatment effect found using HIPP as the independent variable: ( 8% reduction per workshop
attended x 6.3 workshops attended = 5% reduction in incidents of victimization). Extrapolating this dose
effect, we might expect that boys who attend all 8 HIPP workshops will have a 6.4% reduction of
victimization compared with boys who attend none, holding pretest victimization constant. Comparing R?
of the regression models on Table 16, we can see that the addition of the independent variable HIPP or
Dose to the baseline regression equation approximately doubles the amount of variance in posttest
victimization scores that can be explained: Model B explains 29% of the variance in posttest victimization
(R?=0.29) and Model C explains 30% of the variation in posttest victimization (R? = 0.30) compared to the
15% explained by Model A , pretest scores alone (R? = 0.15).

Findings for Hypothesis 2 (Self-efficacy)

Table 17A summarizes the results for Hypothesis 2 using pooled boys and girls data. The
dependent variable, Self-efficacy for Peace at T2 has a mean of 3.68 scale units (SD = 0.94). The Likert
type scale for this process measure had a response range from 1 to 5. The range of scale scores (Mean
response on the 5 indicator items) was from 1.2 to 5. Higher scores indicate more self-efficacy. The
distribution is acceptably normal (skewness = - 0.5, kurtosis = - 0.5). The baseline bivariate regression
model (Model A on Table 17A) shows a significant relationship between pretest self-efficacy scores and
posttest self-efficacy scores. The regression coefficient of pretest self-efficacy scores (b, =0.58, t = 5.35,
p <.05) in Model A means that an increase of one unit on the self-efficacy scale at pretest predicts an
increase of 0.58 unit on the self-efficacy scale at posttest. The pretest scores accounted for 30% of the
variance in self-efficacy posttest scores ( R* = 0.30).

Model B on Table 17A shows that assignment to the HIP Program had no significant effect on
posttest self-efficacy scores using pooled data (b, = 0.33 is non-significant at p <.05). Model C on Table

17A also has a regression coefficient (b, = 0.04) that is non-significant showing that there was no effect of
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dose of HIPP workshops on the self-efficacy measure using pooled data. Models B and C (R? of 0.31 and
0.32 respectively) only account for a trivial increase in the explained variance of posttest self-efficacy
scores than the baseline model (Model A Table 17A).

There is no main effect of sex (the b coefficients for sex in Models B and C are not significant at p
<.05). However, when we move on to explore the interaction of Sex x Treatment there is a noteworthy
change. Although the coefficient of the interaction term (b, = - 0.67 in Model D) is non-significant at p <.05,
indicating that there is no statistically significant interaction of sex with treatment, the regression coefficient
of HIPP (assignment to treatment), becomes statistically significant in Model D (b, = 0.69, t = 2.30, p
<.05). Usually, when an interaction term is non-significant the interaction model is not considered the best
model and one drops back to a model without an interaction term. In this case, however, since the
interaction term is marginally significant at p < .10 and treatment becomes significant in Model D, an
exploration of the separate effects of treatment on self-efficacy for boys and girls seems warranted. The
results of this analysis are presented on Table 17B.

Looking at the multiple regression Models B and C for girls in the top section of Table 17B, we
can see that neither the regression coefficient for assignment to HIPP ( b, = 0.07 in Model B) nor the
regression coefficient for Dose (b, =0.01 in Model C) is significant. Also, neither Model B nor Model C for
girls’ data account for any more variance in posttest scores than is accounted for in Model A by pretest
scores alone (R, = 0.39 for each model).

In contrast, look at the lower portion of Table17B showing results when only data for boys is used
in testing for an effect of the HIP Program on self-efficacy. Unlike the case for girls data in the top portion
of Table 17B, Model B in the lower portion of Table 17B using boys data has a significant positive
regression coefficient (b, = 0.67, t= 2.03, p<.05) for assignment to treatment (HIPP). This means that
boys assigned to HIPP had a 0.67 unit higher score on the self-efficacy measure at posttest than boys
assigned to the control group, holding pretest scores constant. Adding HIPP to the baseline regression
equation for boys raised the amount of variance in posttest scores accounted for from 19% in Model A for
boys to 29% in Model B for boys (compare the model R? s for boys data in the lower portion of Table

17B). On the other hand, Model C for boys shows that Dose as an alternate independent variable is not a
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significant predictor of posttest self-efficacy (b, = 0.05 is non-significant) using boys data. Therefore we
conclude that Hypothesis 2 is supported for boys only using the intent to treat approach. We move on now
to findings related to the two attitude measures, Non-violent Choices and Attitudes Justifying Aggression.

Findings for Hypothesis 3a (Non-violent Choices)

Table 18 summarizes the results for Hypothesis 3a. Since the Girls’ Non-violent Choices Scale is
not an acceptable model for pooled data and there was no acceptable non-violent choices measure for
boys, only girls’ data will be used. Accordingly, there will be no need for a term to control for the main
effect of sex in the multiple regression equations (Model B and Model C) and there will be no regression
Model D to test for moderation effects using a Sex x Treatment interaction term. There were 19 girls in the
treatment group and 20 in the control group. The dependent variable, Girls’ Non-violent Choices at T2 has
a mean of 3.03 scale units (SD = 0.85). The range of response choices on the scale is from 1 to 4 (higher
scores indicate more non-violent choices) and the range of the scale scores is 3. The distribution is
acceptably normal (skewness = - 0.70, kurtosis = - 0.44). There were 19 girls in the treatment group and
20 in the control group.

Model A on Table 18 (the bivariate regression) shows that pretest scores on the Girls’ Non-violent
Choices Scale at pretest predict posttest scores on the same scale. The regression coefficient (b1 =0.58, t
= 3.67, p <.001) for Model A means that for every increase of 1 unit on the Girls Non-Violent Choices
Scale at pretest we can expect an increase of 0.58 units on the Girls Non-Violent Choices Scale at
posttest. Model A explains 27% of the variance in posttest scores on this scale (R? = 0,27).

The multiple regression analyses (Models B and C) did not support Hypothesis 3a using either
assignment to treatment (HIPP in Model B) or number of workshops attended (Dose in Model C) as the
independent variable: The coefficient of the independent predictor variable (b,) in Models B (b, =-0.31)
and Model C (b, =-0.55) are not significantly different from zero at p < .05. However, when Dose is the
predictor variable, there is a marginally significant negative effect (b, =- 0.55,t=-1.67, p <.10). The
coefficients of multiple determination for Model B (R? = 0.30) and Model C (R? = 0.32) are only 3% and 5%
higher respectively than for Model A (R? = 0.27). This means that most of the variance in girls’ posttest

scores on the Non-violent Choices Scale is explained by pretest scores or by variables not in the models.
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Findings for Hypothesis 3b (Attitudes Justifying Aggression)

Table 19 summarizes the results for Hypothesis 3b. Since the Boys Attitudes Justifying
Aggression Scale is not an acceptable model for pooled data and there was no acceptable measure for
girls’ attitudes justifying aggression, only boys’ data will be used. Accordingly, there will be no need for a
term to control for the main effect of sex in the multiple regression equations (Model B and Model C) and
there will be no regression Model D to test for moderation effects using a Sex x Treatment interaction
term. The dependent variable, Boy’s Attitudes Justifying Aggression at T2, has a mean of 1.97 scale units
(SD =0.71). The range of response choices on the scale is from 1 to 4, and the range of the scale scores
is 2.5. Higher scores mean more agreement with attitudes justifying aggression. The distribution is
acceptably normal (skewness = 0.61, kurtosis = - 0.12). There were 16 boys in the treatment group and 15
in the control group.

The bivariate regression, Model A on Table 19, shows that pretest scores on the Boys Attitudes
Justifying Aggression Scale at pretest are strong predictors of posttest scores on the same scale (b1 =
0.71, t = 7.43, p <.001). The significant regression coefficient (b4) for Model A means that for every
increase of 1 unit on the Boys Attitudes Justifying Aggression Scale at pretest we can expect an increase
of 0.71 units on the Boys Attitudes Justifying Aggression Scale at posttest. Model A explains 66% of the
variance in posttest scores on this scale (R* = 0.66).

The multiple regression analyses (Models B and C) did not support Hypothesis 3b using either
assignment to treatment (HIPP) or number of workshops attended (Dose) as the independent variable.
The coefficients of the independent variables in Model B (b, = 0,20)and Model C ( b, = 0.02 ) are not
significantly different from zero, which means neither assignment to treatment nor number of workshops
attended predicts posttest score on the Boys’' Attitudes Justifying Aggression Scale. The multiple
regression models on Table 19 only explain only a trivial increment in the variance of the dependent
variable beyond the substantial amount of variance explained by pretest scores alone (see R? = 0.68 for

Model B and R? = 0.67 for Model C compared with R? = 0.66 for Model A).
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Findings for Hypothesis 4 (Knowledge)

Table 20 summarizes the results for Hypothesis 4. The dependent variable, posttest score on the
HIPP Knowledge Test, has a mean of 4.6 correct answers (SD = 2.10). The possible range of scores on
this additive scale is from O to 10 correct answers. The range of the scores achieved at posttest was from
0 to 9 correct answers. The distribution is acceptably normal (skewness = 0.24, kurtosis = - 0.6). The
bivariate regression, Model A on Table 20, shows a significant regression coefficient for pretest scores on
the HIPP Knowledge Test (b, = 0.56, t = 5.29, p <.001). This means that for every increase of 1 unit on the
HIPP Knowledge Test at pretest we can expect an increase of 0.56 units on the HIPP Knowledge Test at
posttest. Model A (R? = 0,29) explains 29% of the variance in posttest Knowledge scores.

In multiple regression Model B on Table 18, which tests Hypothesis 4 with assignment to
treatment as the independent variable, we can see from the lack of significance of the regression
coefficient of HIPP (b, = 0.43) that assignment to the HIP Program had no measurable impact on students’
posttest Knowledge scores compared to the control group. Looking at Model C on Table 20, which tests
Hypothesis 4 using Dose at the independent variable, we see that the regression coefficient for Dose (b, =
0.10) is non- significant, so we must also conclude that Hypothesis 4 is not supported when Dose is the
independent variable. The multiple regression models on Table 20 show no substantive increase in the
explained variance of the dependent variable beyond that explained by pretest scores alone (see R? =
0.29 for Model B and R? = 0.32 for Model C compared with R? = 0.29 for Model A). Since b; (the
regression coefficient for sex) is non-significant in Models B and C we conclude that there was no main
effect of sex on students’ posttest Knowledge scores. Model D shows that there was no significant Sex x
Treatment interaction when testing Hypothesis 4. These findings indicate that assignment to treatment
had no greater effect on HIPP Knowledge than being in the control group.

Exploratory Findings

Dose Effects Within the Treatment Condition

Looking within the treatment group (n = 35) to see if there was an effect of dose on outcome, itis
possible to set up the following linear regression equation: 9 =a + bixq + by X, + by X3 where 9 is the

predicted T2 score on the dependent variable, a is the y intercept, x4 is the T1 score on the dependent
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variable x, is Dose,x; is the dummy variable sex and by, b,, and b; are the regression coefficients of their
respective independent variables. Using only data from the treatment group in the analysis, if b, is
significant (p<.05) then Dose had an effect on the dependent variable at T2 within the group of students
assigned to treatment. This equation was tested for all the dependent variables and the regression
coefficient for Dose was found to be significant in just one case: higher Dose predicted higher posttest
scores on the HIPP Knowledge Test for students in the treatment group. Specifically, b, = 0.63 (p < .05),
which means that (within the treatment group) for each additional workshop attended we can expect an
increase of .63 in posttest score holding sex and pretest score constant.

Moderating Effect of Sex

Exploration of interaction effects (Sex x Treatment) could not be undertaken for Boys’ Attitudes
Justifying Aggression, Girls’ Non-violent Choices, or for Boys’ Victimization because the measurement
scales for these variables were not acceptable for use with pooled boys’ and girls’ data. At alpha level .05
when using as a test on interaction the inclusion of an interaction term in the regression equation (see
Model D on Tables 15, 17A and 20), sex did not significantly moderate the effect of treatment on the three
dependent variables where both sexes could be included in the analysis: physical aggression, self-
efficacy and knowledge. However, there was a marginally statistically significant (p <.10) interaction of
Sex and Treatment for the self-efficacy measure when using an interaction term in Model D on Table 17A.
When boys and girls data was analyzed separately for the self-efficacy measure, however, we found that
there was a significant positive treatment effect for boys self-efficacy but not for girls’ self-efficacy when
using HIPP as the predictor variable. Finding a significant positive effect of the HIP Program for boys but
not for girls is a different way of testing for an interaction effect between treatment and sex, and it
corroborates that there was a moderating effect of sex. We conclude that treatment (measured by
assignment to HIPP) was less effective in improving self-efficacy (measured by the Self-efficacy for Peace
Scale) for girls than for boys.

Mediating Effect of Self-efficacy

The exploratory question about the mediating effects of self-efficacy, attitudes and/or knowledge

gained from the HIPP workshops on behavioral outcomes could not be investigated empirically for most of
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the mediating variables. The reason for this is that testing for mediation requires comparing the path of
influence that goes directly from the focal independent variable (predictor variable) to the outcome variable
with the total effect of the paths from the focal independent variable (predictor variable) to the mediator
(process variable) and from the mediator (process variable) to the dependent outcome variable. The paths
from either HIPP or Dose to the process variables measured by the Girls’ Non-violent Choices Scale,
Boy’s Attitudes Justifying Aggression Scale and the HIPP Knowledge Test were not significant. The path
from HIPP or Dose to the process variable measured by the Self-efficacy for Peace Scale was also not
significant for either pooled data or for girls. Therefore mediation effects cannot be assessed in any of
these situations.

The only possible process variable mediating the effect of HIPP on a behavioral outcome is that
measured by the Self-efficacy for Peace Scale for boys data only when HIPP (not Dose) is the
independent variable. The only behavioral outcome measure for which there was an effect of treatment
was Boys' Victimization. It will be of some interest to explore whether the positive impact of HIPP on boys
self-efficacy did have a measurable mediation effect on the significantly lower victimization of boys in the
treatment group at posttest. To test the possible mediation of the effect of HIPP on boys victimization by
the process variable self-efficacy we will use a multiple regression 5 step strategy introduced by Kenny
and Judd (1984). Figure 3, shows the Models to be compared. Though, for simplicity, boys’ pretest
victimization scores are not shown on Figure 3 all comparisons will be made holding Boys’ Victimization
pretest scores constant. The first step is to show that there is a significant relationship between HIPP and
Boys’ Victimization (path c in Figure 3). This has already been accomplished (see Findings for Hypothesis
1b on Table 16 ) and the strength of the relationship represented by the regression coefficient was found
to be - 0.24 which was significant at p < .05 . The second step is to show that there is a significant
relationship between HIPP and the process variable Self-efficacy (path a in Figure 3). This too has been
accomplished (see Table 17B) with the regression coefficient for path a shown to be 0.67. The third step is
to show that there is a significant relationship between boys self-efficacy scores at posttest and boys
victimization at posttest (path b in Figure 3). Step three can be accomplished by estimating the following

regression equation: § = a + byx; + box, where ¥ is the predicted posttest score on boys’ victimization, a is



116

the y intercept, x4 is the pretest score on boys victimization, and x; is the posttest score on boys’ self-
efficacy. A significant b, regression coefficient indicates a significant effect of self-efficacy on boys’
posttest victimization (path b on Figure 3) holding boys’ pretest victimization scores constant. The results
of estimating this regression equation are as follows: y = .68 + .43x4 - .09x,. The regression coefficient of
self-efficacy (b, = - .09, t =- 1.6, p = .1) represents path b of Figure 3. This relationship, path b, is only
marginally significant at alpha = .1. However, keeping in mind that this analysis is exploratory, we will
proceed to Step 4, which will show if the strength of relationship between HIPP and boys’ victimization is
reduced when the mediator variable self-efficacy is introduced into the regression model. This is a
measure of path ¢’ in Figure 3. The regression model at Step 4 is § = a + byx4 + box, + bsxswhere ¢ is the
predicted posttest score on boys’ victimization, a is the y intercept, x4 is the pretest score on boys
victimization, x, is the posttest score on boys’ self-efficacy, and x3 is assignment to HIPP.

