
 1 

 

 

 

Evaluating a Universal Social Information Processing Skills Program for Girls: 

The Friendship Saver Program 

 

 

 

Connie Buckingham 

Bachelor of Arts, Hons, Psychology 

 

 

 

Faculty of Medicine, Dentistry and Health Sciences 

Melbourne School of Psychological Sciences 

The University of Melbourne 

 

 

May, 2020 



 2 

Abstract 

This thesis presents an evaluation of the Friendship Saver Program, a universal 

program designed to be gender-specific, aimed to improve the social information 

processing skills of girls.  Specially, the program aims to teach social information 

processing skills as defined by the Social Information Processing Model (SIP) (Crick & 

Dodge, 1994).   The 12-week universal program was delivered to 214 middle-primary 

school age girls, by trained facilitators from their schools.  An implementation quality 

questionnaire was used to track the fidelity of implementation, and indicated 

satisfactory to very good delivery of the program across the four schools involved.  To 

evaluate program impact multiple measures were included, using a pre- and post-

intervention design.  An innovative interactive software program What Next? (Ainley & 

Ainley, 2006) was used to directly measure participants’ social information processing 

skills, and the widely-used Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) (Goodman, 

1997) was used to measure general social and behavioural functioning as rated by 

parents and teachers.  The What Next? program measured participants interpretation of 

cues, response construction and response decision after viewing a video scenario of 

relational aggression.  Due to the novel nature of using software and video footage to 

assess social information processing skills, participant engagement was also assessed.  

The engagement results offered strong evidence that the participants were highly 

engaged by the video scenarios, and maintained their engagement throughout their 

experience with the software.  A pre-post intervention comparison indicated that 

following participation in the Friendship Saver Program, participants identified 

significantly more subtle cues indicative of hostile intent, and provided more response 

constructions and response decisions that were adaptive, with fewer maladaptive 
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responses post-intervention.  Hence, these results offered evidence of positive change 

following the Friendship Saver Program on girls’ social information processing skills.  

Parent and Teacher SDQ ratings indicated that this sample was a high functioning group 

at commencement of the project.  Teacher ratings on the SDQ demonstrated no change 

in general social or behavioural functioning post-intervention, while parent ratings 

indicated fewer externalizing problems post-intervention.  In concluding, the findings 

demonstrate the importance of gender-specific programs for teaching social skills to 

girls, and the advantages of using software and video technology to measure these 

skills.  The results also demonstrate the potential of the SIP model to inform a targeted 

intervention for girls, and to be a relevant framework for investigating the social skills 

of girls.   
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PART I – THE RESEARCH CONTEXT 

Prologue 

As the new school counsellor at an all girls’ school, my first agenda was to 

understand the school’s welfare needs.  Without hesitation teachers described what they 

saw as one of their most prominent challenges; helping students to better manage 

friendships and interpersonal conflict.  The teachers had identified that much of their 

time each day was consumed responding to peer conflict.   They sought direction 

regarding “best-practice” strategies to respond to these conflicts in a way that would 

support and nurture students’ social development. 

I had access to many interventions and strategies from past work in co-

educational schools.  These interventions, however, largely focused on overt displays of 

anger and physical aggression, and often reported greater outcomes for boys than for 

girls.  But in this girls’ school, overt aggression was uncommon.  

Through my counselling role at the school I gained insights about the students’ 

peer conflicts.  From grade two onwards the following scenario was common.  One girl 

would upset, annoy or anger another girl.  A moment of tension ensued.  Words might 

be exchanged.  Then one would leave, retreating to a friend to retell the event, and 

receive support, sympathy and advice.  The other girl also retreated to her friends, for 

similar support.   Sometimes the friends actively involved themselves by playing peace-

maker.  Sometimes the friends passionately defended their helpless, vulnerable friend.  

Subsequently, the girls either agreed to move on from the issue and restore the 

friendship, sought help from a teacher to resolve the matter, or avoided one another 
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entirely, leaving the conflict unresolved.  The latter two strategies were common, and 

for some, conflict occurred on a weekly basis.     

For a small proportion of girls, hostility escalated and became vindictive.  

Revenge often took the form of relational aggression which involved causing hurt by 

damaging another girl’s relationships and reputation.  The damage was achieved by 

revealing sworn secrets, spreading rumours and turning to allies to help exclude and 

segregate enemies.  For the allies involved, their motivations were often simple. “You 

have hurt my friend, so I will help my friend, and protect them from you.  Their 

enemies are now my enemies.” With strength in numbers, the experience of rejection 

and aggression was amplified.  

My response to the school’s needs was a plan to introduce a universal intervention 

to teach all students about interpersonal conflict and productive conflict management 

strategies.  However, an Australian evidence-based universal intervention for girls, with 

an emphasis on interpersonal conflict, was elusive.  The most common universal 

intervention used in Australian schools focused on general social skills, and lacked 

supporting evidence of effectiveness in spite of widespread use (Slee et al., 2009).  

There are a few gender-specific international interventions designed to reduce conflict 

between girls, but they have been written for very specific cohorts of girls, and the 

evidence base is not yet strong.    

With time on my hands having moved to a new school and a new city, I set 

myself to the task. I explored theories regarding children’s social processing, 

interpersonal conflict and relational aggression.  My aim was to develop an engaging 

intervention for girls that would embed a shared language and skill set across the cohort 

to build their interpersonal skills and, in particular, to better manage interpersonal 
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conflict.  I was most influenced by the Social Information Processing (SIP) model 

(Crick & Dodge, 1994).  The intervention which resulted was called the Friendship 

Saver Program, an intervention designed to be delivered to the whole class through 

facilitated discussions, group work activities, and drama-based games.  While not all 

girls might seek out or relate to a gendered intervention, the themes addressed within 

this intervention are based upon social and cultural behaviours most commonly 

associated with girls in modern-day Australia, in particular girls in middle-primary 

school.   

In its first pilot year, the Friendship Saver Program was delivered in classrooms 

across the junior school and was received with enthusiasm by students, teachers and 

parents.  This thesis was undertaken to formally evaluate the Friendship Saver Program 

across several Australian girls’ schools and examine the effectiveness of this universal 

program for teaching social information processing skills to girls. 

Key Terms and Thesis Overview 

Interpersonal skills, often referred to as social skills, are inclusive of any skills 

and behaviours that align with a society’s expectations and norms of interpersonal 

engagement.  Across the literature that will be discussed in this thesis, use of 

interpersonal skills that maintain and nurture relationships are referred to as social 

competence or prosocial skills.  Examples might include noticing the facial expressions 

and emotions of others, sharing, and being assertive. Dysfunctional and unexpected 

social behaviours that can damage relationships are referred to as maladaptive 

behaviours.  An example of a maladaptive behaviour that has been examined 

extensively is aggression.  The terms social competence and maladaptive behaviour are 
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used consistently across research aligned with the SIP model of children’s social 

behaviour (Crick & Dodge, 1994).  This model posits that a child’s interpersonal skills 

result from their competence in the processing of social information that can be 

conceptualised as six interconnected processing skills.  The Friendship Saver Program 

was developed on the premise that each social information processing skill can be 

taught and practiced at school using an appropriate universal program.  The aim of this 

thesis is to examine whether this social information processing informed program could 

increase social competence and reduce maladaptive behaviours of girls.   

A popular strategy used in SIP model research is to distinguish between social 

competence and maladaptive responses by exposing participants to a hypothetical 

scenario and examining participants’ responses. In this thesis, to identify any social 

information processing changes following program exposure, participants’ responses to 

videos of interpersonal conflict between girls were examined before and after 

participants engaged in the program.   

Part I of this thesis will present the background research that informed the 

development of the Friendship Saver Program.  Part II of this thesis will present the 

evaluation1.  The results of this evaluation will contribute to research in both education 

and social psychology to demonstrate the impact for girls when a social skills program 

is designed for their social needs, and also, examine a new method to measure 

children’s social information processing skills as an indicator of their social learning.  

  

                                                
1 In the interest of full disclosure, this study was designed and evaluated by the program designer, 
however a recent meta-analysis of school-based social skills interventions indicated that developer 
involvement is not necessarily a significant factor in evaluation outcomes (Wigelsworth et al., 2016) 
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1 The Need for Social Learning in Schools 

Social behaviour and peer relationships can be positively or negatively shaped by 

a child’s social skills – skills that can be learnt.  This chapter will describe research 

linking social skills, peer relationships and mental health.  These research findings have 

led many governments, including the Australian Government, to identify schools as key 

agents to support social skills development in children.   

1.1 Social Skills, Peer Relationships and Mental Health Research  

Across many developed nations, governments are highlighting the importance of 

schools focusing on students’ interpersonal skills and the quality of peer relationships 

(Education Council, 2019; European Parliament Council of the European Union, 2006; 

Learning Policy Institute, 2018; Ministry of Education Singapore, 2019). For over ten 

years Australian schools have been required to embed evidence-based interventions in 

their curriculum to build students’ interpersonal skills (Cross et al., 2011).  Two 

compelling arguments have informed this educational direction.     

First, it is asserted that students will learn to the best of their ability when a 

teacher-student relationship is built on engagement, modelling of prosocial behaviours, 

respect, support and care (Shriver & Buffett, 1997).  Studies have demonstrated that 

students who feel supported and understood by their teachers and who engage positively 

with their teachers are more motivated to learn (Al Dhafri & AL-Hadabi, 2015; 

Bainbridge Frymier & Houser, 2000). A supportive student-teacher relationship is 

associated with fewer behavioural issues, increased feelings of connectedness to their 

school community, and achievement of higher academic outcomes (Fredriksen & 

Rhodes, 2004; McNeely, 2003; Sanchez et al., 2008).  This argument posits that 
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learning of interpersonal skills at school is essential to support the teacher-learner 

relationship, a key driver optimising student learning outcomes.   

The second argument for social skills learning in schools comes from a large body 

of evidence that a child’s interpersonal skills impact their peer relationships, and this 

shapes their educational outcomes and mental health long into their future (Dodge, et 

al., 2008; Durlak et al., 2011; O’Conner et al., 2017).  These associations are 

unsurprising given the many hours that children spend at school each week, alongside 

their peers during learning, and in play. 

1.1.1 Maladaptive Behaviours, Peer Relationships and Mental Health 

Studies report that students who persistently demonstrate maladaptive social 

behaviours are also more likely to experience active peer rejection, lower self-esteem, 

poorer academic outcomes, disconnectedness from school, and are at higher risk of 

delinquent behaviours (Dodge et al., 2006; Lansford et al., 2010).  In a study with 

middle-primary school age children, maladaptive behaviour, specifically maladaptive 

anger regulation was found to be associated with peer problems (Rohlf et al., 2017). 

Students with maladaptive behaviours at school are also more likely to experience 

challenges in adolescence and adulthood.  These include higher rates of interpersonal 

violence, criminality and psychopathology (Bayer, 1996; Bor et al., 2004, Tremblay et 

al., 2004).  This association between maladaptive behaviours at school, poor peer 

relationships, and their future impact, points to the role of schools in teaching students’ 

prosocial skills to reduce maladaptive behaviours and improve their peer relationships.   

Importantly, maladaptive behaviours within peer relationships at school also 

impact the recipient or victim of the behaviour, further highlighting the importance of 
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school-based teaching of prosocial skills.  When maladaptive behaviours are repeated 

towards a target person, it is defined as bullying (Ford et al., 2017). Bullying can take 

the form of repeated physical or verbal aggression, on-going psychological abuse, or 

persistent relational aggression (damaging a target person’s relationships and social 

standing).  The Centre for Adolescent Health, Murdoch Children’s Research Institute 

(CAH MCRI) (2018) reported that one in five Australian children have been victim to 

bullying.  Most often, Australian studies are reporting figures closer to one in four with 

implications that being a victim of bullying is damaging to the young person’s 

education and mental wellbeing (Cross et al., 2009; Forero et al., 1999; Thompson et 

al., 2015).  As an example of the educational impact of bullying, the CAH MCRI (2018) 

study reported that Australian students bullied for two or three years were 10 months 

behind their peers in numeracy by the time they reached Year 72.  

The impact of bullying on a young person’s mental health was clearly illustrated 

in an Australian study with participants’ in Year 7 to Year 9 (Skrzypiec et al., 2012).  

Participants’ mental health status was established using the Strengths and Difficulties 

Questionnaire (SDQ) self-report form (Goodman, 1997).  This measure identified 

participants’ as functioning within the normal, borderline, or abnormal range of mental 

health strengths and difficulties.  The Peer Relations Questionnaire (PRQ) (Slee & 

Rigby, 1993) was used to measure students’ tendency to engage in bullying behaviour, 

tendency to be victimised, and prosocial behaviours.  Results indicated that participants 

identified as prosocial on the PRQ were also scoring in the normal range for mental 

health strengths and difficulties on the SDQ.  In contrast, participants who were victims 

                                                
2 In Australian secondary schools classes are referred to as “year 7” through to “year 12”.  
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of bullying, or who were both victims and perpetrators of bullying were most likely to 

score within the abnormal range of mental health functioning on the SDQ. 

Relational aggression is the form of bullying behaviour most commonly 

experienced between girls (Crick, 1995; Galen & Underwood, 1997; Leff, et al., 2010a; 

Murray-Close et al., 2007; Waasdorp et al., 2010).  While relational aggression does 

occur among boys, it is the predominant form of aggressive behaviour reported to occur 

between girls.  Relational aggression is defined by its intention to hurt a target person 

by damaging their relationships or reputation (Crick, 1995).  Relational aggression 

might take the form of exclusion, generating gossip, or spreading of rumours.  These 

behaviours have been reported to occur as early as pre-school (Crick et al., 1999), 

peaking from 7 to 16 years of age, and continuing between women during adulthood 

(Archer, 2004).  A recent Australian longitudinal study confirmed that 67.1% of all 

adolescent girls surveyed reported experiences of relational aggression (Ford et al., 

2017).  In comparison, only 20.8% of girls surveyed had experienced physical 

aggression.   

A meta-analysis of 148 child and adolescent studies reported that relational 

aggression was significantly correlated to internalising problems such as anxiety and 

depression (Card et al., 2008).  When experienced in adulthood, women are at higher 

risk of depression, anxiety, stress, anger and eating disorders (Dehlen et al., 2013; Crick 

& Werner, 1998).  The ongoing nature of this behaviour suggests that relational 

aggression is not a childhood behaviour that will be outgrown without some form of 

intervention.  Research regarding overt aggression, the form of maladaptive behaviour 

most commonly reported amongst boys is comprehensive. However, the impact of 

relational aggression for girls, its causes, and pathways are less well known (Crick, 
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2006; Moretti et al., 2005; Zimmer-Gembeck & Pronk, 2012).  Lack of information on 

these issues has been attributed to the historical factor that the maladaptive behaviours 

of overt physical and verbal aggression are relatively easy to examine, overshadowing 

the covert behaviours which make up relational aggression (Crick et al., 2006).  

In summary, children spend most of their days at school engaging in relationships 

with both teachers and peers.  The nature of these relationships has considerable impact 

on a child’s subsequent schooling experiences and future outcomes.  Children who 

consistently present with maladaptive behaviours are more likely to damage their 

relationships with peers.  This negatively impacts their self-esteem, connectedness to 

school and academic outcomes, and places them at-risk in their adolescence and 

adulthood. Children subject to bullying behaviour, that is, the targets of maladaptive 

behaviour, are also at risk of educational and mental health decline.  For girls, 

maladaptive behaviours most often take the form of relational aggression which has 

been associated with a range of mental health issues. Evidence suggests that these 

behaviours continue to occur into adulthood (Dehlen et al., 2013).  Taken together, this 

evidence presents a strong argument for the inclusion of programs addressing prosocial 

skills in schools.  

1.1.2 Social Competence, Peer Relationships and Mental Health 

Studies show that children who demonstrate social competence and positive peer 

relationships at school have the opportunity to thrive (Bernard, 2004; Malecki & Elliott, 

2002; Wentzel, 2009).  Supportive peer relationships and having at least one good 

friend have been associated with higher levels of wellbeing, and the ability to cope with 

stressful life events (Dunn, 2004).  Children with good peer relationships are also more 
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highly engaged by an academic curriculum and achieve higher academic outcomes 

(Bernard, 2004; Malecki & Elliott, 2002; Wentzel, 2009).  Good peer relationships in 

childhood also act as a safeguard against serious maladjustment and mental health risks 

in adolescence and adulthood (Bayer, 1996; Dodge et al., 2008).  As demonstrated by 

Skrzypiec et al. (2012), children with many friends were less likely to be categorised 

into the abnormal or borderline range of mental health difficulties as measured by the 

SDQ (Goodman, 1997).  On the other hand, children with few friends were more likely 

to score in the at-risk categories for mental health difficulties on the same measure.  It 

has also been demonstrated that effective conflict management skills in childhood are 

predictive of healthy adult relationships (Green & Rechis, 2006; Woodward et al., 

2002).  

Importantly, studies have confirmed that the prosocial skills that contribute to 

social competence can be taught.  An international meta-analysis of 213 school-based 

social skills interventions reported significantly improved social skills, attitudes and 

behaviours of students from the social skills intervention classes, when compared to 

control classes (Durlak et al., 2011).   

In summary, social competence appears to serve as a protective factor for 

children, helping them to establish positive peer relationships, achieve higher academic 

outcomes, and mental wellness. These advantages become attainable for all students 

when the prosocial skills that contribute to social competence are taught.   

1.2 An Australian Agenda to Improve the Lives of Young People 

Accumulating evidence on the relationship between social competence and 

mental health has compelled many governments to direct schools to include social skills 
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learning components into a previously academic focused curriculum. The Australian 

Government has been particularly active in this cause.  Early evidence of this concern 

for inclusion of social skills training in Australia was manifest in the development of the 

National Safe Schools Framework in 2004 (Ministerial Council for Education, Early 

Childhood Development and Youth Affairs).  This Framework was revised in 2011 to 

define a national approach towards promoting the mental health and wellbeing of 

Australian children. The National Safe Schools Framework directs all Australian 

schools to promote and maintain positive relationships among peers through supportive 

policy and social learning curriculum.  It represents a mandate for schools and defines 

their responsibility for the wellbeing and mental health of all children.  Since this 

initiative has been implemented, Australian education departments have continued to 

advocate for the inclusion of social learning curriculum.  Building on knowledge from 

implementation and review of The National Safe Schools Framework, further social 

skills learning policies have been announced over the last two decades in an effort to 

substantially improve the mental health of young people (Slee et al., 2012).   

Most recently, the government commissioned the Be You (Australian Government 

Department of Health, Be You, 2019) initiative, formerly Kids Matter. The Be You 

initiative advises educators on the range of appropriate resources, tools, and training, for 

effective social skills interventions.  The latest initiative places emphasis on delivering 

evidence based social skills programs in kindergarten through to upper secondary 

school classrooms with special attention on the fidelity of implementation (the issue of 

fidelity will be described in detail in Chapter 2).  Acknowledging that each school 

presents with unique needs, Australian schools have the freedom to select and 
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implement the evidence-based social skills programs that best suit their students, and 

best compliments their school values and teaching paradigms.  

1.3 Chapter Summary 

Maladaptive social behaviours in childhood negatively impact a young person’s 

peer relationships, educational opportunities and mental health. Maladaptive behaviours 

in childhood also lead to long-term disadvantage in adolescence and adulthood.  

Behaviours such as aggression can be defined as bullying if those behaviours occur 

towards a target person repeatedly.  Relational aggression is a bullying behaviour that is 

reported to be commonly experienced by girls.  Experiences of bullying lead to 

compromised learning outcomes and mental health issues with long term implications.  

Research regarding the impact of relational aggression on girls is still accumulating.   

On the other hand, social competence has been shown to be associated with 

positive peer relationships and higher academic outcomes. Social competence also 

contributes to and acts to safeguard a child’s mental health and this has positive long-

term implications.   The benefits of social competence become accessible to more 

students when social skills interventions occur in schools.  The body of research 

supporting these findings has led many governments to invest in the inclusion of social 

skills programs alongside the traditional academic curriculum.  The Australian 

Government is no exception and has implemented a range of policies and initiatives to 

encourage this direction across schools.   
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2 Social Skills Programs in Schools 

This chapter briefly describes two types of social skills programs implemented 

in schools. This will be followed by a discussion of widely used social skills programs 

distinguished by their underpinning theoretical frameworks and supporting research 

evidence. Of particular interest will be the social skills programs designed specifically 

for the needs of girls. Last, program evaluations are dependent on programs being 

implemented with fidelity.  This critical issue will be discussed, with an overview of 

methods recommended to enhance implementation fidelity, and measures commonly 

used to track program implementation in schools. 

 

Social skills programs have been designed specifically to develop children’s 

social skills, reduce maladaptive behaviours, and to improve peer relationships.  Social 

skills programs can be distinguished by their format; a targeted withdrawal program, or 

a universal program. A targeted withdrawal program is designed to be delivered to at-

risk groups of students.  A universal program is designed to be delivered to students in 

whole class groups.  The two program formats offer distinct features and address 

different needs in schools. 

2.1 Targeted Withdrawal Programs 

A targeted withdrawal program is designed to meet the needs of students with 

specific maladaptive behaviours and has the advantage of focusing on specific skills to 

address the behaviours of concern.  An example of a targeted withdrawal program is the 

anger management intervention Seeing Red: An anger management and peace making 

curriculum for kids (Simmonds, 2003).  Participants learn to identify triggers of anger, 
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take responsibility for their mistakes, and avoid losing control by learning healthy ways 

to manage their emotions.  The majority of students at school do not require this level of 

focus to manage angry feelings. However, this targeted learning is critical for students 

who are displaying aggression at school.  

Another advantage of targeted withdrawal programs is that they are often 

delivered by a clinician, or a teacher with additional wellbeing training attuned to the 

needs of the at-risk group.   In addition, participants have the opportunity to meet and 

hear from others with similar shared experiences, recognizing that they are not alone in 

their challenges.   

There are however, some drawbacks to the delivery of a targeted withdrawal 

program within a school context.  Withdrawing at-risk students may unintentionally 

single out and thereby ostracise at-risk students (Fraser et al., 2000).  The targeted 

withdrawal format can indirectly emphasize a student’s additional needs to their peer 

group and lead to peer labelling. Grouping at-risk students together for a targeted 

withdrawal program can also lead to negative role-modelling and copy-cat behaviour 

that might increase the risk-factors for vulnerable students (Fraser et al., 2000).  

Furthermore, without special training the child’s teacher may not have sufficient 

knowledge of the concepts being taught through the program, and might miss 

opportunities to acknowledge and reinforce a student’s efforts to try newly learnt skills 

in the classroom.   

2.2 Universal Programs 

A universal program is designed to be delivered to students in whole class groups 

and to address social skills that will be relevant to most students.  As such, universal 
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programs can bypass some of the challenges associated with targeted withdrawal 

programs. First, they reach all at-risk students within a class, those identified as at-risk, 

and those who might quietly struggle under the radar (Low et al., 2015).  Second, up-

skilling occurs with the whole class group, providing at-risk students with positive role-

modelling from more capable peers. Third, class teachers are usually present for the 

delivery of a universal program, either observing a trained external facilitator, or 

delivering the program themselves.  This approach provides the class teacher with 

exposure to the concepts and tools of the program.  Teachers then have the opportunity 

to integrate these concepts and tools into other aspects of the school curriculum, and this 

can positively influence the class culture (Australian Government Department of 

Health, 2015).   

 In light of the advantages afforded by universal programs, the Friendship Saver 

Program, which is being evaluated in this thesis, was designed as a universal program 

providing social skills learning specifically for girls schools. The program was designed 

to provide girls, whatever their level of social competence, with opportunities to 

develop a shared language and social skills thereby enhancing their social competencies 

and peer relationships. To provide context for this evaluation of the Friendship Saver 

Program, some widely implemented universal programs will be explored. 

2.2.1 Widely Implemented Universal Programs 

Universal programs can be distinguished by their orientation and underpinning 

theoretical frameworks of which there are said to be four (Nolan et al., 2016).  First, the 

Positive Psychology framework (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000) focuses on the 

development of the self, one’s happiness and general wellbeing.  Positive relationships 
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and social skills are considered fundamental to achieving these goals. Second, the 

Positive Youth Development framework (Lerner et al., 2005) adopts a community focus, 

arguing that optimal youth development is an outcome of meaningful relationships and 

engagement experienced with their community.  Third, the Social Competence 

framework (Waters & Sroufe, 1983) is a cognitive behavioural approach informed by a 

theoretical model of children’s social cognitive processing.  This framework focuses on 

teaching social information processing skills known to be involved in social 

competence. Last, the Social Emotional Learning framework (Elias et al., 1997) is an 

advocacy approach which has synthesized a large body of research regarding social 

skills programs. Academics and practitioners driving this framework have defined a set 

of evidence-based competencies to guide schools, and promote social and emotional 

learning of all students.  The key features defining each framework will be described 

together with examples of widely used and evaluated programs that align with each 

framework. Evaluation methods typically used with each framework will be described.  

2.2.2 The Positive Psychology Framework 

The Positive Psychology framework is defined by the priority of enhancing 

positive emotions and character traits to increase wellbeing and individual happiness 

(Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000).  Positive social skills are considered fundamental 

for achieving personal wellbeing and happiness.  In 2004 Peterson and Seligman 

published a Positive Psychology manual called Character Strengths and Virtues: A 

Handbook and Classification (CSV) (Peterson & Seligman, 2004), offered as a 

counterpoint companion to the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders-

IV (DSM-IV) (American Psychiatric Association, 2000).  One of the key features of the 
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Positive Psychology framework is the PERMA model of positive functioning 

(Seligman, 2012).  This model defines six character strengths including; (1) positive 

emotions, (2) positive engagement, (3) positive accomplishment, (4) positive purpose, 

(5) positive relationships, and (6) positive health (Norrish & Seligman, 2015).  Social 

skills are recognised as supporting the development of these character strengths, with 

universal programs based on this framework offering social skills training in 

assertiveness, problem solving, empathy, cooperation, self-control and self-regulation 

(Lee, 2011).    

2.2.2.1 A Sample of Positive Psychology Framework Programs.  

A widely publicized Positive Psychology universal program has been 

implemented by Dr Seligman and a team of trained facilitators at Geelong Grammar 

School (GGS) in Victoria, Australia (Hoare & Cameron, 2019; Norrish & Seligman, 

2015).  This year-long universal program was designed to increase students’ wellbeing 

and individual happiness. The program focuses on skills in resilience, character 

strength, gratitude, positive communication, optimism and mindfulness.  In addition to 

program themes integrated across the whole curriculum, explicit lessons are delivered 

weekly by classroom teachers.  From this work at GGS, the Positive Psychology 

PERMA model was developed.  To evaluate the GGS program, 119 Year 9 students 

were assessed following one-year exposure to the program, and compared with 79 

students in a control group who received a general wellbeing intervention in their school 

(Vella-Brodrick et al., 2019).  The main measure involved self-report ratings using the 

Children’s Intrinsic Need Satisfaction Scale (Deci & Ryan, 1985).  The measure 

required participants to rate 18-items regarding their perceptions of their competence, 

relatedness, and autonomy, at home, school and in friendship.  For example, “my 
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teachers care about me” as a rating of relatedness at school, “my friends think I am good 

at things” measuring competence at school, and “I am free to express myself at home” 

relating to autonomy at home.  Participants responded to each item on a 4-point rating 

scale from 1 (really false for me) to 4 (really true for me).  It should be noted that the 

content of these items is generalised behaviour and relationships rather than specific 

skills that could have been influenced by the program. 

The post-intervention results indicated that GGS students who had been exposed 

to the Positive Psychology program reported significantly higher competence, 

relatedness and autonomy scores when compared with the control group.  A small focus 

group of students from GGS reinforced these findings, suggesting that GGS students 

perceived benefits following participation in the Positive Psychology program.  Self-

ratings have become an important tool to measure subjective wellbeing, that is, how 

people experience and evaluate their lives (National Research Council, 2013).  

However, self-report measures of subjective wellbeing do not clearly establish whether 

students’ social skills improved following the intervention.  Therefore, the effectiveness 

of this universal program for building student social skills cannot be clearly determined.  

 A widely evaluated international Positive Psychology framework program is the 

Penn Resiliency Program (PRP) (Gillham et al., 2008).  This program was designed to 

reduce depressive and anxious symptoms and boost resilience for children aged 4-14 

and has been delivered as both a universal and targeted withdrawal program.  The 

program teaches children to identify and challenge their negative beliefs and resolve 

interpersonal conflict through assertive communication, and avoidance of aggressive or 

passive reactions.  These skills are taught through role-plays, cartoons and games.  To 

date, some evaluations of the PRP intervention have reported that the program produced 
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change (Brunwasser et al., 2009; Seligman & James, 2007) while others have reported 

no change (Bastounis et al., 2016; Gillham et al., 2007). 

 Whilst the PRP was originally designed for students in US schools, the program 

has undergone extensive international evaluation.  For example, the PRP has been 

evaluated with a cohort of children from India (Sankaranarayanan & Cycil, 2014).  The 

participants in this study were described as middle to upper-class and familiar with 

western culture due to their participation in private schools. The sample comprised 58 

boys and girls; 29 in the intervention group, with the remaining participants forming a 

wait-list control group.  The program was delivered by the primary researcher or co-

researcher for 45 minutes twice a week across a school term.  A self-report measure 

named the Children’s Attributional Style Questionnaire (Kaslow et al., 1978) was used 

to measure program impact.  This 48-item multiple-choice questionnaire identifies the 

degree to which children are optimistic or pessimistic.  Children who perceive negative 

events to be temporary, specific and external, and positive events to be permanent, 

pervasive and due to personal factors are classified as optimistic.  In comparison, 

children who see positive events as temporary, attributing them to external factors, and 

who self-blame in response to negative events, were classified as pessimistic.  When 

comparing scores following participation in the program, the intervention group scored 

significantly lower in pessimistic thinking, and significantly higher in optimistic 

thinking compared to the control group.  This outcome demonstrates program impact, 

suggesting that the PRP was beneficial to the cohort, and transferable across countries.  

However, the skills developed are specific to self-talk and internalizing behaviours.  

The link to social skills development is less clear.   
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 In a larger study, the PRP was evaluated in Australia using a battery of measures 

with 63 fifth- and sixth-grade students aged 9 to 12 years (Pattison & Lynd-Stevenson, 

2001).  Consistent with the Sankaranarayanan and Cycil (2014) study, participants in 

the intervention group received the PRP from trained facilitators who came into the 

school for two hours each week across a full school term.   

To evaluate the impact of the PRP, a number of self-report measures were used.  

Depressive symptoms were measured using The Children’s Depression Inventory 

(Kovacs, 1992), anxiety was measured using the Trait Anxiety scale of the Speilberger 

State-Trait Anxiety Inventory for Children (Speilberger, 1973), and self-perceptions of 

participants’ self, their world and their future were measured using the Cognitive Triad 

Inventory for Children (Kaslow et al., 1992). Unlike the PRP evaluations described 

above, Pattison and Lynd-Stevenson (2001) also included a self-report measure of 

social skills using the Matson Evaluation of Social Skills with Youngsters (Matson et 

al., 1983).  This measure consists of a 62-item self-report questionnaire that included 

items such as “I look at people when I talk to them” and “I slap or hit when angry”.  

