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Abstract
This study evaluated the short-term impact of a school-based violence prevention initiative on developmental
processes thought to place children at risk for future aggression and violence and examined the influence of
classroom and neighborhood contexts on the effectiveness of the violence prevention initiative. Two waves of
developmental data (fall and spring) were analyzed from the 1st year of the evaluation of the Resolving Conflict
Creatively Program (RCCP), which includes 5053 children from grades two to six from 11 elementary schools in
New York City. Three distinct profiles of exposure to the intervention were derived from Management Information
System (MIS) data on between classroom differences in teacher Training and Coaching in RCCP, Classroom
Instruction in RCCP, and percentages of students who are Peer Mediators. Developmental processes that place
children at risk were found to increase over the course of the school year. Children whose teachers had a moderate
amount of training and coaching from RCCP and who taught many lessons showed significantly slower growth in
aggression-related processes, and less of a decrease in competence-related processes, compared to children whose
teachers taught few or no lessons. Contrary to expectation, children whose teachers had a higher level of training
and coaching in the RCCP but taught few lessons showed significantly faster growth over time in aggressive
cognitions and behaviors. The impact of the intervention on children’s social cognitions (but not on their
interpersonal behaviors) varied by context. Specifically the positive effect of High Lessons was dampened for
children in high-risk classrooms and neighborhoods. Implications for future research on developmental
psychopathology in context and for the design of preventive interventions are discussed.
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J. L. Aber et al.188

Despite recent declines in violent crime in ate, the impact of the preventive intervention
on these developmental processes. Whileboth the general population and the youth

population, violence among youth continues rarely examined empirically, a contextual per-
spective is central to theory in developmentalto be a problem of epidemic proportions

(Blumstein, 1995; FBI, 1997; Fox, 1996). Be- psychopathology (Cicchetti & Toth, 1998;
Coie & Jacobs, 1993; Richters & Cicchetti,cause of the apparent difficulties in success-

fully treating already established conduct dis- 1993; Susman, 1993).
The specific aims of this study are to (a)order, violence, and antisocial behavior

during adolescence (Kazdin, 1985, 1993), a assess the short-term impact of a major
school-based violence prevention programgrowing number of violence prevention ef-

forts focus on the elementary school years (the Resolving Conflict Creatively Program)
on several key developmental processes(Samples & Aber, 1998; Tolan & Guerra,

1994a, 1994b). Rigorous evaluations of sev- known to place children at risk for future ag-
gression and violence, (b) test the robustnesseral such school-based violence prevention ef-

forts have been mounted recently (Mercy & of the program’s impact on subgroups of chil-
dren defined by demographic status (gender,Potter, 1996). Early results indicate partial

success in reducing aggressive/antisocial be- age/grade) and risk status (depression, aca-
demic underachievement), and (c) examinehavior for boys, not girls (Farrell & Meyer,

1997), for fourth to sixth graders, not second the influence of neighborhood and classroom
contexts on these developmental processesand third graders (Metropolitan Area Child

Study Research Group, 1997), and as mea- and on the impact of the intervention. Our
overarching goal is to better understandsured by behavioral observations, not by par-

ent and teacher ratings (Grossman et al., whether the potential of school-based inter-
ventions (such as the Resolving Conflict Cre-1997).

But to date, few of these studies examined atively Program) to redirect the develop-
mental trajectories of low-income urbanthe impact of the school-based preventive in-

tervention on the development of underlying children away from violence and antisocial
behavior varies by child characteristics and bysocial-cognitive and interpersonal behavioral

processes thought to lead to aggression/con- classroom and neighborhood context.
duct disorder or to place children at higher
risk for future violence.1 A developmental

Resolving Conflict Creatively Program:
psychopathology perspective emphasizes the

Designing an Evaluation to Match
identification of processes that mediate the in-

the Intervention
fluence of risk factors on maladaptation as
targets of preventive interventions (Cicchetti, The Resolving Conflict Creatively Program

(RCCP) is over a decade old. It began in three1993; Dodge, 1993). Preventive intervention
research can make important contributions to elementary schools in Brooklyn, NY and has

grown to serve thousands of children in overthe study of developmental psychopathology
by conducting tests of systematic efforts to 90 schools in New York City. It is also cur-

rently being replicated in 11 other sites acrosschange processes thought to lead to maladap-
tation (Cicchetti & Toth, 1992; Kellam & Re- the country from Anchorage, Alaska to At-

lanta, Georgia. The overall objectives of thebok, 1992). Of particular relevance to this
Special Issue, none of the studies examined RCCP are to help young people see that they

have many choices besides passivity or ag-whether features of neighborhood and class-
room context either directly affect, or moder- gression for dealing with conflict, and to help

them develop skills to make those choices real
in their own lives. Developed collaboratively

1. The Metropolitan Area Child Study Research Group over time by Educators for Social Responsi-
and the FAST TRACK study group are two notable

bility Metropolitan Area (ESR Metro) and theexceptions. Both have collected extensive data on
New York City Board of Education (BOE),change in developmental processes, but are still in the

process of publishing these results. the intervention now consists of three major
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Resolving conflict creatively 189

components: (a) the recruitment, training and sign to reflect the normal evolution and im-
plementation of the program.3 Four schoolsongoing coaching and support of teachers in

a curriculum promoting conflict resolution were identified and recruited in each of four
districts in New York City to participate inskills and intergroup understanding (Teacher

Training and Coaching); (b) the classroom in- the evaluation. Each school represented a dif-
ferent stage of program evolution. And pre-struction of children by trained teachers in the

conflict resolution and intergroup understand- sumably teachers also varied in their level of
interest and enthusiasm in participating in anding curriculum (Classroom Instruction); and

(c) the recruitment, training, and supervision implementing RCCP. (See Methods section
for details of school selection.)of children as peer mediators who facilitate

the resolution of conflicts and understanding Thus, the RCCP can be operationalized at
several levels: between schools, as stage ofof intergroup differences among children not

only in the classroom but also on the play- program evolution/degree of “saturation”; and
within schools, between children and class-ground and elsewhere (Peer Mediation). Ad-

ditional features of RCCP include the training rooms, as variation in the amount of Teacher
Training and Coaching, Classroom Instruc-of administrative and parent leaders to sup-

port the development of RCCP in the school tion, and Peer Mediation to which the children
are exposed. In this paper, we focus onand, in just a few of the most advanced

schools, an additional targeted intervention for within-school, between-child variation in their
exposure to these three main components ofthe highest risk children.2 (See Aber, Brown,

Chaudry, Jones, & Samples, 1996, for a more the intervention. Specifically, we examine the
separate and combined effects of Teacherdetailed description of the intervention.) To-

gether, these components seek to change the Training and Coaching, Classroom Instruc-
tion, and Peer Mediation on short-termclassroom, peer group, and school contexts in

which children learn how to resolve conflict. change in developmental processes believed
to lead to aggression/conduct disorder and toA defining characteristic of RCCP’s ap-

proach is to begin in a school by recruiting place children at risk for future violence.
Specifically, we hypothesized that children’sand training a few highly motivated volunteer

teachers and to slowly recruit and train more greater exposure to each of the components
of RCCP would lead to positive changes inteachers and add more program components

(e.g., peer mediation, targeted intervention) certain social-cognitive and interpersonal-
behavioral processes. We were uncertainover a period of several years until the school

is completely “saturated” and all the compo- about whether these components would oper-
ate additively or synergistically.nents of the model are implemented. Thus,

while teachers “select” into the intervention
(some as early “volunteers,” some as later

Social-Cognitive and Interpersonal-“draftees,” some not at all), children do not.
Behavioral Processes(There is no official policy or anecdotal evi-

dence that children are assigned to classrooms
Several key developmental processes that un-on the basis of whether teachers are active
derlie the ontogeny of aggression and conductparticipants in RCCP.)
disorder and that place children at risk for vio-For these reasons, the decision was made

to employ a quasiexperimental evaluation de-

3. A true “random assignment” experiment was unaccept-
able to RCCP because it would not have permitted
RCCP to evaluate the impact of the program as imple-2. As traditionally implemented, RCCP is a “universal

preventive intervention” targeting all children in a mented on children’s development. Because children
were arbitrarily assigned to teachers independent ofclassroom, not a multidomain intervention specifically

targeting high risk children (as recommended by teacher’s willingness to participate in RCCP, a qua-
siexperimental design still permits us to make an unbi-Dodge, 1993). But RCCP continues to evolve and has

begun a “targeted” intervention for the highest risk ased estimate of the effects of children’s exposure to
RCCP on their development.children which it has implemented in a few schools.
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lence and antisocial behavior in adolescence ation strategies and fewer competent negotia-
tion strategies in situations of interpersonalhave recently been identified (Coie & Dodge,