The regression coefficient (b3 =-0.21, p = 0.07) ) which shows the strength of the relationship of
HIPP to boy’s victimization in this model ( path ¢’ in Figure 3) is indeed of less magnitude than that
indicated by path c in Figure 3. (which we have seen in Step 1 to be — 0.24). Step 5 is to test the
significance of the difference in strength of relationship between path c in and path ¢’ in Figure 3. The
most common way to test the significance in the decrease of strength of relationship of HIPP to Boys’
Victimization brought about by the addition of Self-efficacy as a control variable in the model is the
approach of Sobel (1982) as outlined in Frazier (2004).The significance of the difference between paths ¢
and ¢’ in Figure 3 can be assessed by dividing the products of paths a and b by the following error term:
the square root of b?sa + a’sb where a and b are unstandardized regression coefficients representing the
strengths of paths a and b respectively, and sa and sb are their standard errors. The result of this
calculation is a z score which is significant at alpha .05 if it exceeds 1.96. Doing this calculation for our
data results in a z score of 1.09 which is not significant. Therefore, our exploration of the mediation of the
behavioral outcome variable Boys’ Victimization by the process variable Boys’ Self-efficacy does not
lead us to conclude that we have found a mediation effect. Table 21 summarizes results for all the

research hypotheses and exploratory questions.
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DISCUSSION

This research began with the question: “Does conflict resolution training for students in middle
schools work to reduce aggressive behavior and victimization?” An experimental field evaluation of the
Help Increase the Peace Program (HIPP) was undertaken to contribute to the research addressing this
question. The results of this evaluation show that the conflict resolution program Help Increase the Peace
lead to less victimization by peers and increased self-efficacy (confidence in being able to use several
options to stay out of fights) for 6" grade African American boys in a challenged urban middle school. Itis
remarkable and attests to the potential of the HIP Program to have found statistically significant results on
both a process variable and a behavioral outcome considering the evaluation design’s low power to
detect effects (due to small sample size), the difficulties of implementation and the relatively short duration
(8 weeks) of the intervention.

Although a significant decrease in boys’ victimization and increase in boys’ self-efficacy were the
only results found to be different between treatment and control groups, within the treatment group there
was a significant effect for dose: Students who attended more training workshops scored higher on the
posttest curriculum knowledge measure. It is important to consider the limitations to these findings before
looking for explanations or considering their implications.

Design Strengths and Limitations

Strengths of Experimental Design

The design of the study was a true experiment: Students were assigned randomly to treatment
and students were also the unit of analysis. This is the strongest possible research design and not often
possible to accomplish in field research. The current study took advantage of a rare opportunity in a public
school to implement a research design which has the strength to rule out many of the usual threats to
internal validity (Campbell & Stanley, 1966; Shadish et al., 2002). The other events occurring in the world,
neighborhood and school (“history”) are ruled out as rival hypothesis explaining results because they were
experienced by students in the control group as well as students in the HIP Program. Maturation
processes (including settling into the setting of the school and normal childhood development) that might

lead 6™ graders to become better at conflict resolution independently of the prevention intervention also
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had to be taking place in both treatment and control groups. Practice effects of answering the same
questionnaire at pretest and posttest were certainly present, but present for both groups. The testing of
students took place in four different homerooms and might have led to an instrumentation effect if
homerooms had been assigned to treatment. However individual students were randomly assigned to
treatment and control groups, and there was no significant difference between treatment and control
groups on homeroom origin of the students at pretest. The threat to internal validity due to statistical
regression to the mean, which is a concern in cases where students are selected on the basis of extreme
pretest scores is not an issue in this study. Selection biases which might have been caused by students,
teachers, parents, or the trainer deciding which students were allowed to take HIPP workshops, were
studiously avoided. When two control group students were allowed to take the training they were removed
from the study to protect the experimental design.

Design Related Limitations

Diffusion of Treatment was a concern. Students in both treatment and control group were in
classes together most of the day and some students in the treatment group discussed what they learned
in HIPP workshops with students in the control group. To get an estimate of treatment diffusion 4
questions were added to the posttest questionnaire of students in the control group. (see Table 22). While
18 students in the control group said they never or almost never spoke with classmates about what was
taught in the HIP Program, 5 students spoke with classmates about Hip Program content at least once a
week and 11 students said that they had spoken with students about Hip Program content “a few times.”
Nine students in the control group claimed to have learned from “about half’ to “almost all” of the what
their classmates in the HIP Program were learning. While diffusion of treatment is a promising sign for the
HIP Program because one of the purposes of CRE is to have students model and communicate with other
students about program content, it makes evaluation more difficult. An alternative design sometimes used
in an attempt to limit the effect of diffusion of treatment on evaluation is to have multiple school research
sites (see the design used by Orpinas, 1995). Note, however, that the design achieved by Orpinas was a
quasi-experiment where classrooms were the unit assigned to treatment and also introduced another

source of variation (schools) which had to be explained.
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Resentful demoralization and compensation are possible threats to validity when some volunteers
are assigned to an attractive treatment and others (a control group) are not allowed to participate in the
program (Shaddish, 2002). There was no evidence that students were misbehaving out of resentment at
not being chosen for the HIPP program. There was an attempt by some control group students to join in
HIPP workshops, and the trainer was sometimes hard pressed to keep them out (see trainer log in
Appendix B). It is possible that a significant decrease in self-reported physical aggression by girls in the
control group at posttest (as shown in the t tests reported on Table 14) may have been due to a
compensation effect (either trying to look better on the posttest questionnaire or actually acting less
aggressively than girls in the treatment group) but there is no way to know if this is the case. Boys’ in the
control group also increased significantly in knowledge as shown by t test of their pretest to posttest
differences (see Table 14) this may have been due to a combination of treatment diffusion and
compensatory effort on the part of control boys, but again there is no way to know this for certain.

Attrition during the course of the study was a potential concern. Every effort was made to follow
up at posttest and locate every student who had been assigned to condition. As a result, only one
treatment student who had transferred out of the school district after attending 4 HIPP workshops was not
available for posttesting. However, two students were lost from the control group through being mistakenly
allowed by the trainer to attend all 8 HIPP workshops. This brought the total attrition to 4%. A possible
instrumentation threat to validity may have been caused the fact that three students in the control group
and no students in the treatment group experienced different posttesting conditions from the other
students. At posttest, one student in the control group was tested in a 7" grade homeroom to which he
had been promoted during the last week of the HIP Program; one control student, who was serving out-of-
school suspension during the posttest administration, took the posttest one week later than other students
and one student in the control group was posttested in a different school (in the same school district) to
which he had transferred during the last week of the HIP Program.

The loss of several volunteer boys from the sample for failing to complete useable pretest
questionnaires (probably due to inattention to instructions or low reading ability) could threaten external

validity, by skewing the sample toward higher functioning boys. Despite essentially equal numbers of boys



120

and girls at the school (84 girls, 87 boys), the slight skew toward a sample of more girls that was caused
by using volunteers (42 girls and 37 boys volunteered ) was exacerbated by the loss from the sample of 5
boys (and only 1 girl) who volunteered but turned in unusable pretests. This led to a final sample assigned
to condition of 41 girls and 32 boys. The small sample size, especially small for boys, affected the
designs’ power (ability of any effects of treatment to attain statistical significance at the generally accepted
alpha level of 0.05). This makes it especially remarkable that two statistically significant effects (decreased
victimization and increased self-efficacy) were found for boys. Generalizability of the findings is limited by
the fact that this study included only one public school with African American students who came from a
high poverty, high crime urban neighborhood and by the fact that significant results were found for boys
only.

Measurement Related Limitations

Reliability

The undesirably low reliability (Cronbach alphas in the 0.60 to 0.70 range) of the Physical
Aggression Scale and the Boys’ Attitudes Justifying Aggression Scale requires that results (no change)
found for these scales should be considered tentative. More reliable scales might have found some effect
of the HIP Program on aggression and attitudes that was not measurable by these scales. The HIPP
Knowledge Test (Cronbach alpha = 0.53 at pretest and 0.58 at posttest) needs to be further developed in
future evaluations of the HIPP. As a starting point, it was useful for showing that students within the
treatment group were indeed learning more of what the trainer considered important curriculum content
when they attended more HIPP workshops. Reliability of scales was not an issue where significant
differences between treatment and control groups were found. The Self-efficacy Scale that showed a
positive treatment effect for boys has a generally acceptable reliability for social science research
(Cronbach alpha = 0.74 pretest, 0.78 posttest). The behavioral outcome scale on which a significant effect
was found (Boys’ Victimization Scale) also has a reliability generally considered acceptable (Cronbach

alpha = 0.75 at both pretest and posttest).
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Self-report

The only behavioral measures were self-reports of the frequency of problem behavior. While such
self-reports are commonly used in the assessment of youth risk behavior and in the evaluation of
prevention curricula they are subject to bias caused by students’ reluctance to admit to wrongdoing or to
underreport victimization even when assured of confidentiality. It was not possible in this setting to gather
school disciplinary data or teacher estimates of the students’ behavior or to do behavior sampling by
observation in order to check on the accuracy of the self-reports. Since this was an experiment, any social
desirability biased self-reporting shown by the students in the treatment group was probably controlled for
by a similar bias in the self reports of students in the control group. However, compensatory effects of
control group students wanting to look better than treatment students may have come into play at
posttest. It is also possible that an overall bias toward low reporting of behavioral problems may have
influenced the Mean scores on behavioral measures, and social desirability responding may have raised
the Mean score on the Self-efficacy scale. In future studies it would be desirable to devise a measure or
social desirability responding and include it on the scales. It also would be interesting to see if girls and
boys have different patterns in social desirability responding. If this were the case it might shed light on
some of the different results found for girls and boys in CR evaluations.

Analysis Related Limitations

Judgment was involved in the specification of the regression Models used for testing the research
hypothesis. An attempt was made to control for variables that have been shown in other CR evaluation
studies to influence outcomes: specifically, sex and race/ethnicity (Durant et al., 1996; Farrell et al., 2001;
Orpinas et al., 2000). Sex was controlled for by using a stratified assignment procedure. Care was also
taken to test the path equivalence of measurement models, since the factor structure appears to differ
between boys and girls in measures of problem behavior (Smith & Davidson, 1986). Race/ethnicity was
controlled by eliminating the one non-African American student in the 6™ grade from the study.

The Coefficient of multiple determination (R?) for the regression models (Model B and Model C on
Tables 15 -20) implies that including other variables beside sex, treatment/dose, and students’ pretest

scores could have added explanatory power to the measurement model. The R? for most Models B and C
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was around 0.30, which is in line with the majority of social research which produces effect sizes in the
0.20 to 0.50 range (Weinfurt, 1994). (The exception was the R ? for the Attitudes Justifying Aggression
scale, which will be discussed later.) R? is an effect size that provides an index of the degree of
relationship between the dependent variable and the weighted combination of independent variables in
the regression equation (Grimm & Yarnold, 1994). It is likely that more complex and complete models
would explain more of the variance in outcomes. For example, gang membership has been associated
with more serious school crime, and exposure to familial or street violence is known to contribute to young
peoples’ levels of aggression (Elliott, 1994; Orpinas et al., 2000). However, data were not available
allowing the addition of other variables to the model in the current research.
Explaining the Findings

Keeping the above limitations in mind this study has the real virtue of being a true experiment and
thus has fewer threats to internal validity than nine of the ten studies critiqued in the review of empirical
literature section of this paper. While measurement is known to be imperfect, experimental design
enhances confidence that any observed effect is really due to any putative cause (Campbell & Stanley,
1966). It should be kept in mind in the following discussion that a finding of no change deserves
explanatory attention as much as a finding of expected or unexpected changes. Thus this section will go
over all results and not simply jump to statistically significant results.

Physical Aggression

In other settings similar to that of the school in the current study (high poverty, high crime urban
neighborhoods) the aggressive behavior of students has been shown to increase over time (see Aber,
1998; Durant, 2001; Orpinas, 2000). Thus, the fact that physical aggression did not increase at the school
in the current study is more remarkable than it might otherwise seem. The presence of a security guard
on duty at all times on every corridor may have had a deterrent effect on student’s physical aggression at
school. The fact that there was an educational program (HIPP) in the school that was actively paying
attention to the problem of physical aggression may also have had a deterrent effect similar to the well
known Hawthorne effect (Gottfredson, Gottfredson, & Hybl, 1993). It is possible as well, though this is

speculative, that some beneficial effects of the HIP Program diffusing through the school kept the level of
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physical aggression from increasing.

It was unfortunate that there were so few students in the study and the reliability of the physical
aggression measure was barely adequate, as that made it harder to detect any differences between
treatment and control groups. The 0.12 spread between the treatment group boys’ mean change in
physical aggression (- 0.05) and control boys’ mean pretest to posttest change in physical aggression
(0.07) as shown on Table 14 , while not statistically significant in this study, which had low statistical
power to detect an effect due to small sample size and low reliability of the Physical Aggression Scale,
suggests that an evaluation of HIPP with better power could find an effect of treatment on boys’ physical
aggression. Also, despite the fact that the Physical Aggression Scale in this study was acceptable to use
with pooled data, it could be a improvement in future to construct different physical aggression scales
tailored for each sex that might attain a higher reliability.

Boys’ Victimization

Since this was a true experiment, rival hypotheses are probably less convincing than the
explanation that the HIP program caused a significant treatment effect on Boys Victimization. In keeping
with findings in other studies that in the absence of intervention aggression related problem behavior
increases, the control boys’ victimization increased significantly while the victimization level of boys in the
treatment group remained unchanged (see Table 14). Finding a significant effect of the HIP Program on
holding down the victimization of boys is remarkable given that the program was only in place for 8 weeks
and the number of boys in the study was small (n = 31) limiting the power to find statistically significant
effects. Itis also an important finding in practical terms, because peer victimization (bullying in particular)
is a serious problem with middle school boys and can lead to retaliatory violence (Lockwood, 1997).

The cause of the decrease of boys victimization is still not clear. No significant changes were
found in the attitudes or CR knowledge of boys in the treatment group compared with the control group so
these variables, as measured, seem not to be mediating the causal effect. The significant increase in
boys’ self-efficacy caused by the HIP Program did not prove to be a significant mediator of the decrease in
victimization in this study. However, to fairly investigate the processes by which a CR program brings

about effects studies are needed with larger samples providing more power to detect mediating effects.
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Some informed speculation about the cause of the positive outcome could be fruitful in future
program evaluation designs. For example: Looking at the training log in Appendix B shows us that despite
numerous difficulties the HIPP trainer persisted in encouraging the students in HIPP workshops to engage
in cooperative games. One game in particular called “pattern ball” which was at first resisted by the
students eventually became a favorite, and was requested by students as a workshop activity when they
became proficient at it. The pattern ball activity involves throwing a spongy ball around a circle to specific
other students . Before throwing a ball to a student one must call out that students’ name and all students
must be included exactly once before the “pattern” is complete. Once the pattern is established students
try to repeat it, throwing the ball faster and faster to make it to all students in the circle in a record time.
This exercise requires cooperating in a task and, when repeated weekly, reinforces each student in
knowing other students by name. In this sense it could be considered a "bonding “ experience. One
classic study of inducing cooperation in a group of boys who had previously been manipulated into being
non-cooperative and even aggressive toward each other reversed this effect by staging a situation in
which the previously adversarial young people needed to help each other accomplish a task important to
them all (Sherif, Harvey, White, Hood, & Sherif, 1961). It seems plausible that such a process (in a milder
form) was at work in this exercise and other cooperative games the students attempted in the HIPP
workshops. If cooperative games turn out to be a significant contributor to the HIP Program’s impact, this
has implications for implementation. The competition for student contact time between CR and academic
programs is a serious difficulty in the diffusion of CRE interventions (Jones, 2004). But cooperative
games might be integrated into gym classes and recreational breaks without causing this tension.

There are some limitations that must be considered on this promising finding for Boy’s
Victimization. The effect size as measured by the regression coefficient was fairly small: b, = - 0.24 in
Model B, the treatment as dependent variable model, and b, = - 0.04 (per workshop) in Model C, the dose
as dependent variable model. The effect size as measured by R? is in the range considered “medium” by
the standards of social science research (Weinfurt, 1994): The increment in variance of boys’ victimization
explained by the predictor variable (HIPP or Dose) beyond the variance accounted for by pretest scores

is around 15%. We still do not know if the positive effect will last as there was no follow-up.



125
Self-efficacy

Table 14 is helpful in understanding how the effects of HIPP on Self-efficacy came to be
statistically significant for boys and yet not for girls. Looking at the pretest to posttest mean differences
shows us that the control group had a significant decline in self-efficacy (Mean difference = - 0.45, t = -
2.73, p <.01), while the treatment group showed no significant change. Interestingly, the decline in self-
efficacy for control girls is also statistically significant (Mean difference =-0.42,t=-2.06, p <.05), but
because the scores of treatment girls also decrease (Mean difference = - 0.24 , not significantly different
from zero) the difference between treatment and control girls’ self-efficacy at posttest was not large
enough for a statistically significant effect to be found in multiple regression analysis. The difference
between treatment and control boys mean pretest to posttest change was fairly large, however, (0.30 — (-
0.48)) = 0.78, and this made it possible to detect a significant effect of HIPP on boy’s self-efficacy even
though the pre- to posttest mean change on self-efficacy was not statistically significant for boys in either
the treatment of control group boys, when looking just at the t tests on Table 14.

The concept of self-efficacy could be seen as a self-rating of CR skill. In previous research CR
related self-efficacy has been found to be associated with lower student aggression. (Bosworth, 2000). In
the current study, however, the mediation of the behavioral outcome (less victimization) by self-efficacy
was not significant. However, the possibility of Type Il error in testing for mediation effects is known to be
high (Frazier, 2004) and the power of this design was limited by small sample size. The question is still
worth investigating in future evaluations.