Notably, these items require participants to respond in terms of specific social skills.   

The results of all self-rating questionnaires were compared immediately after 

program exposure, and again at 8-month follow-up.  Across all measures, no significant 

differences were found between the intervention and control group suggesting that the 

PRP did not improve the participants mental health or social skills.  Consistent with this 

finding, an international meta-analysis of the PRP also reported no significant changes 

for children following participation in the program (Bastounis et al., 2016).  Combined, 

these evaluations cast doubt over the usefulness of the PRP for building specific social 

skills.  
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Overall, subjective measures of wellbeing, and self-reports of generalised 

behaviour are popular within the Positive Psychology framework.  This measurement 

approach is easy to administer and useful for programs aimed to boost a young person’s 

sense of general wellness, however this approach cannot establish whether an 

intervention can improve specific social skills.  Recommendations from within the 

Positive Psychology framework are calling for the inclusion of a range of additional 

measurement formats including direct observations of behaviours to supplement self-

report measures (Cooke et al., 2016; Krueger & Stone, 2014).   

2.2.2.2 Positive Psychology Framework Summary. 

The Positive Psychology framework advocates development of character 

strengths to improve wellbeing and this has proven appealing to many educators both in 

Australia and internationally.  The focus on positive engagement and positive 

relationships is a consistent feature of Positive Psychology framework programs.  The 

PRP is a resilience-based program and has attracted research attention.  The most 

common evaluation measures used across the Positive Psychology framework are self-

report questionnaires of subjective wellbeing that depend on self-reports of general 

behaviour.  Many Positive Psychology universal programs have reported increases in 

students’ self-ratings of their general mental wellness and relationships following 

program participation.  However, the use of self-report measures of generalised 

behaviour limits capacity to demonstrate that Positive Psychology universal programs 

improve social skills.  Consequently, the Positive Psychology framework is a promising 

and popular framework, however further investigation is required to demonstrate 

enhancement of students’ social skills following participation in Positive Psychology 

universal programs.  
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2.2.3 Positive Youth Development Framework 

The Positive Youth Development framework offers universal programs designed 

to improve social skills through the experience of participating in meaningful and 

engaging activities within a young person’s community.  First proposed in the 1990’s, 

the Positive Youth Development framework argues that the interacting effects of 

biology, psychological characteristics, one’s family, culture, and community are all 

necessary to nurture an individual’s development (Lerner et al., 2005). Social skills 

learning is typically led by a mentor or facilitator, with a focus on discussions about 

skills that support improved peer relationships during group activities. Social skills, 

along with a sense of community and resilience are nurtured through leadership 

opportunities, role-modelling and positive peer interactions (Scales et al., 2000).  There 

are countless universal programs in schools that align with the Positive Youth 

Development framework. While most are designed for adolescents, the focus here will 

be on programs from this framework developed for middle-primary school age children.   

Positive Youth Development programs have been extensively evaluated. Most 

commonly self-ratings are used to measure students’ perceptions of their level of 

engagement with the program, connectedness with others and self-esteem.  Catalano et 

al. (2002) conducted a meta-analysis of 25 Positive Youth Development programs and 

concluded that overall participants reported improved perceptions of self-control, 

interpersonal skills, problem solving, quality of relationships and academic 

achievement.  Another meta-analysis (Durlak et al., 2017) reviewed 82 school-wide 

Positive Youth Development programs and reported increases in participants’ self-

perceptions of their social engagement, mental health and academic progress in follow-

up assessments at 6 and 18 months.  These positive results are often attributed to the 
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activity-based nature of the experiential group programs linked with the Positive Youth 

Development framework.   

2.2.3.1 A Sample of Positive Youth Development Framework Programs.  

Unlike the Positive Psychology and Positive Youth Development frameworks, 

within this framework a number of programs have been specifically designed for girls, 

with outcomes evaluated.  These programs focus on girls’ confidence with, and access 

to, physical activity and were developed following the finding that when compared to 

boys, girls are less often represented in sports (Brown & Fry, 2014; Weiss et al., 2015; 

Ullrich-French et al., 2016).  Social and life skills are integrated into the program 

experiences. The following gender-specific Positive Youth Development programs for 

middle-primary school age girls have been formally evaluated: Strong Girls (Brown & 

Fry, 2014) focusing on life skills, engagement, and self-perceptions regarding physical 

activity, and Girls on the Run (https://girlsontherun.org) designed to bolster 

participants’ physical and social self-concept.   

2.2.3.1.1 Strong Girls Program. The Strong Girls program is an after-school 

physical activity/positive life skills program for third- and fourth-grade girls.  The 

program aims to promote a caring climate amongst the group, while building their life 

skills, including social skills.  Three themes were central to this program; (1) experience 

in physical activities that encourage interaction, (2) discussion and group activities 

about positive life skills including negotiating conflict among friends, and (3) 

experience with guided imagery and journal writing to promote positive self-esteem.   

Strong Girls was evaluated with 48 third- and fourth-grade girls in the US (Brown 

& Fry, 2014).  Trained facilitators delivered the program for two hours once a week, 

over 15 weeks.  The evaluation was a pre-post design using four self-report measures of 
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participants’ self-perceptions.  Three of those measures focused on participants’ 

experience of a motivational climate, experience of a caring climate, and a measure of 

students’ goal orientations.  The fourth measure, the Self Perception Profile for Children 

(SPPC) (Harter, 2012), is the most closely related to social competence.  This 

questionnaire included 36 items to measure students’ perceptions of their behavioural 

conduct, academic competence, social acceptance, athletic competence, physical 

appearance, and self-worth.  Participants read each item and heard the item read to 

them, with the item visually separated into two distinct parts by the word “but”.  For 

example, “Some kids find it hard to make friends BUT other kids find it pretty easy to 

make friends” (Harter, 2012, p.6).  Participants tick “really true for me” or “sort of true 

for me” on the left or right side of each item.   

Across the four self-report measures completed by participants, one significant 

difference was identified at post-intervention.  Participants were more inclined to 

identify that success and improvement in physical activity is an outcome of their efforts.  

On measures of social competence, no significant differences were identified after 

program participation.  

2.2.3.1.2 Girls On The Run. Girls on the Run is an international non-for-profit 

Positive Youth Development framework program designed for 8 to 11-year-old girls, 

delivered after school by trained coaches.  Participants engaged in 90-minute sessions 

delivered twice a week for 10 weeks.  The program aims to improve participants’ social, 

psychological and physical development through physical activities and skill-building 

opportunities that focus on building supportive relationships, a positive inclusive 

environment, and a motivational environment with an emphasis on learning and 

improving.  Consistent with the focus of this framework, these goals are similar to the 
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goals described for the Strong Girls program.  However, unlike the Strong Girls 

program, the physical activity component for Girls on the Run focuses on running.  

Girls on the Run has been evaluated a number of times (see DeBate et al., 2009; 

Martin et al., 2009; Waldron, 2007; Weiss, et al. 2015), most recently in 2019 (Weiss et 

al.).  This recent program evaluation was a longitudinal study with 203 girls aged 8 to 

11-years old, assessed pre-intervention, post-intervention, and again after three months.  

Measures used to evaluate the impact of the program included several self-report 

measures and focus groups.  The self-report measures included the SPPC (Harter, 2012) 

as used in the Strong Girls evaluation (Brown & Fry, 2014), the Social Support Scale 

for Children (Harter, 2012), the Personal and Social Responsibility Questionnaire (Li et 

al., 2008), and the Sympathy Scale (Eisenberg et al., 1996).  Each of these measures 

were self-report questionnaires that provide participants with opportunities to rate their 

perceptions of themselves and their environment.  For example, the Sympathy Scale 

included the item “I feel upset when I see a girl getting her feelings hurt” (Eisenberg et 

al., 1996, p.333).  The items from all four scales were grouped into 10 variables with 

three focused on social skills building.  These variables were named Perceived Social 

Support, Perceived Social Responsibility, and Perceived Empathy/Sympathy.  The 

results for these three variables will be reported here.   

The participants’ scores were reported by comparing pre- and post-intervention 

means.  Paired sample t-tests indicated that mean scores were significantly higher on 

measures of Perceived Social Support at post-intervention, however, there were no 

significant differences for the sample on Perceived Social Responsibility or Perceived 

Empathy/Sympathy post-intervention.  The results were also examined separately for 

participants who scored below the mean at pre-intervention.  For this group, the results 
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demonstrated significant improvements across all self-report measures at post-

intervention.  They also demonstrated significant gains across all variables at the 3- 

month follow-up.  These findings suggest that the participants in greatest need of life 

skills development were the ones who were most likely to benefit, highlighting 

differential program impact.  

Focus groups were conducted post-intervention with participants, coaches, 

caregivers and school personnel to discuss whether they observed changes in girls’ 

social, emotional and physical behaviours.  Responses suggested increases in 

participants’ emotional management, positive social behaviours (i.e. considers others’ 

feelings, acting nicer to others), developing positive social relationships (i.e. choosing 

right friends, improved relationships, making new friends), and standing up for 

themselves and others.  The focus groups offered positive feedback but as there were no 

pre-intervention focus groups, it is difficult to establish the extent of this change.  

Overall, self-report questionnaires of participants’ perceptions of themselves and 

others, together with the focus group comments offer evidence of impact, indicating that 

the participants experienced benefits from the Girls on the Run program.  As mentioned 

previously, self-report measures of general behaviour provide insights into the 

participants’ perceptions. However, this approach cannot offer direct evidence of the 

specific social skills developed, which is required for a more comprehensive 

understanding of a program’s impact.  

Within the Positive Youth Development framework, the emphasis on self-ratings 

of general self-perceptions has been flagged as a limitation (Ullrich-French & 

Montegomer, 2016).  The above two evaluations demonstrate that overall participants 

enjoyed the Positive Youth Development framework programs, and reported improved 
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self-perceptions of their skills across various scales. However, direct evidence of social 

skill acquisition would further solidify the value and impact of the Positive Youth 

Development framework approach.   

Articles published in a special edition of the Journal of Applied Developmental 

Science in 2016 highlighted that the Positive Youth Development framework lacked 

sufficient empirical research or longitudinal studies to offer cumulative evidence of skill 

changes over time (Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2016; Tolan, 2016; Tolan, et al., 2016).  

Notably, the most recent Girls on the Run evaluation (Weiss et al., 2019) was a 

longitudinal study with 3-month follow-up. However, the issue of self-report measures 

of generalised behaviour is still a limiting factor.  Academics from the Positive Youth 

Development framework have been advocating more direct, specific measures of 

participant outcomes for some time (Salmon et al., 2007; Stone et al., 1998).  

Recommendations include pre- and post-measures of social skills from direct 

observation, parent or teacher reports of behaviour, and measures of participants’ 

mental health compared over time.   

2.2.3.2 Positive Youth Development Framework Summary. 

The Positive Youth Development framework programs offer an engaging 

experience for young people, providing them with the opportunity to develop social 

skills through meaningful social engagement.  This framework also offers a number of 

programs for girls, particularly in the area of physical activity and sports.   

Self-report measures of participants’ program experiences and general self-

perceptions are most commonly used to evaluate program impact.  However, similar to 

the Positive Psychology framework, the impact of Positive Youth Development 
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programs is yet to include direct measures of social skills, opening new opportunities 

for evaluation research in this area.  

2.2.4 The Social Competence Framework 

The Social Competence framework (Waters & Sroufe, 1983) offers universal 

programs informed by research into children’s social cognitive processing skills and 

deficits.  These universal programs are most commonly based on research from the 

Social Information Processing (SIP) model (Crick & Dodge, 1994).  This is a cognitive 

behavioural model.  The SIP model suggests that six interacting social information 

processing skills inform children’s social behaviour.  A large catalogue of empirical 

studies has helped to validate this model (see Fontaine, 2010; ven Reemst et al., 2016).  

Hence, universal programs from this framework typically focus on building children’s 

social information processing skills. The model presents a sequence of six social 

information processing skills, however it is suggested that they may also operate 

simultaneously.   The six social information processing skills are (1) encoding of cues, 

(2) interpretation of cues, (3) clarification of goals, (4) response construction, (5) 

response decision, and (6) behavioural enactment.  Social information processing skills 

are informed by a child’s database of social knowledge and prior social experiences.  

Emotions are also said to influence each processing skill (Lemerise & Arsenio, 2000).  

The model was initially developed to understand the cognitive processing skills that 

differentiated aggressive and non-aggressive boys (Dodge, 1986) and later was 

extended to describe all social behaviour (Crick & Dodge, 1994).  Universal programs 

from the Social Competence framework typically present a sequence of lessons relating 

to the social information processing skills of the SIP model, teaching social problem 
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solving, understanding and managing emotions, and role-play to build practice 

experiences.  

The SIP model lends itself to empirical analysis.  The model provides explicit 

definitions of each social information processing skill involved in social competence.  

This makes it possible for programs to teach each skill, also making it possible for 

program evaluations to directly measure children’s learning of each SIP skill, compared 

pre- and post- intervention (Durlak et al., 2011).  This is one of the key features that 

differentiates the Social Competence framework from the two frameworks described 

above.  Social information processing skills are typically investigated by presenting 

participants with hypothetical scenarios of a peer conflict and examining responses to 

those scenarios.  Comparisons are made between responses pre- and post-intervention.  

Differences in children’s social information processing skills pre- and post-intervention 

offer direct evidence of skill acquisition and program impact.  

 Social Competence framework program evaluations also commonly use 

additional qualitative or quantitative measures to examine program impact.   This might 

include a measure of children’s social or behavioural functioning from teacher, parent 

or self-rating questionnaires to establish the participant’s mental health status prior to 

the intervention program, and then again after program exposure.  Teacher and parent 

questionnaires can offer insights from a close observer.  Other measures commonly 

reported by Social Competence framework program evaluations include peer 

nominations of behaviours and direct observations.  

An important outcome from Social Competence framework research is the finding 

that social information processing skills are different for girls when compared to boys 

(see Fraser et al., 2005; Fraser et al., 2011; de Castro et al., 2002).  This is verified by 
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consistent findings that SIP model programs aimed at general social skills and general 

social themes were not proving to have an impact for girls (see Fraser et al., 2005; Low 

et al., 2015).  The research that led to this finding will be described in the next chapter, 

however one of the key outcomes is a call for gender-specific programs to develop the 

SIP skills of girls (Hanson et al., 2011; de Castro et al., 2002).  Two Social Competence 

framework universal programs with published evaluations have focus on the social 

learning needs of girls specifically.  These evaluations will be described.   

2.2.4.1 Social Competence Framework Programs Designed for Girls. 

The program content of universal Social Competence framework programs for 

girls typically recognises that girls primarily experience social challenges in the form of 

relational aggression.  As described in Chapter 1, relational aggression is defined as 

behaviours that are intended to hurt another by damaging their relationships or social 

standing.  Two examples of Social Competence framework programs designed to 

improve SIP skills and reduce relational aggression amongst girls are the Social 

Aggression Prevention Program (SAPP) (Cappella, 2006), and the Preventing 

Relational Aggression in Schools Everyday (PRAISE) program (Leff et al. 2010b).  

This latter program is delivered to girls and boys but evolved from an earlier version 

that was designed solely for girls.   

2.2.4.1.1 Social Aggression Prevention Program. SAPP (Cappella, 2006) was 

designed in the US as a universal program for fifth-grade girls, with participants placed 

into small groups to facilitate group discussions. The program teaches social problem-

solving in line with the SIP model to improve the interpersonal conflict management 

skills of girls, build emotional awareness of themselves and others, promote positive 

communication, and increase participants’ knowledge of relational aggression. Skills 
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were developed via discussion, role-play, modelling, group games and group activities.  

The program was designed to be delivered for 40 minutes once a week, over 10 weeks.   

SAPP was formally evaluated with 134 fifth-grade girls from six public schools 

with participants randomly assigned to the SAPP program or to reading clubs (Cappella, 

2006).  Teacher ratings were used to measure participants’ empathy pre- and post- 

intervention using the Teacher Ratings of Empathetic Behaviour Scale (Ebling, in press, 

as cited in Cappella, 2006).  The 23-item instrument included items such as “Goes to the 

help of someone who has been hurt” with responses rated on a 3-point or 5-point scale 

from “Doesn’t apply” to “Certainly applies” (Cappella, 2006, p. 441).  Teachers also 

completed the Children’s Social Behaviour Scale (CSBS) Teacher form (Crick, 1995, 

1996), to rate participants’ behaviours across 15-items, using a scale from 1 to 5 from 

“Never true” to “Almost always true”.  This measure included items regarding relational 

and overt aggression.  For example, “This child spreads rumours or gossips about some 

peers” and “This child threatens to hit or to beat up other children” (Cappella, 2006, p. 

443).  Teacher items were complemented with the Children’s Social Behaviour Scale, 

Peer form (Crick, 1995).  Peers were asked to rate aggressive and prosocial behaviour 

on a 5-point rating scale from “Never” to “Almost always.” This measure helped to 

establish whether participants were rated as relationally aggressive, or prosocial by their 

peers prior to the intervention.  

SIP skills were assessed using two measures that were designed for the study; the 

Social Aggression Problem-Solving Scenarios I and the Social Aggression Problem-

Solving Scenarios II.  The use of hypothetical conflict scenarios to examine 

participants’ SIP skills is common within SIP model research and is reported to have 

strong psychometric properties (Leff et al., 2007).  The Social Aggression Problem-



 51 

Solving Scenarios measures involved individual interviews where participants heard 

hypothetical conflict scenarios portraying relational aggression. For each scenario, 

participants were asked to take the perspective of either the perpetrator or the victim.  

The scenarios portrayed gossip experienced as a victim, exclusion experienced as a 

victim, and exclusion experienced as the perpetrator.   

The following scenario is an example of gossip experienced as victim, “Before 

lunch, you find a note that the girls in your class passed around.  It says: ‘___ is ugly.  

Don’t be her friend’.  The note is about you.” (Cappella, 2006, p. 461).  Participants are 

then asked “What do you say or do?” At post-intervention participants heard similar 

scenarios.  For example, “Before lunch, you walk into the girls’ bathroom and see two 

girls whispering and reading some words that had been written on the bathroom wall.  

After they leave, you see that the words say: ‘____ is stupid.  Don’t be her friend’.  It 

has your name on it” (Cappella, 2006, p. 461).  Participants verbatim responses were 

recorded and coded as prosocial/assertive, neutral/unsophisticated or 

antisocial/aggressive.   

On the interview measure of SIP skills, results varied depending on the specific 

hypothetical scenario presented to participants.  For the hypothetical scenario that 

positioned the participant as perpetrator of relational aggression, there were no 

differences between the intervention and reading club control group. However, the 

participants in the SAPP group who were rated by peers as relationally aggressive at 

pre-intervention, did report more prosocial or assertive responses at post-intervention.  

On this same measure, the participants in the reading intervention group who were rated 

by peers as relationally aggressive did not demonstrate change. 
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When the respondent was positioned as the victim of gossip, participants in the 

SAPP group were more likely at post-intervention to propose prosocial/assertive 

strategies than the reading control group participants.  However, when the respondent 

was positioned as the victim of exclusion, there were no differences between the two 

treatment groups. For this scenario, most participants stated that they would walk away, 

a response described by the researchers as acquiescence.  This example highlights the 

complexities of relational aggression for girls. That is, response differences depending 

on being victim or perpetrator, and depending on the nature of the conflict at hand.    

At post-intervention the participants were also presented with two additional 

hypothetical scenarios that positioned them as potential followers of a peer perpetrating 

relational aggression.  For example; “After lunch, your friend Leticia writes a note 

about another girl in your class.  The note says: ‘Sandy is ugly. Don’t be her friend’.  

Leticia tells you to pass the note on” (Cappella, 2006, p. 461).  The results for these 

potential follower scenarios indicated that when compared to students in the reading 

control group, girls who participated in the SAPP intervention were more likely to 

suggest prosocial/assertive problem-solving strategies post-intervention than 

antisocial/aggressive strategies.  

For teacher ratings of participants’ empathy and social behaviour at post-

intervention, the results demonstrated no differences between the intervention and 

control group. However, the participants who were below the mean at pre-intervention 

on prosocial behaviour as rated by teachers and peers, scored significantly higher at 

post-intervention if they were in the SAPP intervention group. This suggests that the 

participants with poorer social skills did benefit from the program.  This outcome 
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demonstrates differential program impact, a recurring theme across the four universal 

program frameworks.   

2.2.4.1.2 Preventing Relational Aggression in Schools Everyday. PRAISE is 

another example of a Social Competence framework program designed to reduce 

relational aggression, as well as overt aggression (Leff et al., 2010b).  This program was 

adapted from a successful targeted withdrawal intervention that was initially developed 

for an at-risk group of African American girls.  PRAISE was designed to be relevant to 

broader urban populations of both girls and boys, to be delivered for 40 minutes twice a 

week, over 10 weeks.  This universal program aimed to increase participants’ 

knowledge of SIP skills and lower levels of relational and overt aggression. Following 

the SIP model, this program included understanding emotions and encoding internal 

cues, developing strategies for dealing with anger, interpreting the intentions of others, 

generating and evaluating alternatives and choosing a prosocial response.  Additionally, 

the facilitators also discussed with participants how to manage rumours, perspective 

taking, and strategies to intervene as a bystander to relational aggression.   

The PRAISE program was evaluated using a pre-post design with participant 

outcomes compared to a non-treatment control group (Leff, et al., 2010b). Levels of 

relational aggression, overt aggression and prosocial behaviour were assessed using the 

CSBS peer form, the same peer nomination instrument reported in the SAPP evaluation 

(developed by Crick, 1995).  Teachers completed a CSBS (Crick, 1996) teacher form to 

measure students’ levels of relational and overt aggression.  Students’ general 

knowledge of social problem-solving skills and anger management techniques were 

assessed using the Knowledge of Anger Problem Solving test (KAPS), a 15-item 

multiple choice test (Leff et al., 2010b).   
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To measure SIP skills, participants read hypothetical conflict scenarios of 

relational and instrumental provocations paired with cartoon pictures that displayed the 

scenarios.  This method is similar to the social problem-solving measure used by 

Cappella (2006) for the SAPP program.  However, where the Capella (2006) evaluation 

investigated response construction through participant interviews, this study examined 

participants interpretation of cues, with a focus on hostile attribution bias through a 

multiple-choice response format.  It has been widely reported that children who attribute 

hostile intent to an ambiguous provocation, that is, have a hostile attribution bias, are 

more likely to respond with aggression, compared to children who attribute friendly or 

benign intent (see Burgess et al., 2006; Crick, 1995; Crick et al., 2002; Delveaux & 

Daniels, 2000; Leff et al., 2007b).  This study examined whether participation in the 

PRAISE program led to changes in participants’ hostile attribution bias. 

The results for this evaluation were organized into three parts. First, the results 

from girls identified as relationally aggressive from peer nominations were examined.  

Second, scores for all girls in the intervention group were compared to scores for all 

girls in the control group.  Third, the program effects for boys were compared.   

The first analysis regarding relationally aggressive girls indicated that, on the 

KAPS test, relationally aggressive girls from the intervention group demonstrated a 

significant increase in knowledge of SIP skills post-intervention, compared to the 

relationally aggressive girls in the control group. With regards to levels of aggression as 

rated by teachers, scores for the relationally aggressive girls in the intervention group 

showed small increases in aggressive behaviour post-intervention, while scores for the 

relationally aggressive girls in the control group showed large increases in aggression 

behaviour post-intervention.   
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The second analysis indicated that when comparing all girls in the intervention 

and control groups, scores for the intervention group demonstrated significant increases 

in knowledge of SIP skills and anger management strategies at post-intervention 

compared to the control group.  Girls in the intervention group displayed the same level 

of relational aggression post-intervention as rated by teachers, whereas girls in the 

control group showed increases in relational aggression.  Lastly, when examining 

participants interpretation of cues, levels of attributional bias did not differ between the 

groups.  In fact, girls were more likely to identify a hostile attribution bias when the 

scenario was relationally aggressive, compared to an instrumental provocation.  

When results were compared for aggressive boys, there were no differences post-

intervention across the measures between the intervention and reading control groups. 

However, when all boys scores (aggressive and non-aggressive boys) were compared on 

SIP skills and anger management knowledge, the intervention group reported higher 

SIP skills and anger management knowledge scores compared to the control group of 

boys. When comparing all boys on measures of relational and overt aggression, and 

hostile attributional biases, there were no differences between groups.   

The evaluation of the PRAISE program demonstrated differential program 

impact, in this instance, greater impact for girls, than boys. This finding highlights the 

importance of gender specific programming.  This evaluation also demonstrated the 

advantage of using a range of measures, expanding the scope of evaluation.  This 

comprehensive evaluation demonstrated the skills and knowledge that did improve 

following participation in the PRAISE program, and the specific skills (namely, 

interpretation of cues), that did not change through this intervention.  The 

comprehensive nature of this evaluation is important to help program designers when 



 56 

planning subsequent revisions to the program, and help schools to objectively evaluate 

the impact and limitations of a program for their students.  

2.2.4.2 Social Competence Framework Summary. 

One of the key features of universal programs from the Social Competence 

framework (Waters & Sroufe, 1983), is an emphasis on teaching, practicing, and 

measuring SIP skills.  These skills are most often defined in line with the SIP model 

(Crick & Dodge, 1994).  Alignment with this explicit model of social information 

processing skills enables program evaluations to utilize direct measures such as 

hypothetical scenarios and SIP-based questions compared pre- and post-intervention.  

As demonstrated in the two evaluations reported above, this approach of directly 

measuring children’s responses can help to establish whether an intervention can 

improve specific SIP skills.  Programs that focus on both SIP skills and behaviours of 

relational aggression relevant to girls can improve girls’ SIP skills and knowledge.  This 

highlights the importance of social learning programs that are specific to the needs of 

girls. Notably, both gender-specific programs described above were designed for 

schools in the US, and appear to be the only Social Competence framework programs 

for girls with published evaluation results.  

The Friendship Saver Program, which is the subject of the current evaluation, was 

also designed with specific focus on improving the SIP skills of girls, with recognition 

of relational aggressive issues prominent for girls.  However, the content of the 

Friendship Saver Program extends the scope of the programs described above.  Similar 

to those universal programs, the current program aims to teach girls about emotions and 

social problem-solving skills through discussions, group activities and role-play.  

However, this program also uses additional arts education methods to explore themes 
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most pertinent to girls, and includes anchor charts to graphically conceptualise conflict 

and prosocial SIP skills.  These features of the Friendship Saver Program are intended 

to heighten participant interest and engagement, and maximize their learning and recall 

of the content presented.  The evaluation approach used for this study also included 

multiple measures and a pre- and post-intervention design consistent with the SAPP and 

PRAISE programs.  However, the current evaluation examined hostile attribution bias, 

response construction, and response decision using novel software called What Next? 

(Ainley & Ainley, 2006) that presents video footage of hypothetical scenarios followed 

by SIP based questions.  This approach does away with reading vignettes to participants 

and showing pictures to illustrate the story.  The use of software also does away with 

the interview format or pencil and paper multiple-choice response approach.  

Participants in this study privately typed their response to SIP questions immediately 

after viewing the video scenarios.  These features were included following well reported 

challenges associated with traditional SIP measures.  These challenges will be discussed 

in the following chapter.  Hence, the current study contributes research to the Social 

Competence framework using novel evaluation strategies to examine the impact of a 

universal program, designed to engage girls in their learning of SIP skills.  

2.2.5 The Social Emotional Learning Framework 

The Social Emotional Learning (SEL) framework was developed by the 

Collaborative for Academic, Social and Emotional Learning (CASEL) 

(www.CASEL.org, 1994) and draws together empirical studies from across psychology 

and education to offer one consolidated hub for evidence-based programs.  The CASEL 

group is a collaboration between academics and practitioners.  Recommendations from 
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evidence-based research are considered alongside the experiences, practicalities and 

challenges reported by teachers in schools. This has resulted in a synthesis of best-

practice guidelines, advocacy and advice to support educators in their selection and 

implementation of evidence-based social and emotional learning programs in 

classrooms.  Universal programs from all social learning frameworks are considered, 

provided that they can (1) align with the set of skills and competencies developed by the 

CASEL group and (2) be demonstrated to be evidence-based. 

The skills and competencies incorporated in the SEL framework have been 

compiled according to their empirical evidence base.  This includes a great deal of 

research informed by SIP-based research and Positive Youth Development framework 

evaluations (Durlak et al., 2015).  The result is a broad index of 38 social and emotional 

skills to help schools build children’s social and emotional capacity.  The 38 skills are 

grouped into five core competencies; Self-Awareness, Self-Management, Social 

Awareness, Relationship Skills and Responsible Decision Making.  The broad nature of 

these five core competencies allows most social learning programs to identify skills and 

competencies that align with the SEL framework.   

The SEL framework was originally funded by the US government for US 

schools, however the popularity of the framework has spread to many countries.  The 

CASEL group are credited for bringing social and emotional learning priorities to many 

governments, and shaping policies that are bringing social and emotional learning 

priorities to schools. Australia is no exception.  Within Australia the SEL framework 

has had considerable influence. The National Safe Schools Framework (2004, later 

revised in 2011) was influenced by the research from the CASEL group to define the 

national approach towards promoting the mental health and wellbeing of Australian 
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children (Ministerial Council for Education, Early Childhood Development and Youth 

Affairs, 2011).  In addition, the nationwide funded Kids Matter program, a whole 

school health promotion, prevention and early intervention program was developed in 

accordance with the work published by the CASEL group (Graetz et al, 2008).  This 

project is continuing in 2020, still informed by the work of CASEL, but now named Be 

You and managed by the not-for-profit mental wellness organisation Beyond Blue 

(http://www.beyou.edu.au).  In 2017 the Department of Education and Training (DET) 

in the Australian state of Victoria, released a Personal and Social Capability curriculum 

from foundation-year (the first year of primary school in Victoria) to Year 10 (Victorian 

Curriculum and Assessment Authority, 2020).  DET referenced CASEL and the SEL 

framework as the approach informing this curriculum component.  

In 2009, a two-year evaluation of the Australian Government initiative Kids 

Matter was published, reporting on the impact of SEL programs in 101 participating 

schools (Slee et al., 2009).  One of the key measures used within this evaluation was the 

Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) student, teacher and parent forms 

(Goodman, 2007).  The SDQ was used to identify students as functioning within the 

normal, borderline, or abnormal range for mental health strengths and difficulties.  At 

the commencement of the Kids Matter project, 34% of all students were identified 

within the borderline or abnormal range however, this figure was reduced to 24% at the 

conclusion of the trial (Slee et al., 2009).  Overall the Kids Matter evaluation reported 

that across all students involved, SDQ total difficulties scores declined with a small 

effect size.   

Overall, SEL framework program evaluations to date have had positive impact in 

schools.  Durlak et al. (2011) conducted a meta-analysis of 213 universal programs that 
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identified with the SEL framework.  This included programs for kindergarten through to 

secondary school.  The volume of programs is indicative of the many options available 

to schools.  Criteria for inclusion in this meta-analysis required that a universal program 

focused on one of the five competencies within the SEL framework, was delivered to 

the whole class by the class teacher, included evaluation measures of student outcomes, 

and included a measure of the quality of program delivery (also referred to as 

implementation quality).  The evaluation methods included in these studies varied from 

self-report questionnaires to direct measures of social information processing skills. The 

meta-analysis demonstrated that, in general, participation in a SEL program resulted in 

improved social emotional skills, attitudes, behaviours, and academic performance 

compared to the control groups.  A 2017 review of six meta-analyses of SEL programs 

across the US highlighted that most studies reported improvements in children’s social 

skills and mental health (O’Connor et al., 2017).  Five of the six meta-analyses reported 

academic benefits. They also highlighted, however a concerning lack of impact for girls.  