1998). In this study, we focus on a subset of conflict. For example, Dodge has found that
children’s social-cognitive assessment of so-these processes that meet several important

criteria: (a) they appear to emerge and/or are cial situations predicts their choice of problem
solving strategies, both aggressive strategiesconsolidated in middle childhood, (b) they are

consistent with RCCP’s practice-based theory (hit, fight, threaten) and competent strategies
(reason, negotiate, invoke authority) (Dodge,of what their intervention is designed to

change, (c) they can be measured reliably and 1986; Dodge, McClaskey, & Feldman, 1985).
Finally, children’s conduct problems, bothvalidly via group administration in class-

rooms, and (d) they are potentially sensitive self-reported and adult rated, have been found
to be related to almost all of these social-cog-to short-term change. At its most general

level, the RCCP curriculum is designed to nitive and interpersonal behavioral processes
(Dodge, Pettit, Bates, & Valente, 1995). Re-help children think, feel, and act differently in

situations of interpersonal conflict.4 ports of conduct problems among elementary
school-aged children are one of the strongestMore specifically, we hypothesized that

children’s exposure to RCCP would affect the predictors of later maladjustment, including
delinquency (White, Moffitt, Earls, Robins, &social-cognitive development of hostile attri-

butional biases and aggressive fantasies, and Silva, 1990) and conduct disorder in adoles-
cence (Loeber, 1991). Thus, we reasoned thatthe behavioral development of competent and

aggressive interpersonal negotiation strategies if participating in RCCP can positively impact
on children’s hostile attributional biases, ag-and symptoms of conduct disorder. Hostile at-

tribution biases are a form of cognitive distor- gressive fantasies, interpersonal negotiation
strategies, and conduct problems, then ittion or misperception of social cues which re-

sult in the tendency to over attribute hostile would reduce their risk for future aggressive,
violent, and antisocial behavior.intent to a provocation in social situations re-

gardless of actual intent (e.g., benign or am- On the basis of prior research, we expected
that (urban) elementary school children wouldbiguous) (Dodge, 1986). Aggressive fantasies

are a form of cognitive script rehearsal about experience an increase in risk factors (and a
decrease in protective factors) both over theaggressive or antisocial events (Huesmann,

1986). Prior research has demonstrated that course of a school year and across grades
(Dryfoos, 1990; Farrell & Meyer, 1997;these two social cognitive processes increase

the probability that children will react aggres- Grossman et al., 1997; Metropolitan Area
Child Study Research Group, 1997). For thesesively in challenging social problem solving

situations (Dodge, 1986; Dodge, Murphy & reasons, we hypothesized that exposure to
RCCP would slow the expected growth inBuchsbaum, 1984; Dodge, Pettit, McClaskey,

& Brown, 1986; Huesmann & Eron, 1984, children’s aggressive fantasies, hostile attribu-
tional biases, aggressive interpersonal nego-1986).

Both developmental-structural theory (Sel- tiation strategies, and symptoms of conduct
disorder. Similarly, we hypothesized that ex-man, Beardslee, Schultz, Krupa, & Podore-

sky, 1986) and social information processing posure to RCCP would also slow the decline
in competent interpersonal negotiation strate-theory (Dodge, 1986) hypothesize that social

cognitive processes like hostile attributional gies.
bias and aggressive fantasies predispose chil-
dren both to enacting more aggressive negoti-

Neighborhood and Classroom Context

Despite the powerful theoretical influence of
Bronfenbrenner’s concept of the ecology of

4. Although RCCP’s curriculum is also designed to im-
human development, very few studies of childprove intergroup understanding, we were unable to iden-
development (in general) or evaluations of de-tify or adapt measures that permitted us to test RCCP’s

effects on this important feature of development. velopmental interventions to prevent psycho-
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Resolving conflict creatively 191

pathology (in particular) have empirically ex- ties. (Remember, these are all urban low
income communities.) In addition, we hypoth-amined the influence of neighborhood or

community context on developmental change esized that the positive effects of participation
in RCCP may be dampened for children resid-and intervention-induced change. With the

seminal work of William Julius Wilson ing in the poorest/most dangerous neighbor-
hoods.(1987), both social and developmental scien-

tists renewed their interest in neighborhood In addition to the more distal context of
neighborhood, children’s classrooms consti-and communities as contexts for child and ad-

olescent development (Aber, Gephart, Brooks– tute a more proximal context of great poten-
tial importance both to the ontogeny of ag-Gunn, Connell, & Spencer, 1997; Brooks–

Gunn, Duncan, & Aber, 1997; Sullivan, gression and conduct disorder and to the
success of a classroom-based preventive inter-1998).

Researchers studying neighborhood con- vention. Kellam and his colleagues have ar-
gued that the aggression level of first-gradetext effects face many difficult conceptual

and methodological challenges: How should classmates affects children’s developmental
trajectories during elementary school (Kellamneighborhoods be defined? What characteris-

tics of neighborhoods have the greatest effect et al., 1998; Kellam & Rebok, 1992, Wer-
thamer–Larsson, Kellam, & Wheeler, 1991).on human development and by what mediat-

ing processes? How should studies be de- While many features of classroom context
could be assessed, we decided to focus onsigned to most sensitively detect potential

neighborhood effects? (See Brooks–Gunn et children’s normative beliefs about aggression
(Huesmann & Guerra, 1997). We reasonedal., 1997 for an extensive discussion of these

and related issues.) In this study, we define that in classrooms in which children believed
it was more acceptable to resolve disagree-neighborhood to mean the census tract of chil-

dren’s residence. We focus on two composi- ments through physical and verbal aggression,
children were more likely to score high on thetional features of children’s neighborhood of

residence thought to both influence children’s social cognitive and interpersonal-behavioral
processes that place them at risk for futuredevelopment and possibly counter the positive

impact of a school-based violence prevention violence. We also hypothesized that such a
classroom context would dampen the positiveeffort. These two features are an index of em-

ployment, occupation, and income variables effects of RCCP.
In summary, this study reports the short-(neighborhood poverty) and the homicide rate

(neighborhood violence). Through a variety term impact of a school-based preventive in-
tervention (RCCP) on the change in severalof modeling, socialization, and resource

allocation processes (Brooks–Gunn, Duncan, social-cognitive and interpersonal processes
thought to place children at risk for future vio-Klebanov, & Sealand, 1993; Duncan, Brooks–

Gunn, & Kelbanov, 1994), poor/dangerous lence. RCCP attempts to deflect children’s
developmental trajectories by systematicallyneighborhoods may directly promote the de-

velopment of social cognitions and interper- changing their classroom contexts: by training
teachers and classmates in conflict resolutionsonal negotiation strategies that place children

at risk for future violence. These same neigh- and promoting peers to mediate conflict. We
test the effects of the three main componentsborhood features may make it more difficult

for a school-based preventative intervention of this contextual intervention—Teacher
Training and Coaching, Classroom Instruc-to have a positive effect.

Thus, in this study we hypothesized that tion, and Peer Mediation—on change among
second to sixth grade children from fall tochildren in very poor/dangerous communities

would score higher in risk processes (e.g., ag- spring of the 1st year of the evaluation. Be-
cause recent research suggests that the effi-gressive fantasies, hostile attribution bias) and

lower on protective processes (competent in- cacy of school-based violence prevention ef-
forts may vary by gender (Farrell & Meyer,terpersonal negotiation strategies) than chil-

dren in somewhat poor, but safer communi- 1997), grade (Metropolitan Area Child Study
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Research Group, 1997), and risk status (Met- Data were collected during the 1994–1995
and 1995–1996 school years, using four dataropolitan Area Child Study Research Group,

1997; Reid, 1993), we will test for these sub- collection points—fall and spring of each
school year.group differences in response to the interven-

tion as well. Of particular relevance to this To reduce possible confounds, the schools
in each group were drawn equally from fourSpecial Issue, we also test the impact of both

neighborhood poverty/violence and classroom major school districts within the city of New
York. Groups of schools were chosen whosenormative beliefs about aggression on both

the underlying developmental processes and student race/ethnicity, poverty status, and
school size were comparable. The sample ofon the efficacy of the preventive intervention.

In doing so, we raise several critical issues children was representative of the population
receiving the RCCP on key demographic fac-about the study of developmental psychopath-

ology in context. tors. An estimated 60% of the student body in
each school received reduced or free lunch.