Another aspect of the Self-efficacy Scale was that it may be a measure of program impact at a
more subtle level. The factor structure of the original 8 item Self-Efficacy Scale shifted from pretest to
posttest in a way that might be meaningful and seems worthy of further investigation. Three of the original
eight items on the scale as it appeared on the HIPP Questionnaire did not load significantly on the
measurement model at pretest (T1) for either boys or girls (see Figure 2). These items were: confidence in

being able to “Calm down when you are mad;” “Get someone else to calm down when they are mad;” and
“Talk out a disagreement.” All three of these items became significant indicators of self-efficacy for boys

and girls at posttest. Since these items were not on the measurement model at both T1 and T2 they had
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to be discarded from the scale that was used to measure Self-efficacy as a dependent variable.
Nonetheless staying calm, helping others stay calm, and talking through disagreements are salient parts
of the self efficacy concept as taught by the HIP Program. It seems possible that these factors became
part of the students’ concept of self-efficacy for conflict resolution at posttest because of the presence of
the HIP Program in the school. No attempt was made to test significance of the shift in factor structure
between T1and T2 for the control group as compared with the treatment group because sample size in
this study did not warrant such an analysis. However, The possibility of training interventions causing a
shift in a latent variable is an acknowledged possibility (Golembiewski, 1975). Future research with large
samples might do well to investigate this further.

Non-violent Choices

The relationship between the focal independent variables (HIPP and Dose) and Girls’ non-violent
was not significant ( p <.05). However, in the case of Dose as the focal independent variable, the negative
effect attending more workshops on Girls Non-violent Choices was marginally significant (b, =-0.55, t=-
1.67, p <.10). There is a 10% chance of finding a regression coefficient this large in absolute value when
in fact there was zero effect, so in a summative sense of evaluation this is not a serious finding. In terms
of formative evaluation, however, it is still worth noticing. The program developer may want to think about
why the program might be as effective for girls as for boys, based on the fact that the only positive effects
found were for boys and the chance that this marginally significant negative effect on girls attitudes may
be shown to be a true finding in future evaluations that have more power to detect effects. The possibility
that CR prevention curricula that are effective for boys might not be as effective for girls has been touched
on by Meyer, who in the process of formative evaluation of the RIPP program, noted that African American
6™ grade girls seemed less responsive to the program than 6" grade African American boys .(Meyer &
Farrell, 1998). The speculation that there might even be a counter productive aspect to using the same
approach to violence prevention with girls and boys together was broached in the review of Orpinas’
(1995) research where it was noted that the trend of effects for girls was opposite to that of boys though
non-significant. One problem that hinders making boy/girl comparisons in the current study is that the

attitude measures seem to represent different concepts for each sex, and so main effects of sex and Sex
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x Treatment interactions can not be measured for attitudes. Why CR programs might not have as positive
an effect for girls as for boys is worthy of investigation. How to remedy the situation if it turns out to be a
real effect will be a challenge for practitioners.

Attitudes Justifying Aggression

The attitudes justifying aggression scale seems to be barely adequate. There four indicators
which are on the scale: “ It is OK to hit someone if | am just teasing” (ATEASE); “If | get crazy with anger it
is OK to hit someone” (ACRAZY); “ | feel tough when | push someone around” (AFTUF); and “ If someone
makes me really mad, they deserve to be beaten up” (ADSERV). This four item scale achieves a
Cronbach alpha 0.64 at T1 and 0.65 at T2 using pooled data. However, it is not a structurally equivalent
model for boys and girls. Indeed no items on this scale have a significant loading (p < .10) when using
girls data and so it was not used as a measure of girls attitudes. Furthermore, for boys data only ATEASE
and ACRAZY load significantly at both T1 and T2. ADSERYV is on the scale at T1 and AFTUF at T2. It
could be argued that this is not a scale. However it was kept because the Cronbach alpha while low was
consistent across time and, even with shifting indicators, the measure is postulated to represent one latent
concept “justifications/rationalizations for aggression.” It seems plausible that justifications for aggression
are often “ad hoc” and so some interchangeability of indictor items at T1 and T2 was deemed acceptable
in this case. Given the level of “noise” in the measure it is not surprising that not effect of treatment was
found. On the other hand the bivariate regression (Model A, Table 18) that uses Attitudes Justifying
Aggression at pretest to predict Attitudes Justifying Aggression at posttest had an R? of 0.66. This means
that despite the low reliability and the shifting of item loadings on the AA scale, this bivariate regression
model for the AA scale explains twice as much variance in the T2 scores on the same measure as the
bivariate regression model for any of the other scales. It seems the tendency to use self-exculpatory self
talk is fairly consistent over time and fairly unaffected by treatment.

Knowledge of HIPP Curriculum Content

One reason that no difference was found in Knowledge between treatment and control groups at
posttest was that both groups increased their scores by about 6% to 7% over their pretest scores (a

statistically significant increase of 0.63 for the control group and non- significant 0.74 for the treatment
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group (which had a larger standard deviation) on a scale of 10 (see Table 14). There are several possible
explanations for this finding. One explanation is that a testing effect was at work for both treatment and
control group: familiarity with the questions allowing students to do somewhat better at posttest regardless
of treatment. A second explanation for the control group showing improvement in curriculum knowledge as
the treatment group could be diffusion of treatment combined with compensatory effort to learn as much
as they could of the program content on the part of those not chosen to be on the HIP Program. Several
control students apparently tried to sneak into the HIPP workshops (two actually succeeded in convincing
the trainer they belonged there and had to be removed from the sample since they received all 8
workshops). Apparently, some control group students were highly motivated to get the “forbidden”
knowledge.

Itis also quite possible that because the HIPP Knowledge Test had a such a low reliability in the
.50 range, that the results on the test are representative of “noise.” The inconsistent finding (shown on
Table 14) that based on pretest to posttest Mean difference in scores treatment girls and control boys both
had significant increases in Knowledge seems to support the “noise” explanation of results on the
Knowledge Test. In future evaluations of HIPP more attention will need to be paid to finding items that
reliably discriminate between high and low performing students and that better capture the cognitive
objectives of the Program. Future evaluations can also be improved by gaining more control over diffusion
of treatment during program evaluation.

Generalizability of the Findings

External Validity : The results of this evaluation study are not generalizable beyond an urban
setting. As Elliott points out (Elliott, Hamburg, & Williams, 1998) urban, suburban and rural schools may
have different organizational and resource problems and different approaches to violence prevention
initiatives. Indeed, the results may not be generalizable across public schools in the urban area in which
the research was conducted. Schools in the system varied drastically in size, focus (from very traditional
to very experimental), organization/affiliation (from middle schools that were part of a K-8 configuration to
middle schools that were sharing facilities with high schools),curriculum (from Afro-centric curricula to

Euro-centric curricula and diversity/inclusive curricula), and on several other dimensions of difference
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including level of disorder, which could impact program implementation and results. Ideally, the HIP
Program will be evaluated as rigorously as possible in a number of different settings with students of
different economic status and cultural backgrounds. The results should also not be assumed to generalize
to other than 6" grade. However, as the HIP program is intended to be used across a broad range of ages
including adults and even in elementary schools, it needs more evaluation at different age levels to
determine what adaptations make it most effective for different age groups. Use of a sample of students
who all volunteered to take the HIP Program limits generalizability to other non volunteer situations.
However, as it is the intent of the HIP Program to only be used with students who choose to learn conflict
resolution skills, this may not be an issue.
Implications and Program Suggestions

The implementation of the HIP Program for this evaluation was as faithful to the curriculum as
written as could be achieved by the program developer given the challenges of the setting and the
resources available (see Appendix B). However, the more attention that can be paid to implementation
quality the better the program results are likely to be, as was demonstrated by the evaluations covered
in the literature review (see Table 2A-D and Table 4A-C). The fit between the program and the conflict
resolution styles modeled by school staff also have been shown repeatedly to be factor in CR program
success. Fit of the program to the school culture in the HIP Program evaluation was problematic.
Despite the strongly voiced need for the program and the willingness of the school administration to
accommodate an experimental evaluation, the values implicit in conflict resolution education were not
much in evidence in the school setting. Lack of sufficient teaching staff and concerns about being
seen as an unsafe school led to adversarial encounters between misbehaving students and adults on
several occasions. It is a testimony to the potential of the HIP Program that it produced a reduction in
boys’ victimization and an increase in their self-efficacy in such a challenging setting. It is also a

reminder that more is needed than a single prevention curriculum in such under resourced schools.
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Boys reporting being victimized in school is by no means a problem limited to African American
boys. The classic studies of Olweus found widespread victimization of boys (whom he called “whipping
boys”) in schools in Norway and a recent study of school children in Israel has found that boys reported
higher victimization than girls for all forms of school violence (Khoury-Kassabri, Benbenishty, Astor, &
Anat, 2004; Olweus, 1978). The results of the current study could be used to start a dialogue between the
curriculum developer and potential adopters about how to best understand the victimization of boys by
peers and the apparently different orientations toward aggression and non-violence of girls and boys and
how the program can best be adapted to be maximally effective for both sexes. It is important to note that
just because the Attitudes Justifying Aggression scale was only able to be used for boys, and the Non-
violent Choices scale for girls this does not imply that boys have no concept of non- violence and that girls
do not rationalize aggression. It simply means that boys may see different routes to non-violence than the
indicators on the Non-violent Choices Scale suggested and that girls may rationalize their aggression
differently than boys. The better these difference are understood the more successful the program can
become with both sexes.

In addition to paying more attention to possible sex differences, consideration needs to be given
to the cultural fit of the curriculum with the target group. For example, keeping calm during conflict and
rationally discussing issues is clearly associated with a Euro-centric conflict resolution style, but not
necessarily with the conflict style of African Americans. In fact, ethnographic research suggests the
opposite. Staying calm may be seen by many peoples of Africa and the Middle East as not being sincerely
engaged in conflict resolution {Hammer, 2003 #1161}. It would be advisable to undertake ongoing action
research projects where a program development team works closely with those interested in adopting the
HIP Program to assess the goodness of fit of the program with the culture and values of the school. In this
way a balance may be struck between the need to examine all of our cultures carefully to challenge the
ways in which they condone or promote humans harming humans, with the need to respect different

culturally rooted conflict communication styles.
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Suggestions for Further Research

Research on contingencies would be very useful to advance the field of CRE from asking “Does
it work?” to asking more sophisticated research questions related to “What works for whom and under
what circumstances? Areas to be investigated in addition to the areas of sex and culture already
discussed are the differences between voluntary and required programs, between curriculum infusion and
stand alone programs that give more emphasis to skill training (including more and better training for
classroom teachers in CR skills), and between programs based on a violence prevention model and
programs based on promoting social and emotional strengths in support of cooperative learning.

In addition to research agendas already suggested, one pressing research need broughtto light
by the current study is for the ongoing development of measurement scales to assess program process
and outcome variables. In pursuing this project, attention should be paid to the likelihood that boys and
girls outcomes may need to be assessed with different measures and that conflict resolution training may
change measurement factor structures, (Golembiewski, 1975; Smith & Davidson, 1986). There may be
especial difficulties in getting reliable measures of attitudes in a population of 10 to 14 year olds who are
undergoing the intense developmental transitions of puberty (Danish, 1981; Selman, 1981 #1009). In
addition, the cultural assumptions underlying indicators used on measurement scales need to be
examined. For example, is it really non-violent to “walk away” from conflict or is it sending a message that
either invites victimization or implies disrespect? Ethnographic studies of youth conflict communication
issues can be helpful here. A good start is the thoughtful participant observation undertaken by Haugen in
the course of acting as a conflict mediator for young people in a school with students from diverse ethnic
backgrounds (Haugen, 1997).

Remembering that there is much still to be done, it is worth celebrating the addition to the CRE
evaluation literature of an experimental field evaluation of a conflict resolution curriculum, the Help
Increase the Peace Program, that has found a positive result on a behavioral outcome. It is remarkable to
have been able to hold down the victimization by peers of African American boys, who are seriously at
risk for being the victims and/or perpetrators of violence, and to have increased their self-efficacy for

peaceful conflict resolution in a challenging setting.
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Tables



Pro

less fighting at
school

less punitive/
fewer students
suspended

disciplinary
time saved

# peer
mediations*

% mediations
successful

students learn
responsibility/
positive attitudes

teachers learn CR
skills

teachers more
positive to CRE

students learn
CR skills

student skills
generalize beyond
school

+ school climate
Con

lack of time to
teach skills

mediation too time
consuming

teachers lack
sufficient training

students lack
sufficient training

school/staff values
at odds with
program

parent/community
values at odds
with program

low school
capacity for
change

Teachers see no
need

Table 1

Summary of Findings from Descriptive Evaluations of CRE interventions

Koch

yes

yes

yes

189

98%

yes

yes

yes

Lindsay

38% of
teachers agree

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

mixed

no

mixed

yes

mixed

no

Matloff Daunic
yes yes
mixed -

(yes and no)

no --

peer mediation 165
“under utilized”

95%
mixed --
(yes and no)
mixed mixed
(yes and no)
no no
mixed mixed
(yes and no)
yes yes
yes yes
yes yes
yes yes
yes yes
yes yes
yes yes
yes yes

Note. A dash (-) indicates the question was not addressed.
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Lam

yes (or no
change)

58%-93%

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

mixed

mixed

mixed



Table 2A

Summary of Empirical Research on Middle School Conflict Resolution & Violence Prevention Interventions

Study by Design Type Sample/Unit of Analysis n Sample / n Unit of Analysis Curriculum Type (Name) Concurrent Programs

one group pre/post

Jones (1999) groups/students unclear/unclear CRC for special ed. PMP, discipline plan
Smith (2002) schools/students 3/about 800 CRC PMP
non-equivalent control group
Hammond (1991) students/students 15T 13C /unclear CRC + VPC (PACT) none mentioned
#Orpinas (1995) classrooms/students 2T, 4T,4C /42T, 100T,81C CRC + VPC (Second Step) none mentioned
Durant (1996)  schools/students 1T, 1T, / 146T, 63T, CRC (T,) vs. VPC (T,) none mentioned
strong two group pre/post
®Durant (2001)  schools/students 2T 2C/ 233T 330C CRC + VPC (Peaceful CR) none mentioned
Bosworth (2000) teams/students 6T 3C/312T 195C CRC software (SMART Talk) none mentioned
#Qrpinas (2000) schools/students 4T 4C / >8000 CRC + VPC (Second Step) multi-component VPP
Farrell (2001) classrooms/students 13T 14C/ 321T 305C CRC + VPC (RIPP) PMP
true experiment CRC (Teaching Students to be  none mentioned
°Dudley (1996) and  students/students 116T 60C 116T 60C Peacemakers)
¢Johnson(1997)

Note. CRC = Conflict Resolution Curriculum, VPC = Violence Prevention Curriculum, PMP = Peer Mediation Program, VPP = Violence
Prevention Program, T = Treatment, C = Control

# The second study by Orpinas expands on the first including new sites.
® The second study by Durant expands on the first including new sites.
¢ These two studies evaluate aspects of the same intervention.
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Study by design type

one group pre/post
Jones (1999)
Smith (2002)

non-equivalent control group
Hammond (1991)

Orpinas (1995)

Durant (1996)

strong two group pre/post
Durant (2001)

Bosworth (2000)

Orpinas (2000)

Farrell (2001)

true experiment
Dudley (1996) and

Johnson(1997)

Table 2B

Summary of Empirical Research

Trainer/preparation

researcher/extensive
teachers/not reported

specialists/extensive
teachers/moderate
counselor/extensive

counselor/extensive
computer
teachers/not reported
specialists/extensive

research assistant
/extensive

2 dose
<10
10 -15

>15
10 -15
10 -15

10 -15
10 -15
<10
>15

10 -15

Implementation

b

fidelity
good
unreported

excellent
good to poor
excellent

excellent
excellent
poor

excellent

excellent

b extent
grade level
schoolwide

group
classrooms
classrooms

6" grade
schoolwide
schoolwide
6" grade

schoolwide

& Dose is number of lessons. Lessons varied among curricula from 25 to 50 minutes in length.
® Ratings are judgments of the reviewer based on qualitative information in evaluation reports.

School capacity

® resources ®need  "values fit
good high good

fair low poor

fair high no report
fair mixed mixed
fair high good

fair high good
good high no report
fair mixed poor
good high good
good high no report

1474



Study by design type

one group pre/post
Jones, T. and Bodtker, A.

Smith, S., etal.

non-equivalent control group
Hammond, W. and Yung, B.
Orpinas, P., et al. (1995)

Durant, R., et al. (1996)

strong two group pre/post

Durant, R., et al. (2001)

Bosworth, K., et al.