To date, few gender-specific evidence-based SEL programs are available. 

The SEL framework recognises a number of program evaluation methods as 

providing evidence of program impact.  In particular, common measures include self-

report questionnaires, trained observers’ records, parent or teacher rating scales, and 

measures of children’s social problem-solving skills from hypothetical scenarios 

(McKown et al., 2019).  The SEL framework also advocates a focus on measuring 

strengths to inform improvements in practice, rather than simply identifying deficits and 

diagnosing or categorizing individuals (Franklin et al., 2019).  This approach has been 

influenced by Positive Psychology and Positive Youth Development frameworks. Most 

recently, a global review of SEL program evaluations reported that “While surveys of 
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students’ self-perceptions and teachers’ observations are common and widely available, 

direct assessments, in which students directly demonstrate their level of competency, 

are largely missing from the catalogue of assessment tools…” (Read et al., 2019, p.1).  

To support SEL evaluations towards direct measurements of social skills, the CASEL 

group commissioned a Design Challenge that spanned three years (Read et al., 2019). 

This challenge was setup as a competition, encouraging submissions that offered direct 

measurement ideas to support SEL program evaluations.  From this design challenge, 

six winners were selected.  Most winning submissions included a rubric for 

observational assessments in the form of teacher ratings pre- and post-intervention.  

Interestingly, one of the winning submissions was a web-based performance task 

measure, assessing students’ capacity to identify emotions, perspective-taking skills, 

and social problem solving.  This direct measure of children’s social and emotional 

skills was called SELweb, developed by xSEL Labs (http://www.xsel-labs.com).  This 

measure was first evaluated in 2013 to assess children’s encoding, interpretation and 

reasoning skills (McKown et al., 2013), and extends the long-standing use of 

hypothetical scenarios and social problem-solving questions typical of the Social 

Competence framework.  In this way the SEL framework is helping to synthesize best 

practice methods to bolster the quality of social learning resources available to schools.    

The following section will describe two SEL universal programs popular in 

Australian schools (Slee, et al., 2009).  The first is an Australian designed program 

called You Can Do It! Early Childhood Education Program (YCDI) (Bernard, 2006b). 

This is a cognitive-behavioural approach designed to promote mental health and social 

emotional functioning.  The second is the widely used US-designed Tribes Learning 

Communities (TLC) (Gibbs, 2003), which aims to reduce aggressive and disruptive 
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behaviours by improving interpersonal skills through group work and targeted themes 

for building a sense of community.   

2.2.5.1 A Sample of Social Emotional Learning Framework Programs. 

A widely used Australian SEL intervention is YCDI (Bernard, 2006b).  The 

intervention focuses on five skills; confidence, persistence, organisation, getting along 

and resilience.  The skills are taught through weekly lessons and supported by visual 

imagery, student awards and integration of skills into the academic curriculum.   

Bernard and Walton (2011) evaluated the YCDI program using the Attitudes to 

School Survey (Department of Education and Early Childhood Development, 2006), a 

52-item self-report measure of student attitudes towards their wellbeing, teaching and 

learning, and student relationships.  The self-report measure includes statements such 

as, “I feel positive”, “My teachers make learning interesting” and “I get along with 

other students at my school” (Bernard & Walton, 2011, p.30).  The outcomes for six 

schools using the YCDI program were compared to control schools.  A total of 349 

students in fifth and sixth-grade were included in the evaluation.  After 12 months, the 

results indicated that overall the participants showed improvements on nine of the 11 

measures, when compared to the control schools.  No meaningful differences were 

reported between boys and girls in this study.  This evaluation suggests that the 

Australian designed YCDI program improved children’s attitudes towards their 

wellbeing, teaching and learning experiences, and student relationships.  However, 

Bernard and Walton (2011) noted that this evaluation was based on only one measure; 

student perception, and encouraged further evaluations of the YCDI program.  

  TLC (Gibbs, 2003) is an example of a widely used and evaluated SEL 

framework program that organizes students into smaller learning groups or "tribes".  
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Teachers are trained to reinforce a range of themes including positive classroom 

climate, respect for others, teamwork, and accountability (Hanson et al., 2011).  The 

program aims to reduce aggressive and disruptive behaviours by improving 

interpersonal skills and building a sense of community.  Key learning goals that are 

designed to impact classroom climate and respectful relationships include; attentive 

listening, appreciation/no put downs, mutual respect and everyone has the right to pass.  

The program runs for the duration of the academic year.   

A large randomized evaluation of the TLC program was conducted, including 166 

classrooms assigned to the intervention or to the wait-list control group.  This was a pre- 

and post-design using a number of measures completed by both teachers and parents 

including the Achenbach Childhood Behaviour Checklist (Achenbach & Rescorla, 

2001).  Teachers completed class culture questionnaires, trained observers assessed 

classroom environment, and student interviews provided information about participants’ 

moral judgments in response to conflict scenarios.   

The results indicated that classroom environment as rated by teachers did not 

change post-intervention.  On the other hand, trained observers rated the TLC 

classrooms as displaying more opportunities for group work, higher engagement, 

sharing and collaboration compared to control classes.  On measures of student 

behaviour, the parent and teacher scores differed.  Parent ratings indicated reduced rule-

breaking behaviour overall for boys.  However, teachers reported increased aggressive 

and rule-breaking behaviour for first- and second-grade boys, and decreased aggression, 

rule-breaking behaviour, social and attentional problems post-intervention for third- and 

fourth- grade boys. In contrast to boys, the parent and teacher questionnaire results did 

not indicate any positive change for girls.  Unexpectedly, the girls involved in the 
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intervention scored consistently lower on test scores in English and mathematics 

compared to the control group.   On measures of moral judgement derived from student 

interviews, no changes were reported.   

Hence, the use of various measures to examine class culture, social skills and 

academic outcomes revealed that the program had differential impact in each of these 

areas, highlighting the value of including a range of measures when examining 

universal program impact.  Also noteworthy, no positive impact was reported for the 

girls involved in this study.  As reported previously, differential impact for girls and 

boys is widely known and has been highlighted by program evaluations from the Social 

Competence framework (See Fraser et al., 2005; Fraser et al., 2011; Fraser et al., 2000; 

de Castro et al., 2002).  In sum, the comprehensive program evaluation indicated that 

the TCL program offered a range of benefits for boys.  The lack of effect for girls 

reinforces the need for gender-specific programs for girls.  

2.2.5.2 SEL Framework Summary. 

 In summary, the SEL framework has been instrumental in bringing a social and 

emotional curriculum focus to schools, and within Australia this is largely government 

led.  There are many universal programs that report alignment with the SEL framework, 

some of which also align with other frameworks.  The methods reported across SEL 

universal programs vary greatly however, the CASEL group are working towards 

consolidating program evaluation methods, with recommendations for more direct 

measures in future research.  With regards to girls, SEL programs written for both 

genders while often effective for boys, are not always proving to be of equal benefit for 

girls.  Overall, the SEL framework offers advocacy to governments, an index of social 

learning goals for students, guidelines to discriminate between SEL programs, and a 
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push for program standards that emphasize an evidence-based, and high-quality 

measurement of program impact.   

2.2.6 Universal Programs Evaluation Summary 

Universal programs can be classified by their underpinning framework: the 

Positive Psychology framework (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000), the Positive 

Youth Development framework (Lerner et al., 2002), the Social Competence framework 

(Waters & Sroufe, 1983), and the Social Emotional Learning framework (Elias et al., 

1997).  

Positive Psychology framework universal programs are designed to improve 

student wellbeing, with program impact largely measured using self-report measures of 

wellness and self-reports of general behaviour.  The Positive Youth Development 

framework offers engaging hands-on programs intended to bolster social skills through 

positive social experiences in community projects.  Positive Youth Development 

framework programs typically measure program impact using self-report measures of 

engagement and self-reports of participants’ perceptions of themselves and others.  

Universal programs aligning with these two frameworks have reported positive 

experiences for the participants and have increased positive self-concept. However, 

reliance on self-report ratings of general behaviour has been highlighted as a limitation 

of these evaluations.  Self-report measures as used in these evaluations do not tap 

directly into participants’ knowledge and use of social skills.  Hence, knowledge of the 

full impact of interventions aligned with these two frameworks on participants’ social 

skills, is currently limited.  
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The Social Competence framework is based upon a theoretical model which 

defines specific social information processing skills. Social learning programs drawing 

on this framework typically focus on building these social information processing skills.  

Program impact is often measured using methods that directly measure social 

information processing skills and it has been demonstrated that social learning programs 

that align with the Social Competence framework have shown improvements in 

children’s social information processing skills.  Consequently, the Social Competence 

framework offers a targeted theory on which to base development of children’s social 

skills, and has introduced some of the most direct and comprehensive measures of 

social skills and competence.   

The last of the four frameworks, the Social Emotional Learning framework, 

involves collaboration between academics and practitioners, synthesizing evidence-

based research outcomes from across frameworks to inform schools’ social-emotional 

curriculum policies, practices and program choices.  The Social Emotional Learning 

framework is fast becoming an overarching framework influencing government policy 

and school curriculum in many countries.  This framework is celebrated for its strong 

and effective advocacy for social learning.  

Across the breadth of the research subsumed under these four frameworks 

empirically sound studies have indicated that girls do not appear to be benefiting from 

social learning programs in the same way that boys appear to benefit.  However, a 

number of Social Competence framework programs that have focused on social 

experiences relevant to girls, such as relational aggression, have demonstrated some 

improvements to the social information processing skills of girls.  This finding is 

important, indicating that girls need gender-specific social learning programs with 
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content particularly relevant to girls.  The current thesis extends this research through an 

evaluation of the Friendship Saver Program, a universal program for girls that targets 

social information processing skills.  The evaluation has a pre- and post-intervention 

design and will include direct measures of social information processing skills using 

gender-specific hypothetical scenarios presented via interactive software.  In addition, a 

measure of participants’ general social and behavioural functioning will be compared 

pre- and post-intervention completed by parents and teachers.  The findings of this 

evaluation will contribute to the ongoing development of evidence-based social learning 

programs to improve the social skills of girls.   

2.3 Implementation Quality 

An issue that is pervasive to all universal programs, regardless of theoretical 

orientation is the issue of program implementation fidelity, or implementation quality.  

Implementation quality is the degree to which a program was implemented as designed 

(O’Donnell, 2008).  One of the key recommendations of the Kids Matter project 

described above was that attention be given to the quality of program implementation 

(Slee et al., 2011).  Implementation quality results are important to demonstrate that the 

program was delivered as designed, supporting expectations that similar results will be 

obtained if the intervention is implemented with fidelity in other schools.   

Berman and McLaughlin (1976) offered one of the first examinations of school-

based program evaluations, with key recommendations supporting the need for 

implementation quality that are still relevant today (Durlak, 2016; Sanetti & DiGennaro 

Reed, 2012; Zvoch, 2012).  Berman and McLaughlin (1976) argued that exact 

implementation is generally unattainable in a school setting and suggested that a more 
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realistic expectation is that a school and a program both adapt.  They noted that 

stringent structures within a school can lead to program changes in the duration of 

delivery, methods used or program format.  They recommended that such adjustments 

be recorded and reported to help readers assess the outcomes of an evaluation.  Hence, 

implementation quality measures record the degree to which the program was delivered 

as designed, and help to establish whether evaluation results can be attributed to the 

intervention itself, or other unintentional influences (Moncher & Prinz, 1991).   

Realistically, schools operate as macrosystems with competing demands that can 

influence decisions about the way an intervention is implemented within a school.  For 

example, the recommended time and duration of delivery may be altered due to 

competing curriculum demands.  The frequency of delivery, access to required 

equipment, ideal location or class size might be compromised.  In addition, those who 

implement the intervention might create variation because of their prior teaching 

experiences, levels of training and individual engagement practices (Durlak, 2015). 

Variations can also occur due to differences in student participation, that is, a cohort 

might participate with varying degrees of attendance, capabilities and engagement. 

Furthermore, identification of learning needs or engagement issues can lead a highly 

skilled facilitator to modify a program to support the individual needs of their students.  

This type of modification can aid participant outcomes, however if unreported cannot be 

replicated.  Hence, deviation from an intervention program design is highly likely 

within a school context, can impact participant outcomes negatively or positively, and 

therefore needs consideration when evaluating a program within a school (Durlak, 

2015).   
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2.3.1 Measuring Implementation Quality 

There are several strategies that can be incorporated into a school-based 

intervention evaluation to enhance implementation quality and to record implementation 

quality data (Bellg et al., 2004; Domitrovich & Greenberg, 2000).  Key implementation 

promotion elements include: a training manual that articulates the fundamental aspects 

of the intervention, training and consultation, explanation of program features which 

could be adapted without compromising the integrity of the intervention, and provisions 

for internally created material that will be a best-fit with a specific population rather 

than fixed resources (Bellg et al., 2004).  To evaluate a school-based intervention, it is 

also recommended that multiple schools and multiple facilitators are recruited (Durlak, 

2016).  

Implementation quality has been discussed as a research agenda since 1976 

(Berman & McLaughlin, 1976), however uptake of implementation quality measures in 

school-based program evaluations has been gradual (Low et al., 2016).  Gresham and 

Gansle (1993) reported that of the 181 published studies of school-based evaluations 

between 1980 and 1990, fewer than 14% mentioned implementation quality data.  Dane 

and Schnider (1998) examined 162 studies between 1980 to 1994 and reported that only 

24% included implementation quality data.  They examined the extent to which 

evaluations reported on five core measures of implementation quality; Exposure 

(number, length and frequency of sessions), Adherence (extent to which program 

components were delivered as described), Quality of Delivery (capturing qualitative 

measures such as implementer enthusiasm and preparedness), Participant 

Responsiveness (levels of participation or enthusiasm), and a measure to ensure 

participants receive only the planned interventions.  Dane and Schnider (1998) noted 
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that of these measures, Exposure and Adherence were most commonly reported in the 

studies they had examined.  They also reported that low adherence to the intervention 

was often associated with poorer outcomes.  They suggested that limited reporting of 

implementation quality may stem from a lack of theory to guide researchers.  This 

suggestion was echoed by O’Donnell (2008) following a similar examination of 

kindergarten to twelfth grade interventions.   

To identify barriers to the inclusion and reporting of implementation quality data, 

Hagermoser et al. (2012) surveyed authors of 210 school-based evaluation papers 

published between 1995 and 2008.  The school psychologists surveyed reported that a 

lack of consistent theory, general knowledge and explicit guidelines about quality of 

implementation research posed significant barriers to inclusion of implementation data 

in evaluative studies. Durlak noted that school-based interventions are currently lacking 

clear direction for accurately assessing implementation quality (2016).  The school 

psychologists surveyed also indicated that time limitations, costs, labour demands and 

lack of editorial requirements from major journals detracted from the pursuit of quality 

implementation. To date, journals, self-ratings and observation are the most common 

procedures reported.   

In spite of the difficulties described, there are examples of effective 

implementation quality measures in school-based evaluations.  The Multisite Violence 

Prevention Project (2008) is an example of a school-based evaluation where 

implementation quality promotion procedures subsequently contributed to a more 

comprehensive understanding of the outcomes which varied between schools.  The 

study design required numerous facilitators each to complete 36 hours of training.  

Thirty-seven schools were included in the study, with training workshops and 
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consultation offered to class teachers throughout the year.  Implementation was 

delivered in accordance with a 20-session curriculum that focussed on social 

information processing skills taught through role play, group activities and experiential 

learning techniques.  Self-report checklists from facilitators indicated that most (95%) 

of the curriculum was delivered as designed, indicating high implementation quality.  

However, not all of the schools involved demonstrated change for their students, and 

this appeared to occur particularly in the schools that did not take up the offer for on-

going consultation, training or supervision throughout the year.  In this instance the 

recording of these implementation measures helped identify why the same results were 

not achieved by all participating schools (The Multisite Violence Prevention Project, 

2008).   

Durlak (2016) also stressed the importance of identifying a school’s readiness for 

a program.  He suggested first assessing the specific need for the intervention and 

identifying program fit with the school’s values and resources to gain “genuine buy-in” 

from a school.  Durlak also suggested that decisions regarding adaptation should be 

guided by the researcher, with a dedicated internal team to help oversee the 

implementation of the program.  According to Durlak only after these factors are 

assured are staff ready for program training. 

 Reporting implementation data heightens capacity to replicate an intervention, 

and helps the reader to interpret the results of a school-based evaluation.  This latter 

point can be illustrated with reference to an evaluation of the Zippy’s Friends program 

(Clarke et al., 2014).  This is an SEL framework universal program aimed to improve 

children’s coping skills, problem solving skills, and promote mental health and 
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emotional wellbeing.  The program is delivered by the class teacher for 1 hour a week 

over 24 weeks.   

The evaluation examined the impact of the Zippy’s Friends program across 52 

classrooms.  General psycho-social behaviour was measured pre- and post- intervention 

using the SDQ (Goodman, 1997), and participants’ emotional literacy was measured 

using the Emotional Literacy: Assessment and Intervention – Ages 7 to 11 (Faupel, 

2003).  This is a 20-item checklist completed by teachers regarding general behaviour.  

Implementation was measured using a implementation quality checklist completed by 

the class teacher after each lesson, to identify the degree of adherence to the session 

elements.  The researcher also conducted class observations and completed the 

checklist.  Agreement between the two raters was high (Kappa Measure 0.74, p<0.005).   

The SDQ results from 52 classrooms indicated that general social-emotional 

capabilities did not improve, however, on measures of emotional literacy, participants 

skills did improve following program participation.  Furthermore, program 

implementation quality was high across most classrooms, and higher levels of 

implementation quality equated to higher post-intervention emotional literacy scores.  

These findings highlight that adherence to a program, directly impacts student 

outcomes.   

The quality of implementation of the Second Step Violence Prevention (SSVP) 

program (Committee for Children, 2012) was formally examined by Low et al. (2016). 

This is a widely used and evaluated universal program that aligns with the Social 

Competence and SEL frameworks and is designed to reduce overt aggression.  The 

program teaches skills in social problem solving, empathy and managing emotions.  The 
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SSVP program includes 24 scripted lessons that are designed to be delivered for 30 

minutes once a week.  

A longitudinal evaluation was conducted, including 61 schools and 7300 student 

participants.  Schools were either assigned to the early start or delayed start condition.  

Teachers completed several measures including the SDQ teacher-form (Goodman, 

1997) as measures of participants’ psychosocial behaviour.  The SDQ results allowed 

the participants to be identified as socially competent or at-risk.  Analysis of the SDQ 

results post-intervention indicated differential program impact.  The benefits of the 

program were most evident for children who were at or lower than the 50th percentile 

for social competency on the pre-intervention measure.   

In total, 160 teachers were included in the evaluation and each of the teachers was 

asked to provide information on the implementation quality.   Teachers completed a 

weekly self-report rating on adherence, engagement, generalisation to the broader 

curriculum and exposure (duration).  Adherence items included questions such as “to 

what extent did you leave out parts of the lesson?” (Low et al., 2016, p. 984).  

Engagement items rated the degree to which students engaged.  For example, “to what 

extent were students following along with the lesson?” (Low et al., 2016, p. 984).  

Generalisation measured reinforcement of themes and integration into daily activities 

for example “in the last week, to what extend did you do things to integrate Second Step 

skills into your academic lessons, as highlighted in the Academic Integration section?” 

(Low et al., 2016, p. 984).  Exposure was measured by asking teachers to record how 

many lessons they completed by the end of the year.  Overall, the implementation 

quality results suggested that indicators of adequate exposure and high levels of 

engagement were most closely associated with positive student outcomes.  From these 
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findings the study authors pointed to the importance of student engagement, and 

recommended that engagement should be “built into” universal programs to promote 

learning outcomes (Low et al., 2016, p. 989).   

 In summary, implementation quality procedures enhance universal program 

implementation and increase the likelihood that the program will be delivered as 

intended.  When intervention programs are implemented with high implementation 

quality, results can be attributed to the program.  In the current evaluation of the 

Friendship Saver Program, procedures to enhance implementation quality were 

integrated into the facilitator training and program manual. Following each lesson, 

facilitators and class teachers were also asked to rate levels of adherence, exposure, 

student engagement and understanding.    

2.4 Chapter Summary 

This chapter distinguished between targeted withdrawal programs and universal 

programs, with both offering unique features and advantages.  Universal programs have 

however, the distinct advantage of upskilling a whole class of students, together.  Four 

theoretical frameworks underpin the bulk of universal programs.  The Social 

Competence framework offers the strongest theory and evidence base for social learning 

programs.  Several types of measures contribute to evidence of program impact.  These 

include self-report measures of general wellbeing, self-rated perceptions of self and 

others, direct measures of social skills, and checklists or rating scales of general 

behaviour provided by known observers such as teachers and parents.  Most recently, 

direct measures of social skills are being incorporated into evaluations of intervention 

programs.  The current evaluation extends this by presenting students with hypothetical 
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scenarios and recording their responses using interactive computer software.  Program 

evaluations are also encouraged to include measures of implementation quality to assess 

the degree to which a program was delivered in the classroom as intended.   

This chapter has demonstrated that development of girls’ social skills requires 

social learning programs focused on their specific social experiences and social learning 

needs.  The Social Competence framework and underpinning SIP model (Crick & 

Dodge, 1994) has provided the most comprehensive examination of girls’ social skill 

needs to date.  The following chapter will focus on the SIP model, describing the model, 

and the research regarding the specific social information processing needs of girls.  

This provides a framework for the content and evaluation strategy for the Friendship 

Saver Program.   
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3 The Social Information Processing Model  

This chapter will describe the Social Information Processing (SIP) Model (Crick 

& Dodge, 1994), for understanding children’s social cognitive processing skills.  The 

schematic nature of the model has facilitated analysis of each step, helping to confirm the 

model as a whole.  Knowledge generated from SIP model research informs the focus of 

many social learning programs for children.  The advantages of the SIP model described 

in this chapter provide the rationale for use of the SIP model as the basis for the 

Friendship Saver Program.  SIP model research has also highlighted some of the social 

information processing skills whereby girls differ from boys. This research has not been 

without challenges and these will be described.   

 

The SIP Model was first proposed by Kenneth Dodge in 1986 to explain 

aggressive behaviour in childhood (Dodge, 1986).  The model was later reformulated by 

Crick and Dodge (1994) to address the social information processing skills involved in 

all social interactions for children.  This model defines a sequence of six cognitive skills 

involved in social information processing, which are described sequentially but may 

operate automatically and simultaneously.  The model also allows for feedback loops 

within the sequence of processing.  Crick and Dodge (1994) proposed that when a child 

is presented with a social situation, six social information processing skills are initiated. 

The skills consist of (1) encoding of cues, with attention directed towards internal and 

external cues that are primed by pre-existing social knowledge; (2) interpretation of 

cues, including attributing reasons to understand the motives behind someone’s 

behaviour; (3) clarification of goals; (4) response construction using long-term 

memory; (5) response decision, establishing the acceptability of response constructions, 
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and finally; (6) behavioural enactment.  Each processing skill is informed by social 

knowledge and memories stored within a child’s database.  Emotions experienced by an 

individual during social interactions also influence their social information processing 

(Lemerise & Arsenio, 2000).  Crick and Dodge (1994) suggest that deficits in any one 

of the six skills of the SIP model can lead to social deficits. The SIP model as proposed 

by Crick and Dodge (1994) is presented in Figure 1.   

 
Figure 1 

The Reformulated Social Information Processing Model 

 

Note. Adapted from “A review and reformulation of social information-processing mechanisms in 
children’s social adjustment,” by N. A. Crick and K. A. Dodge (1994), Psychological Bulletin, 115. p.76.    
 

1. Encoding of cues

2. Interpretation of cues

3. Clarification of 
goals

4. Response construction

5. Response decision
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Peer evaluation 
and response

Database



 78 

 The following hypothetical vignette will demonstrate the operation of the SIP 

model as it might occur for a socially competent girl.  The hypothetical vignette is 

momentary and unremarkable in many ways but serves to demonstrate the social 

information processing steps in play for the main character, Joanne.  

While walking through the busy school corridor Joanne sees her friend walking 

from the other direction. Joanne tries to capture her friend’s attention by looking at her 

eyes and smiling.  When her friend notices Joanne smiling at her, she smiles back.  

Joanne waves, reciprocating the greeting. 

In the brief moment described above, each of the social information processing 

skills played a role in Joanne’s social behaviour and has been superimposed on the SIP 

model in Figure 2.   
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Figure 2 

A Superimposed Example Demonstrating the Operation of the SIP Model 

 

In this scenario, Joanne is initiating the social interaction.  The vignette begins 

with Joanne perceiving the corridor full of students (SIP skill 1) and interpreting the 

cues around her (SIP skill 2), to see a student walking towards her is her friend. In that 

moment Joanne clarifies a goal (SIP skill 3) to capture her friend’s attention, informed 

by her database.  Joanne’s past experiences and social knowledge of friendship, stored 

within her Database informed Joanne’s response construction, that is, how to capture 

her friend’s attention from the crowd (SIP skill 4).  Also informed by her Database of 

knowledge and experiences, Joanne constructs a number of possible responses (SIP skill 

2. Interpretation of 
cues  

My friend is happy to see 
me.

3. Clarification of goals 
I want to capture my friend’s attention and 

acknowledge her  from the crowd.

4. Response construction 
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amongst a crowd where as 
‘Hi Paula!’ might not be 

heard.  Best to wave.

6. Behavioral enactment  
I raise my hand to wave hello.

Peer evaluation and 
response 

Paula starts smiling 
while looking at Joanne. 

Database 
  Smiling is friendly; 
  How to initiate a greeting; 
  Why and how to capture 

a friend’s attention; 

Joanne’s scenario 
starts here

1. Encoding of cues  
Paula is smiling, looking my way.

1. Encoding of cues  
This corridor is full of students.

2. Interpretation of cues  
That girl walking from the other 

direction is my friend 
Paula.
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4) and decides that a wave would be most appropriate (SIP skill 5), enacting a wave 

(SIP skill 6).  Joanne then encodes (SIP skill 1) Paula’s recognition and interprets this to 

mean that she was pleased to see her friend too (SIP skill 2).   

A number of theories from information-processing research and developmental 

psychology have influenced the development of the SIP model. Information-processing 

research initiated by Newell and Simon (1972) suggested that a computer processing 

model could help to explain human problem solving. They suggested that processing 

commences with the temporary holding of new information within the short-term 

sensory store.  Attention to and chunking of that information moves it into the short-

term memory.  Rehearsal holds onto the information, transferring it to long-term 

memory.  Complex and ambiguous information is converted into a mental 

representation that makes meaning for the individual, followed by access to long-term 

memory for problem solving.  Building on this information processing approach, Shure 

and Jaeger (1971) and Shure and Spivack (1972) hypothesized a relationship between 

poor problem-solving skills, and poor peer relations.  Chandler (1973) hypothesized that 

poor perspective-taking skills would be positively correlated with delinquent behaviour.  

He suggested that children without perspective-taking skills would be more likely to 

misinterpret the actions of others, and more likely to engage in ill-fitting behaviours, 

leaving the young person more likely to be judged as disrespectful or callous. Chandler 

(1973) tested this hypothesis by presenting children aged 11 to 13 years of age with 

cartoon sequences depicting cause- and-effect situations.  One of the sequences 

included a boy who appeared sad while watching his father leave at the airport.  Later in 

the sequence the same boy was crying when given a toy airplane.  Between scenes a 

second character emerged, who would be unaware of the event that had proceeded the 
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toy airplane scene. After looking at each picture in sequence, participants were asked 

what happened, and what the second character would know.  The participants’ ability to 

recognise that the second character would not be aware of the initial scene offered 

evidence of perspective-taking skills.  Chandler’s results confirmed that children who 

engaged in high levels of delinquent behaviour demonstrated difficulties in considering 

the perspectives of others.  Goldfried and D’Zurilla (1969; 1971) developed an early 

model of social-cognitive processing and used the term social competence to refer to 

appropriate social interactions and responses.  They proposed a four-step process of 

social problem solving.  The first step required an identification of the situation as 

problematic, second, the child would generate possible alternatives towards solving the 

problem.  Third, the child would choose a course of action and finally, the strategy 

would be implemented. Spivack and Shure (1974) proposed a similar model, expanded 

to include a sequence of steps to reach a social goal; ability to understand the motives 

and behaviours of others, and the ability to evaluate the potential consequences of 

options.  In 1977 Camp proposed a developmental hypothesis suggesting that animals 

and infant children often displayed aggressive behaviour, and that this appeared to 

diminish as children acquired language.  He suggested that an internal dialogue might 

also operate, facilitating the processes linking problem solving and behaviour.   

Influenced by these early models, Dodge (1986) proposed a linear five step 

model, later reformulated to become the circular model with six social information 

processing steps as presented in Figure 1 (p.72) adapted from Crick and Dodge (1994).  

This circular model with feedback loops distinguishes the model from those proposed 

earlier.  Hence, the SIP model proposed by Crick and Dodge (1994) was developed 

from a number of influential theories and emerging models, and was one of many at the 
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time proposing to explain the cognitive mechanisms underlying children’s social 

behaviour.  The SIP model with its six discrete skills and interconnected, non-linear 

approach has become one of the most popular social cognitive processing models to 

explain children’s social behaviour (see Ziv & Elizarov, 2020).  

The SIP model has been subject to extensive research following Dodge’s (1986) 

initial experiments designed to understand the social information processing skills that 

might be deficient in aggressive boys.  This early research was specifically pursued to 

help inform targeted intervention programs.  Dodge (1986) hypothesized that all boys 

would respond with aggression to an intentionally hostile act.  However, differences 

would become evident between aggressive and non-aggressive boys when the intention 

behind a peer’s behaviour was ambiguous.  He suggested that in those instances, overly 

aggressive children (as nominated by their teachers) would attribute hostile intentions to 

peers, and this would be a point of difference to boys described by their teachers as non-

aggressive.  

To explore this hypothesis Dodge (1986) exposed aggressive and non-

aggressive boys to a frustrating social situation, filmed their reactions and examined 

their reactions for evidence of hostile attributions leading to aggressive behaviour.  By 

way of illustrating early SIP model research and its influence on modern day SIP 

studies, this study will be described in detail.   

A participant was in a room alone and asked to work at a puzzle to win a prize.  