Method Thirty-eight percent of the sample was Afri-
can American, 36% Latino, 22% White, and

Procedure 4% Asian. Children were evenly distributed
across grade, with the exception of a rela-Data for this study come from the evaluation

of the RCCP, a comprehensive intervention in tively small number of sixth graders. (First
graders were eventually dropped from theviolence prevention and intergroup understand-

ing that involves 1700 teachers and 45,000 study because it proved very difficult to col-
lect complete and reliable data from them us-children in 112 elementary, middle, and high

schools throughout New York City. The eval- ing the group data collection methods we em-
ployed.)uation focuses on over 8,000 children and

nearly 400 teachers in 15 elementary schools
across four districts in New York City. The Sample
elementary schools are divided into four

All students in a school were included in thegroups in varying stages of intervention: non-
study unless a “refusal to participate” formintervention, beginning stage, integration of
was returned by a parent or signed by a stu-some program components, and integration of
dent. Students who were severely mentally orall program components. This quasiexperi-
physically challenged, as identified by schoolmental evaluation design allows the relative
principals, were also excluded from the study.effects of no program implementation to be

Data for this paper come from the first yearcompared to varying levels of implementation
of data collection (fall 1994 and spring 1995)and examines if RCCP meets its own self-de-
and include students in grades two through sixfined goals and objectives in 15 schools.
from the B, C, and D schools5 (see Table 2 forThe schools were conceived as points
overall sample characteristics). (The childrenalong a continuum of program evolution. (Ta-
from the A schools were excluded because inble 1 summarizes the planned intervention in
Year 1 there are no within-school, between-the 15 schools.) Group A schools moved from
child, and classroom differences in participa-the “no intervention” level in Year 1 to a “be-
tion in RCCP.) The total sample from Timesginning” level of intervention in Year 2.
1 and 2 was 5053 children, 47.9% girls,The other 11 schools were selected from
52.1% boys, 42.7% Black, 35.6% Latino,among the 87 schools already involved with
16.2% White, and 5.5% other (includingRCCP. Group B received the “beginning”

level of intervention in Year 1 and moved to
5. Because implementation of the RCCP did not occur inthe “consolidation” level in Year 2. Group C

the A schools until Year 2 of the study, only data fromadvanced from the “consolidation” level in
the B, C, and D schools were included in this paper on

Year 1 to the “saturation” level in Year 2. Fi- Year 1 results. Children’s actual exposure to the RCCP
nally, Group D moved from the “saturation” in these schools ranged from no exposure to exposure

to the fully saturated model.level in Year 1 to the “full model” in Year 2.
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Table 1. Types of intervention

Group A in Year 2, Group B in Year 2, Group C in Year 2,
Group A in Group B in Year 1: Group C in Year 1: Group D in Year 1: Group D in Year 2:

Year 1 Beginning Consolidation Saturation Full Model

No Intervention Teacher Training Teacher Training Teacher Training Teacher Training
25-h intro training course for 25-h intro course for five new 25-h intro course for all 25-h intro training for all who

five teachers teachers teachers who can attend (up can attend
Classroom Instruction and Staff 5-h advanced training for five to 20 teachers) 5-h advanced training for 20
Development teachers 5-h advanced training for five teachers

Classroom instruction (five Classroom Instruction and Staff teachers Classroom Instruction and Staff
classrooms, 30 lessons each) Development Classroom Instruction and Staff Development

Classroom visits by staff Classroom instruction Development Classroom instruction (35
developer (10 days/school) (10 classrooms, 30 lessons Classroom instruction (up to 30 classrooms, 30 lessons each)

Other Components in each) classrooms, 30 lessons in Classroom visits by staff
Administrators’ training Classroom visits by staff each) developers (25/school)

(2 days) developer (15 days/school) Classroom visits by staff Other Components
Other Components developer (25 days/school) Administrators’ training

Administrators’ training Other Components (2 days)
(2 days) Administrators’ training Peer mediation

Peer mediation (2 days) Parent training
Peer mediation Targeted intervention for
Parent training high-risk youth
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J. L. Aber et al.194

Table 2. Sample characteristics

Demographic Characteristics

Total N second through sixth graders 5053a

Total N teachers 289
Mean age (years) Time 1: 9.3 Time 2: 9.6
Grades 2 and 3 47.4%
Grades 4, 5, and 6 52.6%
Gender Male: 52.1%

Female: 47.9%
Race/ethnicity Black: 35.6%

White: 16.2%
Latino: 42.7%
Other: 5.5%

School lunch receipt Full price: 11.6%
Reduced price: 6.1%
Free: 82.3%

Neighborhood violence (mean
homicides per 10,000 between
1991 and 1993—NYC
Department of Health) 3.5

Neighborhood poverty (% of
nonelderly poor with incomes 44.3% in tracts where 1–19% of residents are poor
below federal poverty line–1990 42.7% in tracts where 20–39% of residents are poor
census) 13% in tracts where >40% of residents are poor

Low/low homicide/poverty 32.3% Mean poverty = 9%, mean homicides = 1.24
Med./med. homicide/poverty 39.8% Mean poverty = 22%, mean homicides = 2.88
High/high homicide/poverty 27.9% Mean poverty = 34%, mean homicides = 6.83

aIncludes only intervention schools. Ns vary in the following analyses due to missing data from one or more
sources.

Native American and Asian). Data collected on exposure to the RCCP curriculum were ex-
tracted from Year 1 of the Management Infor-from 289 teachers on program implementa-

tion were also included. At Time 1 (fall 1994) mation System collected and organized by
ESR Metro. Student demographic data wereapproximately 84% of students in the target

population completed the protocol and at gathered from school record information pro-
vided by the New York City Board of Educa-Time 2 (spring 1995) approximately 80% of

the targeted student population completed the tion. Individual student developmental data
and classroom context data were collectedprotocol. Comparisons between participating

and nonparticipating children demonstrated during classroom periods in both the fall (two
classroom periods) and spring (one classroomno significant differences between these groups

on variables such as gender, race/ethnicity, period) of the school year. Finally, data on
levels of poverty and violence in census tractsschool attendance rates, and reading and math

achievement scores. Data were collected us- were extracted from Summary Tape File 3A
of the 1990 census of Population and Housinging classroom-based group administration

procedures. The psychometric properties of and from the New York City Department of
Health via the Infoshare database.all measures used in the study were found to

be adequate across age/grade and race/ethnic
subgroups. Levels of intervention. Exposure to RCCP was

operationalized using data from three RCCP
components: teacher training and coaching in

Constructs and variables
RCCP, classroom instruction in RCCP, and
the percentage of trained peer mediators inFour sets of variables, collected from different

sources, were used in the present study. Data each classroom.

https:/www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https:/www.cambridge.org/core/product/6100ED7B9F2320D28C6D141934EA5016
Downloaded from https:/www.cambridge.org/core. Tartu Ulikooli Raamatukogu, on 26 Apr 2017 at 08:11:31, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https:/www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https:/www.cambridge.org/core/product/6100ED7B9F2320D28C6D141934EA5016
https:/www.cambridge.org/core


Resolving conflict creatively 195

Teacher training and coaching is a count tion. If students consent, mediators and
students find a quiet area to conduct the medi-of the number of contacts a teacher had with

the RCCP (that is, training sessions attended, ation. The percentages of peer mediators in
any classroom ranged from 0 to 30%.6 To ad-one-on-one meetings with the staff developer,

and classroom visits by the staff developer). just for skewness, this variable was recoded
into a scale with values from 0–4.The number of contacts over the course of the

year ranged from 0 to 20, and teachers in the Key demographic variables included in the
analysis were student ethnicity (Black, WhiteRCCP had an average of four contacts. The

teacher training and coaching variable was Latino, Other), gender, age at Time 1 (x = 9.3
years), and school lunch status (full price, re-skewed due to the large number of children

whose teachers were either not trained in duced price, free). For all grade subgroup
analyses, children were grouped into “lowerRCCP (received no staff development) or

whose teachers were trained but did not report grades” (second and third grades) and “higher
grades” (fourth, fifth, and sixth grades).receiving any staff development. Thus, the

variable was recoded into a scale with values Based upon previous research and develop-
mental theory, student developmental processfrom 0 to 4.

Classroom instruction in RCCP is com- and outcome data were originally conceptual-
ized as falling into three general categories:posed of the total number of lessons given by

trained teachers to their classrooms. Lessons beliefs and cognitions, negotiation strategies,
and psychological symptomatology.given by teachers are based on the RCCP ele-

mentary school curriculum, and focus on key
skills such as active listening, assertiveness, Social cognitions. Two constructs were used
negotiation, and problem solving. Skills are as measures of children’s social cognitions
taught through role playing, interviewing, about aggression: children’s aggressive fanta-
small group discussion, and brainstorming. sies and their attributional biases about ag-
The number of lessons given over the course gression. Aggressive Fantasies was measured
of the year ranged from 0 to 55 with children using the What I Think instrument (Hues-
whose teachers were trained in RCCP receiv- mann & Eron, 1986). The subscale was com-
ing an average of 13 lessons. Again, in order posed of six items with sample items such as
to adjust for skewness in the distribution of “Do you sometimes have daydreams about
the classroom instruction variable due to the hitting or hurting someone you don’t like?”
large number of children whose teachers were The total sample α at Time 1 was .63 and at
either not trained in RCCP (did not give any Time 2 was .59. Children’s Hostile Attribu-
lessons), or children whose teachers were tional Biases were measured using an adapta-
trained but did not report giving any lessons, tion of the Home Interview originally devel-
the variable was recoded into a scale with val- oped by Dodge (1986; Dahlberg, Toal, &
ues of 0–5. Behrens, 1996). This instrument contains six

The percentage of peer mediators in the items which assess children’s hostile attribu-
classroom is calculated as the ratio of trained tional biases toward peers. Hypothetical am-
peer mediators to total number of students in biguous provocations were presented as vi-
the classroom. Mediators are selected by gnettes with accompanying illustrations and
nominations from their classmates and/or by children were asked to attribute hostile or
the completion of an application process. In benign intent to the provocateur. The total
most cases, final selection is by teachers. In sample α at Time 1 was .73 and at Time 2
either case, mediators are ultimately selected was .78.
to be representative of the larger school de-
mographics. Mediation duty is carried out in