Orpinas, P., et al. (2000)

Farrell, A., Meyer, A. and White, K.

true experiment
Dudley(1996) & Johnson (1997)

Table 2C

Summary of Empirical Evaluation

Program objectives

climate, behavior
unclear

skills, behavior
knowledge, attitudes, behavior

behavior

behavior

behavior, social skills
behavior, skills, climate
knowledge, attitudes, behavior

attitudes, skills

Dependent Variables

climate, behavior
attitude/self-efficacy, climate, behavior

skills, behavior
knowledge, attitudes, behavior

attitudes, behavior

attitudes, behavior

attitudes, behavior

climate, attitudes, behavior
knowledge, attitude, behavior

knowledge, skills, attitude

Note. reliability estimates are based on Cronbach’s alpha, Cohen’s kappa, test retest or inter-rater correlation.

Reliability

0.75 climate only
0.45t0 0.89

none
0.64 t0 0.87

0.66 to 0.88

0.72t0 0.86
0.63t0 0.88
0.511t00.88
0.691t00.76

0.8810 0.92

514"



Study by design type

follow-up

Summary of Empirical Research on Middle School Conflict Resolution &Violence Prevention Curricula

Table 2D

one group pre/post
Jones, T. and Bodtker, A.
Smith, S., etal.

non-equivalent control group

Hammond, W. and Yung, B.
Orpinas, P., et al. (1995)
Durant, R., et al. (1996)

strong two group pre/post
Durant, R., et al. (2001)
Bosworth, K., et al.
Orpinas, P., et al. (2000)

Farrell, A., Meyer, A. and
White, K.

true experiment
Dudley(1996) & Johnson

(1997)

Notes. PMP = Peer Mediation Program SR = self report

results at posttest (at p<.05 if nhst*)

_behavior
6 months +
none 0
none +
3 months 0
none +
none +
none 0
2 years ‘0
6 months
none

skill attitude knowledge  climate
¥
0 0
+
#varied 0
+
+
+
0
0 +
+ + +

*nhst = null hypothesis statistical test

A confound = there were concurrent discipline policy changes
® positive in all but one class, negative in one class where teacher was “less interested”

design weakness

no comparison group
no comparison group

selection
selection
selection

assignment by groups
assignment by groups
assignment by groups

assignment by groups

none

other limitations

confused reporting of statistical tests
poor implementation, * confound

small n, no nhst*
small n, mixed implementation

2 treatments but no untreated control

instrument. x T, possible race confound

SR measures only
poor implementation, diffusion

one claim due to stat. regression?

no behavioral measure
hard to generalize

oL



Study

Smith 2002
Smith 2002
Smith 2002
Smith 2002

Orpinas
1995

Orpinas
1995

Orpinas
1995

Orpinas
1995

Orpinas
1995

Durant 1996

Durant 1996

Durant 2001

Bosworth

2000

Bosworth
2000

Bosworth
2000

Bosworth
2000

Dudley 1996

Johnson
1997

Johnson
1997

Farrell 2001

Farrell 2001

Table 3

Instruments Used to Measure Attitudes

Category/measures

Student Attitudes/Intent to use conflict resolution

Communication (self-awareness)

Openness to differences (unclear relevance)

School enthusiasm (unclear relevance)

Sense of control (unclear relevance)

Attitudes toward provoked Violence .66 to
Attitudes toward unprovoked Violence .66 to
Self-efficacy for anger management .64 to
Self-efficacy for + expression feelings .64 to
Self-efficacy for resisting Peer Pressure .64 to

Use of Violence in hypothetical sit.
Fifteen vignettes

P-S Avoidance of Violence Scale
Twelve vignettes

Use of Violence in hypothetical situations
Fifteen vignettes

Intention to use non-violent strategies
Self-awareness

Beliefs supportive of violence

Self-efficacy for non-violence

Free association to “conflict” ratio to total .88-.

Strategy Constructiveness Scale based on
scenarios

Conflict Strategies Scale based on scenarios

Problem situation inventory 71-.73/.

Attitudes supporting violence 73/

o

.79

.70

.85

.69

.78

.78

.74

.74

74

.88

.76

.88

.63

.70

71

.85

92

.84

.88

57

56

result (p <.05)

0
0

varied by
school

0
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Table 4A

Contingency Patterns Related to Implementation Dose and Fidelity

148

Variable = level Behavior
(interventions at that level) (measured by 9 studies)

Skill

(measured by studies)

Outcomes + 0 - +
dose > 15 lessons
(HF) HF H
dose = 10 to15 lessons
(J O, D, D, B D&J) JD, D, 0,B D&J
dose < 10 lessons
(50, SO, o,
fidelity = excellent, good
(JHD,D,B FD&J JHD,D,F B H D&J
fidelity = f air, poor, unknown
(S Ol OZ) S O1 OZ OZ
Variable = level Attitude Knowledge
(interventions at that level) (measured by 7studies) (measured by 3 studies)
Outcomes + 0 - + 0
dose > 15 lessons
(HF) F F
dose =10 to 15 lessons
(J O, D, D, B D&J) 0, D, D, B D&J 40, D&J 0O,
dose < 10 lessons
(S0, S
fidelity = excellent, good
(JHD, D, B F D&J) D, D, B D&J F F D&J
fidelity = fair, poor, unknown
(§0,0,) *0, S *0, O,
Note. + positive effect 0 no effect - negative effect

Results in italics are not supported by null hypothesis statistical testing.
Stronger designs are in bold type

J = Jones (1999) S = Smith (2002)
O, = Orpinas (1995) O, = Orpinas (2000)
D, = Durant (1996) D, = Durant (2001)
B = Bosworth 2000) F = Farrell (2001)

D&J =Dudley (1996) and Johnson (1997)

& Orpinas (1995) found mixed results: positive treatment effects on attitude in all classes but one in which the
teacher was “less interested” in teaching the program. In this class attitudes became more supportive of

aggression.



Contingency Patterns Related to School Capacity for Innovation

Table 4B

149

Variable = level
(interventions at that level)

Behavior
( measured by 9 studies)

Skill

( measured by 2 studies)

Outcomes

+ 0

+

perceived need = high
(UHD,D,BF)

JHD,D,F B

perceived need = unreported
(D&J)

D&J

perceived need =mixed-low/
(S 0,0,)

S0,0,

values fit= good
(3D, D, F)

J D, D,F

values fit= unreported
(H B D&J)

H D&JApril 9, 2005

values fit= poor or mixed
(§0,0,)

S0,0,

resources= ample/good
(J B F D&J)

D&J

resources= fair
(SHO, D, D, 0;)

S0,0,

Variable = level
(interventions at that level)

Attitude
(measured by 7 studies)

Knowledge

(measured by 3 studies)

Outcomes

+ 0

+

perceived need = high
(JHD,D,BF)

D,D,B F

perceived need = unreported
(D&J)

D&J

D&J

perceived need = mixed/low
(S 0,0))

aol

values fit = good
(JD, D, F)

values fit = unreported
(H B D&J)

D&J

values fit = poor or mixed
(§0,0,)

resources = ample/good
(J B F D&J)

B D&J F

F D&J

resources = fair
SHO,D,D,0,)

20, D, D, s

aol

0,

Note. + positive effect

Stronger designs are in bold type

# Orpinas (1995) found mixed results

0 no effect
Results in italics are not supported by null hypothesis statistical testing.

- negative effect

J = Jones (1999)

O, = Orpinas (1995)
D, = Durant (1996)
B = Bosworth (2000)

F = Farrell

S = Smith (2002)
0O, = Orpinas (2000)
D, = Durant (2001)

(2001)

D&J = Dudley (1996) & Johnson (1997)



Table 4C

Contingency Patterns Related to Practitioner/Teacher Preparation

150

Variable = level
(interventions at that level)

Behavior
(measured by 9 studies)

(measured by 2 studies)

Skill

Outcomes

+ 0

+

trainer = expert
(JH D, D, F D&J)

JHD,D,F

H D&J

trainer = computer

(B)

trainer = teacher
(S0,0,)

S0,0,

trainer prep.= extensive
(JHD, D, F D&J)

JHD,D,F

H D&J

trainer prep. not applicable  (B)

trainer prep.= moderate or not
reported (S O,0,)

S0,0,

Variable = level
(interventions at that level)

Attitude
(measured by 7 studies)

(measured by 3 studies)

Knowledge

Outcomes

+ 0

+

0

trainer = expert
(JHD, D, F D&J)

D, D, D&J F

F D&J

trainer = computer

(B)

trainer = teacher
(S0, 0,

0, s

aol

trainer prep. = extensive
(JH D, D, F D&J)

D, D,D&J F

F D&J

trainer prep. not applicable

(B)

trainer prep. = moderate or not
reported (50,0,

2, s

aol

Note. + positive effect

0 no effect - negative effect

Results in italics are not supported by null hypothesis statistical testing.

Stronger designs are in bold type

J = Jones (1999)
O, = Orpinas (1995)
D, = Durant (1996)
B = Bosworth 2000)

S = Smith (2002)
O, = Orpinas (2000)
D, = Durant (2001)
F = Farrell (2001)

D&J =Dudley (1996) and Johnson (1997)

& Orpinas (1995) found mixed results: positive treatment effects on attitude in all classes but one in which the teacher was “less
interested” in teaching the program. In this class attitudes became more supportive of aggression.



Scale Data Scale
Code Used  Derivation
PA7 Pooled
PA7 Boys baseline
from
PA7 Girls questionnaire
PABG Pooled
removed
PAGG Boys no var. item
PA6G  Girls | oT9ims
PA5BG Pooled
weakest
PA5BG Boys 2 items
removed
PA5BG Girls

Note. p > .05 for x ? indicates an acceptable fit of the measurement model to the data.

PTHRTH

PTHRTH

PTHRTH

PTHRTH

PTHRTH

PTHRTH

PTHRTH

PTHRTH

PTHRTH

Physical Aggression Scale Validation

Table 5

ltems on Measurement_Scale Model'

n

PTHROW PPUSH PHITSLP PTHRTT PFIGHT PTHRTW 72

PTHROW PPUSH

PTHROW PPUSH

PTHROW PPUSH

PTHROW PPUSH

PTHROW PPUSH

PTHROW PPUSH

PTHROW PPUSH

PTHROW PPUSH

T For a list of the questions on the scale see page 97

I This model was chosen as the Physical Aggression Scale. It is acceptable with pooled data at both Time1 and Time2

PHITSLP PTHRTT PFIGHT PTHRTW 32

PHITSLP PTHRTT PFIGHT PTHRTW 40

PHITSLP PTHRTT PFIGHT

PHITSLP PTHRTT PFIGHT

PHITSLP PTHRTT PFIGHT

PHITSLP PFIGHT

PHITSLP PFIGHT

PHITSLP PFIGHT

72

32

40

72

32

40

Model Fit
at Time 1

X2

14.8

213

0.39

0.10

pX?

29.5

16.6

Model Fit
At Time 2

0.01

0.28

Reliability
Time 1 Time 2

a

0.58

0.64

Not an acceptable model for girls because

PTHRTW has no variability

17.3

5.1

4.3

8.3

0.7

0.22

0.04

0.83

0.50

0.14

0.98

16.8

6.9

15.0

7.6

1.9

10.9

0.05

0.64

0.09

0.18

0.86

0.05

0.58

0.64

0.53

0.62

0.69

0.55

a

0.65

0.73

0.63
0.71

0.45

0.64
0.70

0.51

LGl



Table 6

Non-physical Aggression Scale Validation

Scale Data Scale

Code Used Derivation Items on Measurement Modelt

UA5 Pooled UMOTHER UINFACE UPICKON UTEASE ULOOKS
baseline

UA5 Boys model from UMOTHER UINFACE UPICKON UTEASE ULOOKS
questionnaire

UA5 Girls UMOTHER UINFACE UPICKON UTEASE ULOOKS

UA3 Pooled UTEASE ULOOKS UPICKON
postulated

UA3 Boys harassment UTEASE ULOOKS UPICKON
factor model

UA3 Girls UTEASE ULOOKS UPICKON

1>
[oX
=

72 5
32 5

40 5

72 0
32 0

40 O

Model Fit Model Fit Reliability

atTime1 AtTime2 Timel Time 2

X2 pX* X* pxX* a a

44 050 233 .001 0.60 0.43 T

35 063 119 .06 0.58 0.46 o]

71 021 132 .02 0.55 0.36 S
C

0.0 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.37 0.52 a

0.0 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.41 0.40 I

0.0 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.34 0.59 e

Note. No acceptable measurement scale (Cronbach a > 0.60 at Time1 and Time 2 and model fit X? p > .05 at Time 1 and Time 2) could be
confirmed for non-physical aggression.
T For the questions on the proposed scale see page 98.
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Table 7

Victimization Scale Validation

Model Fit Model Fit Reliability
atTime1 AtTime2 Time1Time2

Scale Data Scale

Code Used Derivation ltems on Measurement Modelt n df X2 pXx2 X2 pX* «a a
BV6 Pooled | baseline BPUSHED BHIT BYELLED BTHRTH BASKFBTHRTW 72 9 210 001 7.3 061 065 067
BV6 Boys | model from BPUSHED BHIT BYELLED BTHRTH BASKFBTHRTW 32 9 132 0.16 65 070 072 074
BV6 Girls | questionnaire BPUSHED BHIT BYELLED BTHRTH BASKFBTHRTW 40 9 142 0.12 7.8 057 058  0.57
BV5 Pooled | weak BPUSHED BHIT BYELLED BTHRTH BASKF 72 5 144 001 30 071 064 068
BV5 Boys item BPUSHED BHIT BYELLED BTHRTH BASKF 32 5 40 056 56 0.35 0.75 0.75
BV5 Girls removed BPUSHED BHIT BYELLED BTHRTH BASKF 40 5 94 015 3.1 0.69 0.52 0.58

Note. p > .05 for X* indicates an acceptable fit of the measurement model to the data.
T For a list of the questions on the scale see page 99.
I This model was chosen as the Boy’s Victimization Scale for use with boys’ data only.
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Table 8

Self-efficacy Scale Validation

Model Fit Model Fit Reliability
atTime1 atTime2 TimelTime?2

Scale Data Scale
Code Used Derivation ltems on Self-efficacy Measurement Model t n d X pX2 X2 pX a «a

SE8 Pooled ECALMME EWALK ESTAY EADULT EIGNORE EAPOGZE ECALMOT ETALKOT 72 20 26.2 0.16 153 0.76 0.64 0.83
baseline

SE8 Boys model from ECALMME EWALK ESTAY EADULT EIGNORE EAPOGZE ECALMOT ETALKOT 32 20 26.8 0.14 20.2 045 0.56 0.82
questionnaire

SES8 Girls ECALMME EWALK ESTAY EADULT EIGNORE EAPOGZE ECALMOT ETALKOT 40 20 30.9 0.06 241 024 0.69 0.84

SE7 Pooled ECALMME EWALK ESTAY EADULT EIGNORE EAPOGZE ETALKOT 72 14 176 022 83 0.88 0.68 0.83
removed

SE7 Boys weakest ECALMME EWALK ESTAY EADULT EIGNORE EAPOGZE ETALKOT 32 14 19,5 0.15 13.8 047 0.70 0.85
item

SE7 Girls ECALMME EWALK ESTAY EADULT EIGNORE EAPOGZE ETALKOT 40 14 173 0.24 16.6 0.28 0.62 0.83

SE6 Pooled EWALK ESTAY EADULT EIGNORE EAPOGZE ETALKOT 72 9 8.8 046 45 0.88 0.70 0.82
removed

SE6 Boys weakest EWALK ESTAY EADULT EIGNORE EAPOGZE ETALKOT 32 9 114 025 8.5 0.49 0.70 0.82
2 items

SE6 Girls EWALK ESTAY EADULT EIGNORE EAPOGZE ETALKOT 40 9 124 020 123 0.20 0.68 0.82

SE5 Pooled q EWALK ESTAY EADULT EIGNORE EAPOGZE 72 5 3.6 0.60 4.0 0.55 0.74 0.80
remove
weakest

SE5 Boys 3 items EWALK ESTAY EADULT EIGNORE EAPOGZE 32 5 5.2 0.40 5.6 0.34 0.72 0.80

SE5 Girls EWALK ESTAY EADULT EIGNORE EAPOGZE 40 5 7.4 020 94 0.09 0.74 0.79

Note. p > .05 for X? indicates an acceptable fit of the measurement model to the data.
1 For a list of the questions on the scale see page 99-100.
I This model was chosen as the Self-efficacy for Peace Scale. It is acceptable with pooled data at both Time1 and Time2.
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Table 9

Validation of Non-violent Choices Scale

Scale Data Scale

Code Used Derivation Items on Non-violence Measurement Model n df

NV5  Pooled basel NJUSTIG NSTPFR NBETWY NTRYTK NGETT 72 5
aseline

NV5  Boys model from

questionnaire
NV5  Girls NJUSTIG NSTPFR NBETWY NTRYTK NGETT 40 5

NJUSTIG NSTPFR NBETWY NTRYTK NGETT 32 5

Note. p > .05 for X* indicates an acceptable fit of the measurement model to the data.

T For a list of the questions on the scale see page 100.

The model for pooled data was not a path equivalent model for girls and boys.

There was no acceptable scale for boys data.

I This model was chosen as the Girl's Non-violent Choices Scale for use with girls’ data only.