They were informed that another child in an adjoining room was also completing the 

task, though not directly competing.  The participant was also led to believe that they 

could communicate with the boy in the adjoining room via a microphone and loud 

speaker.  The child in the other room was in fact fictitious, with a technician controlling 
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a tape-recording of scripted comments that could be chosen and played into the loud 

speaker in the participant’s room.  The participant was required to complete a puzzle 

quickly in order to win a prize. Once part of the puzzle was completed, the child was 

asked to stop for a break and during the break they viewed the fictitious child’s puzzle 

in the other room.  Once the participant left their room, they could hear a tape recording 

of the fictitious boy viewing their puzzle, followed by the sound of puzzle pieces 

crashing to the floor.  This was accompanied by one of three pre-recordings; the 

fictitious boy suggesting hostile intention, the fictitious boy suggesting that he was 

trying to help complete the puzzle followed by an accidental crash, or, no indication of 

intent prior to the crashing sound.  The participant was then provided with both puzzles; 

their puzzle disassembled and the fictitious child’s puzzle completed.  The instructor 

asked the participant to view both puzzles then left the room for three minutes.  During 

this time, the child was filmed and their voice recorded.  The instructor then returned to 

the room and provided a prize for participation.  The participant’s words and actions 

were subsequently coded as physical hostility, verbal hostility, helping behaviour, or 

positive verbal behaviour.  The results of this experiment demonstrated clear differences 

in the way aggressive and non-aggressive boys managed this experience.  Both 

aggressive and non-aggressive boys (as rated by their teachers) responded with 

aggressive behaviour when they heard the hostile scenario, and both groups showed no 

aggressive behaviour when they heard the accidental scenario.  However, when the 

intention behind the puzzle damage was ambiguous, only the boys who had been 

nominated as aggressive by their teachers, reacted with aggressive behaviour.  From this 

study it was concluded that when social cues are ambiguous, some children 
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automatically attribute hostile intent to the other, and subsequently respond with 

aggressive behaviour.   

This experimental design has influenced the way children’s social information 

processing skills have been researched over the last three decades (see de Castro, 2004; 

Ziv & Elizarov, 2020).  Subsequent studies have not reproduced this exact experimental 

design.  However, inspired by this approach, most SIP model studies have presented 

participants with pictures and/or stories read aloud of hypothetical scenarios depicting 

ambiguous peer provocation.  Children’s responses are examined in terms of the 

specific social information processing skills defined by the model.  This research has 

identified how each SIP skill contributes to social competence (see Cooke, 2017).  

3.1 The Social Information Processing Skills of Girls  

It has been argued that one of the limitations of the SIP model is its suitability for 

girls (Crain et al., 2005; Mikami et al., 2008). Studies that have examined children’s 

social information processing skills have overwhelmingly reported differences in the 

social information processing skills of girls when compared to boys, and this has been 

reported from early SIP studies through to today (see de Castro et al., 2002; van Reemst 

et al., 2016; Mikami et al., 2008).  Following SIP based universal programs, girls have 

often scored consistently high at both pre- and post-intervention (Fraser et al., 2011).  

Arguments to explain these patterns suggest that girls are either socially competent 

compared to boys (Fraser et al., 2011), are good at being assessed on traditional 

measures of social information processing skills (Crain et al., 2005), or possibly, the 

SIP model is not a suitable framework for girls (Mikami et al., 2008).  Underwood et al. 

(2001) suggest that a different conceptual framework and different research methods 
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might be required in order to effectively assess the type of aggression most prominent 

for girls.  However, Crick and Grotpeter (1995) recognised that many of the SIP studies 

that identified girls’ as more socially competent compared to boys had incorporated 

hypothetical scenarios that focused on physical or verbal aggression. These behaviours 

were less relevant for girls.  However, when peer provocations most common and 

emotive to girls were used in SIP based assessments, some social information 

processing deficits have emerged for girls (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). Arguably, when 

SIP based programs and assessments are designed specifically for girls, the SIP model 

is a suitable framework.  The SAPP (Cappella, 2006) and PRAISE (Leff et al., 2010b) 

programs described in Chapter 2 both followed the sequence of steps defined by the 

social information processing model. Their results help to illustrate that girls’ social 

skills and peer relationships can be supported through the delivery of gender-specific 

SIP informed universal programs (Leff & Crick, 2010).  The following section will 

describe various studies that have examined the social information processing skills of 

girls by including social issues most relevant to them. This research has been 

instrumental in the development of the Friendship Saver Program, and the design of the 

evaluation for this thesis.  

3.1.1 Early SIP Studies and Outcomes Reported for Girls 

Early studies that sought to understand children’s social information processing 

skills tended to report that boys were more aggressive than girls, presuming that girls 

were therefore largely prosocial (Block, 1983; Parke & Slaby, 1983).  These gender 

stereotypes have been reinforced by outcomes reported in SIP studies over many years 

(see Chung & Asher, 1996; Hanson et al., 2011; and review by de Castro et al., 2002).  
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For example, Chung and Asher (1996) examined children’s clarification of goals (SIP 

skill 3) and response decisions (SIP skill 5) in response to peer conflict situations.  

Fourth to sixth-grade children were included in the study, comprising 80 boys and 62 

girls.  Participants were assessed as a group, with twelve different hypothetical conflict 

scenarios that involved an instrumental provocation read to the group.  For example, 

“during an art lesson a classmate is about to sit in the same seat that the main character 

was about to be seated at, to draw a picture” (Chung & Asher, 1996. p. 131).  

Participants were asked to imagine that the main character was of the same gender and 

asked to select what they would think or do from a set of multiple-choice options.  The 

options ranged from prosocial (accommodating the needs of both parties), 

hostile/coercive, assertive, passive, and adult-seeking. Participants were then asked why 

they would do or say that, and selected from one of four social goals; relationship goals 

(maintaining the relationship), control goals, self-interest goals, or avoidance goals.   

The results indicated clear gender differences in the associations between 

clarification of goals and response decision. Girls selected significantly more relational 

goals than boys and mostly selected prosocial, passive and adult-seeking responses.  In 

comparison, boys selected more control goals, fewer avoidance goals, and more 

hostile/coercive responses with fewer passive responses.  These results clearly indicated 

that girls and boys differed in their clarification of goals and response decisions. Girls 

were more socially orientated and prosocial overall.  

However, there is early evidence of a few researchers who challenged the 

dominant view that girls were simply more prosocial than boys.  Crick and Grotpeter 

(1995) argued for the expansion of the definition of aggression that was being used to 

investigate social information processing skills, and suggested that the definition extend 



 87 

beyond overt aggression and include relational aggression.  They also argued that the 

outcomes for girls were influenced by measurement methods that were appropriate for 

boys, but ill-fitting for girls.   They suggested that hypothetical scenarios presented to 

examine social information processing skills of girls needed to be relevant to the social 

experiences of girls, capturing examples of relational rather than just instrumental 

provocations.  They argued that the lack of relevance to girls might explain the results 

being reported.  Lagerspetz et al. (1988) also challenged common assumptions about 

girls and wide reports of social competence. They argued that girls did engage in acts of 

aggression, however these maladaptive behaviours were largely unnoticed by adults 

because they were intentionally covert.   

de Castro and colleagues (2002) conducted a meta-analytic review of SIP model 

studies reported between 1974 and 1999.  As first suggested by Crick and Grotpeter 

(1995), they concluded that the findings obtained regarding girls’ social information 

processing skills was an outcome of the measures used, not necessarily a reflection of 

their social cognitions and behaviours. Their analysis also pointed to the way that 

hypothetical scenarios were presented, and suggested that the method of delivering 

hypothetical scenarios was also fundamentally linked to the results researchers would 

obtain.  They offered several recommendations including that hypothetical scenarios 

should be delivered individually rather than as a group, and need to be important and 

relevant to the participant.  Earlier, Bayer (1996) and Bayer et al. (1996) also suggested 

that multiple informants and a range of methods and measures may also prove important 

when assessing girls’ social information processing skills.   
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3.1.2 Current Findings Regarding Girls’ Social Information Processing Skills 

As a sign of progress, a growing number of SIP studies published after Crick and 

Grotpeter (1995) paper included the broadened definition of aggression to examine 

relational aggression, and presented participants with hypothetical conflict scenarios 

that included provocations most common to girls.  However, many SIP studies 

continued to report that following assessment of girls’ social information processing 

skills, the large majority were still scoring as prosocial, even if identified as relationally 

aggressive by their peers (see Crain et al., 2005; Underwood, et al. 2001; Mikami et al., 

2008).  This situation has stifled progress in this field while at the same time 

challenging researchers to understand the social information processing complexities 

that might exist for girls and to consider alternative ways of examining social 

information processing skills (Leff et al., 2010a).  The following section will sample 

recent papers that have examined social information processing skills from encoding to 

response decision, referring to outcomes specific to girls. 

3.1.2.1 Encoding of Cues.  

Encoding of cues is presented as the first skill in the SIP model (Crick & Dodge, 

1994) and refers to a child’s ability to attend to relevant cues and internal cues to aid 

interpretation of a situation.  This social information processing skill has received the 

least research attention, possibly due to the rapid and internal nature of this process 

whereby participants notice or fail to notice relevant information (Horsley et al., 2010; 

Young, 2010).  One novel strategy used to measure encoding of cues is an eye-tracker 

method to monitor and compare the eye movements of children who did and did not 

present with aggressive behaviours (Horsley et al., 2010).  To examine encoding of 
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cues, children were grouped as aggressive or non-aggressive based on results from the 

Dutch version of the SDQ (teacher and self-report forms) (Goodman, 2001), and a peer 

nomination instrument that was constructed for the study.  In total, 17 boys and 13 girls 

made up a Low Aggressive group, while 16 boys and 14 girls made up the High 

Aggressive group.   

The experiment required each participant to view ten ambiguous hypothetical 

scenarios on a computer screen with an experimenter.  Each scenario was presented as a 

series of three black and white cartoon illustrations.  The gender of the children 

presented in the illustrations was matched to the participant’s gender.  Eye-tracker 

technology called EYELINK II (SR Research, 2016) recorded participants’ eye 

movements while they looked at each illustration.  Illustrations portrayed either hostile, 

ambiguous or accidental intent.  For example, two children are sitting together painting.  

In the hostile intent scenario, the participant was asked to imagine that he/she is the 

child whose brush is taken from them by another child, in the ambiguous scenario the 

other child reaches for a tube of paint without touching the target child, and in the 

accidental scenario the participant is bumped on the elbow while painting.  In the final 

scene, the painting has been ruined.   While viewing the illustrations, the eye-tracking 

technology recorded how long participants looked at particular cues.  Also, after 

viewing each scenario, the experimenter asked participants a series of question such as 

“What happened in the story?” and “Did anything else happen in the story?” (Horsley et 

al., 2010, p.594).  The number of relevant cues described by participants were counted.   

The eye-tracking results indicated that children rated as high aggressive looked at 

non-hostile cues longer than hostile cues, whereas children rated as low aggressive 

looked at hostile cues longer.  The low aggressive group also correctly identified more 
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accurate cues than the high aggressive group. No gender differences were reported.  The 

results suggest that closer attention to relevant cues aids more accurate recall of events.   

Replication of this eye-tracking study is required in order to establish whether 

these patterns emerge consistently, and whether they differ between girls and boys.  

This novel study suggests that learning to identify relevant cues might be important for 

social learning programs. The Friendship Saver Program includes a strategy called 

Whole Body Listening to help build participants’ encoding skills.  This will be 

described in more detail in the next chapter.  

Fraser et al. (2005) examined encoding of cues, comparing girls to boys in an 

evaluation of the Social Competence universal program called Making Choices: Social 

Problem Solving Skills for Children (MC Program) (Fraser et al., 2000).  This universal 

program was designed to improve social, emotional and cognitive skills required to 

build social relationships, and work collaboratively with peers. The program is 

delivered by a trained specialist external to the school who delivers 22 lessons over the 

course of a year.  The program evaluation occurred over three years, to include an initial 

year to deliver a routine health curriculum as a control condition.  The evaluation 

included 20 classrooms with a total of 269 girls and 279 boys.  To measure encoding 

skills, participants listened to a series of 6 short stories regarding an ambiguous 

hypothetical conflict scenario while viewing illustrations that accompanied the short 

stories.  Participants were then asked to circle the people, objects or expressions that 

“help you tell what happened in the story” (Fraser et al., 2005, p.1048).  Trained coders 

counted the total number of acceptable cues identified by each participant. Analysis of 

the results suggested that the boys’ encoding skills improved more than the encoding 

skills of girls following the intervention because girls were generally skilful at encoding 
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at pre-intervention.  However, Fraser et al. (2005) did not describe the nature of the 

hypothetical scenarios.  Therefore, it is unclear whether the scenarios included conflict 

experiences that are common and are provocative for girls, as flagged by Crick et al. 

(2002) and de Castro et al. (2002).   

In sum, the two papers described above offer examples of strategies for measuring 

encoding of cues, an otherwise overlooked social information processing skill due to the 

rapid, internal nature of this skill.  In the Horsley et al. (2010) study, participants viewed 

cartoon illustrations on a computer screen and were asked “What happened?” in 

addition to measures of eye-tracking.  In the Fraser, et al. (2005) study, participants 

viewed illustrations and circled relevant cues to show what happened.  Both studies 

relied on visual representations of hypothetical scenarios to help measure visually 

encoded cues.  However, it would seem that neither study incorporated hypothetical 

scenarios that could be considered most relevant and emotive for girls, that is, scenarios 

depicting relational aggression.  

3.1.2.2 Interpretation of Cues. 

 Interpreting cues is the second social information processing skill in the SIP 

model (Crick & Dodge, 1994) and refers to the capacity to accurately interpret cues 

required to inform understanding of a situation.  Following the first SIP study published 

by Dodge (1986), interpretation of cues is most often examined in terms of attributions 

of intention.  That is, examining whether a child attributes a behaviour to aggressive, 

benign, or unknown intent.  Dodge (1986) suggested that in the absence of cues, 

children draw on latent mental structures from their Database, to give meaning to a 

provocation.  Many studies have confirmed this hypothesis, reporting that children 

identified as highly aggressive are more likely to attribute an ambiguous provocation to 
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aggressive or hostile intent in the absence of clear social information (see Ziv & 

Elizarov, 2020).    

 Crick and Grotpeter (1995) were first to examine children’s attribution of 

intentions in response to relationally aggressive scenarios.  They were particularly 

interested in understanding how these scenarios would be interpreted by girls.  With 419 

girls and boys from the third to sixth-grade, they first assessed participants’ levels of 

aggression using a peer-nomination instrument.  Participants were then presented 

individually with 10 ambiguous hypothetical scenarios, half describing an instrumental 

provocation (for example, a child’s toy is broken), and half depicting a relational 

provocation (for example, the participant overhears that they are not invited to a 

birthday party). Unlike the two encoding of cues studies described above, the scenarios 

in this instance were read to participants without additional visual cues.  Using a 

multiple-choice format, children were asked to circle the likely reason for the 

provocation.  For example, for the missed birthday invitation scenario, participants 

could select benign intent (for example, the child was planning to invite me later), or 

hostile intent (for example, the child was trying to get back at me for something).  

Participants also indicated whether the provocateur’s intent was mean or not.  

Recognizing that emotions are also important in social information processing, 

participants were also required to rate how mad or upset they would be if the situation 

really happened to them.  Participants’ responded on a scale from 1 (not upset/mad at 

all) to 3 (very upset/mad).   

 The results of the study indicated that first, boys and girls identified as high in 

physical aggression via peer nominations were more likely to attribute hostile 

attributions in response to instrumental provocations and report higher levels of 
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emotional distress for instrumental provocations, compared to children with lower 

ratings of physical aggression. Second, boys and girls identified as high in relational 

aggression via peer nominations were more likely to attribute hostile attributions in 

response to relational provocations. In addition, girls overall reported higher levels of 

emotional distress for relational provocations than was the case for boys.  Hence, 

relational provocations did expose highly relationally aggressive girls as vulnerable to a 

hostile attribution bias.  In addition, girls were generally more distressed by those 

scenarios than boys.  These findings highlight the importance of relevant hypothetical 

scenarios when examining girls’ social information processing skills.  

 Yeung and Leadbeater (2007) were interested to examine whether a hostile 

attribution bias would be present for victims of relational aggression, and whether this 

was associated with gender and relationally aggressive behaviour.  Their study used 140 

fourth and fifth- grade children and they predicted that children who were the victims of 

peer relational aggression would be more likely to interpret peer intentions as hostile 

and show more relational aggression over time. Self-ratings were used to identify 

children who perceive themselves as either victims, or perpetrators of physical or of 

relational aggression. Hostile intent attributions were measured in response to five 

hypothetical peer provocation scenarios portraying relational aggression.  After hearing 

the scenario, participants selected one of four reasons to explain why the situation 

occurred.  Two of the reasons portrayed benign intent while the other two portrayed 

hostile intent.  Results were presented separately for girls and boys.  

 Several findings were reported, helping to shed new insights on relational 

aggression in girls.  One of the findings was that children who perceive themselves as 

victims of relational aggression present with high levels of relationally aggressive 
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behaviour and hostile attribution of intent. Also, boys in this study were more 

physically and relationally aggressive than girls.  These findings are contrary to bullying 

data presented in Chapter 1 whereby girls reported experiencing more relational 

aggression than boys.  However, self-report measures meant that participants self-

identified as victim or perpetrator.  It is possible that girls may have under-rated their 

aggressive behaviours. Overall, this study found that hostile attribution bias did mediate 

the association between peer relational victimization and relationally aggressive 

behaviours.  Hence, children who perceive themselves as victims of relational 

aggression are also more likely to react with relationally aggressive behaviours.  This 

points to the need for intervention programs to teach children prosocial strategies, 

especially in response to relational aggression.  These findings also reinforce the 

importance of teaching children how to accurately interpret social situations, to reduce 

hostile attribution bias and subsequent aggressive retaliatory behaviour.  

 The Friendship Saver Program included several strategies to improve the 

participants’ interpretation skills.  These included building their understanding of 

emotions, their capacity to correctly interpret both obvious and subtle non-verbal cues 

from facial expressions and body language, and building their capacity to make 

assumptions about a situation in the absence of obvious cues.  

 To evaluate whether participants skills for interpreting cues improved following 

the Friendship Saver Program, participants viewed one of two relationally aggressive 

scenarios (counterbalanced pre- and post- intervention) and responded to SIP based 

questions.  These scenarios were not ambiguous but rather, presented evidence of 

relational aggression expressed through the provocateur’s words, actions, tone or body 

language.  After viewing a scenario, participants typed their responses, later coded to 
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identify their attribution of intent.  Following participation in the Friendship Saver 

Program, it was expected that participants would identify more hostile intent as 

evidence of improved skills in interpreting cues.   

3.1.2.3 Clarification of Goals.  

 Clarification of goals is the third social information processing skill described to 

operate within the SIP model (Crick & Dodge, 1994).  This skill refers to a child’s 

underpinning motivation during a social interaction.  Their social goal would be 

expected to shape their subsequent social information processing.  A child’s goals might 

include maintaining relationships, protecting their own emotions or self-interests, or 

revenge, to name a few.  A 2012 meta-analysis examined the relationship between goals 

and aggressive behaviour across 21 SIP model studies (Samson et al., 2012).  They 

reported that children with high levels of aggression as rated by known observers, were 

more likely to select antisocial goals, whereas children rated low in aggression were 

more likely to select prosocial goals.   

Crain et al. (2005) examined the relationship between girls’ goals and response 

decisions.  A total of 134 fourth- to sixth-grade girls were recruited to participate in the 

study.  A peer nomination instrument was included in the study to identify relationally 

aggressive, overtly aggressive and prosocial participants.  Participants were presented 

with 6 hypothetical conflict scenarios that involved a girl being relationally aggressive 

towards another girl who was threatening her relationship to a friend.  Participants rated 

social goals presented to them on a 6-point rating scale from 1=definitely no to 

6=definitely yes.  Participants then rated the likelihood that they would respond in one 

of the two relationally aggressive ways.   
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Unexpectedly, girls who were rated as relationally aggressive did not identify 

with relationally aggressive goals or response strategies.  These results mirror those 

reported by Chung and Asher (1996) in their assessment of goals selected by girls, and 

Fraser, et al. (2005) when examining children’s response decisions.  In each case, girls 

nominated as perpetrators of relational aggression by their peers did not demonstrate 

relationally aggressive responses to the scenarios.  Crain et al. (2005) suggested that the 

results could be indicative of the unwillingness of girls to endorse relationally 

aggressive behaviours due to perceived negative impact and the unacceptable nature of 

these behaviours. This possible explanation is supported by research from other areas of 

psychology.  For example, Rose and Rudolph (2006) published a review of sex-

differences in children’s peer relationships.  They reported that social goals of girls and 

boys differ.  They suggested that girls might be more driven by goals to maintain close 

relationships because girls define “oneself on the basis of one’s ability to maintain close 

relationships…” (p.99).  In comparison, they suggested that boy’s relationship might be 

more focused on dominance, and instrumental rewards. These same gender patterns 

were reported earlier by Chung and Asher (1996).  Rose and Rudolph (2006) also 

reported that girls in middle childhood are more likely to value mutual participation, 

friendliness and supportiveness more than boys.  This suggests that valuing 

relationships feeds into girls’ goals and subsequent prosocial behaviours.  Together 

these findings suggest that overall girls value maintaining relationships.  As part of the 

Friendship Saver Program, children learn about the way their behaviours push people 

away or draw people in towards them.   
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3.1.2.4 Response Construction. 

Response construction is the fourth social information processing skill (Crick & 

Dodge, 1994) and refers to the capacity to access or think up possible responses to a 

social situation.  To examine response construction, studies often include open-ended 

format questions rather than multiple-choice format questions to allow strategies to be 

generated by the young person, rather than being primed or restricted by multiple-

choice options.   

Paquette and Underwood (1999) conducted interviews with 37 girls and 39 boys 

of early adolescent age about their interpersonal conflict experiences and self-

perceptions.  Participants were asked, “Sometimes kids do mean things to other kids, 

like make faces at them, or not let them be part of their group, or gossip about them. 

Has anything like this ever happened to you?” (p.251).  Follow-on questions were also 

asked such as; “What did you do when this happened?” (p.251). 

The results showed that both girls and boys reported common experiences of 

relational aggression, though more subtle social cues such as an eye roll, were only 

reported to be experienced by girls. Regarding response construction to relational 

aggression, almost 58% of the girls reported that they would verbally confront the peer 

(an assertive/prosocial response), approximately 30% stated that they would ignore the 

peer (an avoidant/non-response), and approximately 12% stated that they would tell 

peers that the gossip was not true (an assertive/prosocial response).  The girls did not 

describe a response construction that involved any form of aggression such as 

exclusion, revenge or even yelling.   

 Mikami et al. (2008) examined response construction from adolescent girls with 

and without ADHD, and also examined their attribution of intention and clarification of 
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goals.  This study included 228 adolescent girls aged 11-18 years, with 140 of them 

diagnosed with ADHD.  The girls were also re-assessed 4.5 years later to provide 

longitudinal data for comparison.     

Participants were read five hypothetical scenarios of an ambiguous peer 

provocation with accompanying pictures and asked to imagine that it was happening to 

them.  For example, “a group of peers say you can’t sit with them at lunch” (p. 764).  

Hypothetical scenarios were relationally aggressive or overtly aggressive. Participants 

were asked during interviews to describe why the peers in the story acted as they did 

(examining their attributions of the characters’ intention) and asked to generate possible 

responses.  Once again, the girls involved in this study did not report relationally 

aggressive response constructions.   

The studies described above suggest that girls are highly competent at generating 

prosocial response constructions. However, both studies are suggesting that these results 

might be indicative of girls’ capacity to construct the “right” or socially desirable 

answer, but may not be revealing the actual responses they might construct in a moment 

of relational aggression or conflict with peers.  Crain et al. (2005) proposed that girls are 

highly concerned about what peers think of them. This suggests that they may be 

intrinsically concerned about what the examiner thinks of them during an interview, 

resulting in responses that they think the interviewer expects.  Girls may therefore be 

less willing to own their behaviour and be less willing to admit to the use of, or 

preference for, relationally aggressive strategies.   

3.1.2.5 Response Decision. 

The SIP model suggests that SIP skill 5, response decision, involves both 

evaluating responses and deciding on a course of action.  In 2006, Fontaine and Dodge 
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suggested that later social information processing skills become particularly important 

during adolescence when social information processing is more complex, and they are 

confronted with more sophisticated social scenarios.  SIP studies examining response 

decision might focus on participants’ evaluation of a response, or focus on their final 

response decision.  Ainley, Cameron and Scoble (2008) used the What Next? software 

to measure children’s social information processing skills. In their study, participants 

viewed a video scenario of a conflict situation and were asked to adopt the perspectives 

of two characters within the conflict.  The conflict involved three children and a fight 

over how to cook a chicken.  Participants were asked to take on the role of the 

characters, and describe what happened, what they would do, and why it was the best 

thing to do. These questions provide insights into participants’ interpretation of social 

cues (SIP skill 2), response constructions (SIP skill 4), and response evaluation and 

decision (SIP skill 5).  Interestingly, when first asked to select a character, the girls in 

the study were more likely to select the girl character first, while boys were more likely 

to select the boy character first.  This pattern suggests that gender association is 

important for participants, and might contribute to the way they experience the video 

scenario.  The participants’ response decisions also produced interesting results. That is, 

different to past SIP-based studies, the girls in the study did provide maladaptive 

response decisions in addition to adaptive response decisions.  As described in Chapter 

2, there has been a tendency for girls to consistently select or describe prosocial 

strategies in response to hypothetical scenarios.  This pattern has led a number of 

researchers to suggest that girls are responding to maintain their perception of society’s 

expectations of their behaviour, and may not reflect their actual response decisions.   
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Hence, the What Next? software (Ainley & Ainley, 2006) offers a potentially 

important variation to traditional SIP measurement methods.  Participants engage with 

the What Next? software on a personal computer, offering complete privacy and 

anonymity through the use of a four-digit log on code, and absence of all identifying 

details.  In order to examine participants’ capacity to generate response constructions, 

participants viewed one of two counterbalanced video scenarios of relational aggression 

and typed their responses in the open text box to the question “Still imagining you are 

Taylor from the video, what would you do about it?”  If participants were unable to read 

the text on screen, they could press an audio icon button to hear the instructions through 

personal headphones.  The participants could also click a back arrow to view the video 

scenario again.  These provisions were designed to remove the need for participants to 

engage with the researcher or class teacher, maintaining their privacy throughout the 

session.  Using this novel software, the current evaluation explores whether the 

intervention led to any changes in the participants’ response constructions from pre- to 

post-intervention, and whether the participants responses were consistent with past 

research.  

The What Next? software might offer measurement features that are important 

when assessing girls.  The present study provides an opportunity to examine the 

application of the What Next? software to examine girls social information processing 

skills.  In this evaluation, the participants’ interpretation of cues, response construction 

and response decision will be investigated.   
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3.1.3 Wider Literature Regarding Girls’ Social Skills  

The SIP model (Crick & Dodge, 1994) and the SIP studies described above 

demonstrate the way examination of specific social information processing skills 

provides insight into the social behaviour of girls.  The findings reported through this 

systematic, empirical approach parallel wider reports about girls in middle childhood.  It 

is widely accepted that in middle childhood, a preference for same gender peers and 

gender specific play emerges (McDougall & Hymel, 2007; Martin & Fabes, 2001).  

Children’s social skills move away from simple exchanges and parallel play to complex 

interactions (Sumaroka & Bornstin, 2008).  Girls often engage in small groups or pairs 

(dyads), talk more than play, and value loyalty, agreement, compliance and self-

disclosure (Crick & Nelson, 2002; Simmons, 2002).  These shared values foster a sense 

of closeness and acceptance, and are considered to be closely entwined with a girl’s 

sense of self-worth (see Maccoby, 2002; Rose & Rudolph, 2006).  Hence, friendships 

for girls become especially important at this time.  

Studies have also demonstrated that girls place greater importance on how they 

are perceived by their peers compared to boys of the same age, further affirming their 

valuing of friendships and peer relationships (Rudolph & Conley, 2005; Storch et al., 

2003; Storch et al., 2002).  The importance girls place on friendships and peer 

relationships is critical for their perception of self-worth and is said to explain why girls 

are so vulnerable to relational aggression (Simmons, 2002) and reinforces the need for 

gender-specific social skills programs.   
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3.2 Chapter Summary 

This chapter described some of the early influences on the SIP model and models 

proposed at the same time that Dodge, K. was working on the first iteration of the SIP 

model.  Subsequently, the revised SIP model (Crick & Dodge, 1994) was well received 

and has undergone extensive examination. Significant differences in social information 

processing skills have been highlighted between girls and boys.  Many of these 

differences have created challenges to traditional research methods.  However, due to 

the presence of relational aggression amongst girls, and the mental health implications, 

efforts to effectively measure, understand and support girls’ social information 

processing skills continue. 

The universal program evaluated in this study focuses attention on improving the 

social information processing skills of girls.  In light of past measurement challenges 

when assessing girls’ social information processing skills, multiple measures were used 

in this study.  A widely used and evaluated questionnaire, the Strengths and Difficulties 

Questionnaire (Goodman, 1997) was completed by parents and teachers pre- and post-

intervention to assess any change in general social and behavioural functioning 

following program exposure.  To measure social information processing skills, a 

customised version of the What Next? software (Ainley & Ainley, 2006) was used to 

present participants with a short video of a relationally aggressive scenario occurring for 

a middle-primary school age girl with an Australian accent.  This was followed by on-

screen questions to measure participants’ attribution of intention, response construction 

and response decision.  Due to the novel nature of this measure, participants’ personal 

engagement with the video scenarios was also measured by assessing emotions at 

critical time-points during the software, measuring the intensity of their emotions, and 
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use of first-person perspective in typed responses.  These engagement measures are 

particularly important, considering the emphasis from past literature on presenting 

personally engaging hypothetical scenarios when assessing girls.       

Consequently, the Friendship Saver Program has been developed to improve the 

social information processing skills of girls, and this evaluation examined the 

participants’ social information processing skills prior to engaging with the program, 

and again at post-intervention to assess for change in their social information processing 

skills.  This program evaluation focused on three social information processing skills: 

interpretation of cues, more specifically attribution of intention, response construction, 

and response decisions. 
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4 The Intervention 

The Friendship Saver Program focuses on the teaching of social information 

processing skills thereby aligning with the Social Competence framework.  The 

program teaches social information processing skills in sequence from encoding to 

enactment by introducing participants to new friendship and conflict concepts, by 

improving emotional literacy skills, and assertiveness training.  The program aims to 

develop a shared skill set and shared language to help participants better manage peer 

relationship and peer conflict.  In light of this focus, the program can also be seen to 

address many skills addressed in the SEL framework.  

4.1 The Friendship Saver Program 

The Friendship Saver Program is a 12-week universal program that aims to 

improve the social skills of middle-primary school age girls.  Specifically, the program 

focuses on social information processing skills as defined by the SIP Model (Crick & 

Dodge, 1994), and social and conflict themes relevant to girls.  The Friendship Saver 

Program uses student-centred discussions, anchor charts, group work activities, and 

Arts in Education strategies to facilitate learning.  This chapter will describe the main 

features of the program, teaching methods utilized, and describe program lessons to 

demonstrate how specific social information processing skills are targeted.   

4.1.1 Program Overview 

The Friendship Saver Program aligns with the Social Competence framework 

(Waters & Sroufe, 1983), focusing on the teaching of social information processing 
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skills.  The program teaches social information processing skills in sequence from 

encoding through to enactment.  The program also aims to introduce participants to new 

friendship and conflict concepts, improve emotional literacy skills, and assertiveness 

training.  What results, ideally, is a shared skill set, and shared language to help the 

participants to better manage peer relationships and peer conflict.  In light of this focus, 

the program can also be seen to address many of the skills listed under the SEL 

framework (see Appendix A). 