6. Please note that in only one classroom were 30% ofthe school lunch room and on the playground.
the students peer mediators. The smaller schools gener-

Mediators are trained to intervene in argu- ally had higher percentages of peer mediators because
ments that appear to be escalating by ap- in all schools the total number of peer mediators was

divided evenly between classrooms.proaching the disputants and offering media-
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Interpersonal negotiation strategies. Two 1994 normal curve equivalency scores on the
Degrees of Reading and CAT Math standard-constructs were used as measures of children

interpersonal negotiation strategies. Compe- ized tests. This variable ranged from 1 to 99
and had an average of 46.7. Both of thesetent interpersonal negotiation strategies in a

proactive situation were measured using the variables were split at the median to create
categories of high and low risk.Social Problem Solving Measure developed

by Lochman and Dodge (1994). This instru-
ment was designed to assess the fluency and Classroom context. Children’s overall class-

room context was operationalized as the class-quality of children’s generated responses to
eight hypothetical social problems requiring room norm about whether or not the use of

aggression is acceptable in certain situations.some initiative on the part of the child. The
subscale was created by recoding the items as Children’s beliefs about the acceptability or

unacceptability of aggressive behaviors waseither competent (1) or noncompetent (0) re-
sponse and then averaging across items. The assessed at Time 1 using the Normative Be-

liefs about Aggression scale (Guerra, Hues-total sample α at Time 1 was .53 and at Time
2 was .52. Aggressive interpersonal negotia- mann, & Hanish, 1995; Heusmann & Guerra,

1997). The total normative beliefs scaletion strategies in a reactive situation were
measured using the Home Interview (de- ranges from (1) low normative beliefs (the use

of aggression is “perfectly OK”) to (4) highscribed above) (Dahlberg et al., 1996). For
this scale children were asked what they normative beliefs (the use of aggression is

“really wrong”). Children’s individual scoreswould do next after being shown and read a
vignette (there were a total of six vignettes) were aggregated by classroom and each child

was reassigned their classroom’s averagedescribing an ambiguous provocative situa-
tion. The subscale was created by recoding score. The average score across classrooms

was 3.2. The variable was then split at thethe items as either aggressive (1) or nonag-
gressive (0) response and then averaging median to create low and high categories of

classroom level normative beliefs.across items. The total sample α at Time 1
was .87 and at Time 2 was .89.

Neighborhood context. Neighborhood poverty
and violence scales were created using 1990Psychological symptomatology. Conduct prob-

lems were composed of an average of eight Census data and 1991–1993 census tract-level
data on violence related deaths from the Newitems from the 44-item Seattle Personality

Inventory (Dahlberg et al., 1996; Greenberg, York City Health Department. Neighborhood
level data were appended via geocoding pro-1994). Sample items include “Do you get into

a lot of fights?” and “Do you tease or make cedures to student developmental data. Chil-
dren came from approximately 444 censusfun of other kids?” The total sample α at

Time 1 was .62 and at Time 2 was .65. tracts across New York City. Building on
work conducted by Duncan and Aber (1997)
and Aber and Jones (1998), an index ofRisk status. Two variables were used as indi-

cators of children’s relative risk status for Neighborhood Poverty was created using the
following 1990 Census variables: percentagelater aggression and antisocial behavior: de-

pression and academic underachievement. of nonelderly poor; percentage of employed
females (16–64) (reversed, r); percentage ofDepression was measured at Time 1 using an

11-item scale from the Seattle Personality In- workers in labor or service occupations; per-
centage of families with incomes belowventory (Greenberg, 1994). Sample items in-

clude “Do you feel unhappy a lot?” and “Do $10,000/year; percentage of individuals with
13+ years schooling (r); percentage of work-you feel that most things are not fun?” The

total sample α for this scale was .69. Chil- ers in executive/professional occupations (r);
percentage of families with incomes overdren’s academic achievement was collected

from the New York City Board of Education $30,000/year (r); percentage of individuals
with less than 12 years schooling; percentageand is represented by a composite of their
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of females (16–64) employed 27+ weeks (r). comes to examine patterns of change between
Time 1 (fall 1994) and Time 2 (spring 1995).Using data from the NYC Health Department

an index of Neighborhood Violence was cal- As shown in Table 3, children reported signif-
icantly higher mean levels of aggressive fan-culated as the average homicide rate for the

years 1991–1993. Because of their moderately tasies, hostile attributional biases, aggressive
strategies, and conduct problems, and signifi-high correlation (r = .468) the poverty and ho-

micide variables were broken into the follow- cantly lower mean levels of competent strate-
gies at Time 2 than they did at Time 1. Thus,ing categories: (1) low poverty/low homicide

(scores below the median on both poverty and children’s levels of aggressive cognitions, be-
haviors, and symptomatology increased whilehomicide), (2) medium poverty/medium ho-

micide (either low poverty/high homicide or their levels of competent behavior decreased
over the course of the school year, each byhigh poverty/low homicide based upon the

median scores), and (3) high poverty/high between 0.15 and 0.20 of a standard devia-
tion. Children’s mean levels of aggressivehomicide (scores above the median on both

poverty and homicide). Refer to Table 2 for cognitions, behaviors, and symptomatology
also increased with grade level, indicating thatpercentages of children falling into each cate-

gory. the time effect is not due to a possible mea-
surement bias.

Results
Structure of intervention components. Zero-

The results will be described in two parts. The order correlations were conducted to examine
preliminary analyses of (a) patterns of change the directions and strengths of the relation-
during the school year in the developmental ships among the RCCP intervention compo-
process and outcome variables independent of nents. As shown in Table 4, classroom in-
exposure to the intervention and (b) data re- struction in RCCP was strongly positively
duction strategies to describe patterns of rela- related to teacher training and coaching (r =
tionships among the intervention components .66) such that children who had many lessons
and among the process and outcome variables in the RCCP curriculum also had teachers
will be described. Building on these prelimi- who received a high amount of staff develop-
nary analyses, the main analyses section ad- ment. In addition, the percentage of peer me-
dresses (a) the relationship between exposure diators in the classroom was positively related
to the RCCP and change over Year 1 in chil- to classroom instruction (r = .11) and to
dren’s aggressive cognitions, behavior, and teacher training and coaching (r = .08).
symptomatology; (b) analyses of the impact Originally, hierarchical linear regressions
of two demographic (child gender and grade) were used to test the separate and combined
and two risk (depression and academic under- influence of the RCCP intervention compo-
achievement) factors on the relationship be- nents on change over time in the develop-
tween exposure and change in developmental mental process and outcome variables. The
processes and outcomes; and (c) the main ef- high positive correlation between classroom
fects of two contextual factors (classroom instruction and teacher training and coaching,
normative beliefs about aggression and neigh- yet their opposite relationships with change in
borhood violence and poverty) on develop- the developmental process and outcome vari-
mental processes and outcomes, as well as the ables,7 suggested this was not the best struc-
moderating effect of these contextual factors
on the relationship between exposure to

7. A series of preliminary hierarchical linear regressionsRCCP and change in developmental processes
revealed that the more classroom instruction children

and outcomes. had in the RCCP, the slower their growth over time in
aggressive fantasies, their hostile attributional biases,
and their use of aggressive strategies to resolve con-Preliminary analyses
flicts. In addition, the more classroom instruction chil-

Paired samples t tests were conducted on the dren had in the RCCP, the slower their decrease over
time in their use of competent strategies in solvingstudent developmental processes and out-
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Table 3. Developmental process and outcome variables means (SD) at Time 1 and Time 2

Cognitions Behaviors

Hostile Symptomatology:
Aggressive Attributional INS INS Conduct

Fantasies*** Bias*** Aggressive*** Competent*** Problems***

Time 1 (Fall 1994) 1.95 (0.49) 0.40 (0.32) 0.28 (0.35) 0.52 (0.22) 1.52 (0.36)
Time 2 (Spring 1995) 2.02 (0.47) 0.46 (0.35) 0.35 (0.39) 0.49 (0.22) 1.60 (0.39)

Note: Significance tests correspond to the time effect.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

ture for and test of the impact of the RCCP. this cluster also had the lowest percentages of
peer mediators in their classrooms (&.5 SDExtensive discussions of this finding with the