Model Fit  Model Fit Reliability
Time 1 Time 2 Time1 Time2
XX px* x¥* px¥* g a
49 93 043 0.10 0.61 0.79
176 6.4 0.04 027 029 0.74
10.1 58 0.07 0.33 0.73 0.82
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Scale Data Scale

Code Used  Derivation

AA7 Pooled baseline

AA7 Boys model from

AA7 Girls questionnaire

AA4 Pools removed
weakest

AA4 Boys 3items

AA4 Girls

Table 10

Validation of Attitudes Justifying Aggression Scale

Items on Aggression Attitudes Measurement Model

ATEASE ACRAZY ADSERYV AFDICOT ANOCHCE AFTUF ACOWRD
ATEASE ACRAZY ADSERV AFDICOT ANOCHCE AFTUF ACOWRD
ATEASE ACRAZY ADSERV AFDICOT ANOCHCE AFTUF ACOWRD

ATEASE AFTUF ACRAZY ADSERV
ATEASE AFTUF ACRAZY ADSERV
ATEASE AFTUF ACRAZY ADSERV

Note. p > .05 for X* indicates an acceptable fit of the measurement model to the data.
T For a list of the questions on the scale see page 101.

The model for pooled data was not acceptably reliable.

There was no acceptable scale for girls data.

I This model was chosen as the Boy’s Attitudes Justifying Aggression Scale for use with boys’ data only.

]

72
32
40

72
32
40

14
14
14

Model Fit Model Fit Reliability

at Time 1 at Time 2 Time 1 Time 2
Xt p¥ X p¥ a «a
455 0.00 23.2 0.06 063 054
242 0.04 25.0 0.03 056 0.58
none none none none 065 0.44
2.8 0.25 34 0.18 061 0.51
0.6 0.73 2.7 0.26 064 065 %
5.3 0.07 none none 056 0.36

9G1L



Hypotheses Tested*

Table 11

Summary of HIP Program Evaluation Scales

Physical Aggression Scale

Physical Aggression Scale has 5 items

Expected Result

Lower posttest
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la PTHRTH PTHROW PPUSH PHITSLP PFIGHT mean score
model for pooled data is also an acceptable path- on scale than
equivalent model for boys and girls data control group
Cronbach alpha = .62/.64
Victimization Scale

1c There was no victimization measurement model Lower posttest
acceptable for both boys and girls at T1 and T2. mean score
The Boys Victimization Scale has the following 5 items: on scale than
BHIT BTHRTH BPUSHED BYELLED BASKF control group
Cronbach alpha = .75/.75
Scale decision reasoning/scale decision

2 The Self-Efficacy for Peaceful Conflict Resolution Scale Higher posttest
has 5 items: EWALK ESTAY EADULT EIGNORE EAPOGZE mean score
model for pooled data is also an acceptable path- on scale than
equivalent model for boys and girls data. control group
Cronbach alpha = .74/.80
Non-violent Choices Scale

3a
Pooled model not structurally equivalent for boys and girls. Higher posttest
There was no acceptable boys model. mean score
The Girls Non-Violent Choices Scale has the following on scale than
5 items: NSTPFRD NTRYTK NGetT NJUSTIG NBETWY control group
Cronbach alpha = .73/.82
Attitudes Justifying Aggression Scale

3b No acceptable pooled model Lower posttest
No acceptable girls model mean score
A weak but acceptable model for boys on scale than
The Boys Attitudes Supporting Aggression Scale has control group
the following 4 items: ATEASE AFTUF ACRAZY ADSERV
Cronbach alpha = .64/.65
HIPP Knowledge Test

4 Ten item four alternative multiple choice test Higher posttest

to measure knowledge of HIPP curriculum content

Heterogeneous (not intended to measure a single latent factor)

Score is the total of correct answers.

Cronbach alpha = .53/.58

total score
on scale than
control group

* There was no scale for non-physical aggression so Hypothesis 1b could not be tested.



Table 12

Serious Problem Behavior (prior 30 days) Reported by Students

(by Time, Condition and Sex)
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Behavior Time 1 Time 2
Treatment Control Treatment Control
Skipped school out of fear of 1 boys 4 boys 2 boys 1 boys
being hurt by another student | 0 girls 3 girls 0 girls 2 girls
1 total 7 total 2 total 3 total
Injured in a fight (had to be 2 boys 4 boys 0 boys 3 boys
treated by a doctor or nurse) 2 qgirls 3 girls 2 girls 2 qgirls
4 total 7 control 2 total 5 total
Been Threatened with a 2 boys 2 boys 0 boys 2 boys
weapon 2 qgirls 1 girls 1 girls 1 girls
4 total 3 total 1 total 3 total
Threaten someone with a 0 boys 1 boys 1 boys 1 boys
Weapon (gun, knife club, etc. 0 qirls 0 girls 0 qirls 0 qirls
0 total 1 total 1 total 1 total
Threatened a teacher 1 boys 2 boys 0 boys 1 boys
1 girls 1 girls 0 qirls 1 qirls
2 total 3 total 0 total 2 total




Intercorrelation of Measurement Scales at Pretest

Table 13
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Pretest PApooll BVboyl SEpooll NVgirll AAboyl KN1
PApooll
1 - - - - -
BVboyl
0.29 1 -- -- -- --
n=31
SEpooll
- 0.37%* -0.13 1 -- - -
n=70 n=31
NVgirll
-0.31* 0.64*** 1 - -
n =39 n=239
AAboy1l
0.48** 0.03 -0.50** 1 -
n=31 n=31 n=31
KN1
-0.18 0.20 0.14 0.04 -0.20 1
n=70 n=31 n=70 n=39 n=0.31
*n <.05 **p < .01 ***p < .001



Dependent Measures t tests of Pretest to Posttest Differences in Scale Scores

Table 14

Variable
category

Physical Aggression

treatment T (n = 35)
control (n = 35)
treatment boys (n = 16)
control boys (n = 15)
treatment girls (n = 19)
control girls (n = 20)

Boys’ Victimization

treatment (n = 16)
control (n = 15)
Self-efficacy
treatment ( n = 35)
control (n = 35)
treatment boys (n = 16)
control boys (n = 15)
treatment girls (n = 19)
control girls (n = 20)

Girls Non-Violent Choices

treatment (n = 19)

control (n = 20)

Boys’ Attitudes Justifying
Aggression

treatment (n = 16)
control (n = 15)

HIPP Knowledge Test

treatment (n = 35)
control (n = 35)
treatment boys (n = 16)
control boys (n = 15)
treatment girls (n = 19)

control girls (n = 20)

*p<.05 *p<.01

Mean Difference Standard Deviation

pretest to posttest

-0.06
-0.05
-0.05

0.07
-0.07

-0.14

0.00

0.27

0.01
-0.45
0.30
-0.48
-0.24

-0.42

-0.21

-0.05

-0.14

-0.25

0.74
0.63
0.38
1.07
1.05

0.30

T treatment means assignment to HIPP

0.34

0.22

0.31

0.29

0.37

0.23

0.37

0.38

0.86

0.96

0.96

1.06

0.69

0.91

0.82

0.78

0.43

0.53

2.25

1.68

2.45

1.28

2.09

1.90

1—

-1.09

-1.10

-0.64

0.89

-0.86

-2.67*

0.00

2.33*

0.07

- 2.73%

1.23

-1.75

-1.50

-2.06*

-1.13

-0.26

-1.27

-1.84

1.95

2.21*

0.61

3.22**

2.19*

0.71

160



Table 15

161

Regression Models for Hypothesis Tests Related to Physical Aggression (PA)

Dependent Variable = PA at posttest

Mean = 0.26 Standard Deviation =0.27 Range =1

Explanatory 2 Model A 2 Model B ¢ Model C ¢ Model D
variables (n = 70) | baseline (PA) Hypothesis 1a Hypothesis 1a exploring
for HIPP for Dose Sex x HIPP
PA at pretest b, =0.38 b, =0.36 b,=0.36 b,=0.36
Mean = 0.32
(SD =0.29) t = 3.66*** t = 3.47%* t = 3.43%* t = 3.53%*
HIPP (assignment b, = 0.05 b,=-0.04
to control = 0)
t =0.85 t =-0.45
Dose b,=0.01
Mean = 3.2
(SD=3.5) t =0.90
Sex (boy = 0) b,=-0.12 b,=-0.13 b,=-0.20
t =-2.07* t =-2.14* t =-2.50*
Interaction term b,=0.16
(Sex x HIPP)
t =0.17
R? R*=0.16 R?=0.22 R?*=0.23 R?=0.25
F for Model F = 13.37%** F = 6.37** F = 6.40** F = 5.31%*
*p<.05 **p<.01 *** n <.001

& Model A equation: § = a + b,x, where ¥ is the predicted dependent variable physical aggression, a is the y intercept, x, is the
baseline control variable pretest score and the regression coefficient (b,) indicates the strength of the relationship between x and y.

® Model B equation: § = a + b,x, + b,x, + bx, where ¥ is the predicted dependent variable physical aggression, a is the y intercept, x;
is the baseline control variable pretest score, X, is the focal independent variable HIPP (a dummy variable with boys as the
reference group, coded 0), and x, is the control variable sex (a dummy variable with boys as the reference group, coded 0). The
regression coefficients (b,) are the partial slopes for each corresponding independent variable.

¢ Model C is the same as Model B except that the continuous variable Dose replaces the dummy variable HIPP as x,.

4 Model D adds the interaction term b,x,x, to the above equation for Model B. The interaction term regression coefficient (b,)
represents the difference between the partial slope of the effect of HIPP on the dependent variable for girls and the partial slope of
the effect of HIPP on the dependent variable for boys.



Table 16
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Regression Models for Hypothesis Tests Related to Boys' Victimization (BV)

Dependent Variable = BV at posttest

Mean = 0.60 Standard Deviation =0.34 Range=1

Explanatory 2Model A ® Model B ¢ Model C
variables (n=31) baseline Hypothesis 1c for HIPP | Hypothesis 1c for Dose
BV at pretest b,=0.42 b, =0.36 b,=0.31
Mean = 0.49
(SD =0.35) t = 4.20%** t =2.35* t =2.05*
HIPP (assignment to b,=-0.24
control = 0)

t =-2.29*
Dose b,=-.04
Mean = 3.2
(SD=3.5) t =-242*
R? R*=0.15 R*=0.29 R*=0.30
F for Model F =5.28* F = 5.66** F =6.02**

*p<.05 **p<.01 *** 5 <.001

& Model A equation: § = a + b,x, where ¥ is the predicted dependent variable boys’ victimization, a is the y intercept, x, is the
baseline control variable pretest score and the regression coefficient (b,) indicates the strength of the relationship between x and y.

® Model B equation: § = a + b,x, + b,x, where ¥ is the predicted dependent variable boys victimization, a is the y intercept, X, is the
baseline control variable pretest score and x, is the focal independent variable HIPP (a dummy variable with boys as the reference
group, coded 0). The regression coefficients (b,) are the partial slopes for each corresponding independent variable.

¢ Model C is the same as Model B except that the continuous variable Dose replaces the dummy variable HIPP as x,.



Table 17A
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Regression Models for Hypothesis Tests Related to Self-efficacy (SE)

Dependent Variable = SE at posttest

Mean = 3.46 Standard Deviation =1.01 Range =4

Explanatory Model A Model B Model C Model D
variables (n=70) baseline Hypothesis 2 Hypothesis 2 exploring

for HIPP for Dose Sex x HIPP
SE at pretest b, = 0.58 b,=0.62 b,=0.62 b, =0.61
Mean = 3.68
(SD =0.94) t = 5.35%** t = 5.41%* t = 5.30%** t = 5.39***
HIPP (assignment b, = 0.33 b,= 0.69
to control = 0)

t =1.58 t =2.30*
Dose b, =0.04
Mean = 3.2
(SD = 3.5) t =1.17
Sex (boy = 0) b,=-0.04 b, =-0.06 b, =0.30

t =-0.21 t =-0.30 t =1.00
Interaction term b,=-0.67
(Sex x HIPP)

t =-1.64"
R? R? =0.30 R?=0.32 R?=0.31 R*=0.34
F for Model F = 28.59*** F = 10.45%** F = 9.92%** F = 8.72%**
"p<.10 *p<.05 **p<.01 *** 0 <.001

& Model A equation: § = a + b,x, where ¥ is the predicted dependent variable self-efficacy, a is the y intercept, x, is the baseline
control variable pretest score and the regression coefficient (b,) indicates the strength of the relationship between x and y.

® Model B equation: § = a + b,x, + b,x, + b,x, where ¥ is the predicted dependent variable self-efficacy, a is the y intercept, x, is the
baseline control variable pretest score, X, is the focal independent variable HIPP (a dummy variable with boys as the reference
group, coded 0), and x; is the control variable sex (a dummy variable with boys as the reference group, coded 0). The regression
coefficients (b,) are the partial slopes for each corresponding independent variable.

¢ Model C is the same as Model B except that the continuous variable Dose replaces the dummy variable HIPP as x,.

4 Model D adds the interaction term b,x,x, to the above equation for Model B. The interaction term regression coefficient (b,)
represents the difference between the partial slope of the effect of HIPP on the dependent variable for girls and the partial slope of
the effect of HIPP on the dependent variable for boys.



Table 17B

Regression Models for Hypothesis Tests Related to Self-efficacy (SE)

Dependent Variable = SE at posttest
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Mean = 3.46 Standard Deviation =1.01 Range =4
Explanatory Model A Model B Model C
variables (n=39) baseline girls Hypothesis 2 for girls Hypothesis 2 for girls
girls data only HIPP as IV Dose as IV
SE at pretest b, =0.69 b,=0.70 b,=0.70
Mean = 3.68
(SD =0.94) t = 4.88*** t = 0.15%* t = 0.15%**
HIPP (assignment to b, = 0.07
control = 0)
t =0.26
Dose b,=0.01
Mean = 3.2
(SD =3.5) t =0.29
R? R*=0.39 R?=0.39 R*=0.39
F for Model F =23.83*** F =11.65** F=11.67**
*p<.05 **p<.01 ** p <.001
Explanatory Model A Model B Model C

variables (n=31)
boys data only

baseline boys

Hypothesis 2 for boys
HIPP as IV

Hypothesis 2 for boys
Dose as IV

SE at pretest b, =0.47 b,=0.51 b,=0.51
Mean = 3.68
(SD =0.94) t =2.59* t =2.94* t =2.83*
HIPP (assignment to b, =0.67
control = 0)

t =2.03*
Dose b, =0.05
Mean = 3.2
(SD =3.5) t =1.46
R? R?=10.19 R?=0.29 R?=0.25
F for Model F =6.68* F =577 F = 4.54*

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

& Model A equation: § = a + b,x, where ¥ is the predicted dependent variable self-efficacy, a is the y intercept, x, is the baseline

control variable pretest score and the regression coefficient (b,) indicates the strength of the relationship between x and y.

® Model B equation: § = a + b,x, + b,x, + b,x, where ¥ is the predicted dependent variable self-efficacy, a is the y intercept, x, is the

baseline control variable pretest score, X, is the focal independent variable HIPP (a dummy variable with boys as the reference

group, coded 0), and x; is the control variable sex (a dummy variable with boys as the reference group, coded 0). The regression
coefficients (b,) are the partial slopes for each corresponding independent variable.

¢ Model C is the same as Model B except that the continuous variable Dose replaces the dummy variable HIPP as x,.



Table 18
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Regression Models for Hypothesis Tests Related to Girls Non-Violent Choices (NV)

Dependent Variable = NV at posttest

Mean = 3.03 Standard Deviation =0.85 Range =3

Explanatory Model A Model B Model C

variables (n = 39) baseline (NV) Hypothesis 3a for HIPP | Hypothesis 3a for Dose

girls data only

NV at pretest b, =0.58 b, =0.56 b,=0.55

Mean =3.10

(SD =0.76) t = 3.67** t = 3.56*** t =3.54

HIPP (assignment to b,=-0.31

control = 0)

t =-1.35

Dose b, =-0.55

Mean = 3.2

(SD =3.5) t =-1.67

R? R?=0.27 R?=0.30 R?=0.32

F for Model F = 13.44*** F=7.79* F = 8.43**
*p<.05 **p<.01 *** n <.001

& Model A equation: § = a + b,x, where ¥ predicts the dependent variable girls’ non-violent choices, x, is the baseline control
variable pretest score and the regression coefficient indicates the strength of the relationship between x and y.

® Model B equation: § = a + b,x, + b,x, where ¥ predicts the dependent variable girls’ non-violent choices, x, is the baseline control
variable pretest score and x, is the focal independent variable HIPP (a dummy variable with boys as the reference group, coded 0).
The regression coefficients (b,) are the partial slopes for each independent variable.

¢ Model C is the same as Model B except that the continuous variable Dose replaces the dummy variable HIPP as x,.