 The Friendship Saver Program bears some similarity to two programs from the 

Social Competence framework:  the SAPP (Cappella, 2006) program and the PRAISE 

program (Leff et al., 2010b).  The SAPP program focuses on social information 

processing skills and issues of relational aggression and discusses these themes directly 

with participants. The PRAISE program focuses on improving social information 

processing skills to reduce overt and relational aggression for both girls and boys.  In 

contrast to these programs, the Friendship Saver Program does not explicitly discuss 

relational or overt aggression.  Rather, participants are invited to describe common 

conflict scenarios. Facilitators then create a safe space for students to explore the social 

information processing skills and key social concepts with reference to friendship and 

conflict scenarios that are most pertinent to the group.  This approach ensures that the 

friendship and conflict issues discussed are always most relevant to the cohort at the 

time.   

In the Australian context, the Friendship Saver Program is designed to be 

delivered to girls from third- to sixth-grade.  The program is recommended to be 

delivered for 45-60 minutes, once a week for 12-weeks.  This universal program aims to 

improve the social information processing skills of both at-risk and socially competent 
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girls.  In this way it offers role modeling to at-risk participants, and provides new 

opportunities for all students to experience working together positively, supported by 

trained internal facilitators.  

4.1.1.1 Internal Trained Facilitators and Program Manual. 

The program has been designed to be delivered by internal trained facilitators 

such as a school counsellor, together with the class teachers in their school.  This model 

moves away from the external facilitator delivery model that is commonly reported by 

other program evaluations such as the Pen Resiliency Program (Bastounis et al., 2016) 

and the Making Choices program (Fraser et al., 2000).  Internal staff delivery of the 

program aims to increase the likelihood that program themes and skills will become 

embedded in the dialogue between teachers and students, across the entire school day.  

This aim was highlighted in the Australian Kids Matter Primary Evaluation Final 

Report (see Slee et al., 2009), and subsequently integrated into the recommendations 

advocated by Be You (2018).  

Program facilitators receive training, a program manual, and a resource pack.  The 

full manual is provided in Appendix B.  The program manual provides comprehensive 

lesson plans that demonstrate links to each social information processing skill.  The 

lesson plans include sample scripts to guide the facilitator.  The manual is 

complimented by a resource pack that includes games and posters.  To facilitate 

learning and recall, each poster displays an anchor chart that graphically represent key 

skills.  

The program manual also outlines adaptation options to be used when schools are 

unable to deliver the full program exactly as instructed.  This provision acknowledges 

that schools are microsystems with competing demands, and sometimes, adaptation is 
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essential in order to accommodate a school’s logistical constraints or characteristics of a 

particular cohort.  Potential adaptations include options to reduce, combine or expand 

some lessons depending on students’ grade, school timetable demands, and students’ 

capabilities as assessed by the facilitators.  These guided adaptations are designed to be 

responsive to the needs of a cohort, specifically to avoid ad hoc adaptations that might 

compromise program effectiveness.  This approach is informed by implementation 

quality literature described in Chapter 2, intended to track the degree to which 

facilitators delivered the program as designed.  Facilitators were provided with a self-

report questionnaire to rate implementation quality after each lesson.  

4.1.2 Teaching methods  

A number of specific teaching methods are embedded in the Friendship Saver 

Program including: (1) student-centred discussions, (2) anchor charts to aid learning and 

recall, (3) experiential learning opportunities through group work activities and, (4) Arts 

in Education tools.  These teaching methods are summarised below and later will be 

illustrated with examples from the program manual. 

4.1.2.1 Student-Centred Discussions. 

One of the specific teaching methods used in the Friendship Saver Program 

manual is often referred to as a student-centred, constructivist approach (Heaysman & 

Tubin, 2019).  The teacher’s role is to present a problem to be solved and to facilitate 

discussion of ideas, and collaboration over possible solutions.  In the Friendship Saver 

Program facilitator guided, student-centred discussions are a core learning component 

of each lesson.  In addition to empowering students to take ownership of the concepts 

developed, this approach provides a forum for building social skills.   
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For some students, the modelling that they receive outside of their school setting 

may be characterised by poor communication, put-downs, aggression, conflict and 

potential parental social information processing deficits.  For example, Werner (2012) 

identified that mothers’ attributions in relationally aggressive hypothetical scenarios 

were closely related to daughters’ attributions and aggressive behaviours.  Hence, 

prosocial modelling provided by class teachers and program facilitators becomes 

particularly important.  Facilitators are explicitly instructed to model respect, care, 

support and encouragement during whole class discussions.  Facilitators are asked to be 

conscientious of their use of words, tone, facial expressions, and body language when 

responding and reacting to students’ stories and ideas during whole class discussions.  

Students can then hear the construction and delivery of respectful, caring, supportive 

and encouraging dialogue.  This modelling provides students with experiences that 

might positively inform their Database of social knowledge.   

4.1.2.2 Anchor Charts to Aid Learning. 

Anchor charts are a common classroom teaching tool that can “make thinking 

visible” (Bacchoni & Kurstedt, 2018, p.653) by providing students with a concrete, 

graphic representation of the key features of a concept.  Anchor charts might include 

key words, pictures and color, or ordering of concepts to animate a process.  Anchor 

chart are usually displayed on a wall in the classroom to offer students with easy access 

to the concept, and help them to commit the concept to memory.   

Anchor charts can be co-created with students during lessons to help introduce a 

new concept, or they can be developed prior to the lesson and presented at the 

conclusion to highlight key features of a concept (Brown, 2014).  In the Friendship 

Saver Program, facilitators create several anchor charts together with students during 
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group discussions.  Facilitators are asked to use poster paper, white boards or interactive 

white-boards to document students’ ideas in their own words, and to build the anchor 

chart as the discussion evolves.  At the conclusion of the lesson, the facilitator reads 

aloud the main points captured by the class, and introduces the formal poster provided 

with the Friendship Saver Program manual.  Facilitators are asked to highlight 

similarities and differences to the formal Friendship Saver Program poster.  The class 

teachers then display the formal poster on a dedicated Friendship Saver wall that is 

recommended as a long-term display.  In addition, teachers are encouraged to display 

the class-created anchor chart. The formal posters are used as reference material 

consistently throughout the program.  From a SIP model perspective, the use of anchor 

charts throughout the program is intended to help transfer new social knowledge and 

skills into new schemes of social knowledge in the participants’ Database.    

4.1.2.3 Experiential Learning. 

Experiential learning highlights the importance of social interactions for learning, 

a concept that has been encouraged in education for over a century (e.g. Dewey, 1938).  

This approach advocates learning by doing, and aligns well with the teaching of social 

skills.  Many universal programs from across the four frameworks described in Chapter 

2 adopt an experiential learning approach often through the use of role-play.  However, 

experiential learning also refers to the learning that occurs during group activities or 

group challenges and requires communication, collaboration and problem solving.  The 

SIP model (Crick & Dodge, 1994) offers explicit skills that can be directly referenced 

and highlighted during experiential learning opportunities.  During the Friendship Saver 

Program, participants are provided with small group or whole class challenges each 

lesson and facilitators encourage participants to practice the specific social information 



 110 

processing skills that are the focus of that lesson, thereby providing direct opportunities 

to reflect on the gains that occur when newly-learned social skills are applied.  Based on 

the premise that the SIP Database stores social experiences as social memories for later 

recall, the experiential learning approach provides participants with new positive social 

memories to inform future social information processing. Specific group activities in the 

Friendship Saver Program will be described later in this chapter.  

4.1.2.4 Arts in Education Tools. 

Arts in Education tools refer to arts strategies used to facilitate learning (Ewing, 

2010), more specifically; (1) drama-based games, (2) socio-drama, and (3) theatre. 

Drama-based games occur throughout the program, offering engaging ways for 

participants to practice using eye-contact, facial expressions, body language, tone of 

voice, and voice volume, and notice how these cues are interpreted.  A review of drama-

based health promotion programs in schools reported increased knowledge, positive 

attitudes and positive self-perceptions following participation (Joronen et al., 2008).  

Role-play is an example of a drama-based activity that was highlighted as a key strategy 

by all of the universal programs described in Chapter 2.  While role-play is used in 

some parts of the Friendship Saver Program, several novel drama-based games have 

also been created to encourage participants to examine and practice specific social 

information processing skills. These will be described later in this chapter.   

Also borrowed from Arts in Education and prominent through the Friendship 

Saver Program is socio-drama (Moreno, 1943). Sociodrama has been used broadly since 

its inception in the 1930’s, and has been integrated into many social skills programs 

(Doctoroff, 1997; Guzder et al., 2013; Thorp et al., 1995). Sociodrama was developed 

by Moreno (1934) as a methodology to creatively explore difficult inter-group 
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dilemmas and complex inter-group dynamics that operate during interpersonal conflict 

(Howie, 2011).  Sociodrama is based on the premise that a group of people come 

together, decide to act out a common scenario as a group, and explore different ways of 

dealing with that event.  The drama spontaneously evolves as all participants 

experiment with different, novel communication styles, roles and behaviours.  Using 

socio-drama, individuals experience what it looks and feels like to act and react 

differently.  As a consequence, each student takes away new understandings of the 

issues involved, how it might feel in someone else’s shoes, and options that lead to new 

outcomes. 

Finally, the Friendship Saver Program relies on a third Arts in Education tool, 

theatre.  In contrast to socio-drama, theatre invites participants to enter a scripted 

fictional world that leads participants to try new personas, strategies and reactions 

safely.  This process also allows participants to learn by observing, along with 

providing and receiving feedback from peers (Joronen et al., 2011).  The benefits of 

theatre to support social skills, self-esteem and to help explore social themes such as 

bullying have been widely reported (see Ross & Nelson, 2014).  Kisiel et al. (2006) 

formally evaluated the impact of a theatre-based youth violence prevention program for 

middle-primary school age children.  The study included 140 boys and girls using the 

Social Skills Rating System – Elementary Level (Gresham & Elliot, 1990) and other 

measures.  The results indicated increased prosocial behaviours along with decreased 

hyperactivity and internalizing symptoms following participation in the program.  They 

also reported increased cooperation, assertion and self-control.  In the Friendship Saver 

Program, theatre is introduced to the participants in the final two-weeks of the 

intervention.  The use of theatre provides participants with an engaging way to practice 
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all the social information processing skills and social knowledge discussed in the 

program, and to work together performing scripted plays about friendship, conflict and 

conflict management strategies.  

In summary, Arts in Education tools feature prominently in the Friendship Saver 

Program and are tools that encourage participants to learn and practice new social skills 

and behaviours.  

4.1.3 Learning Social Information Processing Skills  

 The Friendship Saver Program lessons are structured to align with the sequence 

of skills described in the SIP model (Crick & Dodge, 1994).  This ordering assumes that 

participants need to first build competencies in the early social information processing 

skills of encoding and interpretation of cues (SIP skill 1 and 2 respectively) before they 

can develop skills in higher order thinking such as response construction, and response 

decision (SIP skill 4 and 5 respectively).  The sequence of lessons and associated social 

information processing skills can be seen in Table 1.   
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Table 1   

The Friendship Saver Program Lesson Structure and Associated SIP Skills 

Lesson          Title  SIP skills  

Lesson 1 Program introduction and student voice The first lesson introduces participants to the program, and asks participants to share 
what they hope to learn.  The themes are documented to inform later lessons.     

Lesson 2 Whole body listening I Encoding of cues (SIP skill 1) 

Lesson 3 Whole body listening II Encoding of cues (SIP skill 1) 

Lesson 4 Emotional literacy Interpretation of cues (SIP skill 2) 

Lesson 5 Making and keeping friends Clarification of goals (SIP skill 3) 

Lesson 6 Friendship styles Response construction (SIP skill 4) 

Lesson 7 The drama triangle Database 

Lesson 8 The strength triangle – I notice my feelings Response construction (SIP skill 4) 
Response decision (SIP skill 5) 
Behavioural enactment (SIP skill 6) 

Lesson 9 The strength triangle – I am assertive Response construction (SIP skill 4) 
Response decision (SIP skill 5) 
Behavioural enactment (SIP skill 6) 

Lesson 10 The strength triangle – I care for others Response construction (SIP skill 4) 
Response decision (SIP skill 5) 
Behavioural enactment (SIP skill 6) 

Lesson 11 Milk shake dramas I All SIP skills involved 

Lesson 12 Milk shake dramas II  All SIP skills involved 
 

Note. The skills listed in the third column are the main skills addressed, however other SIP skills might also be involved.
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4.1.3.1 Encoding Cues.  

Encoding cues is the capacity to notice relevant social information available in a 

social interaction. This was illustrated in the Chapter 3 vignette with Joanne (p. 78).  

Cues available in a social interaction include but are not limited to facial expressions, 

body language, words, a tone of voice or changes in tone, voice volume and body 

position.  Internal cues can consist of the participant’s feelings and awareness of how 

their body and thoughts are responding to a situation.  For example, being approached 

by a stranger might elicit feelings of caution.  In addition, the individual may notice an 

increased heart rate. Awareness of these internal cues informs the child’s social 

information processing in that moment, and generally results in avoidant behaviour.  

During lesson 2 of the Friendship Saver Program, participants are introduced to an 

anchor chart that schematically represents the skills that participants are asked to learn 

and demonstrate to help improve their encoding of cues.  The anchor chart graphically 

represents a long-standing concept that was originally developed within Autism 

literature called “Whole Body Listening”.  The original author of the Whole Body 

Listening concept is unknown, however it was popularised by Michelle Garcia Winner 

in her 2002 book called “Thinking about you, thinking about me”.  The Whole Body 

Listening concept identifies specific parts of the body that a young person needs to 

actively engage in order to encode as many cues as possible.  The Whole Body 

Listening anchor chart from the Friendship Saver Program is presented in Figure 3.  

  



 115 

Figure 3 

Whole Body Listening Poster from the Friendship Saver Program 

 

To help participants build their encoding skills, several novel drama-based games 

are introduced and practiced.  One of the games is called “Who’s not listening with 

what?” This game requires four participants to sit at the front of the class, facing their 

classmates so that their body language and facial expressions can be seen by the class.  

They are the “listeners”.  A fifth participant is nominated to sit on a chair facing the 

“listeners”.  This fifth person is the “speaker”.  The “speaker” is provided with a cue 

card telling them what to speak about.  For example, “where would you take the class 

for a one week vacation and what would you do there?” Meanwhile, the “listeners” 

receive a cue card telling them to listen with every body part required to whole body 

listen except one.  For example, “listen with everything except your mouth”.  Each of 

the four “listeners” receive a different cue card, identifying a different body part to 
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disengage while listening.  Meanwhile, the class are asked to engage as detectives, 

watching, noticing each listener to try to identify the body part that they are not 

listening with.  This engaging drama-based activity provides the “listeners” with an 

opportunity to identify and isolate individual body parts, helping them to notice how it 

feels to activate and de-activate different body parts when listening.  Meanwhile, the 

class (the detectives) are practicing encoding and interpreting cues while watching and 

searching to identify who is not listening with what. This activity is followed by 

student-centred discussions. The participants share their insights typically concluding 

that not attending fully when someone is speaking leads to missed information, and that 

this has social consequences for the listeners, the speaker, and their relationship.  For 

example, when not attending fully, the listener cannot notice and interpret what the 

speaker is trying to convey and the speaker feels annoyed, frustrated and disrespected in 

the interaction.  Hence, these drama-based activities and discussions help participants to 

practice and build awareness of skills in encoding and interpreting cues.   

Other activities that build encoding of cues in the Friendship Saver Program 

include the “Crazy nose game” and “Robot shut down” described in the program 

manual (Appendix B).    

4.1.3.2 Interpretation of Cues. 

Interpretation of cues is the second social information processing skill in the SIP 

model (Crick & Dodge, 1994), highlighting that children interpret the cues they have 

encoded to attribute meaning to the social interaction.  The capacity to interpret cues 

accurately supports competent social processing.  Much of the literature regarding this 

social information processing skill has examined the way participants attribute blame or 

hostile intent in response to an ambiguous or hostile scenario (Dodge, 2006).  Studies 



 117 

have consistently indicated that when cues are ambiguous, children who are highly 

aggressive are more likely to assume that the provocation was intentional and 

aggressive (see Cooke, 2017).  When aggressive and non-aggressive visual cues were 

available, Horsley et al. (2010) unexpectedly found that children who were identified as 

highly aggressive spent significantly less time looking at the cues that were indicators of 

aggression.  These studies suggest that children might benefit from opportunities to 

examine cues and develop an understanding of what various cues mean, to aid more 

accurate future interpretations.   

The Friendship Saver Program introduces participants to whole class drama-based 

games to help them to practice interpreting cues.  Including the whole class means that 

socially competent participants can model and share their interpretation strategies with 

their less socially competent peers.  One such activity is “the Emotion Guessing game” 

(see p.396 of Appendix B).  In this game, one classmate becomes the “guesser”, and 

temporarily leaves the room while the remaining classmates form a circle and are 

provided with an emotion word selected by the facilitator from an emotion deck of 

cards.  When the “guesser” returns to the circle, they are required to select up to 3 

people (one at a time) to show the emotion using their body language and facial 

expressions only.  The “guesser” is required to interpret the cues from the actors, and to 

guess the emotion word.  After each round, a student-centred discussion takes place to 

examine how the actors differently portrayed the very same emotion word.  The 

participants come to recognise that many emotions look similar, and different people 

display emotions differently, however, some consistent patterns emerge.  For example, 

positive emotions tend to be shown through raised facial expressions and body language 

of large, quick movements.  In comparison, negative emotions tend to be expressed 



 118 

through lowered facial expressions and body language of smaller, slower movements. 

This game-like format challenges all participants to carefully notice how emotion is 

expressed through their own face and body language, and the faces and body language 

of others.  This set of drama-based exercises focuses on both encoding and 

interpretation skills.    

A second activity during lesson 4 focuses on the absence of cues, and on 

ambiguous cues.  This activity incorporates customised postcards of a character named 

“Mr. Lady Beetle”.   Mr. Lady Beetle is a ladybug in ambiguous, fantasy based 

hypothetical scenarios, on 12 unique postcards.  Participants work in small groups to 

examine the ambiguous postcards and share their guesses about Mr. Lady Beetle’s 

thoughts and feelings.  For example, when standing next to a giant bird (as presented in 

Figure 4), Mr. Lady Beetle might be feeling nervous and vulnerable. Alternatively, Mr. 

Lady Beetle might be feeling safe and protected, standing next to their giant bird friend.  

The ambiguous scenarios could lead to many possibilities, encouraging all ideas to be 

shared, heard and acknowledged within the group.  This activity is designed to extend 

participants’ ability to interpret contextual cues in absence of typical cues.  Before this 

group task commences, using an anchor chart, facilitators discuss skills to help them 

work in groups.  
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Figure 4 

Mr. Lady Beetle Postcard Sample 

 

The first of the social information processing skills compared across the pre- and 

post-design of this evaluation was interpretation skills.  This was assessed using the 

What Next? software (Ainley & Ainley, 2006).  After viewing a video of a relationally 

aggressive scenario, participants were asked to type what happened, as if recounting to a 

friend.  The participants’ typed responses were coded to assess their attribution of 

intention.  This was assessed both before and after the Friendship Saver Program 

intervention.  

4.1.3.3 Clarification of Goals – Lesson 5. 

The goals of girls have been widely reported with consistent evidence that girls 

highly value relationship goals (Chung & Asher, 1996; Craine et al., 2005). In most 

girls, these goals are associated with prosocial or passive strategies in response to 
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conflict.  It has also been suggested that the valuing of relationship goals is the driver 

that underpins relational aggression; behaviours that are intended to damage a target 

person’s relationships (Simmons, 2002).  In the Friendship Saver Program participants 

engage in a whole class activity designed to expand their goals, and to identify goals 

that they might consider if they are commonly caught up in peer conflict.  The activity 

requires participants to create anchor charts of a “Friend Magnet Formula”; a list of 

behaviours that draw peers towards them, and a “Stinky Sock Formula”; a list of 

behaviours that push people away.  Participants often raise issues of relational 

aggression when engaging in this activity.  For example, “some people act like your 

friend and do lots of friend magnet things in front of others, but do mean stinky sock 

things to hurt you.” When this issue is raised, facilitators are advised to introduce 

participants to two new concepts through the following script, “If you are in a friendship 

for fame, fear or fortune, your friendship will be a flop.  For example, if you are only 

their friend because they are popular (fame), if you are only their friend because 

everyone else is and you’re afraid to be out of the group (fear), if you are only their 

friend because their dad drives a limousine and they have cool limousine parties for 

their birthday (fortune)…your friendship will be a flop”.  This concept touches on 

instances where friendships are not genuine or are insincere and so might be more 

vulnerable to conflict.  This concept also takes focus away from the provocateur or 

aggressor, and puts emphasis on the individual and their own goals.   

The facilitator then introduces “The Onion of Friendship” (see Figure 5).  This 

concept offers new goals that participants could consider.  For example, close friends 

could become just friends, or just acquaintances instead. These less intimate 

relationships can take away the expectation for physical closeness, trust and loyalty.  
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These three features of a close relationship are often the same features that are 

manipulated in acts of relational aggression (Simmons, 2002).   

 

Figure 5 

The Onion of Friendship 

 

 

 

This particular lesson broadens the general goal of maintaining relationships so 

that participants can consider alternative goals that maintain but differentiate 

relationships.   

4.1.3.4 Response Construction and Response Decision.   

Constructing responses, evaluating and deciding on responses reflect SIP skills 4 

and 5.  Children with social deficits are less able to construct a range of responses, 

compared to socially competent children (Kempes et al., 2005).  Also, children who 
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display high levels of aggression are also more likely to respond with an aggressive 

response (Dodge & Pettit, 2003; Samson et al., 2012). These two findings suggest that 

building social competence involves increasing participants’ capacity to construct 

responses, particularly non-aggressive responses.  The Friendship Saver Program aims 

to teach these skills through the introduction of the “I Notice My Feelings” anchor 

chart, a social problem-solving strategy.  Teaching children social problem-solving 

strategies is common in programs informed by the SIP model (Capella, 2006; Leff & 

Crick, 2010; Multisite Prevention Project, 2008).  The social problem-solving anchor 

chart introduced to participants in lesson 8 is presented in Figure 6. 

 

Figure 6 

I Notice My Feelings Anchor Chart  
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 The “I Notice My Feelings” anchor chart commences with an encoding and 

interpretation strategy.  That is, “if you notice that you don’t feel good about something, 

it’s time to problem solve”.  The subsequent problem-solving steps closely align with 

the SIP model.  Facilitators model the use of the problem-solving steps with a playful 

example such as being in the ice-cream parlor and finding that they have run out of your 

favorite flavor, or a friendship example such as a best friend moving away.  Facilitators 

generate creative, silly, and sensible responses to evaluate.  Facilitators are also 

instructed to model a non-judgmental approach to problem-solving whereby all 

responses can be suggested by participants, provided no-one’s safety is implicated.  

During the fourth step of the problem-solving model, silly responses might be 

discounted, however in the first instance, all responses are heard and accepted.  This 

approach is intended to shift participants away from just providing the “right answer” to 

a scenario.  It encourages problem-solve more freely.   

Past research regarding girls has demonstrated that girls are often generating or 

selecting the “right” response, possibly to impress the interviewer (Fraser et al. 2005; 

Mikami Lee et al., 2008).  This has led to challenges for research examining girls’ 

capacity to generate and evaluate responses, with researchers left questioning the 

validity of the response’s girls provide.  In the Friendship Saver Program, creative 

response construction is modeled and encouraged, an approach informed by the studies 

described above.   

Participants’ skills in response construction and response decision were 

examined in this evaluation using the What Next? software.  After participants had 

described what had occurred in the video scenario (as described above to test their 

attribution of intention), they were then asked to again image themselves as Taylor, the 
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main character, and describe what they would do next.  Participants typed their 

responses directly into text boxes into the software, providing freedom to type any 

response construction, without the limitations created by multiple-choice responses. 

Participants were provided with three opportunities to come up with response 

constructions before being asked to decide what they would be most likely to do.  This 

question required the participants to type into the text box their response decision.     

4.1.3.5 Database.  

According to Crick and Dodge (1994), the Database is the store for acquired 

social rules, social knowledge, and memories from past experiences and observations.  

They suggest that the information stored within the Database informs social information 

processing. In the Friendship Saver Program, participants take part in the co-creation of 

several anchor charts regarding (1) friendships, (2) conflict, and (3) prosocial strategies 

to manage conflict.  This approach is intended to contribute new adaptive social 

knowledge to their Database.  

With regards to friendships, participants are introduced to three common 

friendship styles (1) two peas in a pod, (2) a bouncy ball, and (3) tribal style.  

Participants work together in groups to discuss the advantages and disadvantages for 

each friendship style.  For example, two peas in a pod friendship style represents two 

close friends.  The advantage is the opportunity to develop an intimate relationship with 

one other person, getting to know them especially well.  A disadvantage might be 

missed opportunities to get to know others.  

 To developing new knowledge about conflict, participants are introduced to 

“Drama Triangle”, a model of conflict borrowed from Transactional Analysis (TA) 

Theory (Burns, 1977, 1985).  Psychiatrist Eric Berne (1958) founded TA theory, noted 
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for its focus on describing structures to help explain human behaviour.  One of the 

structures that is prominent in TA theory is the Drama Triangle (Karpman, 1968).  

Steve Karpman (1968) developed the Drama Triangle, suggesting that all drama 

involves 3 roles; a victim, a persecutor and a rescuer.  During conflict, people tend to 

assume these roles, and switch roles as the conflict evolves (Karpman, 1968).  This 

conflict model can be seen through history, movies, politics, fables and fairy tales 

(L’Abate, 2009).  The Drama Triangle has been integrated into many therapeutic 

interventions, with significant presence in Pastoral Care Education programs in the 

United Kingdom (Barrow, 2007).  To teach the ideas behind the Drama Triangle in a 

form suitable for middle-primary school age girls, it was adapted with permission from 

Steve Karpman (See Appendix C and D for consent request, and granted request letter, 

respectively).  The adaptation transformed the victim, persecutor, and rescuer to be 

represented by a Mouse, a Lion, and a Magpie respectively.  The animal adaptation of 

the Drama Triangle used in the Friendship Saver Program is shown in Figure 7.   
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Figure 7 

Animal Adaptation of the Drama Triangle 

 

Note. Adapted with permission from the original Drama Triangle (Karpman, 1968) 

 

To examine the role of the Lion, the Mouse and the Magpie, participants work in 

groups to discuss the advantages and disadvantages of each.  For example, a Lion feels 

strong and in control, but raising their voice and intimidating other can damage 

friendships. Using student-centred discussions, interpersonal conflict scenarios are 

examined using the terminology of the three roles of the Drama Triangle.   

To better manage conflict, participants are introduced to an anchor chart called 

“The Strength Triangle” presented in Figure 8.  
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Figure 8 

The Strength Triangle 

 

The Strength Triangle anchor chart was influenced by the Winner’s Triangle 

developed by Acey Choy (1990) as a companion strategy to the Drama Triangle 

concept.  The Winner’s Triangle focused on three prosocial skills; Assertive, Nurturing 

and Vulnerable.  To be appropriate for middle-primary school age girls, this triangle 

was adapted in consultation with Acey Choy to be called “The Strength Triangle” 

referencing the three skills of “I am Assertive”, “I Care for Others” and “I Notice My 

Feelings”, consistent with the original Winner’s triangle skill set.  To help participants 

to learn and recall the strategies of the Strength Triangle, three separate anchor charts 

are also introduced detailing each of the three skills represented in the Strength 

Triangle.  The first of the three charts, the “I Notice My Feelings” anchor chart, was 
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described in a previous lesson. The three anchor charts that expand the Strength 

Triangle are presented in Figure 9.   

 

Figure 9 

The Strength Triangle Anchor Chart Set          
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 Role-play and socio-drama help participants to practice skills of being assertive 

and caring, and to problem solve, with guided support from facilitators.  For example, 

the facilitator might act like a lion (from the Drama Triangle terminology) and insult a 

students’ art work, on display in the corridor of the school.  The participants would then 

volunteer to respond to the antagonist in ways that represent the Strength Triangle.  That 

is, they notice that they feel uncomfortable at the antagonists’ comment, and this 

initiates problem solving.  They might then respond to the antagonist in a way that is 

assertive by speaking calmly and clearly but respectfully, to maintain care for the other.  

Participants would take turns to try different possible responses and get feedback from 

the class about the elements of their response that were helpful or unhelpful. This serves 

to refine the groups shared understanding of the implications that different responses 

can achieve.  

4.1.3.6 Putting It All Together - Practicing Social Information Processing 

Skills.  

The final 2 weeks of the program use theatre to assist the participants to put all the 

skills into practice. Participants are placed into small groups, provided with the 

complete set of anchor charts from the program, and a set of scripts to accompany a 

unique play that each group performs to their peers.  Participants are set with the 

challenge of coordinating, rehearsing and performing the plays with minimal support 

from facilitators.  The plays portray examples of interpersonal conflict relevant to 

middle-primary school age girls, and present both maladaptive and prosocial outcomes. 

The plays highlight all of the skills learnt during the 12-week program.  Participants 

work together at this stage with minimal scaffolding from facilitators and this 

experience is intended to demonstrate to the participants what they have learned during 



 130 

the program.  The final session is when the plays are performed to the whole class, 

offering a celebration and formal close to the Friendship Saver Program.  

4.1.3.7 Group Work Opportunities and Leadership Skills. 

Several authors have indicated that girls who use relational aggression might have 

high social status, and high influence over their peer group (Cillessen & Mayeux, 2004; 

Prinstein & Cillessen, 2003; Puckett et al., 2008).  In light of these findings, Leff et al. 

(2010a) recommended that programs designed to improve friendships and peer 

relationships among girls might include opportunities for girls to learn prosocial 

leadership skills.  This recommendation was noted in the development of the Friendship 

Saver Program.  As described throughout this chapter, each lesson in this program 

includes opportunities for participants to work in groups, thereby creating leadership 

opportunities.  To support participants in this role, the facilitator explicitly discusses 

leadership skills and group work skills, supported by an anchor chart called “Group 

Work Skills Tip Sheet” (See Figure 10).  Facilitators were asked to provide groups with 

this A5 sized anchor chart during all group work activities.   
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Figure 10 

Group Work Skills Tip Sheet 

 

4.2 Chapter Summary 

 The Friendship Saver Program comprises of 12 sequenced lessons that align with 

the SIP model, and is focused on friendship and conflict themes most common to 

middle-primary school age girls.  The program teaches social information processing 

skills and prosocial strategies using student-centred discussions, anchor charts, 

experiential group work activities, and Arts in Education tools of role-play, socio-drama 

and theatre.  This program was predominantly informed by studies that reported on the 

social information processing skills of relationally aggressive behaviour of girls, 

offering a novel program that extends on past universal programs previously available 
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to girls.  This thesis evaluates the impact of the Friendship Saver Program by 

specifically measuring attribution of intention, response construction and response 

decision in middle-primary school age girls.  
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5 The Purpose of This Evaluation 

5.1 Rationale  

A large body of research over the last three decades has resulted in the widely 

accepted understanding that poor peer relationships associated with social skill deficits 

evident during childhood contribute to short- and long-term maladjustment and mental 

health problems. Middle childhood has been flagged as a developmental stage that 

highlights a shift to more complex social skills and peer relationships. Intervention 

programs delivered at middle-primary school age can improve peer relationships and 

shift these outcomes for young people.   