RCCP program staff resulted in exploring an below the grand mean). The second cluster in-
cludes the most teachers in the sample (n =idiographic approach to the overall structure

of the three intervention components rather 186) and is characterized by virtually no les-
sons (&.6 SD below the grand mean) and vir-than a straight nomothetic approach. In other

words, the research team decided to explore tually no teacher training and coaching (&.6
below the grand mean) and an average per-the pattern of implementation of the interven-

tion components across classrooms. Thus, the centage of peer mediators in the classrooms.
The third cluster, like the first cluster, in-three exposure variables for the 289 teachers/

classrooms were subjected to a k-means itera- cludes 18% of the teachers. It is characterized
by the most teacher training and coachingtive clustering procedure. To select an appro-

priate number of clusters, the three exposure (,1 SD above the grand mean), a low number
of lessons (&1 SD above the grand mean), andvariables were first submitted to an agglomer-

ative hierarchical clustering procedure (Rap- the highest percentage of peer mediators in
the classroom (,.5 SD above the grandkin & Luke, 1993). After examining the hier-

archical tree diagram, a three cluster solution mean). Mean levels of the exposure variables
between clusters were significantly differentappeared to provide the optimal solution. The

centroids from the hierarchical solution were from each other (Classroom Instruction F(2,
288) = 1685, p < .001; Teacher Training andentered as initial cluster centers in the final k-

means iterative procedure. The three profiles Coaching F(2, 288) = 400, p < .001; % Peer
Mediators F(2, 288) = 3.994, p < .05) with theof exposure to the RCCP are depicted in Fig-

ure 1. following exception: the percentage of peer
mediators in the classroom was not signifi-The first cluster includes approximately

18% (n = 51) of the teachers and is character- cantly different between profiles 1 and 2.
Thus, there are three distinct profiles of im-ized by the highest number of lessons (*2 SD

above the grand mean) and a moderate plementation of the RCCP by teachers: (a)
High Lessons—teachers who gave many les-amount of teacher training and coaching (&1

SD above the grand mean). The teachers in sons (raw scores between 5 and 80, M = 23)
and received a moderate amount of training
and coaching (raw scores between 0 and 16

problems. However, the results also revealed that after
units, M = 3), (b) No Lessons—almost all ofcontrolling for its shared variance with classroom in-
teachers gave no lessons in the curriculumstruction, teacher training and coaching in the RCCP

was related to an increase over time in children’s ag- and had no training and coaching (only three
gressive cognitions and behaviors as well as to a de- teachers in this profile gave some lessons and
crease over time in their use of competent strategies. received some staff development), and (c)
The percentage of peer mediators in the classroom was

Low Lessons—teachers who gave few lessonsnot related to change in the developmental process and
(raw scores between 0 and 10, M = 2), but re-outcome variables.
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Table 4. Correlations among RCCP intervention components and developmental process and outcome variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Neighborhood violence/poverty .081* .141* −.020 .067* −.003 .043* .013 −.096* .022
2. Classroom nomative beliefs .081* .011 −.062* −.287* −.210* −.101* −.174* .099* −.076*
3. Classroom instruction .141* .011 .666* .113* .032* −.010 −.008 .049* .017
4. Teacher training and coaching −.020 −.062* .666* .088* .082* .039* .051* .010 .041*
5. % Peer mediators .067* −.287* .113* .088* .136* .058* .075* .016 .028
6. Aggressive fantasies −.026 −.244* .031* .067* .121* .252* .362* −.169* .352*
7. Hostile attributional bias .034* −.064* −.058* −.044* −.055 .164* .671* −.386* .171*
8. INS aggressive .049* −.197* −.050* −.007 .047* .290* .613* −.458* .272*
9. INS competent −.088* .138* .035* .039* .009 −.123* −.322* −.383* −.173*

10. Conduct problems −.011 −.131* .032* .078* .054* .391* .168* .260* −.151*

Note: Time 1 correlations are below the diagonal; Time 2 correlations are above the diagonal.
*Indicates significance at or below .05.
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Figure 1. Profiles of RCCP intervention components. *Raw score ranges and means for the
three RCCP components by cluster are reported in the text.

ceived a high level of training and coaching variables into multivariate groups for the next
phase of analysis.(raw scores between 0 and 20, M = 4).

Structure of developmental process and out-
Main analyses

come variables. In order to simplify the next
phase of analysis and because of their high Repeated measures multivariate analyses of

covariance (MANCOVA) were used to evalu-intercorrelations within time (see Table 4), the
five developmental process and outcome vari- ate (a) the impact of the profiles of RCCP in-

tervention components on change over Year 1ables were submitted to a within time princi-
pal components factor analysis with varimax in children’s developmental process and out-

come variables; (b) differences in this rela-rotation. The results of the factor analysis
were nearly identical for Times 1 and 2; there- tionship by child gender, grade, and risk sta-

tus; and (c) main effects of classroom andfore, only the results from Time 1 will be de-
scribed. Both the scree plot and Kaiser’s cri- neighborhood context on development as well

as on the impact of the intervention on devel-teria suggested a 2-factor solution. The two
factors accounted for 56% of the total vari- opment. Based on the results of the factor

analysis described above, the developmentalance and all variables loaded on their respec-
tive factors at or above .7 at Times 1 and 2. process and outcomes variables were ana-

lyzed in two separate groups. Group 1 in-Factor I, which accounted for 37% of the total
variance, included children’s hostile attribu- cluded hostile attributional bias, INS aggres-

sive, and INS competent. Group 2 includedtional bias, aggressive interpersonal negotia-
tion strategies, and competent interpersonal aggressive fantasies and conduct problems. In

each analysis an Intervention Profile (Highnegotiation strategies. Factor II, which ac-
counted for 19% of the total variance, in- Lessons, Low Lessons, No Lessons) × Time

(Time 1, Time 2) × Subgroup (gender, grade,cluded children’s aggressive fantasies and
conduct problems. This underlying structure risk status) or context (classroom, neighbor-

hood) repeated measures design was used.of the developmental process and outcome
variables is used to organize the dependent Because key demographic characteristics of
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the children such as race/ethnicity, gender, .004. As shown in Figure 2 (see Table 5 for
actual means) growth over the school year inage,8 and school lunch status have been found

to influence children’s developmental process children’s hostile attributional biases is signif-
icantly slowed for those children in Interven-and outcome variables (Brown, 1997; Brown

& Chaudry, 1996), they were controlled for in tion Profile 1 (High Lessons: high classroom
instruction and moderate teacher training andall analyses. In the analyses we were inter-

ested in the within-subjects main effect for coaching) compared to the other two groups
of children. In addition, children in the Hightime, the Time × Intervention profile inter-

action, and the Time × Profile × Subgroup/ Lessons profile do not show a significant de-
crease over time in their use of competent in-Context interactions and not in the between-

subjects main effects.9 When a statistically terpersonal negotiation strategies. In contrast,
children’s hostile attributional biases andsignificant multivariate10 effect for time, or

any interaction of Time × Profile or Time × their use of competent negotiation strategies
worsen significantly over time in both Inter-Profile × Subgroup/Context occurred, the uni-

variate and then individual pairwise analyses vention Profiles 2 (No Lessons: very little or
no classroom instruction and teacher trainingwere examined.
and coaching) and 3 (Low Lessons: little
classroom instruction and high teacher train-

Impact of intervention profiles on change in ing and coaching), with those in the Low Les-
developmental processes and outcomes. The sons profile increasing the most (hostile attri-
Time 1 and Time 2 means (adjusted for the butional bias) or decreasing the most (INS
covariates) and standard deviations of the two competent) over time. For example, for hos-
groups of developmental process and outcome tile attributional bias, children were not sig-
variables by intervention profile are presented nificantly different by intervention profile at
in Table 5. Time 1, but at Time 2 children in the Low

Attributional bias and interpersonal nego- Lessons profile had a significantly higher
tiation strategies. The multivariate main ef- mean (M = .47) than those in the High Les-
fect for time was not significant. However, sons profile (M = .42). The pattern for aggres-
the multivariate Time × Intervention Profile sive interpersonal negotiation strategies is
interaction was significant, F(6, 2056) = similar, with those in the High Lessons profile
2.991, p < .006, η2 = .004. Follow-up univari- having the slowest growth over time and
ate Time × Intervention Profile interaction ef- those in the Low Lessons profile the greatest.
fects revealed significant differences by in- Children in the Low Lessons profile had sig-
tervention profile in change over time in nificantly higher mean levels of aggressive
children’s hostile attributional biases, F(2, strategies (M = .39) at Time 2 than those in
2056) = 4.873, p < .01, η2 = .005, their ag- the High and No Lessons profiles (M = .30,
gressive interpersonal negotiation strategies, M = .32, respectively).
F(2, 2056) = 5.202, p < .01, η2 = .005, and Aggressive fantasies and conduct disorder.
their competent interpersonal negotiation The multivariate main effect of time was not
strategies, F(2, 2056) = 4.064, p < .05, η2 = significant and the multivariate effect for the

Time × Intervention Profile interaction was
not significant. However, for exploratory pur-

8. Child gender was not controlled in the gender sub- poses and because of the strictness of the mul-
group analysis. Child age at Time 1 was controlled in

tivariate test, follow-up univariate tests werethe grade subgroup analysis to account for age varia-
examined. There was a univariate trend fortion within grade.