Table 19
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Regression Models for Hypothesis Tests Related to Boys’ Attitudes Justifying Aggression (AA)

Dependent Variable = AA at posttest

Mean =1.97 Standard Deviation =0.71 Range = 2.5

Explanatory 2 Model A ® Model B ° Model C
variables (n=31) baseline (AA) Hypothesis 3b for HIPP | Hypothesis 3b for Dose
boys data only
AA at pretest b,=0.71 b, =0.69 b, =0.68
Mean = 2.16
(SD =0.80) t =7.43%* t =7.17%* t =6.83%*
HIPP (assignment to b, =0.20
control = 0)

t =1.30
Dose b, =0.02
Mean = 3.2
(SD =3.5) t =1.10
R? R?=0.66 R? =0.68 R?=0.67
F for Model F = 55.18*** F = 29.09*** F = 28.39***

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

& Model A equation: § = a + b,x, where ¥ is the predicted dependent variable boys’ attitudes justifying aggression, a is the y
intercept, X, is the baseline control variable pretest score and the regression coefficient (b,) indicates the strength of the relationship

between x and y.

® Model B equation: § = a + b,x, + b,x, where ¥ is the predicted dependent variable boys’ attitudes justifying aggression, a is the y
intercept, X, is the baseline control variable pretest score and X, is the focal independent variable HIPP (a dummy variable with boys
as the reference group, coded 0). The regression coefficients (b,) are the partial slopes for each corresponding independent

variable.

¢ Model C is the same as Model B except that the continuous variable Dose replaces the dummy variable HIPP as x,.



Table 20

Regression Models for Hypothesis Tests Related to HIPP Knowledge (KN)

Dependent Variable = KN at posttest
Mean = 4.6 Standard Deviation =2.10 Range =9

167

Explanatory Model A Model B Model C Model D
%og‘;;% baseline (KN) | Hypothesis 4 | Hypothesis 4 | exploring
girls data for HIPP for Dose Sex x HIPP
KN at posttest b, =0.56 b, =0.56 b, =0.57 b, = .56
Mean = 3.9
(SD = 2.0) t =5.29 t =5.20 t =5.33 t =5.26
HIPP (assignment b, =0.43 b, =-0.69
to control = 0)

t =032 t =-1.08
Dose b,=0.10
Mean = 3.2
(SD=3.5) t =162
Sex (boy = 0) b,=-0.11 b,=-0.14 b,=-0.85

t=-.24 t =-0.33 t=-141
Interaction term b,=1.49
(Sex x HIPP)

t =1.73
R? R?=0.29 R?=0.29 R?=0.32 R?=0.32
F for Model F = 27.99%** F =9.13*** F =10.32*** F =7.81**
*p < .05 *p< .01 % <.001

& Model A equation: § = a + b,x, where ¥ is the predicted dependent variable curriculum knowledge, a is the y intercept, x, is the

baseline control variable pretest score and the regression coefficient (b,) indicates the strength of the relationship between x and y.

® Model B equation: § = a + b,x, + b,x, +b,x, where ¥ is the predicted dependent variable curriculum knowledge, a is the y intercept,

X, is the baseline control variable pretest score, X, is the focal independent variable HIPP (a dummy variable with boys as the
reference group, coded 0), and x, is the control variable sex (a dummy variable with boys as the reference group, coded 0). The

regression coefficients (b,) are the partial slopes for each corresponding independent variable.

¢ Model C is the same as Model B except that the continuous variable Dose replaces the dummy variable HIPP as x,.

4 Model D adds the interaction term b,x,x, to the above equation for Model B. The interaction term regression coefficient (b,)
represents the difference between the partial slope of the effect of HIPP on the dependent variable for girls and the partial slope of
the effect of HIPP on the dependent variable for boys..



Table 21 168
Summary of Results

Research Hypotheses
Holding student pretest scores and sex constant, we will find that

1. At posttest, problem behaviors of the students participating in the HIPP training will be significantly
lower (p <.05) than the control group as follows:

a) Physical aggression (Measure: Physical Aggression Scale with boys and girls pooled data)
NOT SUPPORTED

b) Non-physical aggression ( no adequate scale)
NOT MEASURED

¢) Victimization (Measure: Boys’ Victimization Scale with boys data only)
SUPPORTED FOR BOYS

2. At posttest, self-efficacy for peaceful conflict resolution of the students participating in the HIPP
training will be significantly higher (p < .05) than the control group. (Measure: Self-efficacy for
Peace Scale for pooled data; girls data; boys data )
NOT SUPPORTED FOR POOLED DATA
NOT SUPPORTED FOR GIRLS
SUPPORTED FOR BOYS (HIPP as IV)
There was a marginally significant Sex x Treatment interaction (p <.10)

3. At posttest, attitudes of the students participating in the HIPP training will be significantly more
compatible (p < .05) with peaceful conflict resolution than the control group as follows:

a) Higher endorsement of non-violent behavior choices (Measure: Non-violent Choices Scale)
NOT SUPPORTED

b) Lower endorsement of attitudes justifying aggressive behavior (Measure: Attitudes Justifying
Aggression Scale).
NOT SUPPORTED

4. At posttest, conflict resolution knowledge of the students participating in the HIPP training will be
significantly higher than the control group. (Measure: HIPP Knowledge Test)
NOT SUPPORTED

Exploration of interaction of sex with treatment could only be tested for those dependent variables
that could be measured for pooled data: Physical Aggression, Self-efficacy and Knowledge. There were
no statistically significant interaction effects of Sex x Treatment (p <.05) but the marginally significant (p
<.10 interaction of Sex x Treatment for Self-efficacy resulted in follow up tests of Hypothesis 2 separately
for girls and boys data revealing that while assignment to HIPP was not effective in raising girls self-
efficacy above the level of the control group it was effective in raising the level of boys self efficacy
significantly above boys in the control group at posttest (p < .05).

The Exploration of knowledge, attitudes and girls’ self-efficacy as mediating variables was not
done since there was no statistically significant effect of assignment to treatment (or dose of treatment)
on these proposed process variables. Boys’ self-efficacy was not a significant mediator of the positive
outcome for Boys’ Victimization.



Table 22

Treatment Diffusion and Student Satisfaction with the HIPP Workshops

Control group questions at posttest (Diffusion, Desire to be in the HIP Program)

1C. How many HIP (Help Increase the Peace) classes were you able to attend?
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None lor2 3or4 5 or more No response Total
25 6 2 1 1 35
2C. How often did you talk to classmates who went to HIP classes about what they did in that class?
Never Almost A few times Once a week More than No Total
never once a week response
14 4 11 4 1 35
3C. How much did you learn about what was taught in the HIP Program from your classmates?
Nothing Just a little About half of what | Almost everything No response Total
they learned they learned.
16 9 4 5 1 35
4C. Would you like to take HIP classes if they are taught at your school again?
No_ Yes Wrote in “maybe or “don’t know” No response Total
7 24 2 2 35
Treatment group questions at posttest (Program Satisfaction, Perceived Bengfit)
1T. Were the HIP classes you went to fun?
Not at all Sometimes Mostly Always Total
0 8 6 21 35
2T. How much did you learn from the HIP classes?
Nothing Just a little Fairly much Very much Total
0 4 10 21 35
3T. Was anything taught in the HIP classes useful for getting along with others?
None of it was Some of it was Most of it was All of it was Total
useful useful useful useful
5 5 7 18 35
4T. Would you take HIP classes again if they are taught at your school?
No_ Yes Wrote in “maybe or “don’t know” No response Total
4 29 0 2 35
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Figures
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Figure 1. Model of proposed mediation of behavior effects in CRE.
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Chi-square = 26.424
(20 df) p=.152
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Figure 2. Factor shift in self-efficacy from Time 1 to Time 2.

Note. Regression weights for ECALMME, ECALMOT AND ETALKOT are not significant (p < .05) at Time 1, but are on the Time 2 model.
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Regression weights in italics are fixed parameters (required to identify the model).
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re 3. Models to be compared in a test of the mediation of HIPP's effect on boys' victimization by boys' self-effic
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From: Debra A. Paxton, IRB Administrator
North Carolina State University
Institutional Review Board

Date: September 24, 2004

Project Title: ~ HIP Curriculum Evaluation

IRB#: 205-04-9

Dear Ms. Coggins;

September 21, 2005, and will need continuing review before that date.

NOTE:

IRB00000330.

Please provide your faculty sponsor with a copy of this letter. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Debra Paxton
NCSU IRB

Sponsored Programs and
Regulatory Compliance
Campus Box 7514

1 Leazar Hall

Raleigh, NC 27695-7514

919.515.7200
919.515.7721 (fax)

The project listed above has been reviewed in accordance with expedited review procedures under
Addendum 46 FR8392 of 45 CFR 46 and is approved for one year. This protocol expires on

1. This board complies with requirements found in Title 45 part 46 of The Code of Federal
Regulations. For NCSU the Assurance Number is: FWA00003429; the IRB Number is:
2. The IRB must be notified of any changes that are made to this study.

3. Your approval for this study lasts for one year from the review date. If your study extends
beyond that time, including data analysis, you must obtain continuing review from the IRB.
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Dear Parents:

Your child, , has volunteered to participate in a special program
called Help Increase the Peace Program (HIPP). This program gives children the
opportunity to build community with his/her peers, learn communication skills for better
conflict resolution and be of service in his/her school community.

Harlem Park Middle School has been selected to participate in the HIPP training as well
as research on its effectiveness. Of all the 6™ grade students who volunteered to take the
HIPP training, forty students will be randomly selected to take the training this semester
and all students who volunteer for the HIPP training will be in the study, with the
possibility of taking the training in the spring.

Students taking the HIPP training will meet for two hours once a week for 9 weeks in two
groups of 20. Your child will have the opportunity to make up any missed class work.
Harlem Park Middle School will have staff support for the program from AFSC
(American Friends Service Committee), which is providing the training. AFSC is a non-
profit organization which has been supporting the HIPP training for the last 10 years in
schools and other organizations around the country.

In order to measure the effectiveness of the HIPP training, a researcher from North
Carolina State University will be evaluating the HIPP training. As part of this research, all
6" grade students who volunteer for the HIPP training will be asked to answer questions
about their beliefs, attitudes and behaviors in relationship to violence as part of the
research study. A copy of the questionnaire is available in the principal’s office.

If you would not like for your son/daughter to participate in the HIPP training or the
research on the HIPP training, please call the school at () phone number, and your child
will be withdrawn from the activities.

Sincerely,

Principal




Script for recruiting students to participate in the HIP evaluation project

Sixth graders, we have an opportunity to announce. Harlem Park has been chosen to try out a program

called “HIP.” HIP stands for “Help Increase the Peace.” We want a peaceful and safe school. We
want all our students to have safe and peaceful lives. Help Increase the Peace is workshop that
teaches you how to handle tough situations so that nobody gets hurt or into trouble. Students who
have taken it say it is interesting and fun. We are asking for sixth grade student volunteers to help
see how well HIP works. Volunteers will help us decide if we want to keep using the HIP program
at our school. The first 80 students who agree to help us see if the HIP program works will get to
be HIP volunteers. Half of the volunteers will be chosen by a lottery to take HIP training this fall.
The olther half can take HIP in the spring if we decide that HIP training is going to continue at
school. )

All of the first 80 volunteers can help us understand how to make our school safer. All the first 80

volunteers, not just the ones who take HIP this fall, will be asked to fill out forms asking how you
think and feel about conflict. You will be asked how you have acted or might act in a real conflict.
Filling out this form will take about 20 minutes. Volunteers will be asked to fill out this form in
October and again in December. It is also possible that you will be asked to fill out the same form
again next spring. Volunteering to answer these questions will make it possible for you to be in a
lottery to get the 9 HIP workshops this fall. HIP will meet for two class periods every week for
nine weeks starting in early October. You will not get any extra credit for taking HIP. You may
miss some of your regular classes to attend HIP workshops, but you will still be responsible for all
the work that your other teachers give you.

If you think you want to volunteer, just tell your teacher. If you have any questions let your homeroom

teacher know. If you volunteer and then decide to stop taking the HIP program, or not answer the
questions, that is OK. We only want you to do this as long as you feel right about it.
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Agenda for HIPP at Middle School for Evaluation Implementation with comments
Exercises referred to are in the HIPP Training Manual (available from AFSC: www.afsc.org)
(Time spent on each experiential exercise is in parentheses.)

Day 1
(5) Overview and Introductions
(5) Opening Talk
(20) HIPP Connection: One thing | like to do....(very few of them would answer this
guestions. Many could hardly say their names loud enough to understand them)
(20) Ground rules and Agenda review; overview of workshop as a whole
(15) Pattern ball (They found this very difficult. We could not use adjective names and the
ball was not always going through the pattern. Only two forward balls.)
(5) Brainstorm on what conflict means to you (few ideas)
(20) Good and Poor Listening (We modeled)
(20) Lego Listening (They enjoyed this and chose partners they liked)
(5) Circle the Circle (issues about holding hands; [Someone] suggested — in the second
group—that the “sides” of the circle compete to see which could get the hoop around fastest and
the whole process broke down. People stopped holding hands, cheated in any way they could to
make it faster, which really made it slower and not fun at all.)
(20) Concentric Circles: (The first round they were with people they liked and seemed willing
to do the activity. Once they were paired with people they didn’'t know there was a great deal of
resistance and in one case they refused. Rock [the youth co-trainer] intervened and had the two
people ... listen to each other. After one reflection/question, it broke down and we had the others
suggest questions. When one person made a non-sequitor, many people let him know it was not
a good active listening response.) These are the questions we used in the exercise:

e One thing | am good at

e One conflict I would like to be able to deal with better

e One thing | would like to have happen in this group
Debrief: Questions about listening, about what they would like to happen in this group
(5) Evaluation: one thing | will take away from today
(5) Closing: What did you learn today? (This is collected on a flip chart. | think even this
early we started to let the participants do the writing, so it is interpreted through their eyes.)

General notes: There were no breaks. | tried to keep things moving but often the disruption
became the main event and giving them breaks was impossible because they wouldn’'t come
back together again. Even letting people use the rest room was problematic and disruptive. The
[classroom] teachers would not let them use the restroom after lunch so they came to us needing
it badly. Often there was no paper in the girls’ restroom. There were issues of whether to let
them go all at once or one at a time.

Day 2
(5) Agenda Review
(20) HIPP connection: Atime | felt angry.... (more responses than the first day, but still hard
to hear people’s names and a minority answered the question)
(20) Tree of Violence (This went relatively well. )
(20) Lift: Body imaging
(5) Talk about touching: what is appropriate/not appropriate (They would tell us that they
should not touch anyone ever, but they did it all the time. | tried to talk with them to help them
identify appropriate ways of touching since they obviously had a great need for it. The messages
they have about touching are very confusing to them.)
(20) group discussion — passing the koosh [as a “talking stick” to indicate whose turn to
speak]. (I had given up on concentric circles and tried a whole group discussion. That was
difficult, too.)

e What makes me angry, with an example?
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e What | do when | feel angry

e A way | react when somebody expresses anger at me, with an example
(20) HIPP lift: Angry person: a drawing activity (They liked this, worked relatively well in small
groups but wouldn't listen to the reports back to the whole group. There was some resistance to
being in the group with “this person.” Rock [youth co-trainer] assisting with one drawing was
problematic because he is an excellent artist and they all wanted to be involved with him. It
increased their attachment to him, but did not help build community.)
(20) 10 things to do when | feel angry (We went around the room and listed on the flip chart.)
(10) Lift: Count to 10 (They never could do this. It requires too much attention to one
another. Competition ruled.)
(20) Conflict escalator (basically a presentation from me, but they seemed to get the point)
(5) Evaluation: What did you learn today? [same process at end of each workshop]

Day 3
(5) Agenda Review
(20) Connection: Don’'t remember what we asked; but this was the day Rock [youth co-
trainer] didn’t show up and it was bedlam. People running in one door and out the other.
(20) Broken Squares — Fishbow! — they wouldn't follow the rules. Talked to each other, got
frustrated and mad at each other.
(15) Lift: Crossing the River—total chaos. They would not follow the rules.
(20) 6 Steps of Problem Solving — only presented this in the first group. It was not very
effective.
(20) Choices — This worked well, especially in the first group.
(10) Lift: Circle the Circle — holding hands continued to be a problem.
(20) Making Quick Decisions — coming right after choices, it worked well, especially in the first
group.

Pattern Ball (sat instead of standing for keeping them from bumping each other and
reducing the number of times someone caught a ball intended for someone else.
(5) Evaluation: What did you learn today? [written on flip chart by participants]

General note. Someone said to me recently that not following rules is a way to resist oppression
and it was rampant here.

Day 4
5 Agenda Review
10 Connection: How | am feeling right now (use faces) — they liked this. Almost everyone

was willing to choose an emotion. Some of them were silly, but they participated. Began saying
their names loud enough so we could take attendance.

5 Pattern Ball: review names — by now they could play the game by the rules, but still
couldn’t do it backwards and forwards at the same time. They would not say names, although
they were beginning to learn each other’s.

10 Crossing the Line — conflict styles (Most people crossed the line. Introduced the concept
of “saving face,” a phrase with which they were not familiar.)
5 Lift: Elephant/Palm Tree — they were very bad at this. They seemed to think they looked

foolish making the motions [of a swaying tree or elephant trunk] and one girl got very upset about
being pointed at and calling out “elephant” [since she was large and felt insulted].