To support children’s social development at middle childhood, many universal 

social skills programs have been developed for schools.  One of the outcomes of 

evaluations of these social skills programs is that both girls and boys do not benefit 

equally.  Rather, programs with a focus on overt aggression are of most benefit to boys, 

while girls benefit most when programs are designed in response to issues of relational 

aggression.  These differential outcomes are particularly evident when universal 

program evaluations explored change in specific social skills.  Of particular interest for 

the current evaluation are the specific social skills defined in the Social Information 

Processing Model (Crick & Dodge, 1994).   

In sum, many universal programs have been particularly focused on the forms of 

aggression used by boys.  These programs generally have not addressed relational 

aggression, the specific form of aggression predominantly encountered by girls.  The 

Friendship Saver Program which is the subject of this evaluation was designed to 

address the development of social skills in girls.   
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5.2   Evaluation Design 

This study is an evaluation of the effectiveness of a universal social skills program 

for girls.  The Friendship Saver Program aims to improve the social competence of girls 

with particular focus on social skills as defined by the SIP Model (Crick & Dodge, 

1994).   The research question addressed whether implementation of the Friendship 

Saver Program over 12-weeks enhanced girls’ social competence.  

This evaluation employed a pre- and post-intervention design with multiple 

measures; a direct measure of social information processing skills, a general measure of 

overall behaviour and social functioning, and a measure of program implementation 

quality.   

Historically, measuring girls’ social information processing skills has been fraught 

with challenges. When presented with hypothetical conflict scenarios and SIP-based 

questions, girls often report prosocial responses.  One widely-held view is that these 

outcomes are due to girls’ inherent need to project a prosocial persona, in line with 

social expectations, or to protect their own self-concept.  In an effort to address this 

challenge, the current study used a novel measure to directly assess girls’ social 

information processing skills pre- and post-intervention in the form of an interactive 

software program named What Next? (Ainley & Ainley, 2006).  This software was 

customised to present participants with video footage of relationally aggressive 

scenarios that would be familiar to middle-primary school age girls.  SIP-based 

questions followed.  Participants were assured of privacy and anonymity through typing 

their responses directly into the software program.  

To examine how well participants engaged with the video scenarios, their self-

reported emotions were recorded throughout the software experience.  The self-reported 
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emotions were analyzed as an indicator of personal engagement with the video 

scenarios. A range of indicators were used to ascertain the effectiveness of the 

Friendship Saver Program in relation to improving social information processing skills. 

With regards to the participants’ social information processing skills, of particular 

interest was; their interpretation of cues with regards to their attribution of intention 

from the hypothetical scenarios presented, their response construction, and response 

decision.  Changes between pre- and post-intervention responses were examined as 

indicators of program impact.   

A general measure of overall behavioural and social functioning was also 

administered in this study.  The widely used Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaires 

(SDQ) parent and teacher forms (Goodman, 1997) were administered pre- and post- 

intervention.  The SDQ was selected because independent reports of psychometric 

properties, including Australian norms, are readily available.  In this study, participants’ 

general social and behavioural functioning as rated by parents, and teachers were 

compared pre- and post-intervention.   

Finally, a critical issue that determines the generalization of results from a universal 

program evaluation is the issue of implementation quality.  That is, evaluation results 

can only offer insights into a program’s usefulness if the program was implemented as 

designed.  This issue was particularly important in this study because the Friendship 

Saver Program was designed to be delivered independently, by trained school personnel 

in classrooms.  Hence, prior to examining participant outcomes, implementation quality 

was examined.  The research question addressed whether the trained school personnel 

delivered the Friendship Saver Program with fidelity.  Notably, the program evaluation 

took place across four different schools, with different school personnel trained for each 
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school.  A self-report implementation measure was designed for this study, completed 

by program facilitators and teachers after each lesson.  The self-report measure rated 

adherence to the program, adherence to the scripts in the manual, session exposure in 

minutes, student understanding and student engagement.   

Overall, this study offers an evaluation of an evidence-based universal program, 

designed to teach social skills to develop girls’ social competence.  This study also 

offers a novel approach to the direct measurement of social information processing 

skills of girls. The full evaluation design starting with school recruitment and collection 

of student consent forms is presented in Figure 11.  
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Figure 11 

Schematic Representation of the Evaluation Design 

 

 

School recruitment

Consent forms sent home and returned

School counsellor facilitator training

Pre-intervention data collection stage
SDQ Parent form completed and returned

SDQ Teacher form completed and returned
What Next? program testing with each child participant

Friendship Saver Program implemention stage
Intervention delivered over 12 weeks

Implementation Fidelity questionniares completed weekly by 
facilitators

Post-intervention data collection stage
SDQ Parent form completed and returned

SDQ Teacher form completed and returned
What Next? program testing with each child participant
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PART II – THE EVALUATION 

6 Method 

This chapter describes the schools, student participants, and school counsellors 

recruited for this evaluation. A description of the two measures used to evaluate the 

program, and the tool designed to evaluate program implementation quality follows. 

One of the measures used to evaluate the program is a measure of participants social 

information processing skills called What Next? (Ainley & Ainley, 2006).  The second 

measure is the SDQ (Goodman, 1997) parent and teacher forms, used to assess 

participants’ overall behavioural and social functioning. These measures, procedures 

and data analysis are described, and at the end of each issue, the associated research 

questions are included.   

6.1 Participants 

The participants were middle-primary school age girls recruited from four schools 

that agreed be part of the evaluation.  School counsellors were involved as facilitators.  

The schools, participants and school counsellors are described below.   

6.1.1 Schools  

The Friendship Saver Program was originally developed for an independent girls’ 

school with very high ICSEA scores.  The program was enthusiastically received in this 

school.  As a first stage of evaluation, it was decided to examine whether the program 

would also be suitable for similar schools.  That is, independent girls’ schools with high 

ICSEA scores. Following ethics approval from the University of Melbourne (see 

Appendix E), ten schools were approached to participate in this evaluation. The schools 
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were selected due to their comparability to the pilot school that the program was 

initially developed to support.   

The schools were sent a letter introducing the study and inviting participation (See 

Appendix F). Schools were provided with the letter of ethics clearance from the 

University of Melbourne, and informed that they could nominate classes from the third- 

to sixth-grade that would most benefit from a 12-week intervention targeting social 

skills and interpersonal conflict management strategies for girls.  They were also 

informed that the school counsellor would receive free training and all staff involved 

would receive a training manual and program resource pack at no cost to the school.  

These details were included in the letter to ensure school readiness as suggested by 

Durlak (2016).  

Two schools agreed to participate in the first year of recruitment.  In the following 

year, a further two schools expressed interest to participate.  During the second year of 

the project, the initial two schools were invited to take part again, with different classes.  

Both agreed, including only students who had not previously experienced the 

intervention.  

Prior to commencing, all schools provided written correspondence to the 

researcher to confirm that their participation in the study was formally approved by their 

respective Principals, and governing committees.   

Each of the four schools were asked to provide classes to act as control (delay-

start) groups, receiving either no program for a term, or receiving a general social 

emotional learning program instead.  All schools rejected this request. 
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6.1.1.1  School Profiles. 

Each of the four participating schools were private, non-government schools 

located in a metropolitan capital city in Australia.  Each of the schools participating in 

this evaluation offered classes from Prep grade, through to Year 12 with the exception 

of one school that also offered a kindergarten program.  The schools can also be 

compared on several additional objective measures.  These include religious orientation, 

number of enrolments, rate of attendance, and Index of Community Social-Economic 

Advantage values (ICSEA) (ACARA, 2020).  ICSEA values for all schools across 

Australia are independently calculated and published by the Australian Curriculum, 

Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA). The ICSEA score is derived from 

parental occupation and parental educational achievement.  ICSEA has a median of 

1000 and a standard deviation of 100 with schools indexed with a value from 500 to 

1300 (ACARA, 2014).  ICSEA values are available for public viewing each year on the 

My Schools website (www.myschool.edu.au).  My Schools is an Australian 

Government funded website that provides public information on schools’ achievements 

using standardized assessments.   

The measures to profile participating schools are presented in Table 2 with 

pseudonyms replacing actual school names.  The measures are reported as published on 

the My Schools website at the time of initial contact to participate in the evaluation. 

 

Table 2 

School Profiles  

School Religious orientation Enrollments Attendance ICSEA 

Alpha Presbyterian 1275 95% 1126 

Beta Presbyterian 1327 96% 1145 
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Gamma Anglican 715 95% 1173 

Delta Roman Catholic 1114 92% 1178 
Note: As published on My Schools in 2010.  

  

 As shown in Table 2, student enrolments ranged between 715 and 1327 with very 

high attendance rates ranging from 92% to 96%.  ICSEA values were between 1126 and 

1178, representing the top quartile of socio-economic advantage within Australia.  

Hence, the schools participating in this study are comparable in size, attendance and 

socio-educational profile.  

6.1.1.2  School Resource Commitment.  

After expressing interest to participate in the study, each school Principal received 

a project timeline including the resources that they would need to contribute to the study 

(see Appendix G).  This document, outlining all the intervention requirements at pre-

commitment phase, was intended to support implementation quality.  School 

commitments included; time release for school counsellors to receive training, time 

allocation for students to complete pre- and post- testing in the school computer room 

using the school’s computers during school time, and time allocation for the 12-week 

intervention program to take place within classrooms, during the school day. The 

project timeline also proposed specific dates for the intervention.  Upon accepting the 

requirements of this project, school Principals sent a letter to the researcher to confirm 

their wish to be included in the evaluation.  

The four schools involved in this evaluation each nominated different grades, and a 

different number of classes to participate.  Table 3 presents the distribution of schools, 

indication of whether they were involved in the study in its first or second year of 

recruitment, number of classes, trained facilitators and teachers involved.  This table 
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indicates that four schools consented to take part in the evaluation.  As shown in Table 

3, two schools (School Alpha and School Beta) consented to participate in the study in 

the first year of recruitment.  School Alpha agreed to take part in the following year 

also, with new classes and new consenting participants. School Gamma and School 

Delta required more time to gain approval to participate and were participants in the 

second year of recruitment.  Each school requested a different number of classes to be 

involved and also identified the grade level where they were most keen for the 

intervention to occur.  

 

Table 3 

Participant Schools Involvement Summary 

 Participants Grades  Classes Teachers School 
counsellors 

Recruitment 
round 

School Alpha 129 3-5 8 8 1 1 & 2 

School Beta 21 5 3 3 1 2 

School Gamma 45 5 2 2 2 1&2 

School Delta 19 3 1 1 1 2 

Total 214  14 14 5  

 

6.1.2 Student Participants 

Across the four participating schools, 214 children returned consent forms 

agreeing to participate.  Copies of the plain language statement and consent form are in 

Appendix H.   

The schools agreed that all students could receive the intervention in their 

classroom, delivered as a universal program.  However, for the purposes of the 

evaluation, only students with parental consent had data recorded and collected.  There 



 143 

were no exclusion criteria for this study as the Friendship Saver Program is a universal 

program designed to include the whole class. 

6.1.3 Internal Program Facilitators 

Each school enlisted their school counsellor(s) to participate as internal program 

facilitators.  From the four participating schools, five school counsellors agreed to take 

part in this study as facilitators.  They were paid school staff, employed under the title 

of school counsellor.  The school counsellors had all graduated with a Master of 

Educational Psychology or Social-Work Degree.  Each school counsellor had more than 

3 years’ experience in that role and all reported that they were experienced in the 

delivery of school-based intervention programs to a whole class.   

In summary, four similar schools agreed to be involved in this evaluation.  From 

those schools, 214 middle-primary school age girls consented to participate.  Five 

school counsellors from these schools agreed to be trained in, and deliver the Friendship 

Saver Program for this evaluation.  

6.2 The Friendship Saver Program Implementation Procedure 

The Friendship Saver Program was implemented in each participating school with 

various features to enhance implementation quality.  These features were informed by 

the research regarding implementation quality (see Chapter 2), and included: provisions 

for personnel training and support for the school counsellor(s), training and support for 

class teachers, detailed program manual, and an implementation quality measure.  Each 

feature will be described.   
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6.2.1 School Counsellor Training and Support Procedure 

The program implementation procedure commenced with a 2-day training 

workshop delivered to the school counsellor(s).  The training was delivered by the 

researcher and provided an overview of the program and its underpinning theory.  The 

training also demonstrated key features of the 12 lessons in sequence, as presented in 

the program manual.  Methods for managing behavioural issues were discussed, and 

acceptable adaptations were described in detail. As part of the training, facilitators were 

provided with a professional development module regarding implementation quality 

research, its importance for a school-based evaluation, and measurement strategies.  The 

school counsellor/s role in this project was also discussed and included training class 

teachers, and overseeing the project in their school.  Following the 2-day training, 

school counsellors were supported through regular contact by email.  This was intended 

to open dialogue to discuss questions, obstacles, and to share experiences or ideas about 

the program content and implementation process.   

6.2.2 Class Teacher Training and Support Procedure 

One week prior to program delivery in classrooms, the class teachers started to 

participate in short, weekly training and support meetings provided by the trained 

school counsellor(s).   The sessions were allocated 15-20 minutes each week.  These 

short meetings provided the class teacher with an overview of the upcoming lesson, its 

purpose, their role during that lesson, and allowed for discussion of any issues.   

During these meetings, class teachers were supported to identify opportunities to 

embed the program concepts into the wider academic curriculum where appropriate.  

Class teachers were also encouraged to find a time during the week to complete any 
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unfinished work from the program lesson.  These two tasks were intended to help the 

students to identify the class teacher as an expert in the content, alongside the facilitator, 

and to reinforce student learning.   

6.2.3 Program Manual 

At the commencement of the 2-day training workshop, school counsellor/s 

received a program manual and resource pack of posters and games for themselves, and 

further copies for each participating teacher.  The program manual is included in full in 

Appendix B. The first chapter of the program manual includes a summary of the SIP 

model and the pedagogy influencing the program.  This chapter also describes 

implementation requirements and the role of the school counsellors and class teachers.   

The program manual is formatted as a step-by-step 12-week program with an 

outline of learning intentions, step-by-step instructions, scripts to support delivery of 

discussion points and sample worksheets for each lesson. The program manual also 

described where modifications were permissible, including extension ideas offered in 

dialogue boxes.  The program manual explicitly described how to modify the program if 

the facilitator was constrained by time and needing to shorten the 12-week program.  

The instructions also indicated when an activity was an optional extension, and when 

sessions could be merged to support time constraints, or extended to support a better 

understanding of the concepts. Additional games to boost engagement were also 

described.  These additions were incorporated to minimise any need for further 

adaptations.   
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6.2.4 Program Implementation 

 All four schools commenced the Friendship Saver Program (lesson 1) at the 

beginning of term 2 in the Australian school year.  This occurred at the beginning of 

April, after the teachers have spent an initial first term getting to know their students.  

The program was delivered in classrooms weekly, except when the program time was 

interrupted by competing school commitments such as excursions, camps, and school 

holidays, and this did occur.  All schools completed the implementation of the program 

in the first 2-weeks of term 3, approximately 4 months later.  

6.2.5 Implementation Quality Measure 

 Following researchers such as Clarke et al. (2014), a self-report quality of 

implementation questionnaire was developed for this evaluation.  It will be referred to 

as the Implementation Quality Questionnaire (IQQ).  School counsellors and class 

teachers were asked to complete the IQQ at the end of each program lesson.  The IQQ 

was printed in the program manual at the end of each program lesson for easy access. 

The IQQ measures adherence, participant responsiveness and program exposure.  

Adherence was measured by two items, adherence to the general program, and 

adherence to the scripts within the manual.  Participant responsiveness consisted of two 

measures, participant understanding and participant engagement.  Exposure was 

measured by lesson time in minutes.  The IQQ items as presented in the program 

manual are shown in Table 4.  In addition, the number of sessions delivered to each 

class provided a second index of exposure.   
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Table 4 

Implementation Quality Questionnaire 

Adherence 
       (i) General adherence 

     

 
Please indicate the degree to which today’s session was delivered as 
described in the manual.  
 1                  2                       3                       4                      5 
Very poor………………………………………………..Very good                                                                              

      (ii) Adherence to scripts Please indicate the degree to which the scripts were presented as stated 
in the manual. 
1                  2                       3                       4                      5 
Very poor………………………………………………..Very good                                                                              

Participant responsiveness 
      (i) Understanding 

 
Based on your observations, please rate the groups’ level of 
understanding for the concepts explored this week. 
1                  2                       3                       4                      5 
Very poor………………………………………………..Very good                                                                              

      (ii) Engagement Based on your observation, please rate the groups’ level of 
engagement.  
1                  2                       3                       4                      5 
Very poor………………………………………………..Very good                                                                              

Exposure How long was today’s session? ____ minutes. 

  

 School counsellors and class teachers were asked to complete the IQQ 

independently.  They were also informed that submitting their program manuals with 

completed IQQ forms to the researcher at the conclusion of the program would result in 

a new replacement manual for future use.   

6.2.6 Implementation Quality Data Analysis 

To establish implementation quality for each school, mean scores for the 

adherence, participant responsiveness and participant responsiveness indices were 

calculated by summing facilitator ratings across the 12-weeks.  
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6.2.7 Implementation Quality Research Questions 

Implementation quality was established from completed IQQ forms and addressed 

the following research questions:  

1. Adherence. 

(i) To what degree did each facilitator deliver the program as described in the 

manual?  

(ii) To what degree did each facilitator adhere to the scripts in the manual, while 

presenting each session? 

2. Participant responsiveness. 

(i) How did the facilitator rate the participants’ observed level of understanding? 

(ii) How did the facilitator rate the participants’ observed level of engagement? 

3. Exposure. 

(i) How much time, in minutes, did each school dedicate to the delivery of the 

program each week?  

 (ii) How many sessions were delivered? 

 

6.3 What Next? Software 

To assess change following the Friendship Saver Program, participants’ social 

information processing skills of interpretation of cues with focus on attribution of 

intention, response construction, and response decision were measured using the What 

Next? (Ainley & Ainley, 2006) software.  This measure is an interactive game-like 

computer software program developed to directly measure social information 

processing skills as reported by participants. Due to the novel nature of this program, 
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and recommendations to personally engage participants with relevant scenarios (See 

Oribio de Castro et al., 2002), the participants’ personal engagement with the software 

and hypothetical scenarios within the software was also measured.   

6.3.1 Software Features 

Traditional SIP measures have often been based on responses to a hypothetical 

scenario that has been presented either by visual material such as a cartoon illustration, 

aural material, or both.  These formats rely on participants imagining the content as a 

real-world scenario.  The participants then select from multiple-choice options in a 

pencil-and-paper format.  Responses are limited to the set of options presented.  

Responses are usually anonymous.  Alternatively, participant responses have been 

recorded by an interviewer, offering an open-ended format, but this limits the individual 

participant’s sense of privacy.   

The What Next? software extends traditional SIP measures in several ways.  First, 

participants actively engage independently with the game-like features of the software.  

They control a mouse to activate a video, read questions on-screen, activate audio to 

hear the questions through headphones, and type their responses in text boxes embedded 

in the software.  Participants control the pace of their experience, clicking forward and 

back as desired.  Game-like features actively engage participants with the software, 

offering a personalized experience. 

Second, the participants view video footage of real girls.  The use of video and 

audio footage of real girls in a conflict scenario offers a true-to-life representation for 

the participants to experience.  The use of technology with SIP studies is relatively new, 

however the value of interactive technology to bolster student engagement is well 
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reported in the field of Information Technology and Education (Ausburn & Ausburn, 

2008).  Multi-media such as video and computer software are considered more concrete 

representations of reality than spoken language alone, or still pictures. Hence, the video 

footage heightens the realism of the conflict scenario. 

Third, the What Next? software offers participants the opportunity to provide 

open-ended responses, while also maintaining their privacy and anonymity.  Open-

ended format questions and text boxes for typing responses avoids priming or limiting 

participants to a prescribed set of responses.  Privacy is provided to participants through 

the use of a personal computer and software independent of an interviewer.  Anonymity 

is provided to participants through the use of a four-digit code in place of their name.  

Hence, opened-ended questions and features of privacy and anonymity are designed to 

elicit responses from participants that are likely to reflect their actual behaviour.   

In summary, the What Next? software is a novel measure offering software 

features that include a personalized game-like experience, real-to-life video scenarios, 

unrestricted response format, privacy and anonymity.  These features were designed to 

heighten participant engagement and to encourage real-to-life personal responses.   

 

6.3.2 Video Scenario Content 

 The video scenarios embedded in the What Next? software were chosen because 

they portrayed common relationally aggressive scenarios between girls.  The video 

scenarios presented a girl of middle-primary school age with an Australian accent and 

were from the PG rated television series, Mortified (Bowman et al., 2006-2007) with 

permission from the Australian Children’s Television Foundation (see Appendix I for 
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consent for use).  Mortified depicts the life of a 12-year-old school girl named Taylor.  

Taylor is often challenged by issues that arise with a classmate, Brittany.  Two short 

scenes of approximate equal length (approximately 4 minutes each) were selected for 

this evaluation. 

One of the scenes selected will be referred to as the Exclusion Scenario 

(Bowman et al., 2006).  This begins with Taylor looking at and addressing the audience 

directly. She states, “It may sound nuts, but at least here I’m not completely invisible.”  

She then bumps into Brittney who asks her whether she has been invited to Leon’s 

party. Taylor replies, “No.”  Brittney then says “Oh…well don’t worry, he probably just 

forgot.”  Brittney’s reply is quickly delivered and dismissive, her tone is uncaring.  

Brittney then turns and walks away and the scene ends.  

 The other scene selected for the What Next? software will be referred to as the 

Put-Down Scenario (Carroll et al., 2006).  This scene begins with Brittney walking 

along a beach path with two other girls.  Taylor is walking towards them from the 

opposite direction, rolling her bike along the path.  When they meet, Brittney tells 

Taylor what she’ll be wearing to the school disco, and asks Taylor what she’ll be 

wearing.  Taylor looks down at her clothes and replies “Probably just this.”  Brittney 

looks at her two friends and grimaces while the two friends giggle quietly, and the scene 

ends.    

Following a meta-analysis, de Castro et al. (2002) reported that scenarios that 

are personally relevant increase personal engagement which is suggested to be 

particularly important when assessing girls.  The Exclusion Scenario and the Put-Down 

Scenario were selected because they each portray a subtype of relational aggression.  

This evaluation included two indicators to measure participants’ personal engagement 
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with video scenarios; (1) participant emotions at critical time-points and (2) first-person 

perspective in typed responses.  These will be described later in this chapter.   

6.3.3 What Next? Procedure  

The What Next? software was pre-loaded on computers in school computer labs. 

Participants engaged with the software approximately two weeks prior to the 

commencement of the Friendship Saver Program, and again two weeks after the 

program was completed, delivering a pre-post design.  Each student viewed both 

scenarios in a counterbalanced order.  Participants either viewed the Exclusion Scenario 

at pre-intervention and viewed the Put-Down Scenario at post-intervention, or viewed 

them in the alternate order, the Put-Down Scenario at pre-intervention and the 

Exclusion Scenario at post-intervention.  

Participants attended the What Next? data collection session, together with their 

class teacher on a pre-arranged day and time.  Once participants arrived, they were 

provided with verbal instructions from a transcript that was read out by the researcher 

(See Appendix J for transcript of instructions).  Participants were informed that they 

would receive a 4-digit identification number to ensure that their responses remained 

confidential.  The script emphasized that correct spelling was not important and all 

responses were private and confidential, unless the researcher was concerned about their 

safety or the safety of others. 

 Participants were then issued with their four-digit identification number.  Each 

computer was set up with a headset for participants to hear the audio.  Participants read 

instructions on the screen, or heard instructions by clicking the cursor on the audio 
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button.  Participants were first required to input their grade, identification number, and 

any languages spoken at home.  

Participants then described how they were feeling by typing into a text box and 

rated how much they felt that emotion using a five-point rating scale.  They then read or 

heard the following; “You are about to watch a scene from the TV series Mortified.  

Mortified is about a 12-year-old girl named Taylor.  She goes to school just like you 

and does things just like you.  Now while you watch the video imagine that you are 

Taylor.”   

Participants could watch the video as many times as they wished.  Participants 

used their mouse to click on the “Next” button to move through the What Next? 

question sequence.  Table 5 displays the list of questions in the order presented along 

with the variable being assessed.  Four variables were assessed for this evaluation; (1) 

personal engagement with video scenarios, (2) attribution of intention, (3) response 

construction, and (4) response decision.  All questions were presented on a new screen.  

At the completion of the program, participants were thanked on screen and in person.  
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Table 5 

  What Next? Question Sequence 

Screen Question as appearing on screen Response format Variable 

1 What Grade are you in? Pull down option (3, 4, 5, 6) Demographic information 

1 What is your ID number? Blank text box Identification 

1 What languages do you speak at home? Blank text box Demographic information 

2 How are you feeling right now? Blank text box  Personal engagement with video scenario (Pre-video) 

3 Click a number to show how much 1=not much to 5=very much Personal engagement with video scenario (Pre-video) 

4 Video scenario viewed by participant 

5 Imagining you are Taylor from the video, how are you feeling right 

now? 

Blank text box Personal engagement with video scenario (After-video) 

6 Click a number to show how much 1=not much to 5=very much Personal engagement with video scenario (After-video)  

7 Still imagining you are Taylor from the video, you now tell a friend what 

happened.  What would you say happened? 

Text box with sentence starter “I was…” Attribution of intention 

8 Still imagining that you are Taylor from the video, what would you do 

next? 

Text box with sentence starter “I would…” Response construction 

9 Still imagining that you are Taylor from the video, how are you feeling right 

now? 

Blank text box Personal engagement with video scenario (After-response 

construction) 

10 Click a number to show how much 1=not much to 5=very much Personal engagement with video scenario (After-response 

construction) 

11 Still imagining that you are Taylor from the video, what else could you do?  Text box with sentence starter “I could…” Additional response construction 

 
12 What else could you do?  

Text box with sentence starter “I could…” 
Additional response construction 

13 
 
14 
 
15 

Thinking of all of these things, which one would you be most likely to 
do? 
Still imagining that you are Taylor from the video, how are you feeling 
right now? 
Click a number to show how much 

Text box with sentence starter “I would be 
most likely to…” 
Blank text box 
 
1=not much to 5=very much 

Response decision 
 
Personal engagement (Post-decision) 
 
Personal engagement (Post-decision) 

16 Why is this the best thing to do? Text box with sentence starter “This is the 
best thing to do because…” 

Response evaluation 

17 Have you ever seen Mortified? Yes /no selection Prior knowledge 
Note: Questions in bold signify variables assessed in the evaluation 
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6.3.4 Description of What Next? Variables 

The What Next? variables that were examined for this evaluation include 

personal engagement measures (emotion words and emotion intensity), and SIP skill 

measures (attribution of intention, response construction and response decision).    

6.3.4.1 Personal Engagement Measures – Emotion Words. 

The first of two indicators of personal engagement with the video scenarios was 

participants’ emotions.  Participants typed emotion words at three critical time-points in 

the software to indicate how they were feeling, and how much they were feeling that 

emotion (referred to as emotion intensity). This open-ended approach encouraged 

participants to type any emotion words without priming.  The text box had room for 150 

characters.  The three critical time-points were: (1) pre-video, (2) after-video, and (3) 

post-decision.  If participants have engaged with the scenario and are putting themselves 

in place of Taylor, emotion changes would be expected from first commencing the 

program (pre-video), to viewing a relationally aggressive scenario (after-video).  

Likewise, if participants continued to engage with the scenario and continued to put 

themselves in place of Taylor to decide a course of action, further emotion changes 

would be expected after typing a response decision (post-decision).  

The pre-video critical time-point occurred immediately after participants typed 

their four-digit pin.  The after-video critical time point occurred immediately after 

participants viewed the video for the first time.  The post-decision critical time-point 

occurred immediately after participants typed in the response decision.   
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6.3.4.2  Coding Emotion Words. 

 All emotion words typed by participants were coded by four independent coders 

into one of the four quadrants of the circumplex model of affect (Russell, 1980). This 

model is commonly used as an emotion classification model.  Russell suggests that 

emotions can be located in a two-dimensional space defined by axes of valence and 

arousal.  Positive and negative valence is represented on the horizontal axis and the 

arousal dimension, referred to here as “activation” is represented on the vertical axis.  

An example of this model is represented in Figure 12.  
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Figure 12 

Graphical Representation of Circumflex Model of Affect  

 

 Using only the first emotion word typed in each of the three emotion word text 

boxes a total of 125 different emotion words were typed by participants.  There were no 

noticeable differences in the words typed by participants at pre-intervention as 

compared to post-intervention.  All 125 emotion words were classified into one of the 

four affect quadrants; high activation/positive, high activation/negative, low 

activation/positive, high activation/negative.  All emotion words (for example “happy”), 

or phrases (for example, “I don’t belong”) were coded by four independent coders.  The 

four independent coders then coded the emotions across the four quadrants to check for 

coding agreement and achieved 95% agreement.  Differences were resolved through 

discussions. The most discussed emotion word was “OK”.  This word was debated 

High activation/negative

Low activation/negative Low activation/positive

High activation/positive

High activation

Low activation

PositiveNegative
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across the high activation/positive or low activation/positive quadrants.  The final 

decision placed “OK” in High Activation/Positive. The full list of participant responses 

and allocated quadrant following coder agreement is presented in Table 6. 

 

Table 6 

List of Emotion Words Allocated to Quadrants 

High 
activation/positive 
(n= 29) 

Low activation/ 
positive 
(n=8) 

High activation/negative 
(n=36) 

Low 
activation/negative 
(n=52) 

Excellent 
Fantastic 
Proud 
Excited 
Hyped 
Energetic 
Lively 
Great 
Very happy 
Playful 
Curious 
Smart 
Important 
Confident 
Ready 
Surprised 
Puzzled 
Happy 
Glad 
Good 
Pretty good 
Relieved 
Fine 
Average 
OK 
Normal 
Alright 
Better 
Keep going 
 
 
 

Hopeful 
Relaxed 
So so 
Content 
Satisfied 
Calm 
Comfortable 
Cheered up 
 
 

Furious 
Jealous 
Hatred 
Terrible 
Devastated 
Mad 
Angry 
Shocked 
Stunned 
Rejected 
Humiliated 
Embarrassed 
Shattered 
Ashamed 
Annoyed 
Bugged 
Irritated 
Grumpy 
Scared 
Nervous 
Anxious 
Worried 
Butterflies in my tummy 
I can’t take it anymore 
Guilty 
Gutted 
Sick 
Confused 
Strange 
Weird 
Mixed 
Jerk 
Stressed 
Bad 
Struggling 
Suspicious 

Below normal 
Tired 
Bored 
Left out 
Disappointed 
Depressed 
Sad 
Upset 
Hurt 
Down 
Downhearted 
Not good 
Unliked 
I don’t care 
Sorry for myself 
Don’t belong 
Don’t fit in 
Alone 
Forgotten 
Invisible 
Ignored 
Lonely 
Exhausted 
Weak 
Useless 
Stupid  
Feelings on hold 
Empty 
Hollow 
Unwanted 
Not cared for 
Not loved 
Disrespected 
I don’t want to live 
anymore 
No one knows me 
I want to disappear 
Excluded 
Disrespected 
They don’t care 
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High 
activation/positive 
(n= 29) 

Low activation/ 
positive 
(n=8) 

High activation/negative 
(n=36) 

Low 
activation/negative 
(n=52) 

 
 
 

 
 

 I’m not important 
I feel like no one likes 
me 
Sorry 
Empathy 
Unappreciated 
Not loved 
Uncomfortable 
Different 
Put down 
Forlorn 
Loser 
Ditched 
Miserable 
 

 

 After typing emotion words, participants were immediately asked “Click a number 

to show how much?” Participants then clicked a number on a 5-point Likert scale with 

1=not much, 2=just a bit, 3=moderately, 4=a lot, and 5=very much.  This measure was 

used as an index of emotion intensity.  