9. We do describe main effects of classroom and neigh- the Time × Intervention Profile interaction on
borhood context; however, for a full description of aggressive fantasies, F(2, 2021) = 2.151, p <
results of between-subjects main effects and all two- .1, η2 = .002, such that children’s aggressive
way interaction effects, please contact the first author.

fantasies did not significantly increase over10. For exploratory purposes and because of the strictness
time for those children in the High Lessonsof the omnibus F tests, multivariate and univariate ef-

fects falling at p ≤ .1 were also examined. profile, whereas children in the other two pro-

https:/www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https:/www.cambridge.org/core/product/6100ED7B9F2320D28C6D141934EA5016
Downloaded from https:/www.cambridge.org/core. Tartu Ulikooli Raamatukogu, on 26 Apr 2017 at 08:11:31, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https:/www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https:/www.cambridge.org/core/product/6100ED7B9F2320D28C6D141934EA5016
https:/www.cambridge.org/core


J. L. Aber et al.202

Table 5. Developmental process and outcome variables means (SD) at Time 1 and
Time 2 by intervention profile

Profile 1—High Lessons

Group 1 Group 2

Hostile
Attributional INS INS Aggressive Conduct

Bias Aggressive** Competent Fantasies Problems***

Time 1 (Fall 1994) .39 (.31) .26 (.32) .53 (.22) 1.92 (0.50) 1.51 (0.33)
Time 2 (Spring 1995) .42 (.34) .30 (.36) .51 (.23) 1.97 (0.48) 1.59 (0.39)

Profile 2—No Lessons

Group 1 Group 2

Hostile
Attributional INS INS Aggressive Conduct

Bias*** Aggressive*** Competent*** Fantasies*** Problems***

Time 1 (Fall 1994) .40 (.32) .26 (.35) .52 (.21) 1.90 (0.49) 1.48 (0.35)
Time 2 (Spring 1995) .45 (.35) .32 (.38) .50 (.22) 1.97 (0.47) 1.58 (0.39)

Profile 3—Low Lessons

Group 1 Group 2

Hostile
Attributional INS INS Aggressive Conduct

Bias*** Aggressive*** Competent*** Fantasies*** Problems***

Time 1 (Fall 1994) .37 (.31) .27 (.33) .55 (.21) 1.91 (0.49) 1.52 (0.37)
Time 2 (Spring 1995) .47 (.34) .39 (.40) .49 (.21) 2.02 (0.48) 1.61 (0.40)

Note: Significance tests correspond to the time effect.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

files had significant growth in aggressive fan- p < .1, η2 = .003. Follow-up univariate tests
revealed a significant difference between boystasies with those in the Low Lessons profile

having the most growth. Children in the Low and girls in the Time × Intervention Profile in-
teraction on children’s use of competent strat-Lessons profile had significantly higher mean

levels of aggressive fantasies (M = 2.02) at egies, F(2, 2108) = 3.162, p < .05, η2 =
.003. Boys in the High Lessons profile did notTime 2 than those in the High and No Lessons

profiles (M = 1.97, M = 1.97, respectively). have a significant decrease over time in com-
petent strategies, whereas girls showed a

Tests of differential intervention effects by slightly significant decrease over time. Both
boys and girls in the other two profiles hadgender, grade, and risk subgroups11

Attributional bias and interpersonal nego- significant decreases over time in their com-
petent strategies, with boys having the largesttiation strategies. The multivariate Time × In-

tervention Profile × Gender effect was signifi- decrease.
Neither the multivariate Time × Interven-cant at the trend level, F(6, 2108) = 1.760,

tion Profile × Grade nor the Time × Interven-
tion Profile × Risk Status (depression and11. Complete tables of means and standard deviations for
academic underachievement) interactions werethese and subsequent analyses are available from the

first author upon request. significant.
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Aggressive fantasies and conduct disorder.
The multivariate tests of Time × Intervention
Profile × Gender, Time × Intervention Profile
× Grade, and Time × Intervention Profile ×
Risk Status interactions were all nonsignifi-
cant.

Based upon these subgroups analyses,
the Time × Intervention Profile findings de-
scribed above (refer to Figure 2) appear to be
robust across gender, grade, and risk status
subgroups, with the possible exception of
gender. However, the gender finding is mar-
ginally significant and only evident for one of
five dependent variables.

Tests of differential intervention effects by
classroom and neighborhood contexts

Classroom context: classroom normative
beliefs about aggression

Main Effects. There were significant mul-
tivariate main effects for classroom normative
beliefs about aggression for both the Attribu-
tional Bias and Interpersonal Negotiation
Strategies, F(3, 2108) = 14.920, p < .001, η2 =
.021, and the Aggressive Fantasies and Con-
duct Problems, F(2, 2073) = 14.519, p < .001,
η2 = .014, groups of dependent variables. As
predicted, follow-up univariate tests revealed
that children in the low normative beliefs
classrooms (use of aggression is “perfectly
OK”) had higher average levels of hostile at-
tributional biases, F(1, 2108) = 16.275, p <
.001, η2 = .008, aggressive interpersonal ne-
gotiation strategies, F(1, 2108) = 36.5, p <
.001, η2 = .017, and aggressive fantasies, F(1,
2073) = 28.759, p < .001, η2 = .014, than
those in the high normative beliefs class-
rooms. In addition, those in low normative be-
liefs classrooms had lower average levels of
competent strategies, F(2, 2108) = 28.382, p
< .001, η2 = .013. No differences were found
for self-reported conduct problems.

Interaction Effects. Attributional bias
and interpersonal negotiation strategies. The

Figure 2. The interaction of time by intervention multivariate Time × Intervention Profile ×
profile on children’s hostile attributional bias and Classroom Normative Beliefs effect was sig-their competent and aggressive interpersonal nego-

nificant at the trend level, F(6, 2108) = 1.838,tiation strategies. *Please note that for ease of vi-
p < .1, η2 = .003. Follow-up univariate testssual interpretation, these and subsequent graphs are

not on the same scale. We have listed any signifi- revealed a different Time × Intervention Pro-
cant differences between groups within time for file Interaction for hostile attributional bias
comparison across figures. between classrooms with less normative be-
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trast, for children in classrooms in which the
prevailing norm is more likely to be that the
use of aggression is “really wrong” (high nor-
mative beliefs), the pattern of change varies
by intervention profile. In the High Lessons
profile, children’s hostile attributional biases
do not change significantly over time, where-
as significant increases in hostile attributional
biases were found for children in the other
two intervention profiles.

Further examination of the means indicates
that in all but a few instances, children in the
high normative beliefs classrooms both begin
and end the school year with significantly
lower mean levels of hostile attributional bi-
ases than those in the low normative beliefs
classrooms.

Aggressive fantasies and conduct prob-
lems. The multivariate Time × Intervention
Profile × Classroom Normative Beliefs effect
was significant, F(4, 2073) = 4.132, p < .01,
η2 = .004. Follow-up univariate tests revealed
a different Time × Intervention Profile inter-
action for aggressive fantasies between class-
rooms with less normative beliefs about
aggression and those with more normative be-
liefs about aggression, F(2, 2073) = 7.870,
p < .001, η2 = .008. As shown in Figure 4,
children in classrooms characterized by low
classroom level normative beliefs (use of ag-
gression is “perfectly OK”) show significant
increases over time in their aggressive fanta-
sies across all three intervention profiles. In
contrast, in children in classrooms character-
ized by high classroom level normative be-
liefs (use of aggression is “really wrong”), the
pattern of change again varies by intervention
profile. Children in the High Lessons profile,
show no change in their aggressive fantasies

Figure 3. The interaction of time by intervention over time, whereas in the other two interven-
profile by classroom normative beliefs on chil- tion profiles, aggressive fantasies significantly
dren’s hostile attributional bias. increase over time.

Again, further examination of the means
indicates that in all but a few instances, chil-liefs about aggression and those with more

normative beliefs about aggression, F(2, dren in the high normative beliefs classrooms
both begin and end the school year with sig-2108) = 3.425, p < .05, η2 = .003. As shown

in Figure 3, children in classrooms in which nificantly lower mean levels of aggressive
fantasies than those in the low normative be-the prevailing norm is more likely to be that

the use of aggression is “perfectly OK” (low liefs classrooms.
Neighborhood context: neighborhood vio-normative beliefs) show significant increases

over time in their hostile attributional biases lence and poverty.
Main Effects. The multivariate main effectacross all three intervention profiles. In con-
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vealed that children living in neighborhoods
characterized by low homicide and low pov-
erty had significantly lower average levels of
aggressive fantasies, F(1, 2073) = 3.242, p <
.05, η2 = .003, than those living in either the
medium homicide/poverty or high homicide/
poverty neighborhoods.

Interaction Effects. Attributional bias and
interpersonal negotiation strategies. The mul-
tivariate Time × Intervention Profile × Neigh-
borhood Homicide/Poverty effect was not sig-
nificant.