5 Positions and Needs -- told the story about needing different parts of an orange

15 Discussion of various situations and the needs — They were able to identify needs most
of the time.

5 HIPP Lift: Touch Blue — talk about touching again. | don’t remember if we actually did

touch blue, but we did talk again about touching, with no greater understanding that | could tell.
15 | messages: Feeling Plates exercise.
15 Each person chose a feeling card and made a sentence “I felt when
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This went extremely well. Each person chose a feeling word and we went around the
circle in an orderly fashion and they could easily fill in the blanks.

Handed out “Think HIPP” cards and people told stories about “a time | used one of these
principles.” It worked well in the first class and led to an interesting discussion about violence.
Had a fishbowl roleplay.

10 HIPP Lift: Birthday Line Up — they absolutely would not follow the rules and talked
throughout it.
5 Evaluation: What did you learn today? [written on flip chart by participants]

Closing: closing wheel — they actually did this.

General Note for Day 4. This day we got moved to the library, so there was a lot of distraction.
They had access to a water cooler which was more interesting than HIPP. The morning class
had only 7 people and the afternoon had more than 20. | spent a great deal of time trying to get
rid of people who were not in the treatment group.

Day 5

5 Agenda review

15 Connection: | don’t remember what | asked.

10 Perceptions — They liked the pictures but may not have seen the connection with conflict.
15 Planet Game — | told them this was a game where people would run around and at the

end they asked me why | had said that. They would not behave the way the people on their
planet were supposed to behave and some of them didn’t even listen to know how they were
supposed to behave. They got completely distracted by the process of arguing over which name
they should choose for their planet and one group even split in two which created even more
confusion. | have never had a group do so badly with this game even when working with
elementary age children. Even though | was clearer with the second group it still didn’t work. |
think my assistants were not clear on how to [communicate] the directions and contributed to the
mess.

15 Dots — this went relatively well. They got into groups and could see the point. They did,
[against the rules of the game, of course, tell each other what color dot the other person had on
his/her forehead.

10 Up/downs on violence — this was difficult. | was not able to get them to applaud [for other
peoples’ group affiliations] and | changed the questions as | went along. Eventually | shortened
it.

30 Witness/Victim/Perpetrator — discussion — | had them tell a story of being a witness to
violence one at a time going around the circle. At first the stories sounded plausible but once
someone began exaggerating the stories got less plausible and eventually | stopped it. | did not
try victim/perpetrator. | think in the future | would put them in small groups and have an
adult/facilitator in each group and have them tell their stories. | think, also, that coaching Rock
[the youth do-trainer] to start with something they could relate to but which wasn't too “out there”
and having him rehearse it with me would have been helpful.

5 Evaluation: What did you learn today? [written on flip chart by participants]

General note. This day and all the following workshops we were in an appropriate classroom
space.

Day 6

5 Agenda Review

10 Connection: One thing | have learned about resolving conflict non-violently

10 Stereotypes/Assumptions

15 Retribution — this worked well with the first group and not at all with the second.

15 Being an Ally—they did not know what it meant to be “oppressed” and so it was difficult

to talk about being an ally. We did not brainstorm a list of in/out groups. | did ask them what they
could do to help someone who was being bullied and we had a discussion about this. Might even
have brainstormed something on the newsprint. | think in the future | would ask “What groups do
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you see people dividing into” and | would make two lists as they named them and then ask what
the groups on one list have in common [being oppressed/marginalized or dominant].

Pattern ball with positive adjective names. It worked in the morning.
40 Role plays — We had four facilitators this day, luckily. This gave us the opportunity to
break into four groups and do roleplays. They really resisted working with Marion [assistant from
Liberia] saying they couldn’t understand her accent. The first group did much better than the
second.
5 Evaluation: What did | learn today? [written on flip chart by participants]
General note on Day 6. This was the day before Thanksgiving and they got report cards in the
afternoon. Accordingly, the after lunch group was completely out of control.

Day 7
Connection: Choose a feeling word from the faces sheet — group 1 something | like about myself
Review | messages v. You messages — review the model on chart, talk about blaming

| feel angry when you lie to me

| feel hurt when you gossip about me

| feel frustrated when you aren't interested in what | have to say
Circle the Circle -- make some points about cooperation (we both win) — they were now able to
play this game cooperatively.
Group 1 — retribution activity
Roleplays — each group is assigned a theme — they play it out — moral written up on paper

Bullying must be stopped

Don't hurt anyone else (or yourself) when you are angry

Accidental harm — two points of view

Accidental harm — how the third party can be a peacemaker

Saying what you like about a person in a conflict shows that you can disagree and still
respect the other person (you are not “all that” nor a wimp)
This time the first group worked really well and had excellent roleplays. The second group only
one of the small groups had an example that worked. They worked with Marion without fussing
about it.
Elephant/Palm Tree — it went somewhat better, but | wouldn’t chose this again with a similar
group.
Pass the Koosh and say something nice about yourself — amazingly this worked well in the first
group.
Closing: Yarn toss — say something nice about someone—it worked. Picking up the yarn was a
bit of a challenge, but | got support while we cleaned up.
Evaluated: What did you learn today? [written on flip chart by participants]

Day 8
5 Agenda Review
15 Connection: If | could change one thing in the world, what would it be? (They all

answered one way or another)
15 Chair Game: Distribution of Wealth (They participated in this and had a good
conversation)
30 Build a Just Society — drawings (They worked together well in small groups, only one
person refusing to work with someone she didn't like; but they still wouldn't listen to each other’s
presentations to the whole group)
15 Affirmation Posters — have them affirm themselves and invite their friends to write — this
worked pretty well. Most people came away with a poster with something nice on it and several
of them asked me to write on their posters.

Share party foods — kind of messy, but | will continue doing it.
15 Graduation — some of them were glad to get certificates. Many of them wanted us to
continue the next semester.



In the second group we had time left over and they organized a pattern ball game. At first some
resisted participating, but without my assistance the whole group ended up playing. We played
sitting rather than standing which helped calm things down.

General Notes. When we had extra time, we played pattern ball from time to time. They got
pretty good at it. We tried the “count to 10" activity, but they were never able to do it. The
second time we tried elephant/palm tree they got reasonably good at it.

This log was written by the lead trainer. Some clarifying edits by the investigator are in square
brackets.
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Hypothesis 1a
Students in the

HIP program will
show less
physical
aggression
behavior

at posttest than
control group
students.

Hypothesis 1b
Students in the

HIP program will
show less
non-physical
aggression
behavior

at posttest than

" control group
students.

Origin of Scales on the HIP Program Evaluation Questionnaire

The Physical Aggression Scale on the HIP questionnaire was adapted from one of
seven subscales on the Problem Behavior Frequency Scale (Farrell, Kung, White, &
Valois, 2000; Sullivan, Esposito, & Farrell, 2003). It was expected to measure a single
latent factor “tendency to be physically aggressive” for both boys and girls.

In a recent study with a sample of early adolescent African American students, the
Physical Aggression subscale had a Cronbach alpha = 0.80 pretest/ 0.81 posttest
(Sullivan, Esposito, & Farrell, 2003).

Respondents indicate how frequently each item happened in the past 30 days using
the following 6-point response scale: 1- Never, 2 — 1-2 times, 3 — 3-5 times, 4 — 6-9
times, 5 ~ 10-19 times, and 6 — 20 or more times with higher scores representing
higher levels of problem behavior.

The Physical Aggression subscale is composed of 7 items assessing behavior such as
pushing, hitting, or threatening other students or teachers with physical harm. This
subscale scale was taken almost verbatim from the Problem Behavior Frequency
Scale (with permission of the authors). The phase “another kid” was replaced with the
phrase “another student” in all HIP Questionnaire items. Two inadvertent changes of
wording were made “pushed or shoved” was used instead of “shoved or pushed” and
students were asked if they had been in a fight where someone was “hurt” instead of
“hit."

The Non-Physical Aggression subscale is composed of 5 items to assess behavior
such as verbal aggression and teasing. This scale was intended to evaluate problem
behavior that could lead to a physical fight as well as constitute harassment. Several
items on the Nonphysical Aggression subscale were based on Orpinas and
Frankowski (2001).

- In a recent study with a sample of early adolescent African American students, the

Non-physical Aggression scale had a Cronbach alpha = 0.80 pretest/ 0.81 posttest
(Sullivan, Esposito, & Farrell, 2003).

One item from this scale was changed for the HIP questionnaire from “Put someone
down to their face” to “Insulted another student to their face” because teachers at the
research site thought that students might interpret a “put down” as a wrestling move.
The other items were used verbatim.

Respondents indicate how frequently each item happened in the past 30 days using
the following 6-point response scale: 1- Never, 2 — 1-2 times, 3 — 3-5 times, 4 ~ 6-9
times, 5 — 10-19 times, and 6 — 20 or more times with higher scores representlng
higher levels of problem behavior.
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Hypothesis 1c
Students in the
HIP program will
show a decrease
in victimization
from physical and
non-physical
aggression.

Hypothesis 2
Students in the
HIP program will
increase in
confidence that
they can prevent
personal
disagreements
from
unintentionally
escalating into a
fight.
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The Victimization Scale is taken from the Overt Victimization subscale of the Problem
Behavior Frequency Scale. Several items for the delinquency and overt victimization
scales were developed for the MVP project. (Farrell, Kung, White, & Valois, 2000
Sullivan; Esposito, & Farrell, 2003). This scale in turn drew items from Crick and Bigbee
(1998) and from Orpinas and Frankowski (2001).

The Victimization scale is expected to measure a single latent factor for both boys and
girls. In a recent study with a sample of early adolescent African American students the
Overt Victimization subscale had a Cronbach alpha = 0.84 at pretest and 0.84 at
posttest.

All items from the Overt Victimization subscale were used unchanged as the
Victimization Scale on the HIP Questionnaire items except that the phase “another kid”
was replaced with the phrase “another student”.

For each item respondents indicate how frequently each item happened in the past 30
days using the following 6-point response scale: 1- Never, 2 — 1-2 times, 3 — 3-5 times,
4 - 6-9 times, 5 — 10-19 times, and 6 — 20 or more times with higher scores
representing higher levels of problem behavior.

The Self-Efficacy for Alternatives to Aggression Scale was developed for the
MVPP project (Farrell, Kung, White, & Valois, 2000; Sullivan, Esposito, & Farrell,
2003). It is composed of 7 items intended to represent a single latent factor: How
confident students are that they could stay calm and resolve potential conflicts in
non-violent ways. Some items were based on the Teen Conflict Survey (Bosworth,
& Espelage, 1995).

Responses were based on the following five-point Likert scale: 1 = “Not confident
at al’, 2 = “Not very confident’, 3 = “Unsure”’, 4 = *Somewhat confident’, and 5 =
“Very confident’. For the Hip questionnaire the response options were reworded
as follows: Unsure became “Don't know” and the word “confident was replaced
with the word “sure” in the rest of the responses.
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Hypothesis 3a & b
Students in the
HIP program will
change their
attitudes.
Specifically,
students will
increase their
endorsement of
non-violent
behavior options
and decrease their
attitudes
supporting
aggressive
behavior

Hypothesis 4
Students in the
HIP program wifl
increase in
knowledge of
curriculum
content.

The Beliefs about Aggression and Alternatives Scale was developed for use in
evaluation of a violence prevention project (Farrell, Kung, White, & Valois, 2000;
Sullivan, Esposito, & Farrell, 2003). it includes a 7-item sub-scale that assesses
students’ rationalizations of the use of aggression (“Beliefs about Aggression
Scale™), and a 5-item subscale that assesses student endorsement of nonviolent
responses to hypothetical situations (“Use of Non-Violent Strategies Scale”). On the
original scale, responses were coded as follows: 1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 =
disagree, 4 = strongly disagree. All items are then reverse coded so that 1 =
strongly disagree and 4 = strongly agree. In the a prior study the Beliefs about
Aggression subscale had a Cronbach alpha = 0.72 and the Use of Non-violent
strategies scale also had a Cronbach alpha = .72 (Farrell et al., 2001) each scale
was expected be a measure of one latent factor for both boys and girls.

On the HIP questionnaire each subscale of the Beliefs about Aggression Scale was
recast as a separate scale; Non-violent Choices Scale to test Hypothesis 3a and the
Attitudes Justifying Aggression Scale to test Hypothesis 3b.

Responses are coded as follows: 4 = YES, 3 = yes, 2 = no, 1 = NO. No recoding
was necessary. A high score on the Non-violent Choices Scale reflects a higher
espousal of nonviolent strategies. A high score on the Attitudes Justifying
Aggression Scale reflects more favorable beliefs about aggression.

Four items were reworded for the HIP Questionnaire, based on input from pilot
testing and teacher review of the questions: “If | am mad at someone | just ignore
them” became “If someone is trying to make me mad it is best just to ignore them.”
Even if other kids would think | am weird, | would try to stop a fight” was replaced
with “If | see a fight about to start between other students | go get a teacher.” it is OK
for me to hit someone to get them to do what | want” was replace with “It is OK to hit
someone if | am just teasing.” “I feel big and tough when | push someone around.”
Became “I feel tough when | push someone around.”

The HIPP Knowledge Test was developed for this evaluation. The starting point for
the knowledge test was a list of 10 questions suggested by the implementer as
representative of content knowledge. These short answer questions were rewritten
by the investigator as 10 multiple choice questions with four response options, only
one of which was correct. The program developer checked this draft knowledge
test for content validity, and found it represented the cognitive content of the HIPP
workshops. A focus group of eight 6™ graders from a public school in the same
school district as the evaluation site took the knowledge test with a mean score of
75 % correct answers. As a result of feedback from the students in the focus group,
slight changes were made in question wording. Distracters (wrong response
options) were changed in hopes of raising the difficulty of the test so that the mean
score of students without HIPP instruction would be closer to 50%. The score on
the HIPP Knnwlednae teat is the tatal nimber of correct answers




Step by Step PROCEDURES FOR THE HIP QUESTIONNAIRE
FIRST YOU MUST READ THE REQUIRED SCRIPT TO STUDENTS, (See the researcher, Ms Coggins.) -

e e ey

ONLY VOLUNTEERS SHOULD FILL-OUT THE QUESTIONNAIRE. (Non-volunteers may stay in the room
for the following procedures, if they have no place to go, but they should not participate and should be
kept quiet with other work. Non-volunteers must not be allowed to distract the students taking the
questionnaire).

Do not give questionnaires to students who are not volunteers.

1.GET STUDENTS SETTLED INTO DESKS WHERE THEY CAN'T LOOK ON EACH OTHERS'
PAPERS. i

2.Tell the students: “| WILL HAND OUT A BLUE SHEET. THIS IS AN IMPORTANT PIECE OF PAPER.
YOU WILL USE IT TO PRACTICE HOW TO FILL OUT THE QUESTIONNAIRE. YOU MUST PUT your
first and last NAME ON THiS BLUE SHEET BECAUSE IT WILL BE ENTERED INTO A DRAWING
FOR A CHANCE TO GET THE HIP CLASSES THIS FALL." Make sure they each write in their names.

3.Tell the students: “THE BLUE SHEET IS NOT THE QUESTIONNAIRE, BUT WE WILL USE IT FOR
PRACTICE.”

4. GIVE OUT THE BLUE SHEETS ONLY, ONE TO A STUDENT.

5. EXPLAIN THE DIFFERENT SAMPLE INSTRUCTIONS.
HAVE STUDENTS FILL OUT THE BLUE SHEET AS YOU GO ALONG

6. CHECK FOR UNDERSTANDING by walking around to see if students are circling only one answer per
question and in the right place for that kind of answer. N

WHEN STUDENTS HAVE COMPLETED all SAMPLE QUESTIONS on the blue shest

7. DIRECT students ATTENTION TO THE VERY IMPORTANT RED NUMBER AT THE BOTTOM OF

THE BLUE SHEET.

8. HAND OUT THE Q4UESTION‘NAIRE (WHITE BOOKLET) PUT IT RED PRINT SIDE UP.

9. Show students how to copy the RED NUMBER from the blue sheet INTO THE red SPACES _____ ___

PROVIDED on the questionnaire.
10. CHECK TO MAKE SURE ALL STUDENTS COPY THEIR RED NUMBERS CORRECTLY
11. INSTRUCT STUDENTS TURN THE QUESTIONNAIRE OVER AND FILL IT OUT.

12. REMIND STUDENTS TO FOLLOW DIRECTIONS AND TO FILL OUT BOTH FRONT AND BACK
SIDES OF EACH PAGE.

13. Tell the students. WHEN THEY FINISH THEY ARE TO SIT QUIETLY WITH THEIR PAPER
FOLDED IN HALF TOP TO BOTTOM WITH THE RED NUMBER SIDE FACING OUT.

14. PLEASE TO DO NOT LET STUDENTS BE DISTURBED BY EARLY FINISHERS. QUIETLY START
TO COLLECT FINISHED QUESTIONNAIRES ONLY AFTER 15 MINUTES OF SILENCE.