6.3.4.3 Personal Engagement Measures – First-Person Perspective. 

The second indicator of personal engagement with the video scenarios was the 

participants use of first-person perspective in their typed response to the SIP question, 

“Still imagining that you are Taylor from the video, you now tell a friend what 

happened.  What would you say happened?”  Participants were provided with a 

sentence starter “I was…” in the text box to encourage first-person perspective 

responding. Continuation of the first-person perspective in participant responses was 

indicative of cooperation with the software instruction, and willingness to think about 

and describe the scenario from the main character’s perspective.  Use of the third-

person perspective in their typed responses suggests less personal engagement with the 
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video scenario and suggests that the first-person prompt was ignored or rejected, an 

indication of lower personal engagement. 

6.3.4.4  Coding First-Person Perspective. 

 Continuation of the first-person perspective from the sentence starter “I was…” was 

assessed by coding participants’ typed responses to the question “Still imagining you are 

Taylor from the video, you now tell a friend what happened.  What would you say 

happened?”  Responses were coded as either first-person perspective or third-person 

perspective. Use of key words I, me, my in the typed response was considered indicative 

of personal engagement with the video scenarios.  To illustrate the coding of key words 

as first-person perspective, the following example was taken verbatim from the set of 

responses. Key words are highlighted in bold. “I was…walking to school and brittney 

asked me if I was invited to leon’s party.  I wasn’t but Brittney tried to make me feel 

better by saying he might of just forgot.  It didn’t work and I feel really upset and left out.  

I was just thinking about how people now don’t forget about me and I feel forgotten 

about.”  In comparison, third person-perspective responses include use of key words she, 

her, Taylor and they to refer to the main character Taylor.  To illustrate the coding of key 

words as third-person perspective, the following example was taken verbatim from the 

set of responses.  Key words are highlighted in bold.  “I was… just with Taylor and 

someone just showed what she was going to wear at the party.  Then asked what Taylor 

was going to wear and she didn’t like what Taylor was wearing and made Taylor feel 

bad.”  Two independent coders reviewed a sample of 50 responses with 100% agreement.   
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6.3.4.5 Personal Engagement with Video Scenarios Research Questions. 

In order to determine whether there is evidence that participants engaged with 

the video scenarios, the following questions were addressed.   

 (i) Did participants record different emotion words at the three critical time-

points: pre-video, after-video and post-decision? 

(ii) Did the participants’ emotion intensity scores differ across the three  

critical time-points?  

(iii) Did the majority of participants use first-person perspective in their typed 

response to the question “Still imagining you are Taylor from the video, you now tell a 

friend what happened.  What would you say happened?” 

6.3.5 Assessing Social Information Processing Skills 

Participants’ social information processing skills were measured using questions 

that are common to SIP-based research.  Attribution of intention was measured with the 

question “Still imagining you are Taylor from the video, you now tell a friend what 

happened.  What would you say happened?” Response construction was measured with 

the question “Still imagining that you are Taylor from the video, what would you do 

next?” Response decision was measured with the question “Thinking of all of these 

things, which one would you be most likely to do?” The open-ended response format 

questions were coded using coding systems consistent with past SIP model literature. 
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6.3.5.1 Attribution of Intention Coding. 

 Examining the way children attribute intention in a situation has been examined 

extensively.  In SIP-based studies, attribution of intent is often coded as hostile, neutral 

or benign.  This same coding system was used in the current evaluation.  Two 

independent coders reviewed a sample of 50 participant responses and had 92% 

agreement.  Differences were resolved through discussion.  The three categories, 

definitions and response samples are presented in Table 7.   
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Table 7 

Attribution of Intention Categories  

Category Definition  Exclusion scenario example Put-Down scenario example 

Hostile Intentional behaviour that is 
unkind, malicious or 
aggressive   

 

I was walking to class when a girl asked me if I was 
invited to a party and I wasn’t then she was all like 
‘Oh!’ he must of forgot in really mean way.  
 

I was riding my bike and she told me what she was 
wearing for the disco.  She asked me what I was going 
to wear and I said I wasn’t sure.  I said I might wear 
the cloths I was wearing then and her friend smirked 
at me.  She said are you serious as if I was weird and 
stupid.  I feel really hurt.  

 
Benign Friendly, kind or helpful 

behaviour   
I was walking in the hallway when a girl bumped into 
me and asked me whether I was invited to a party.  I said 
no and she said don’t worry. 

 

I was walking home and then britnie and too other 
girls stoped and said “Taylor look what I got for the 
disco reds my colour”  

Neutral No intention indicated I was walking in the hallway and a bumpted into 
someone and they said did not see you there and asked if 
I was invited to a party that I had not gotten an 
invitation for.  

I was walking down the street then a group of girls 
came and told me that they bought some cloths for the 
disco.  Then they asked what will I would wear.  

Note: Participant examples are presented exactly as typed by participants.  
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6.3.5.2 Response Construction and Response Decision Coding. 

Many SIP-based studies have used multiple-choice format questions, with pre-

determined categories for response construction and response decisions.  For the current 

evaluation, the open-ended format did not constrain student responses allowing for a 

wider range of responses to be constructed.  Hence, the categories used in the analysis 

needed to cover the full range of responses.  Therefore, the categories used in this 

analysis were determined using the following procedure.  The researcher read all the 

responses, and starting with categories used in previous studies, added to these to ensure 

the categories were exhaustive for the set of responses generated by participants.  For 

example, the category Self-talk is not common in past SIP-based studies, but considered 

appropriate for this evaluation.  There were only a small number of responses fitting an 

aggressive definition and also a revenge definition, and as these both represented 

maladaptive response constructions and decisions, they were combined into an 

aggressive/revenge category.  Two independent coders reviewed a sample of 50 

responses, allocating each to the categories provided. Agreement was reached for 88% 

of these responses.  Discussion of differences resulted in initial definitions being 

revised.  Most differences occurred in relation to the self-talk and withdrawal 

categories.  For example, the typed response “I would forget about it” could be 

considered an indication of a participant’s internal dialogue (self-talk), or, evidence of 

withdrawal.  Coders distinguished between these responses by agreeing on the 

following principle; no explicit reference to an action such as walk away, determined 

the response as self-talk, however reference to an action to avoid the situation was 

coded as withdrawal.  For example, “I would just walk away and forget about it” was 

coded as withdrawal. Subsequently 95% agreement was reached.  For purposes of 
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statistical analysis, the six categories could be collapsed into three distinct categories: 

Maladaptive, Adaptive and Withdrawal.  Table 8 displays the categories with 

definitions and sample responses as typed by participants.   
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Table 8 

Response Construction and Response Decision Categories 

Category Description Exclusion scenario example Put-Down scenario example 

Maladaptive    

    Aggressive/Revenge Confrontation or actions that are intended to be 
hostile.  Responding to the antagonist with 
aggression, put down or spite. 

I would be most likely to say to Brittney 
‘who cares if Leon doesn’t invite me to his 
party I have got better things to do’.  

I would be most likely to be mean back 
to britny. 

    Submissive Allowing the other person to change the 
participant’s opinion, feel ashamed, embarrassed 
or lesser. 

I would be most likely to just wait to see 
what will he do.  

I would be most likely to run bck home 
and try to look pretty.   

Adaptive    

    Assertive Face to face communication.  Independently 
responding to the antagonist with respect and 
confidence 

I would ask when she got the invitation.  I would be most likely to tell her that I 
like my outfit.  

    Help-seeking Asking a friend, teacher or parent for help. I would be most likely to tell a friend or 
teacher. 

I would be most likely to ask my 
parents for advice 

    Self-talk Statements that refer to the participant’s internal 
dialogue. 

I would be most likely to just move on for the 
subject and ignor that the comment was said 
and just be happy.  

I would be most likely to stick to my 
own opinions 

Withdrawal Actions that intend to protect the participant from 
the antagonist or result in a stop to the situation 
by moving away, walking away or avoiding the 
antagonist. 

I would be most likely to do walk away.  I would be most likely to go to the disco 
and not hang around the friend 

Note: Participant examples are presented exactly as typed by participants



 167 

6.3.6 Social Information Processing Skills Research Questions 

The following question was addressed to examine changes in social information 

processing skills.  

Is there any evidence of changes from pre-intervention to post-intervention in social 

information processing skills: (1) attribution of intention, (2) response construction, (3) 

response decisions as indicated by responses to the open-ended questions?  

6.3.7 What Next? Summary 

The What Next? interactive software offers an innovative game-like program to 

extend traditional SIP measures by offering participants an interactive experience 

through which to demonstrate their social information processing skills.  Questions 

requiring participants to describe and rate their emotions, and their use of first-person 

perspective, were used to assess participants’ engagement with the video scenarios.  

Questions requiring participants to put themselves into the place of the main character 

in the video scenarios were used to assess participants’ social information processing 

skills: (1) attribution of intention, (2) response construction, and (3) response decision. 

A pre- and post-design with counterbalancing of video scenario content was used to 

detect any evidence of change in social information processing skills following 

participation in the Friendship Saver Program.  

6.4 The Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire 

To provide a measure of potential program change on general behaviour and 

social functioning, the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) (Goodman, 

1997) was used.  The SDQ was selected for inclusion in this study because it has been 
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reported to have adequate internal consistency and it has been used as a pre- and post-

measure for evaluation of intervention programs. The SDQ also has multiple informant 

forms and Australian results are available.   

The SDQ assesses behaviour and social functioning in children from ages 4 to 16.  

The SDQ was initially designed to provide a quick, reliable screening measure that 

would align with the DSM-IV (American Psychiatric Association, 1994) for use by UK 

mental health services.  Extending well beyond its initial purpose, the SDQ has since 

been used for clinical admissions (Pirkis et al, 2005; Hall, et al. 2014), epidemiological 

studies (Dickey & Blumber, 2004; Calam et al, 2005), and school-based program 

evaluations. For example, the SDQ was included in the Kids Matter evaluation (Slee et 

al., 2009) that has earlier been referred to as one of the significant initiatives of the 

Australian Government to improve mental health outcomes for children.  In light of the 

widespread use of this measure, it was appropriate to give some detailed analysis of the 

psychometric properties of the measure.   In this section the psychometric properties of 

the SDQ as reported in the literature will be described, in addition to its features and 

limitations.  This will be followed by the procedure used in this evaluation and the 

research questions. 

6.4.1.1 Format of the SDQ. 

The SDQ is a 25-item screening questionnaire that has been widely used with 

clinical and community samples to measure a child’s overall behavioural and social 

functioning.  The SDQ form for 4-10 year-old children is available as a Parent and 

Teacher informant form. A Child self-report form is also available.  Forms are also 

available for 2-4 year-old children (Parent/Teacher forms) and 11-17 year old 

adolescents (Self, Parent/Teacher forms).  The forms are available in over 60 languages.  
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The SDQ can also be administered with an additional impact form designed for use in 

mental health services (Goodman, 1999).  The Parent/Teacher informant form for ages 

4-10 was used for this evaluation and will be the focus of this chapter.  A copy of the 

form is provided in Appendix K.   

The 25 items on the SDQ are made up of five psychological attributes with five 

statements for each attribute.  The attributes include an Emotional Problems subscale, a 

Conduct Problems subscale, a Hyperactivity/Inattention subscale, a Peer Problems 

subscale and Prosocial Behaviours subscale.  The Emotional Problems subscale 

includes statements such as “often unhappy, depressed or tearful”.  The Conduct 

Problems subscale includes “often fights with other children or bullies them”.  The 

Hyperactivity/Inattention subscale includes statements such as “easily distracted, 

concentration wanders”. The Peer Problems subscale includes “rather solitary, tends to 

play alone” and the Prosocial Behaviours subscale includes statements such as “shares 

readily with other children”.  The Prosocial Behaviours subscale can be described as 

capturing some of a child’s strengths, while the other subscales reflect difficulties.   

The SDQ includes instructions at the top of the one-page form followed by the 

25 items and three tick boxes for each.  Parent and teacher informants are asked to mark 

“Not True”, “Somewhat True” or “Certainly True” for each item to reflect a child’s 

typical behaviour as observed over the past 6 months.  The items are scored on a three-

point Likert scale from 0 = “Not True”, 1 = “Somewhat True”, and 2 = “Certainly 

True”.  There are 5 reversed items across the questionnaire where a rating of 2 = “Not 

True”, 1 = “Somewhat True” and 0 = “True”.  Reversed items are associated with the 

Conduct Problems, Hyperactivity/Inattention, and Peer Problems subscales. An 

example of a reversed item is “Generally obedient” on the Conduct Problems subscale.   
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The main score on the SDQ is the Total Difficulties score ranging from 0 to 20 

and is calculated by summing each item, excluding the Prosocial behaviour items.  The 

original scoring template for clinical samples grouped scores into three groups: normal, 

borderline and abnormal categories.  A four-band solution was later published for use 

with UK community samples and is used for this evaluation.  The four-band solution 

divides the Abnormal category into two groups, to make four categories: close to 

average, slightly raised, high and very high.  For the four-band solution Parent SDQ 

scores, scores from 0-13 were categorized as close to average, 14-16 represented 

slightly raised, 17-19 represented high and 20-14 was categorized as very high.  The 

complete set of scores for the three- and four-band solutions as published on the SDQ 

website (www.https://sdqinfo.org/py/sdqinfo/b3.py?language=Englishqz(Austral) is 

presented in Appendix L.  

6.4.1.2 Reliability of the SDQ. 

Reliability is the consistency of a measure when administered across people and 

time (Bruton et al, 2000).  Reliability is essential for interpreting the usefulness and 

limitations of a tool.  The reliability of the SDQ forms have been subject to extensive 

independent examination.  This includes assessments of internal consistency, test-retest 

reliability and cross-informant reliability.  Reliability outcomes from a number of 

studies will be reported below in relation to the SDQ Parent and Teacher forms.  

6.4.1.3 Internal Consistency. 

Internal consistency scores for the SDQ Parent and Teacher forms have been 

reported by Goodman (2001) with a UK sample, and subsequent researchers for a range 

of different populations.  To allow for a systematic comparison, published internal 
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consistency scores will be evaluated according to criteria published by George and 

Mallery (2003) whereby ≥.9 is suggestive of excellent internal consistency, ≥.80 is 

suggestive of good internal consistency, ≥.70 suggests is acceptable, ≥.60 is 

questionable, ≥.50 is poor, and <.50 is unacceptable. 

Goodman (2001) reported questionable internal consistency on the parent SDQ 

form (.66) and acceptable internal consistency (.78) for the teacher SDQ form with a 

large British sample.  Bourdon et al. (2005) reported good internal consistency (.83) 

with an equally large US sample.  With regards to an Australian sample, Mellor (2007) 

also reported good internal consistency scores for the parent and teacher forms (.86 and 

.88 respectively).  Stone et al. (2010) examined several published papers that reported 

psychometric properties of the SDQ, and used those figures to establish mean internal 

consistency scores for the parent and teacher forms.  A total of 26 studies were included 

in the analysis, including the 3 mentioned above. Stone et al. reported a Total 

Difficulties mean internal consistency score of .80 for the parent form and .82 for the 

teacher form.  Together these studies suggest good internal consistency for the Total 

Difficulties score on both forms.  

Internal consistency scores reported for the five subscales of the SDQ parent and 

teacher forms, have not demonstrated the same degree of internal consistency.  

Regarding the parent SDQ form, the Stone et al. (2010) review reported that the Peer 

Problems and Conduct Problems subscales yielded poor internal consistency scores (.53 

and .58 respectively).  The Prosocial Behaviours and Emotion Problems subscales 

yielded questionable scores (.67 and .66 respectively), while the 

Hyperactivity/Inattention subscale yielded an acceptable internal consistency score 

(.76).  On the teacher SDQ form, Stone et al. reported internal consistency scores above 
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.70 on all subscales with the exception of the Peer Problems subscale which scored in 

the questionable range (.63). 

With regards to Australian populations, Mellor (2005) reported internal 

consistency scores on the parent SDQ at or above .70 for the Total Difficulties score 

and each of the subscales, with the exception of the Conduct Problems subscale which 

was questionable at .67.  On the Teacher SDQ form, Mellor (2005) reported all scores 

at or above .71, indicating acceptable to good internal consistency scores.  However, 

Hawes and Dadds (2004) examined the SDQ Parent form with an Australian sample and 

reported some differences.  The Hyperactivity/Inattention subscale yielded a good 

internal consistency score (0.80).  The Emotional Problems and Prosocial subscales 

yielded acceptable internal consistency (.72 and .74 respectively). However, the Peer 

Problems and Conduct Problems subscales were .65 and .68 respectively, indicative of 

questionable internal consistency.   

In summary, the Total Difficulties scale has consistently produced acceptable to 

good internal consistency scores.  Similarly, the Hyperactivity/Inattention subscale has 

achieved acceptable to good internal consistency values across studies, however the 

other four subscales have produced mixed results that range from poor to acceptable.   

6.4.1.4 Test-Retest Reliability. 

Test-retest reliability assessments establish whether a tool is a reliable measure 

when used across measurement points separated in time (Aldridge et al., 2017).  The 

Stone et al. review reported parent and teacher SDQ test-retest results from six studies.  

For the parent SDQ form, they reported test-retest correlations over .70 for the Total 

Difficulties scale and Hyperactivity/Inattention subscale. However, the remaining four 
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subscales yielded correlations between .65 and .66 which, according to George and 

Mallery (2003), suggest questionable test-retest reliability.  In comparison, Stone et al. 

(2010) reported test-retest correlations greater than .72 for the Total Difficulties score 

and all subscale scores on the teacher SDQ form, indicating stronger test-retest 

reliability than for the parent SDQ form.   

Mellor (2004) examined test-retest reliability with an Australian sample cross a 

two-week period.  On the Parent SDQ form, Mellor reported poor test-retest reliability 

on the Conduct Problems subscale (.52), however all other subscales and the Total 

Difficulties score yielded an acceptable to good test-retest reliability coefficients from 

.73 to .85.  The Conduct Problems subscale fared better on the teacher SDQ form with a 

reliability coefficient in the questionable range (.67), and a similar score produced for 

the Emotion Problems subscale (.64). The three remaining subscales and the Total 

Difficulties score were in the acceptable to good range .77 to .82 for the teacher SDQ 

form.  Mellor also noted that parents reported more conduct problems for girls at 

retesting, and teachers reported more hyperactivity in girls at retest.  This could occur 

within the short space of time with parents and teachers primed to notice and rate 

specific behaviours only two weeks after first completing the questionnaire.   

In summary, the Total Difficulties score appears to produce acceptable test-

retest reliability scores on both the parent and teacher SDQ forms.  In comparison, a 

range of reliability coefficients are reported for the subscale scores. 

6.4.1.5 Cross-Informant Reliability. 

The use of multiple informants for ratings of emotional and behavioural 

functioning of children is considered “gold standard” across clinical and research 
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disciplines (Renk, 2005).  Cross-informant reliability compares the ratings of 

informants to check for agreement.  Cross-informant reliability for the parent and 

teacher SDQ forms has been examined across populations, with interesting trends noted.  

Goodman reported unacceptable cross-informant reliability across parent and 

teacher forms (.34), suggesting that responses of parent and teachers, although related, 

were substantially different (Goodman, 2001).  A similar trend has been reported for a 

large Australian study (Slee et al., 2009), noting that overall teachers rated students as 

having fewer total difficulties in comparison to parent ratings.  Slee et al. (2009) 

suggested that this effect is “characteristic” of SDQ results, with parent and teacher 

informants reporting on two different contexts; teachers report on school-based 

observations, while parents’ rate behaviour based on home observations.  Renk (2005) 

argues that ratings provided by informants are usually context-specific, based on the 

informant’s own biases, expectations of behaviour, and the nature of their relationship 

with a young person.  Richardson and Day (2000) suggest that the “situation-specific” 

nature of parent and teacher ratings might offer insights into the child’s triggers, 

capacity to regulate in some settings, and potential strategies.  Consequently, low cross-

informant reliability results highlight the importance of using multiple informants and 

can provide a fuller picture of a child’s behaviour, social competence and mental health.   

In summary, psychometric testing results could be said to indicate acceptable 

internal consistency and test-retest reliability, particularly in relation to the Total 

Difficulties scale.  Cross-informant reliability for the parent and teacher SDQ forms is 

typically low. However, this does suggest that the scores provided by both informants 

might be useful to provide context-specific information.  Overall, this review suggests 

that the SDQ is appropriate to use as a brief screening tool, best to be administered with 
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multiple informants, and recommended as part of a battery of behavioural measures, 

rather than a stand-alone tool.  In the current evaluation, both parent and teacher SDQ 

forms were used.  

6.4.1.6 Factor Structure of the SDQ Parent and Teacher Forms. 

The five-factor structure of the SDQ was theoretically derived, based on the 

DSM-IV.  Goodman (1997) conducted a factor analysis using Varimax rotation to yield 

a five-factor structure for both parent and teacher forms.  Many independent studies 

have since re-examined the structure (Mellor, 2005; Smedje, Broman, Hetta, & von 

Knorrin, 1999, Stone et al., 2010). Stone, et al. (2010) reported that of 18 published 

studies that examined the psychometric properties of the SDQ, 15 supported 

Goodman’s five-factor structure.  One of the earliest independent examinations of the 

SDQ was based on the Swedish SDQ parent form, assessing its psychometric properties 

with a sample of 900 from the general population (Smedje et al., 1999). A principal 

component factor analysis identified six factors with eigenvalues greater than one, 

explaining 48.5% of the variance.  However, a five-factor solution with varimax 

rotation explaining 44.5% of the variance was suggested as the easiest to interpret.  

While the theoretically derived five-factor structure of the SDQ has received 

considerable support, cross-loadings of items have also been well documented.  Mellor 

(2007) noted that eight of the 25 items on the parent SDQ form did not conform with 

the five subscale model.  Smedje et al. (1999), reported that the “generally obedient” 

item from the Conduct Problems subscale and “generally liked by other children” from 

the Peer Problems subscale both cross-loaded with the Prosocial Behaviours subscale 

on the parent SDQ form.  Notably, both items are reversed items.  On the Dutch parent 

SDQ form, “considerate of other people’s feelings” from the Prosocial Behaviours 
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subscale loaded onto the Conduct Problems subscale (Muris et al., 2003).  Smedje et al. 

(1999) reported that for girls, the item “often has a temper tantrum or hot tempers” 

loaded more strongly on the Emotion Problems subscale, than on the Conduct Problems 

subscale on the parent SDQ form.  These examples are just a small sample of the many 

published studies that have reported a range of cross-loadings on the parent SDQ form.  

Similar issues have also been identified across the teacher SDQ form (Mellor & Stokes, 

2007; Stone, 2010). Mellor and Stokes (2007) conducted a confirmatory factor analysis 

with the parent and teacher SDQ forms with an Australian sample and concluded that 

none of the factors were unidimensional.  Consequently, the SDQ forms appear to 

require further examination with adjustments or deletion of items to improve the 

dimensionality of each subscale.   

6.4.1.7 Alternative Factor Structure. 

Goodman et al. (2010) acknowledged the demand for the SDQ to be relevant for 

non-clinical samples, suggesting an alternative scoring system.  They suggested that an 

alternative three-factor structure might be more appropriate for non-clinical, low-risk 

samples.  That is, retain the Prosocial Behaviours subscale and merge the Emotion 

Problems and Peer Problems subscales to form a new subscale called Internalizing 

subscale, and merge the Hyperactivity/Inattention and Conduct Problems subscales to 

form an Externalizing subscale.  Goodman et al. (2010) examined the use of the three 

subscales with 18,222 participants from a British sample.  A confirmatory factor 

analysis supported their proposed model with both parent and teacher SDQ forms.  

They proposed that the five-factor model was suitable with clinical samples, while the 

three-factor model was more appropriate for non-clinical samples.  Dickey and 

Blumberg (2004) and Leeuwen et al. (2006) conducted independent analyses of the 
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three-factor model. Dickey and Blumberg (2004) reported support for the three-factor 

model while Leeuwen et al. (2006) did not.  Hence, the three-factor model potentially 

offers an alternative option for consideration. 

6.4.1.8 Universal Program Evaluations Using the SDQ. 

The ease of using the SDQ as a brief screening tool for behaviour, extensive 

published psychometric results, multiple informant forms and free access to the tool, 

have positioned the SDQ as a popular choice for many universal program evaluations.   

A few examples of universal programs that have used the SDQ as one of their 

pre-and post-intervention measures include the Coping Power program (See Muratori et 

al., 1994), Together at School program (See Kiviruusu, et al, 2016), Second Step 

program (See Low, 2015), and MC program (Fraser et al., 2011) (see Chapter 2 for 

further details).   

Muratori et al. (1994) used the Italian SDQ parent, teacher and self-forms to 

evaluate the impact of the Coping Power program.  Pre-intervention data were 

compared with post-intervention data collected at the completion of the intervention, 

six-months later.  They reported that the SDQ forms were useful to identify impact over 

time, noting a reduction in hyperactivity/inattention and lower total difficulties 

following program exposure.   

Using only the teacher SDQ form, the impact of the Together in Schools 

universal programs was evaluated with primary school students from Finland 

(Kiviruusu et al., 2016).  After six-months of exposure to the program, no impact was 

reported.  However, after 18-months exposure to the intervention, Total Difficulties 

scores for boys had decreased.  No change was reported for girls.   
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Specific to Australian children, the SDQ Parent and Teacher forms were 

included as part of a battery of assessments for the Kids Matter project (Slee et al., 

2009).  This project evaluated the impact of a range of universal programs in Australian 

schools over two years.  The SDQ was included as a measure of the participants’ mental 

health.  Following exposure to a universal program, the SDQ parent and teacher forms 

indicated a small decline in Total Difficulties scores.  The authors suggested that the 

small effect size might reflect the fact that the majority of participants in the evaluation 

reported low Total Difficulties scores at the commencement of the project.  They 

suggested that the students who benefited most from the universal programs were the 

minority of students with the highest mental health risks at commencement of the 

project. 

6.4.2 SDQ Procedure 

Prior to the commencement of the Friendship Saver Program, participants were 

handed an envelope by their class teacher to deliver to their parents.  The name of the 

project was written on the envelope and included a thank you message for completing 

the form and participating in the study.  Inside the envelope were instructions, a parent 

SDQ form (4-10 years form), and a postage paid return envelope so that the completed 

form could be sent directly to the researcher. A copy of the Parent Instructions is 

provided in Appendix M.   

Class teachers were provided with an A4 envelope containing printed copies of 

the teacher SDQ forms (4-10 years form).  The envelope contained one form for each 

participant.  Written instructions were printed on the envelope explaining that the SDQ 

form would take approximately 3-5 minutes to complete for each child.   
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 Once questionnaires were returned to the researcher, participant names were 

removed from the SDQ forms and replaced with a four-digit number that could only be 

matched back to the participants name via a secure list.  This process allowed the 

researcher to match pre- and post- intervention forms, and match the parent and teacher 

forms for the same participant.  Two weeks after the facilitators completed the final 

session of the Friendship Saver Program intervention, the same procedure was repeated 

for post-intervention SDQ forms. 

6.4.3 SDQ Summary 

 The SDQ parent and teacher forms have been examined extensively with 

different populations, and both forms demonstrate acceptable overall internal 

consistency in relation to the Total Difficulties score. However, the internal consistency 

of the subscales is not as strong.  The measure has demonstrated itself to be useful for 

test-retest purposes and has been used widely in pre-and post-intervention evaluations.  

In relation to multiple informants, it has been reported that the parent and teacher forms 

are measuring different things, and this is most likely an outcome of the informant’s 

experience of the child in relation to different contexts.  Alternative factor structures 

have been examined for the SDQ, with a three-factor structure offering a scoring 

template for community samples.  This three-factor structure has not yet been examined 

to the same extent as the five-factor structure, and so requires further independent 

evaluation.  Overall, there is a great deal of information available on the SDQ which 

helps to clarify the usefulness and limitations of the measure.  Taken together, this 

information has informed the decision to use the Parent and Teacher SDQ forms as part 
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of the Friendship Saver Program evaluation and will be used to address the following 

research questions.   

6.4.4 SDQ Research Questions 

 The following specific questions were addressed, to examine change following the 

program based on the indices measured in the SDQ parent and teacher forms.  

1. How do the participant pre-intervention parent and teacher SDQ scores 

compare with published Australian scores for girls?  

2. Is there any evidence of change from pre-intervention to post-intervention 

scores on the parent and teacher SDQ forms? 

3. What are the psychometric properties of the parent and teacher SDQ forms 

when used with the current group of participants?  

 (i) Internal consistency reliability 

 (ii) Cross-informant consistency 

 (iii) Evidence for the three-factor structure. 

6.5 Chapter Summary  

Evaluation of the Friendship Saver Program uses a pre-post intervention design 

and employed three measures to examine evidence of change following the program.  

First, implementation quality results are reported using the IQQ.  Second, evidence of 

change in participants’ social information processing skills are reported using the What 

Next? (Ainley & Ainley, 2006) software, with measures of participant engagement also 

examined.  Finally, evidence of change in participants’ general behaviour and social 

functioning are reported using the SDQ (Goodman, 1997) parent and teacher forms.   
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7 Results: Implementation Quality  

The design of the Friendship Saver Program required that trained school personnel 

delivered the program as facilitators in classrooms. Self-report questionnaires were 

completed by facilitators to track the quality of the program delivery.  This chapter 

presents the results of the Implementation Quality Questionnaire (IQQ), the self-report 

measure designed for this study.   

 

Three implementation quality measures are reported; (1) adherence, a measure of 

the degree to which the facilitators delivered the program as described, and followed 

scripts in the manual, (2) participant responsiveness, a measure of the participants’ 

understanding and engagement levels, and (3) participant exposure, a measure of the 

number of sessions delivered, and delivery time in minutes. The results for the four 

schools will be reported individually to assess the implementation quality in each 

school.  