Aggressive fantasies and conduct prob-
lems. The multivariate Time × Intervention
Profile × Neighborhood Homicide/Poverty ef-
fect was significant, F(8, 2073) = 2.240, p <
.05, η2 = 004. Follow-up univariate tests re-
vealed a different Time × Intervention Profile
interaction for aggressive fantasies between
the three categories of neighborhood homi-
cide/poverty, F(4, 2073) = 3.246, p < .01, η2 =
.006. As shown in Figure 5, in the context
of neighborhoods characterized either by low
homicide and low poverty or by medium lev-
els of homicide and poverty (refer to Table 2
for approximate values within these catego-
ries), children in the High Lessons profile did
not report significant growth over time in
their aggressive fantasies. Children in the No
Lessons and the Low Lessons profiles both
have significant increases over time in aggres-
sive fantasies. In contrast, under conditions of
high homicide and poverty, children in the
High Lessons profile have a significant in-
crease over time in aggressive fantasies,
whereas those in the Low Lessons profile do
not have a significant increase over time. In
fact, children in the High Lessons profile had
a significantly lower mean at Time 1 (M =
1.80) than those in the Low Lessons profileFigure 4. The interaction of time by intervention
(M = 1.98), but were not different at Time 2,profile by classroom normative beliefs on chil-
indicating a possible ceiling effect for chil-dren’s aggressive fantasies.
dren living in neighborhoods characterized by
high levels of homicide and poverty.

In summary, there appear to be clear dif-for neighborhood violence and poverty for the
Attributional Bias and Interpersonal Negotia- ferential effects of the RCCP intervention on

children’s change over time in two develop-tion Strategies group of variables was not sig-
nificant. However, there was a significant mental process variables (hostile attributional

bias and aggressive fantasies) by the proximalmultivariate main effect for the Aggressive
Fantasies and Conduct Problems, F(2, 2073) context of classroom normative beliefs about

aggression. Specifically, the Time × Interven-= 2.406, p < .05, η2 = .002, group of depen-
dent variables. Follow-up univariate tests re- tion Profile effect on children’s hostile attri-
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butional biases and aggressive fantasies is re-
stricted to those classrooms where the norm
is that the use of aggression is “really wrong.”
The impact of the distal context of neighbor-
hood violence and poverty is less clear as it
only appears for children’s aggressive fanta-
sies.

Discussion

In this study, we sought to evaluate the short
term effects of a school-based violence pre-
vention program in New York City on several
developmental processes known to lead to ag-
gression and conduct disorder and to place
children at risk for future violence and antiso-
cial behavior. After examining change in these
developmental processes over the course of a
school year, we tested whether variations in
children’s exposure to RCCP affected their
rates of change over time. We also examined
the robustness of the intervention effects
across subgroups of children and, of particular
relevance to the theme of this Special Issue,
across classroom and neighborhood contexts.

Developmental change and
intervention effects

Consistent with prior research (Dryfoos,
1990; Farrell & Meyer, 1997; Grossman et al.,
1997; Metropolitan Area Child Study Re-
search Group, 1997), we found that over the
course of the school year, children reported
significantly higher levels of hostile attribu-
tional biases, aggressive interpersonal negoti-
ation strategies, aggressive fantasies, and con-
duct problems and significantly lower levels
of competent interpersonal negotiation strate-
gies. It appears that this sample of urban ele-
mentary school children experiences growth
in several processes that place them at risk for
future aggression and violence.

However, not all children are on this same
developmental trajectory. Results of repeated
measures MANCOVAs indicate that chil-
dren’s exposure to different intervention pro-
files affects the rate of change in development

Figure 5. The interaction of time by intervention
from fall to spring. We will first describe theprofile by neighborhood homicide and poverty on
different intervention profiles and then ex-children’s aggressive fantasies.
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plain how children exposed to each profile and/or taught no lessons fell in between the
rates for children in the High and Low Les-change.

An unanticipated discovery of this study is sons groups (see Figure 2).
While there was no significant overall ef-that while two important features of RCCP—

Teacher Training and Coaching, and Class- fect of intervention profile on the dependent
variables in Group 2 (aggressive fantasies androom Instruction—are (almost by definition)

highly correlated, they co-occur in different conduct disorder), there was a trend for ag-
gressive fantasies resembling the patterns ofprofiles or patterns of great significance to the

development of children. Cluster analysis of change for the group one variables. The
growth in aggressive fantasies appears some-classroom scores on intervention components

revealed that one subgroup of teachers con- what slower for children in the High Lessons
group.ducted more lessons for the children in their

classrooms and received moderate training These results highlight both the strengths
and weaknesses of the quasiexperimental re-and coaching from RCCP’s staff developers

(High Lessons). In contrast, the other sub- search design employed in this study. The
strengths include evaluation of the program asgroup of participating teachers conducted few

lessons and received more training and coach- actually implemented at scale (which im-
proves the external validity of the evaluationing (Low Lessons). The High Lessons group

also contained fewest peer mediators in the and increases our confidence in the generaliz-
ability of the findings to RCCP’s implementa-classrooms; the Low Lessons group had the

highest number of peer mediators. These two tion in other schools) and reasonable confi-
dence that children’s exposure to the variousdifferent profiles of implementation of RCCP,

while not hypothesized a priori, are consistent intervention profiles is causally related to
change in their development over the coursewith the voluminous intervention literature on

fidelity of treatment and variation in program of the year (since children were “arbitrarily”
assigned to classrooms independent of teach-implementation (Shadish, Cook, & Leviton,

1991). Despite very similar training, there are ers’ participation in RCCP). The greatest
weakness is that we cannot be sure why chil-important differences among teachers in how

they implement RCCP in their classrooms. dren in the High Lessons group fare better
than children in the Low Lessons group. TheWhile teachers select into their interven-

tion profile, children do not. Thus, our esti- interpretation most consistent with RCCP’s
program theory is that the more lessons chil-mates of the impact of intervention profiles

(High Lessons vs. Low Lessons vs. No Les- dren receive, the greater the positive impact
on their development. But, since teacher as-sons) on change in children’s developmental

processes and outcomes are unbiased (inde- signment to profile is not random, and since
the High Lessons profile also includes lesspendent of children’s selection processes).

These analyses revealed that for all three de- teacher training and coaching and less peer
mediation than the Low Lessons profile, therependent variables in Group 1, (a) children ex-

posed to High Lessons do better than children are several other viable interpretations that
should be considered. These include the pos-exposed to Low Lessons or No Lessons, and

(b) children in Low Lessons appear to fare sibilities that Low Lessons teachers are less
skilled at teaching Resolving Conflict Cre-worse than children who receive No Lessons.

Specifically, increases over the course of the atively, are less committed to the program, or
face greater administrative hurdles and re-school year in children’s hostile attributional

biases and aggressive interpersonal negotia- ceive less administrative and parent support
than High Lessons teachers do.12tion strategies and decreases in competent in-

terpersonal negotiation strategies are signifi-
cantly slower for children in the High Lessons

12. To date, several of these possibilities have been pre-
profile, and significantly faster for children in liminarily tested. Analyses of post hoc ratings of prin-
the Low Lessons profile. The rate of change cipal commitment to RCCP, newness of teacher, and

teacher–child discrepancy of ratings of child aggres-for children whose teachers were not trained
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In any case, it appears that in classrooms Thus, based on these short-term impacts, we
tentatively conclude that RCCP has developedwhere teachers “take more initiative” (teach

more lessons on the basis of less reported an intervention which appears effective for
boys and girls, and for younger and older ele-training and coaching during Year 1, and

teach proportionately more lessons than chil- mentary school children.
Probably the most important subgroupdren experience peer mediation), the develop-

mental trajectories of the children toward analyses are the tests of whether the effects of
intervention profiles on children’s develop-aggression and violence are clearly different.

Unlike children in the Low Lessons and No ment varied by children’s risk status. Does
RCCP work equally well for high-risk andLessons group, children in the High Lessons

group showed virtually no increase in risk low-risk children? It has been widely reported
that conduct disordered children who are alsoover the school year. Expressed differently, 1

year of participation in a High Lessons RCCP undersocialized (delinquent, not depressed)
and/or academic underachievers are at higherclassroom appears to have the effect of slow-

ing down by an entire year of otherwise nor- risk for future antisocial behavior and aggres-
sion/violence (Reid, 1993). We found nomal developmental growth, children’s hostile

attributional biases and aggressive interper- evidence that the effects of High Lessons
on development was weaker depending onsonal negotiation strategies, and their decline

in competent interpersonal negotiation strate- children’s risk status (as operationalized by
low depression and low academic achieve-gies. Because of the clear positive value of

children’s exposure to the High Lessons pro- ment scores). But in light of findings from
other research teams demonstrating such ef-file (and the clear negative value of children’s

exposure to Low Lessons), future research fects, we believe that we should pursue more
in-depth subgroup analyses before we con-should be directed at testing these alternative

explanations of the High Lessons vs. Low clude that these positive effects of High Les-
sons are robust across subgroups of childrenLessons effect. This research will prove in-

valuable to RCCP as it proceeds to replicate defined by risk status.
The feature of this study most relevant toand revise its program.

this Special Issue is the estimation of context
effects. Does RCCP operate equally effec-Robustness of RCCP across subgroups of
tively for children who attend tougher class-children and across classroom and
rooms (defined in this study as classrooms inneighborhood contexts
which children believe it is OK to resolve