15. COLLECT ALL THE BLUE PAGES IN A PILE OR INTO AN OPEN BOX. GIVE Ms Liss
16. COLLECT ALL FINISHED QUESTIONNAIRES INTO THE LOCKED BOX TO GIVE TO Ms Cdggins.

17. THANK THE STUDENTS. AND THANK YOU!
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" Totally sure re. Notatalisure

‘Very sure . Don'tknow N

i

2. GET AN "A" IN MATH ON YOUR NEXT REPORT CARD?

Totallysure ~ Verysurs Don'tknow  Notverysure Notatall sure
s 4 : 2 1

. 1 How many tlmes |n the last 30 days has sameone LOST SQMETHING OF. YOURS'>

SO 12 ,.3-5 S e 10-49 . - 20 0r more
Never fimes “times® "¢ times . times - " fimes

Please CIRCLE the answer below each question that best tells:
“HOW MANY TIMES HAVE YOU DONE THESE THINGS IN THE L AST 30.DAYS?

2. How many tlmes in the last 30 days have you FORGOTTEN TO BRING HOMEWORK TO SCHOOL?

0. 1f2 35 6-9 10-19 20 or more
Never times times times times times

Please go the back of this page for more questions.
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d). upside down

gil bt & check mark tere L1+

.. Ifyou are a boy put a check mark here,:_;,-

NOW FOLLOW YOUR TEACHER'S 'INSTRUCTIONS
ABOUT WHERE TO COPY THE NUMBER IN RED

669
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The HIPP Questionnaire



DO NOT WRITE YOUR NAME ON THIS QUESTIONNAIRE.
LOOK FOR THE RED NUMBER ON THE BACK OF YOUR BELUE Example Page
AND

CAREFULLY COPY THAT RED NUMBER TO THE BLANK SPACES:

AFTER YOU COPY THE NUMBER, WAIT FOR YOUR TEACHER TO TELL YOU WHAT TO DO NEXT.
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This questionnaire is private. No one who reads it will know who you are.
Your answers will help make HIP work better.
If you feel you shouldn't answer any question you can skip it.

These 8 questions ask how sure you are you could do things to stay out of a fight.

Please CIRCLE the answer that best says HOW SURE YOU ARE
THAT YOU WOULD BE ABLE TO DO the following things IF YOU WANTED TO

1. CALM DOWN WHEN YOU ARE MAD?

Totally sure Verysure Dontknow Notverysure Notat all sure
5 4 3 2 1

2. GET SOMEONE ELSE TO CALM DOWN WHEN THEY ARE MAD?

Totally sure Verysure  Don'tknow Notverysure  Not at all sure
5 4 3 2 1

3. TALK OUT A DISAGREEMENT?

Totally sure Verysure  Dontknow Notvery sure  Not at all sure
5 4 3 2 1

4. APOLOGIZE TO ANOTHER STUDENT TO STAY OUT OF A FIGHT?

Totally sure Verysure  Don'tknow Notverysure  Not at all sure
5 4 3 2 1

5. IGNORE SOMEONE WHO IS MAKING FUN OF YOU?

Totally sure Very Sure  Don’t Know Not Very Sure Not at all Sure
5 4 .3 2 1

6. AVOID A FIGHT BY WALKING AWAY?

Totally sure Very Sure  Don't Know Not Very Sure Not at all Sure
5 4 3 2 1

7. FIND SOME WAY TO STAY OUT OF ANY FIGHT AT SCHOOL?

Totally sure Very Sure  Don't Know Not Very Sure Not at all Sure
5 4 3 2 1

8. ASK FOR HELP FROM AN ADULT TO STAY OUT OF A FIGHT?

Totally sure Very Sure  Don't Know Not Very Sure Not at all Sure
5 4 3 2 1

Please go to the back of this page for more questions.
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The next 20 questions ask ONLY ABOUT THE LAST 30 DAYS

Please CIRCLE the answer below each question that best tells
HOW_ MANY TIMES THIS HAS HAPPENED TO YOU IN THE LAST 30 DAYS.

1. How many times in the last 30 days have you SKIPPED SCHOOL BECAUSE YOU FELT ANOTHER
STUDENT MIGHT HURT YOU?

0 1-2 3-5 6-9 10-19 20 or more
Never times times times times times

2. How many times in the last 30 days have you BEEN PUSHED OR SHOVED BY ANOTHER STUDENT?

0 1-2 3-5 6-9 10-19 20 or more
Never times times times times times

3. How many times in the last 30 days have you BEEN HIT BY A STUDENT?

0 1-2 3-5 6-9 10-19 20 or more
Never times times times times times

4. How many times in the last 30 days have you BEEN YELLED AT OR CALLED NAMES BY A STUDENT?

¢] 1-2 35 6-9 10-19 20 or more
Never times times times times times

5. How many times in the last 30 days has A STUDENT THREATENED TO HIT OR PHYSICALLY HARM YOU?

0 1-2 3-5 6-9 10-19 20 or more
Never times times times times times

6. How many times in the last 30 days have you BEEN THREATENED BY SOMEONE WITH A WEAPON (GUN,
KNIFE, CLUB, ETC.)

0 1-2 35 6-9 10-19 20 or more
Never times times times times times

7. How many times in the iast 30 days has A STUDENT ASKED YOU TO FIGHT?

0 1-2 3-5 6-9 10-19 20 or more
Never times times fimes times times

8. How many times in the last 30 days have you BEEN IN A FIGHT WHERE YOU GOT INJURED AND HAD TO BE
TREATED BY A DOCTOR OR NURSE?

0 1-2 3-5 6-9 10-19 20 or more
Never times times times times times

Please turn to the next page for more questions.




Please CIRCLE the answer below each question that best tells
HOW MANY TIMES YOU HAVE DONE THESE THINGS IN THE LAST 30 DAYS.

9. How many times in the last 30 days have you INSULTED SOMEONE’S FAMILY?

0 1-2 3-5 6-9 10-19 20 or more
Never times times times times times

10. How many times in the last 30 days have you THROWN SOMETHING AT SOMEONE TO HURT THEM?

0 1-2 3-5 6-9 10-19 20 or more
Never times times times times times

11. How many times in the last 30 days have you BEEN IN A FIGHT WHERE SOMEONE GOT HURT?

0 1-2 3-6 6-9 10-19 20 or more
Never times times times times times

12. How many times in the last 30 days have you TEASED SOMEONE TO MAKE THEM ANGRY?

0 1-2 3-5 6-9 10-19 20 or more
Never times times times times times

13. How many times in the last 30 days have you THREATENED TO HURT A TEACHER?

0 1-2 3-5 6-9 10-19 20 or more
Never times times times times times

14. How many times in the last 30 days have you INSULTED SOMEONE TO THEIR FACE?

0 12 35 6-9 10-19 20 or more
Never times times times times times

15. How many times in the last 30 days have you PUSHED OR SHOVED ANOTHER STUDENT?

0 1-2 3-5 6-9 10-19 20 or more
Never times times times times times

16. How many times in the last 30 days did you GIVE MEAN LOOKS TO ANOTHER STUDENT?

0 1-2 3-5 6-9 10-19 20 or more
Never times times times times times

Please go the back of this page for more questions.
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Please CIRCLE the answer below each question that best tells

HOW_MANY TIMES YOU HAVE DONE THESE THINGS IN THE LAST 30 DAYS.

17. How many times in the last 30 days have you THREATENED TO HIT OR PHYSICALLY HARM ANOTHER
STUDENT?
0 1-2 3-5 6-9 10-19 20 or more
Never times times times times times

18. How many times in the last 30 days have you PICKED ON SOMEONE?

0 1-2 3-5 6-9 10-19 20 or more
Never times times times times times

19. How many times in the last 30 days have you HIT OR SLAPPED ANOTHER STUDENT?

0 1-2 3-5 6-9 10-19 20 or more
Never times times times times times

20. How many times in the last 30 days have you THREATENED SOMEONE WITH A WEAPON (GUN, KNIFE, CLUB,
ETC.)?
0 1-2 35 6-9 10-19 20 or more
Never times times times times times

The next 12 questions ask about how you might choose to act

Please CIRCLE the answer below each sentence that says how much you agree or disagree with it.
CIRCLE YES if you agree a lot with the sentence. CIRCLE NO if you disagree a iot with the sentence

CIRCLE yes If you agree a little with the sentence.  CIRCLE no if you disagree a little with the sentence.

1. If someone is trying to make me mad, it is best just to ignore them.

YES yes no NO

2. If people do something to make me feel really mad, they deserve to be beaten up.
YES yes no NO

3. ltis O.K. to hit someone if | am just teasing.

YES yes no NO

Please go to the next page for more questions.




Please CIRCLE the answer below each sentence that says how much you agree or disagree with it.

CIRCLE YES if you agree a lot with the sentence. CIRCLE NO if you disagree a lot with the sentence.
CIRCLE yes If you agree a little with the sentence.  CIRCLE no if you disagree a little with the sentence.

4. Sometimes a person doesn’'t have any choice but to fight.
YES yes no NO

5. When my friends fight | try to get them to stop.
YES yes no NO

6. If | back down from a fight everyone will think I'm a coward.
YES yes no NO

7. There are better ways to soive problems than fighting.

YES yes no NO
8. | feel tough when | push someone around.

YES yes no NO
9. | try to talk out a problem instead of fighting.

YES yes no NO

10. If | see a fight about to start between other students | go get a teacher.

YES yes no NO

11. Sometimes | have only two choices — get punched or punch the other person first.
YES yes no NO

12. If | get crazy with anger it's O.K. to hit someone.

YES yes no NO

Please go to the back of this page for more questions.
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Please answer them even if you have not had a HIP class yet.

The next 10 questions are about how to Help Increase the Peace.

Choose the best answer. Do not fill in the bianks.
Please just CIRCLE the letter in front of your answer.

1. Cooperation means
a) lwin
b) you win
c) we both win
d) doing what you are told

2. Angeris

a) bad

b) natural
c) destructive
d) unnecessary

3. A conflict happens when
a) differences make people fight
b) people are wrong
c) the other person has to change
d) people have differences

4. Bullying .
a) doesn't really hurt anybody
b) is a good way to be popular
¢) is a good way to show you are tough
d} needs to be stopped

5. What is NOT a good thing to do when you are angry?
a) Tell the person why you are angry.
b) Countto 10.
¢) Find a way to hurt the person.
d) Run around the track.

6. You escalate a conflict when
a) you make each other more angry
b) you listen to the other person
c) someone gets arrested
d) you help each other calm down

Please go to the next page for more questions.
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Choose the best answer: Do not fill in the blarks.
Please just CIRCLE the letter in front of your answer.

7. When you use “Active Listening” you show that you are
a) winning
b) interested
¢) tough
d) important

8. One student says that he was pushed on purpose and another student says it was an accident.
Ptck the best point of view for a peacemaker to take with those two students
a) One of them has'to be lying. :
b) One of them is trying to get away wuth something.
¢) One of them is trying to get the other in trouble.
d) They might both be telling the truth as they see it.

9. How can telling the other person what you like about them help in a conflict?
a) It shows you are the better person.
b) It shows you can disagree without disrespect.
¢) The other person will do what you want because you were nice.
d) It allows the other person to win.

10. An “I message” lets someone know how you see the conflict.
Pick what is NOT part of a useful “I message.”
a) | felt mad
b) when | had to wait
¢) because you are so lazy
d) and | hate being late.

Last questions: If you are a girl put a check mark here I:]

If you are a boy put a check mark here D

If you were a conflict manager or peer mediator in elementary school put a check mark here D ‘

Thank you for your answers they will be kept private.

The End.
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Choose the best answer. Do not fill in the blanks.
Please just CIRCLE the letter in front of your answer.

7. When you use “Active Listening” you show that you are
a) winning
b) interested
c) tough
d) important

8. One student says that he was pushed on purpose and another student says it was an accident.
Pick the best point of view for a peacemaker to take with those two students.
a) One of them has to be lying.
b) One of them is trying to get away with something.
c) One of them is trying to get the other in trouble.
d) They might both be telling the truth as they see it.

9. How can telling the other person what you like about them help in a conflict?
a) It shows you are the better person.
b) It shows you can disagree without disrespect.
¢) The other person will do what you want because you were nice.
d) It allows the other person to win.

10. An “I message” lets someone know how you see the conflict.
Pick what is NOT part of a useful “l message.”
a) |felt mad
b} when | had to wait
c) because you are so lazy
d) and | hate being late.

Last 4 questions: (Please circle your answer)

1. How many HIP (Help Increase the Peace) classes were you able to attend?
None tfor2 3or4 5 or more

2. How often did you talk to classmates who went to HIP classes about what they did in that class?
Never Almost never A few times Once a week More than once a week

3. How much did you learn about what was taught in the HIP program from your classmates?
Nothing Just a littie  About half of what they learned Almost everything they learned

4. Would you like to take the HIP classes if they are taught at your school again?
No, | would not take HIP classes. Yes, | would take HIP classes.

Thank you for your answers they will be kept private.

The End.
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Choose the best answer. Do not fill in the blanks.
Please just CIRCLE the letter in front of your answer.

7. When you use “Active Listening” you show that you are
a) winning
b} interested
c) tough ’
d) important

8. One student says that he was pushed on purpose and another student says it was an
accident. Pick the best point of view for a peacemaker to take with those two students.
a) One of them has to be lying.
b) One of them is trying to get away with something.
c) One of them is trying to get the other in trouble.
d) They might both be telling the truth as they see it.

9. How can telling the other person what you like about them help in a conflict?
a) it shows you are the better person.
b) It shows you can disagree without disrespect.
c) The other person will do what you want because you were nice.
d) it allows the other person to win.

10. An “l message” lets someone know how you see the conflict.
Pick what is NOT part of a useful “l message.”
a) | felt mad
b) when | had to wait

¢) because you are so lazy
d) and | hate being late.

Last 4 questions: (Please circle your answer)

1. Were the HIP classes you went to fun?
Not at all fun Sometimes fun Mostly fun Always fun

2. How much did you learn from the HIP classes?
Nothing Just a little Fairly much Very much

3. Was anything taught in HIP classes usefui for getting along with others?

None of it was useful Some of it was useful Most of it was useful All of it was useful

4. Would you take HIP classes again if they are taught again at your school?
No Yes

Thank you for your answers they will be kept private.

The End.
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Scale Reliability and Validity Analysis Plan
Step 1. Calculate the Cronbach Alpha of the proposed model for pooled data, at both pretest (T1)
and posttest (T2). By inspecting the correlation matrix for the scale, the item-scale correlations,
the item factor loadings and the goodness of fit of the confirmatory factor model, decide if
removing any items might improve scale reliability. Try to find a model that maintains the most
consistently high Cronbach alpha ( and no lower than 0.60) at both T1 and T2. If “Yes” (a scale
meeting these criteria exists) chose the best such scale, justify your choice and go to Step 2; if
“No” (a scale with alpha greater than 0.60 with a minimum 3 items does not exist at both T1 and

T2) go to Step 4.

Step 2. Test the best model for pooled date to see if is an adequate measure for both girls and
boys.
a) Constrain the model factor structure to be the same for both boys and girls data (at T1
and T2) to see if the model specification adequately represents both boys and girls over
time. ( A chi-square p > .05 for the model with constrained structure at both T1 and T2)
will be considered adequate). If this is the case proceed to Step 2b. If not, conclude that
the most reliable model for pooled data is not appropriate for hypothesis testing because it
does not measure the construct adequately for both boys and girls over the course of the
study. Go to Step 4.
b) Constrain the regression weights to be the same for both boys and girls in the shared
model to see whether the construct equally affects the observed indicators across sex. If
“Yes” (A chi-square p > .05 for the model with constrained regression weights will be

considered adequate) go to Step 3. If “No” go to Step 4.
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Step 3. Using the model as optimized from Step 2 or Step 4, exit Scale refinement and proceed

to hypotheses testing.

Step 4. Conclude that the hypotheses related to this construct cannot be tested using the full
sample measurement model (based on pooled data for girls and boys). Attempt to see if either
girls or boys, or both, have a different but stable measurement structure across T1 and T2:
a) Evaluate scale properties (as in Step 1 for boys and girls separately) across T1 and
T2. Try to confirm a set of at least 3 items for boys at T1 and T2 and another one for
girls at T1 and T2 that has a Cronbach alpha of at least 0.60. and contains a minimum
of three items. If “yes” go to Step 4b. If “No” (a scale of at least 3 items is not
confirmed for a given sex) conclude that hypothesis cannot be tested for that sex
(boys and/or girls). Go to Step 5.
b) Conclude that boys and girls have a different factor structure that requires separate
measures to test hypotheses for each sex. Proceed to Step 3 with the confirmed

single sex scale(s).

Step 5. For any scale that has to be abandoned (does not reach Step 3), consider the value of
testing single items of interest. Criteria for keeping a single item as a scale would be that it has a
significant correlation between T1 and T2 and there is a good argument to be made for its
importance as a single item. We will now proceed to apply this set of decision making steps to

each proposed measurement model.
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