In addition to addressing the question of conflicts through aggression) and who reside
“what works?” intervention research should in tougher neighborhoods (defined in this
endeavor to explain “for whom?” and “under study as higher levels of poverty and violence
what conditions?” Previous evaluations of in their census tract of residence)? We had
school-based preventive interventions suggest hypothesized that the positive effects RCCP
that they may be effective for boys, not girls, would be dampened for children in class-
(Farrell & Meyer, 1997) and for fourth to rooms with low normative beliefs about ag-
sixth graders, not second and third graders gression and in neighborhoods with relatively
(Metropolitan Area Child Study Research higher poverty and homicide rates. The find-
Group, 1997). We found very little evidence ings indicate partial support of our hypoth-
that the positive effects of High Lessons were eses.
restricted by gender or grade. Only for com- First, there were several main effects for
petent interpersonal negotiation strategies did classroom context. Children in classrooms
it appear that High Lessons was a bit more where the prevailing norm was that the use of
effective for boys in arresting its decline. aggression was “perfectly OK” reported

higher average levels of hostile attributional
bias, aggressive strategies, aggressive fanta-sion and social competence revealed no significant

differences between profiles. sies, and lower levels of competent strategies.
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Further, while there were no classroom con- test hypotheses about how contexts may mod-
erate the effects of interventions on children’stext moderator effects on children’s aggres-

sive and competent interpersonal negotiation development (Aber, 1993).
strategies, there were classroom context mod-
erator effects for children’s hostile attribu-

Limitations of current research and
tional biases and aggressive fantasies. The

implications for future research
data presented in Figures 3 and 4 clearly re-
veal that the positive effects of High Lessons In addition to the major limit already noted,

that the quasiexperimental design of thison children’s social cognitions were greater in
classrooms where normative beliefs against study does not permit us to identify the active

feature of the High Lessons and Low Lessonsthe use of aggression were higher. Future
studies should test whether classroom norma- profiles that cause changes in children’s de-

velopmental trajectories, there are severaltive beliefs about aggression and other fea-
tures of the “culture of the classroom” have a other important limitations that must be noted.

First, several of the measures of important de-greater influence in moderating the impact of
RCCP on how children think rather than on velopmental processes demonstrated rela-

tively low reliabilities. While this may havetheir interpersonal negotiation styles.
There was only one main effect for neigh- led us to underestimate the effect of interven-

tion profiles on development, we view thisborhood context. Children living in the least
distressed neighborhoods reported lower aver- limit as a necessary cost of conducting a large

scale evaluation. Nonetheless, future studiesage levels of aggressive fantasies than chil-
dren living in either the medium or highly should endeavor to develop and employ more

reliable measures of key constructs appro-distressed neighborhoods. There were no
neighborhood context moderator effects on priate for use in large-scale field research

studies (Aber & Jones, 1997). Second, thechildren’s aggressive and competent interper-
sonal negotiation strategies, nor on their hos- size of the effects of the intervention profiles

were “small” in absolute terms (as indicatedtile attributional biases. There was a neighbor-
hood context effect for aggressive fantasies. by the η2) and so the clinical significance of

the changes in risk for violence are uncertain.As Figure 5 indicates, the positive effect of
High Lessons was again dampened in the This is not surprising since children’s devel-

opmental trajectories toward aggression andhighest risk context of neighborhoods with
high poverty and high homicide rates. We violence are multiply determined and RCCP

targets only some of the many causal factorsconclude that the positive effects of High Les-
sons is robust across classroom and neighbor- (Dodge, 1993; Reid, 1993). On a relative ba-

sis, however, the effect sizes can be judged tohood contexts for changes in how children
interact (their interpersonal negotiations strat- be highly significant, since they are the equiv-

alent of preventing a year of decline in theseegies) but not for how they think (their ag-
gressive fantasies, and perhaps their hostile processes. As noted, if the positive effects of

High Lessons can be maintained over timeattributions). How children think in and about
aggressive situations appears harder for through continued participation in RCCP,

they would ultimately lead to very large dif-RCCP to change in tougher classrooms and
neighborhoods. Clearly, our tests of class- ferences in children’s developmental trajecto-

ries and so would be of considerable publicroom and neighborhood context effects pre-
sented in this study are restricted to only a health significance.

This comment raises another major limita-few of the theoretically relevant features of
classrooms and neighborhoods and on only tion, that this study has only estimated the

very short-term effects of RCCP. Future re-some of the key developmental processes
thought to place children at risk for future ag- search must examine longer term effects, both

on intermediate-term change in the same de-gression and violence. For these reasons, we
urge other designers and evaluators of preven- velopmental processes and very long-term

change in future risk for aggression and vio-tive interventions to explicitly formulate and
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lence during adolescence. They must also use First, to foster long-term change, is it im-
portant for RCCP to change how kids thinkmore powerful statistical techniques appro-

priate to the study of these developmental (their hostile attributional biases and aggres-
sive fantasies) in high-risk classrooms andprocesses (e.g., growth curve modeling) in

context (e.g., hierarchical linear modeling) neighborhoods, or is it enough to change their
interpersonal negotiation strategies? If it isover time (Willett, Singer, & Martin, 1998).

We will be able to model the influence of necessary to change how they think to main-
tain changes in how they interact, what mustRCCP on developmental change over 2 years

(four waves) of data to address the issue RCCP do differently in tough classrooms and
neighborhoods to be equally effective in pro-of intermediate-term change. While develop-

mental psychopathologists and intervention- moting positive developmental change? In
short, how must the intervention be adaptedists may be convinced by short-term changes

in processes known to lead to future maladap- for maximum effectiveness across classroom
and neighborhood context?tation, policymakers and the public are most

convinced by long-term changes in actual ag- Second, perhaps most importantly, what
explains why some teachers and classroomsgressive and violent behavior at the age of

peak incidence, the teen years. Thus, long- “select into” the High Lessons profile and
others into the Low Lessons profile? How canterm follow-up studies are vitally needed.

Despite these limits, the results of the cur- RCCP (and school administrations) increase
the proportion of its teachers/classes that arerent evaluation of RCCP are promising. We

were able to identify two patterns of RCCP High Lessons types rather than Low Lessons
types? Depending on the answers to theseprogram implementation, referred to as inter-

vention profiles, that had clear effects on chil- questions, is it appropriate to continue to view
RCCP as a prevention program, or should itdren’s social-cognitive and interpersonal-

behavioral development. These intervention be conceptualized as a strategy in school re-
form? It appears that teachers’ opportunitiesprofiles describe different types of “classroom

contexts” for learning how to resolve conflict. to learn and master features of the curriculum
emphasized to children may be a common el-We were able to test the robustness of these

intervention profiles across subgroups of chil- ement to many of the successful variants of
school reform (Consortium for Policy Re-dren and across contexts. If this evaluation

had not explicitly conceptualized context ef- search in Education, 1997). Creating a context
for teachers that enables them to reflect onfects and included theoretically relevant mea-

sures of classrooms and neighborhoods, we their own professional development, and their
role in actively fostering their students inter-could not evaluate under what conditions

High Lessons appears to have had its positive personal competence and skills, is believed to
be an essential aspect of interventions seekingeffects. Our major conclusion, that the High

Lessons version of RCCP appears to be to promote children’s social, moral, and emo-
tional growth (Adalbjarnardottir & Selman, inequally effective in deflecting children’s in-

terpersonal/behavioral trajectories, but not press). And schools are increasingly urged to
focus on children’s social-emotional develop-their social-cognitive trajectories, in both

tougher and easier classrooms and neighbor- ment as well as their cognitive-intellectual de-
velopment (CASEL Research and Guidelineshoods, has potentially important implications,

both for the replication and revision of RCCP Committee, 1997).
Regarding the advancement of theory inand for the advancement of theory in develop-

mental psychopathology. developmental psychopathology, this study
demonstrates Cicchetti’s notion that “develop-
mentally based preventive interventions with

Implications for theory and practice
high-risk . . . populations may serve as a
means for testing developmental theory, andThe contextual analyses presented in this

study raise two major questions for RCCP’s that, conversely, strategies for prevention and
intervention can be based on normal onto-practice.
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genic principles” (Cicchetti, 1993, p. 428). onstrated the ability to help deflect elemen-
tary school children’s trajectories from thisFrom a developmental psychopathology point

of view, RCCP can be viewed as a “phase- course. RCCP appears to have evolved
through practice what some researchers havespecific intervention,” which targets stage-

salient developmental processes of middle evolved through theory, the notions of target-
ing multiple processes in multiple domainschildhood to interrupt the developmental

course from early risk in the toddler and (thinking, feeling, acting) and creating con-
texts of support for change in these processespreschool years (e.g., oppositional disruptive

disorder; harsh, punitive parenting) to later (teachers, other children, school administra-
tors). It seems likely to us that the short-termmaladaptation (specifically, violence and anti-

social behavior in adolescence). As a wealth success of RCCP/High Lessons is due to tar-
geting several critical and mutually reinforc-of prior theory and research indicates, this

developmental course is very complex and ing processes and to charging teachers and
classmates to create a context of support formultidetermined.

The High Lessons form of RCCP has dem- change in development.
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