7.1 Adherence 

Adherence measures the extent to which program components are delivered as 

intended.  Program manuals with step-by-step instructions and scripts as provided in the 

Friendship Saver Program manual were designed to maximize adherence.  Two items 

were included in the IQQ to measure adherence.  The first item, general adherence, 

measured the degree to which the sessions were delivered as intended, that is, in line 

with the purpose and procedures described in the manual.  The second item, adherence 

to scripts, measured the degree to which the facilitator’s language matched the explicit 

scripts provided for each session.  Both items were rated on a 5-point rating scale from 
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very poor to very good.  The general adherence and adherence to scripts mean ratings 

for each school are presented in Figure 13.   

Figure 13 

Mean Ratings for Adherence Indices  

 

 Overall, adherence ratings were very high.  Figure 13 indicates that the 

facilitator of school Alpha reported the highest general adherence and adherence to 

scripts ratings, both M=4.30.  As described in Chapter 6, the school Alpha facilitator 

delivered the program in 8 different classrooms for this study, hence it is reasonable to 

assume that this facilitator would be very familiar with the program content. All 

adherence ratings from the facilitators of school Gamma and school Delta were between 

M=4.00 and M=4.18 respectively. The lowest ratings were reported by school Beta, 

M=3.80 for general adherence, and M=3.45 for adherence to scripts, and it is 

noteworthy that school Beta shared delivery of the program between two trained 

facilitators.  Both facilitators were present for every session, however they alternated 
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the lead each week, with the lead facilitator completing the IQQ for that lesson.  Hence, 

the context for the completed IQQ for school Beta is different to the other schools. 

These results suggest that both adherence to the program, and adherence to the 

scripts as reported by all facilitators was satisfactory.  Using the anchors for the rating 

scale, ratings between good and very good were reported by the facilitator from school 

Alpha. Good adherence was reported by facilitators from school Gamma and Delta, and 

moderate adherence was reported by the facilitators from school Beta. 

7.2 Participant Responsiveness 

The participant responsiveness measure tracked the facilitators’ observations 

regarding the participants’ understanding and levels of engagement during each lesson.  

The mean ratings for the two participant responsiveness items as reported by each 

school’s facilitator are presented in Figure 14.  

Figure 14 

Mean Ratings for Responsiveness Indices  

 

1

2

3

4

5

Understanding Engagement

R
at

in
gs

School Alpha
School Beta

School Gamma

School Delta



 184 

 Mean ratings for participant understanding ranged from M=4.00 to represent 

good understanding, as reported by the facilitator from school Delta, up to M=4.79 to 

represent very good understanding, as rated by the facilitator from school Gamma. 

Participant engagement mean ratings ranged from M=4.50 as reported by the facilitators 

from school Alpha and school Delta, and above M=4.50 as reported by the facilitators 

from school Beta and school Gamma.  Hence, participant engagement was consistently 

reported to be good, even very good, across the four schools.   

Together these results suggest good to very good levels of participant 

responsiveness for all four schools. 

7.3  Exposure 

The recommended delivery time for each lesson was stated in the program 

manual as 45-50 minutes and the program was designed to be delivered in 12 lessons.  

Some modifications to session times and number of sessions were required for the 

program to fit the school timetable.  These modifications followed advice and approval 

from the program designer to ensure program quality was maintained.  

Figure 15 presents the mean times in minutes for lesson duration, as reported by 

the facilitators for each lesson.   
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Figure 15 

Mean Times for Lesson Exposure  

 

Figure 15 indicates that the average lesson duration for schools Gamma and Delta 

were above the recommended time per lesson, 59.29 min and 58.89 min respectively.  

In comparison, the participants from school Alpha received on average, 41.77 min per 

lesson, while the participants from school Beta received approximately 36.36 min of 

exposure to the program per lesson.  School Alpha and School Beta participants 

experienced slightly less than the minimum recommended.  

The time differences reported by the facilitators relate to each school’s timetable 

structure.  Schools Alpha and Beta schedule 45 min lessons across their school 

timetable, while Schools Gamma and Delta schedule 60 min lessons across their school 

timetable.  This indicates that the lesson duration in each school was adjusted to fit with 

the school timetable.  In sum, the program exposure time was close to the minimum 

recommended for two schools, and was above the maximum recommended for the other 

two schools.   

Participant exposure can also be evaluated by the number of lessons delivered.  

The program was designed as a 12-lesson intervention.  However, schools often modify 
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programs to accommodate competing curriculum demands.  Facilitators were asked to 

seek advice from the researcher if they needed to adapt the number of lessons.  Two 

schools did request program modifications.  School Beta were only able to deliver the 

program for 9 weeks.  They were advised to merge lessons 1 and 2 (whole body 

listening lessons), and omit lessons 11 and 12 (the theatre sessions that did not 

introduce new content). Similarly, school Delta was only able to deliver a 10-week 

program, and was advised to merge lessons 1 and 2, and lessons 11 and 12.   

These exposure data provide context within which to explain the lower 

adherence ratings; general adherence and adherence to scripts for School Beta.  School 

Beta also requested the greatest number of modifications.  They delivered the program 

in 9 weeks, merging the first two lessons, omitted the last two lessons, and delivered the 

lessons in less than 40 min on average, slightly below the recommend exposure time.  

With these exposure modifications, it would be difficult to deliver the program with a 

high degree of adherence to the scripts.  

The modifications required for school Alpha and Beta raise questions about the 

participants’ experience of the intervention.  However, the participant responsiveness 

measures indicated good to very good levels of participant engagement and 

understanding, suggesting that modifications to program exposure may not have 

adversely impacted participants’ opportunities to learn the essential content of the 

program.  
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7.4 Chapter Summary  

In summary, the IQQ allowed for examination of the implementation of the 

program as delivered in each of the 4 schools involved in this evaluation.  The results 

demonstrated that 3 of the 4 schools rated general adherence and adherence to script 

scores between “good” and “very good”, while one school, school Beta, reported 

slightly lower adherence between “average” and “good”. This rating could be related to 

the lower exposure time reported by school Beta, due to shorter scheduled lessons, 

relative to the other schools.  School Beta were also restricted by their leadership to run 

the program in 9 rather than 12 weeks, resulting in several approved modifications.  

With regards to participant understanding and engagement as rated by the 

facilitators, all four schools reported “good” to “very good” scores.  This is important to 

note, particularly in light of the modifications required by School Beta.  

Finally, exposure time was reported, and determined by each schools’ structured 

daily time-table.  However, when considering the implementation results together, the 

data suggests appropriate implementation of the Friendship Saver Program for all 

schools involved in the evaluation.  
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8 Results: What Next? Social Information Processing Skills 

 To examine potential change following the Friendship Saver Program, participants’ 

social information processing skills of attribution of intention, response construction 

and response decision were measured using the What Next? software.  This chapter 

presents the results of the What Next? measures, comparing pre- and post-intervention 

for evidence of change in social information processing skills.  Due to the importance of 

engagement with the hypothetical scenarios for social information processing skill 

measures, participants’ personal engagement with the video scenarios in the What 

Next? software was also examined.  The personal engagement results are presented 

first followed by results for attribution of intention, response construction and response 

decision. 

 

 The What Next? results were assessed by examining responses to the two video 

scenarios separately. The results for the Exclusion Scenario and Put-Down Scenario are 

presented separately to allow for any response differences that might be attributed to 

these different types of relational aggression.  Importantly, this evaluation is a counter-

balanced design.  The participants who viewed the Exclusion Scenario at pre-

intervention, viewed the Put-Down Scenario at post-intervention.  The participants who 

viewed the Put-Down Scenario at pre-intervention, viewed the Exclusion Scenario at 

post-intervention.  Hence, for each scenario there are two independent participant 

groups, a pre-intervention group and a post-intervention group.  All data were analyzed 

with IBM SPSS Statistics (Version 25).   



 189 

8.1 Completed and Missing Data 

 In total 214 participants returned consent forms to be included in this evaluation, 

however not all completed the What Next? measures twice.  Due to unforeseen 

circumstances, 26 participants were absent at either the pre- or post-intervention What 

Next? sessions.  When a student was absent for one of the two sessions, all of their 

What Next? data was removed from the analysis.   

 A further 15 participants from school Gamma were formally withdrawn from the 

What Next? post-intervention session by their two class teachers.  They expressed 

concern that their sixth-grade students did not have the time to be released from their 

academic curriculum to take part in the post-intervention phase.  This decision was 

supported by their school principal, and as a result, all What Next? data from those 

students was removed from the data set.  What Next? pre- and post-intervention data 

from a further 16 participants were also removed from the data set because those 

participants either disengaged from the What Next? software, exiting the program 

without contributing answers, or typed nonsense words in each text box.  Aside from 

these exclusions, What Next? data from 157 participants with both pre- and post- 

intervention data was included in this evaluation.   

8.2 Evidence of Personal Engagement with Video Scenarios 

  Two measures are reported to determine personal engagement with the video 

scenarios; (1) examination of emotion words by type and intensity at critical time-

points: pre-video, after-video, and post-decision, and (2) participants’ use of first-person 

perspective in response to the first SIP question “Still imagining you are Taylor from 

the video, you now tell a friend what happened.  What would you say happened?”.   
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8.2.1 Emotion Words and Emotion Intensities for the Exclusion Scenario 

The Exclusion Scenario portrayed the main character Taylor responding “no” to 

Brittney’s question about whether she had been invited to Leon’s birthday party 

followed by Brittney’s brash reply “He probably just forgot”.  The first emotion word 

typed into the What Next? software at the three critical time-points: pre-video, after-

video and post-decision are presented in Figures 17 and 18 respectively.  Emotion 

words are classified into the four emotion quadrants; high activation/positive, low 

activation/positive, low activation/negative, high activation/negative.  

A small number of participants typed an action word, rather than an emotion 

word.  For example, the response “I am crying” describes an action.  In those instances, 

the entry for that critical time-point was coded as “missing” while their other entries 

were included in the What Next? analysis.  For this reason, the total number of emotion 

words included in the analysis for each critical time-point is different. The number of 

responses able to be coded for each critical time-point for the Exclusion Scenario are 

displayed in Table 9.  

 

Table 9 

Frequencies of Coded and Omitted Responses at Three Critical Time-Points for the 

Exclusion Scenario 

 Pre-video After-video Post-decision 
Pre-intervention (N= 89)    
    Coded response included 83 86 87 
    Omitted response  6 3 2 
Post-intervention (N=68)    
    Coded response included 68 67 66 
    Omitted response  0 1 2 
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 Table 9 indicates that a very small number of participants typed an action rather 

than an emotion at pre-intervention for the Exclusion Scenario, with fewer participants 

typing an action word after participating in the intervention. 

 Figures 16 and 17 present the proportion of emotion words classified in each 

quadrant at critical time-points for the Exclusion Scenario pre- and post-intervention 

respectively.   
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Figure 16 

Proportion of Emotion Words Classified into Each Quadrant at Critical Time-Points for 

the Exclusion Scenario Pre-Intervention  

 

Figure 17 

Proportion of Emotion Words Classified into Each Quadrant at Critical Time-Points for 

the Exclusion Scenario Post-Intervention  

 

Overall, Figures 16 and 17 demonstrate that the pre-intervention and post-

intervention participant groups described a similar pattern of emotions at each of the 

three critical time-points, and their responses are consistent with the unfolding 

demands across the sequence of time-points in the software.   
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When first engaging with the software (pre-video), the majority of participants 

in both pre- and post-intervention groups reported a high activation/positive emotion 

such as “happy”, or “excited”.  This suggests that the participants were responding 

positively to the opportunity to undertake the software experience.  This was true both 

when the software was novel (pre-intervention), and when the students were engaging 

a second time with knowledge of what to expect (post-intervention). This outcome 

suggests that at pre-intervention participants were expecting an engaging experience 

and that this positive expectation occurred again for their post-intervention session.   

After viewing the Exclusion Scenario (after-video), the majority of participants 

in both pre- and post-intervention groups described a low activation/negative emotion 

word such as “sad” or “lonely”.  A smaller proportion responded with a high 

activation/negative word such as “angry” or “frustrated”.  Negative emotions, both 

high activation and low activation are consistent with participants identifying with 

Taylor who experienced peer exclusion.   

After having an opportunity to decide how they would respond to the scenario, a 

large proportion of participants in both the pre-intervention and post-intervention 

groups still reported emotion words in the low activation/negative emotion quadrant, 

such as “sad” or “lonely”.  However, for both pre- and post-intervention groups, there 

were also a substantial proportion of participants who typed a high activation/positive 

emotion word such as “good” or “better” after deciding which response they would be 

more likely to do.   

Figures 16 and 17 indicate a consistent pattern from pre-video, to after-video 

and post-decision for both participant groups, that is, participants who viewed the 

Exclusion Scenario at pre-intervention, and the participants who viewed the Exclusion 
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Scenario post-intervention.  This outcome suggests that participants have engaged 

with the Exclusion Scenario content.  

Immediately after reporting how they felt, the participants indicated the intensity 

of that emotion on the 5-point rating scale from 1=not much to 5=very much.  The 

decision was made to compare the intensities for the emotion quadrants that were most 

frequently reported by participants.  For both pre- and post-intervention groups, the 

quadrants with a proportion of responses greater than .20 at each critical time-point are 

presented. For the pre-intervention stage, proportion above .20 were recorded for the 

pre-video high activation/positive quadrant, after-video low activation/negative and 

high activation/negative quadrants, and post-decision high activation/positive and low 

activation/negative quadrants.  At post-intervention, the same quadrants had proportions 

above .20 at the same critical time-points as occurred at pre-intervention.   

Table 10 presents the emotion intensity ratings for the high proportion emotion 

quadrants, for the Exclusion Scenario at pre- and post-intervention.   
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Table 10   

Intensity Ratings for High Proportion Emotion Quadrants at Critical Time-Points for the Exclusion Scenario, Pre- and Post-Intervention  

   Intensity Rating     
Emotion Quadrant Frequency of  

emotion words 
Not 

much 
1 

Just a 
bit 
2 

Moderate 
 

3 

A lot 
 

4 

Very 
much 

5 

 
 

M SD 

Pre-intervention group           
   Pre-video 
        High activation/positive 

 
87 

 
0 

 
6 

 
32 

 
28 

 
34 

  
3.90 

 
0.94 

   After-video  
        Low activation/negative 

 
71 

 
7 

 
5 

 
25 

 
38 

 
25 

  
3.70 

 
1.10 

        High activation/negative 23 5 25 30 30 10  3.15 1.08 
   Post-decision 
        High activation/positive  

 
37 

 
6 

 
31 

 
41 

 
9 

 
13 

  
2.91 

 
1.08 

        Low activation/negative 47 8 20 28 23 23  3.33 1.24 

Post-intervention group          
   Pre-video  
        High activation/positive 

 
81 

 
0 

 
12 

 
23 

 
33 

 
33 

  
3.87 

 
1.01 

   After-video  
        Low activation /negative 

 
70 

 
2 

 
10 

 
17 

 
34 

 
37 

  
3.93 

 
1.08 

        High activation/negative 22 8 15 23 31 23  3.46 1.26 
   Post-decision 
         High activation/positive 

 
30 

 
0 

 
25 

 
30 

 
40 

 
05 

  
3.25 

 
0.91 

         Low activation/negative 49 0 11 30 37 22  3.70 0.95 
Note: Only emotion quadrants with proportions greater than .2 are presented  
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 Overall the mean emotion intensities for the Exclusion Scenario pre-intervention 

group ranged from 2.91 just below the midpoint representing “moderate”, to 3.90, just 

below a rating representing “a lot”.  The emotion intensities for the post-intervention 

group ranged from 3.25 just above the midpoint representing “moderate”, to 3.93, just 

below a rating representing “a lot”.  This pattern indicates that both participant groups 

reported medium to high emotion intensities at the three critical time-points. 

 For the pre-intervention group, the highest intensity rating of 3.90 was at pre-video, 

for high activation/positive emotions, approaching “a lot”. For the post-intervention 

group, the pre-video emotion intensity for high activation/positive emotions was 

comparable at 3.87. This suggests that the post-intervention participant group with prior 

knowledge of the software experience were still enthusiastic to engage at post-

intervention.  

 After viewing the Exclusion Scenario, the mean intensity score for low 

activation/negative emotions such as “sad” was 3.70 for the pre-intervention group, 

approaching “a lot”, and 3.93 for the post-intervention group, approaching “a lot”.  In 

comparison, the mean intensity score for high activation/negative emotions such as 

“angry” was 3.15 for the pre-intervention group, close to “moderate”, and 3.46 for the 

post-intervention group, between “moderate” and “a lot”. Hence, after viewing the 

video there were some change in emotion intensity with lower intensity for the high 

activation/negative emotion words.   

 After deciding a course of action, the mean intensity score for high 

activation/positive emotion words such as “better”, was 2.91 for the pre-intervention 

group, and 3.25 for the post-intervention group, both closest to “moderate”.  The low 

activation/negative emotion words at the same critical time point had slightly higher 
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mean intensity scores of 3.33 and 3.70 for the pre- and post-intervention groups 

respectively.  Therefore, after deciding on a response to the Exclusion Scenario, 

negative emotions were reported to be felt more intensely than positive emotions.     

 The emotions quadrant variations, together with the emotion intensity differences at 

different critical time points offer strong evidence that participants engaged with the 

Exclusion Scenario and What Next? software.  

8.2.2 Examination of Emotion Words and Intensities for the Put-Down Scenario 

 The Put-Down Scenario portrayed the main character Taylor being asked by 

Brittney what she would be wearing to the school disco.  Taylor’s response is followed 

by giggling from Brittney’s two friends who are standing behind Brittney. Consistent 

with the Exclusion Scenario, some participants typed actions rather than emotions, and 

these words were coded as invalid and not included in the data analysis for that 

question. The count of valid and omitted responses is presented in Table 11.   

 

Table 11 

Frequencies of Coded and Omitted Responses at Three Critical Time-Points for the 

Put-Down Scenario 

 Pre-video After-video Post-decision 
Pre-intervention (N= 68)    
    Coded response included 68 65 65 
    Omitted response 0 3 3 
Post-intervention (N=88)    
    Coded response included 88 88 85 
    Omitted response 0 0 3 

  

 Table 11 demonstrates that at both pre- and post-intervention, only a small number 

of participants typed an action rather than an emotion word. Figures 18 and 19 present 
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the proportion of emotion words classified in each quadrant at critical time-points for 

the Put-Down Scenario pre- and post-intervention respectively.   

 

Figure 18 

Proportion of Emotion Words Classified into Each Quadrant at Critical Time-Points for 

the Put-Down Scenario Pre-Intervention  

 

Figure 19 

Proportion of Emotion Words Classified into Each Quadrant at Critical Time-Points for 

the Put-Down Scenario Post-Intervention  
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 Overall, both figures display very similar patterns of responding to the Put-Down 

Scenario, indicating a change in emotions reported by participants as the content of the 

scenario played out, and responses to questions proceeded. 

 Figures 18 and 19 indicate that when they first started the What Next? software, 

most participants’ first emotion word was high activation/positive such as “happy”. For 

the post-intervention group, there were slightly more responses in the other three 

quadrants at the pre-video critical time-point than for the pre-intervention group. But 

none were close to the .20 cut off that was used in the analysis for the Exclusion 

Scenario.  After viewing the Put-Down Scenario, whether pre- or post-intervention, 

most participants reported a low activation/negative emotion such as “sad”, while 

approximately one-third reported a high activation/negative emotion.  This is similar to 

the pattern reported for the Exclusion Scenario. After typing a response decision, the 

majority of participants from both pre-intervention and post-intervention groups 

reported either a high activation/positive or low activation/negative emotion word.  This 

pattern is also consistent with the Exclusion Scenario.   

 In summary, both pre- and post-intervention groups reported changing patterns of 

emotions across the three critical time-points to reflect their software experience with 

the Put-Down Scenario (pre-video, after video, post-decision).  Positive anticipation at 

pre-video, negative emotions after viewing the video, and after making a response 

decision, a division between participants for whom negative emotions persisted and 

those who felt positive.  These changing patterns of emotions offer strong evidence of 

participant engagement. 
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 The emotion intensities as rated by participants for the Put-Down Scenario are 

presented in Table 12.  As for the Exclusion Scenario, only emotion quadrants with a 

proportion of respondents greater than .2 will be examined. 
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Table 12 

Intensity Ratings for High Proportion Emotion Quadrants at Critical Time-Points for the Put-Down Scenario, Pre- and Post-Intervention 

   Intensity Rating       
Emotion Quadrant Proportion of 

emotion words 
Not much 

1 
Just 
a bit 

2 

Moderate 
 
3 

A lot 
 
4 

Very 
much 

5 

   M SD 

Pre-intervention group            
  Pre-video 
        High activation/positive 

 
88 

 
0 

 
10 

 
22 

 
39 

 
29 

    
3.86 

 
0.95 

  After-video  
       Low activation/negative 

 
68 

 
7 

 
9 

 
23 

 
21 

 
40 

    
3.77 

 
1.26 

       High activation/negative 26 0 24 24 29 24    3.53 1.12 
  Post-decision 
       High activation/positive 

 
43 

 
14 

 
36 

 
21 

 
11 

 
18 

    
2.82 

 
1.33 

       Low activation/negative  42 0 19 33 15 33    3.63 1.14 

Post-intervention group            
  Pre-video 
        High activation/positive  

 
67 

 
0 

 
4 

 
32 

 
30 

 
34 

    
3.94 

 
0.91 

  After-video 
        Low activation/negative  

 
65 

 
4 

 
8 

 
20 

 
41 

 
28 

    
3.80 

 
1.05 

        High activation/negative 33 0 0 26 47 26    4.00 0.74 
  Post-decision 
       High activation/positive  

 
35 

 
5 

 
41 

 
23 

 
18 

 
14 

    
2.95 

 
1.17 

       Low activation/negative  40 7 7 32 29 26    3.61 1.45 
Note: Only emotion quadrants with proportions above .2 are presented  
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 Overall the mean emotion intensities for the Put-Down Scenario recorded by the 

pre-intervention group ranged from 2.82 just below the midpoint representing 

“moderate”, to 3.86, just below “a lot”.  The emotion intensities recorded by the post-

intervention group ranged from 2.95, also just below the midpoint, to 4 representing “a 

lot”.  This range of emotion intensities from medium to high across the three-critical 

time points was consistent with the range reported for the Exclusion Scenario.  

 For the pre-intervention group, the highest intensity rating of 3.86, approaching “a 

lot”, was at pre-video for high activation/positive emotions. Similarly, the post-

intervention group had a mean intensity rating of 3.94 at pre-video for high 

activation/positive emotions.  Therefore, participants commenced the software with 

positive emotions of high intensities at both pre- and post- intervention.   

 After viewing the video, both pre- and post-intervention groups reported emotion 

intensities from 3.53 to 4, representing “moderate” to strong intensities.   

 After deciding a course of action, the mean intensity score for high 

activation/positive emotion words such as “better”, was just below “moderate” for both 

pre- and post-intervention groups.  In comparison, the mean intensity ratings for low 

activation/negative emotion words at post-decision were still high for both pre- and 

post-intervention groups.  Consistent with the Exclusion Scenario, negative emotions 

were more intense than positive emotions after deciding a response to the scenario.  

 In summary, changes in patterns of intensity were evident across the critical time-

points, and these changes were largely consistent between pre- and post-intervention 

groups, and were similar for both the Exclusion and Put-Down scenarios.  

Consequently, this consistency in the changing patterns of emotions provides evidence 



 203 

that the participants were personally engaged with the video scenarios as presented by 

the What Next? software.  

8.2.3 First-Person Perspective  

 The second indicator of personal engagement was participants’ use of first-person 

perspective in their typed responses to the question “Still imagining that you are Taylor 

from the video, you now tell a friend what happened.  What would you say happened?” 

This question appeared immediately after participants first viewed the video scenario.  

The text box included the sentence starter “I was…”.  This feature was included to 

prompt the participant to take on the perspective of the main character. Each 

participant’s subsequent use of “I”, “my” and “me” in their typed responses to this 

question served as indicators of first-person perspective. Writing in the third-person, 

using the words “Taylor”, “she” or “they” indicated that the participant was unlikely to 

be imagining that they were Taylor.  Inspection of the frequencies indicated that there 

were no differences between the Exclusion and Put-Down scenarios, and so they were 

combined.  The very high percentage of participants who typed responses using first-

person perspectives is shown in Table 13.  

 

Table 13 

Participants Continuing First-Person Perspective 

 First-person perspective 
Frequency (Percentage) 

Third-person perspective 
Frequency (Percentage) 

 
N 

 
Pre-intervention 
    Exclusion 
    Put-Down  

Exclusion 
  

84 (97%) 
64 (95%) 

Put-Down 
 

2 (3%) 
3 (5%) 

 
 

86 
67 

Post-intervention  
    Exclusion  
    Put-Down 
 

 
61 (94%) 
84 (96%) 

 
4 (6%) 
 4 (4%) 

 
65 
88 
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 The very high percentage of participants who typed responses in the first-person 

perspective is clearly indicated by the summary in Table 13 and suggests strong 

engagement with the content of both video scenarios presented in the What Next? 

software.   

8.2.4 Personal Engagement with Scenario Content Summary 

In summary a consistent pattern of emotion shifts and emotion intensities at the 

three-critical time points, was evident for both scenarios.  Upon commencing the 

software, the majority of participants expressed high activation/positive emotions of 

high intensities.  After viewing a relationally aggressive scenario, most participants 

reported negative emotions either high activation or low activation.  After deciding on 

their most likely response, over half of the participants typed a high activation/positive 

emotion word of moderate intensity, while most of the remaining participants reported a 

low activation/negative emotion word of slightly higher intensity.  These changing 

patterns clearly demonstrate that the participants engaged with the action in the video 

scenarios, and were likely to imagine themselves as Taylor.   

Examination of the participants’ typed responses to the question requiring them to 

describe what happened indicated that the majority of participants maintained the first-

person perspective as prompted, both at pre- and post-intervention. This result offers 

further evidence that participants engaged with the scenario content.   

Together these results suggest that presentation of scenarios using interactive 

software can elicit strong personal engagement, and so provide a sound basis for 

assessment of social information processing skills.   
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8.2.5 Social Information Processing Skills Results 

The results for the SIP skills of attribution of intention, response construction, 

and response decision are presented, comparing the pre-intervention group results to the 

results from the post-intervention group.  Using a counter-balanced design, participants 

who viewed the Exclusion Scenario at pre-intervention, viewed the Put-Down Scenario 

at post-intervention.  The participants who viewed the Put-Down Scenario at pre-

intervention, viewed the Exclusion Scenario at post-intervention. 

8.2.6 Attribution of Intention 

Assessing attribution of intention in the two scenarios involved determining what 

intensions were attributed to Brittney by the participants taking the role of Taylor.  This 

was done by examining responses to the question: “Still imagining you are Taylor from 

the video, you now tell a friend what happened.  What would you say happened?” 

Participants written responses were examined for statements indicating hostile, benign 

or neutral intentions attributed to Brittney.   

The two scenarios portrayed examples of different forms of relational aggression.  

One showed Taylor being excluded from a party, referred to as the Exclusion Scenario.  

The other showed Taylor being laughed at by a group, referred to as the Put-Down 

Scenario.  Participants were expected to mention indicators of the intentions of the 

protagonist Brittney in their description of what happened. Any changes in the way the 

scenarios were interpreted when pre-intervention attributions of intention were 

compared to post-inter attributions of attention provide evidence of the influence of the 

Friendship Saver Program intervention on respondents’ processing of the behaviour. 
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8.2.6.1 Attribution of Intention and the Exclusion Scenario. 

An example of coding a cue indicating hostile intent in response to the Exclusion 

Scenario can be seen in the following: “I was walking and Brittney bumped into me and 

bragged that she was invited to the party and I wasn’t”.  The participant’s use of the 

word “bragged” is evidence that the participant attributed hostile intent to the 

protagonist.  In comparison, the following sample indicates benign intent: “I was 

walking until I bumped into a girl and she said sorry and then she asked me if I was 

going to Leon’s party and I said no but the girl said he must have forgotten so don’t 

worry”.  The phrase “so don’t worry” was not part of the original video and indicates 

that this participant interpreted Brittney’s intention as benign.  That the same behaviour 

can be interpreted so differently demonstrates the importance of interpretation skills. As 

Crick and Dodge (1994) suggested, interpretation skills impact how an individual gives 

meaning to social situations.  In this way, interpretation informs the social processing 

that follows.   

The distribution of attribution of intention responses for the Exclusion Scenario 

are presented in Table 14 comparing the pre-intervention and post-intervention groups. 

Only 5 participants recorded responses coded as benign therefore this category was 

merged with the neutral category creating a non-hostile category.  Participants returning 

blank text boxes or nonsense words and letters in place of responses were excluded 

from this analysis.  In total, there were 76 attribution of intention responses included in 

this analysis at pre-intervention, and 86 included at post-intervention.  
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Table 14 

Pre- and Post-Intervention Attribution of Intention for the Exclusion Scenario 

 Hostile Non-hostile Total column 
Pre-intervention 

Count 
Expected count 

Adjusted residual 

 
28 

51.1 
-7.8 

 
48 

24.9 
7.8 

 
76 
 

 
Post-intervention 

Count 
Expected count 

Adjusted residual 

 
81 

57.9 
7.8 

 
5 

28.2 
-7.8 

 
86 

Total row 109 53 162 
 

Table 14 indicates that prior to engaging in the Friendship Saver Program 

intervention, 48 or 63% of the participants who viewed the Exclusion Scenario 

attributed non-hostile intention to the protagonist, and only 28 or 37% attributed hostile 

intent.  

In comparison, 81 or 94% of participants who viewed the Exclusion Scenario 

after participating in the Friendship Saver Program intervention attributed hostile 

intention to the protagonist.  Analysis of the contingency between attribution of 

intention and pre- and post- participation groups was examined using chi-square.  The 

chi-square result for the Exclusion Scenario indicated a significant association between 

attribution and intervention exposure [X2 (N=162, df=1)=60.27, p<0.001].  This suggests 

that more respondents in the post-intervention group than in the pre-intervention group 

identified and interpreted hostile cues, attributing hostile intention to the protagonist.  

8.2.6.2 Attribution of Intention and the Put-Down Scenario. 

Participants’ attribution of intention to the protagonists in response to the Put-

Down Scenario was also examined.  The following is an example of coding hostile 

attribution for the Put-Down Scenario.  “I was outside my house and my friend came 



 208 

with her friends and came and teased my clothing it was so horrible”.  The use of the 

word “teased” indicates that the participant perceived hostile intention from the 

protagonists.  This sample also highlights that the Put-Down Scenario included three 

protagonists; Brittney, and her two friends who giggle after Taylor describes her disco 

outfit.  Hence, this scenario contained more cues of hostility compared to the Exclusion 

Scenario with only one protagonist.  A sample of a non-hostile response for the Put-

Down scenario was “I was walking home when a girl from school said what are you 

going to wear at the disco? And I said that I am going to were this outfit”.  In this 

example, there is no evidence of hostile attribution. The distribution of attribution of 

intention responses after viewing the Put-Down Scenario at pre-intervention and post-

intervention is presented in Table 15. In total, 73 participants provided codable 

attribution responses to the attribution question at pre-intervention, and 77 participants 

provided codable attribution responses at post-intervention.  

 

Table 15 

Pre- and Post-Intervention Attribution of Intention for the Put-Down Scenario 

 Hostile Non-hostile Total column 
Pre-intervention 

Count 
Expected count 

Adjusted residual 

 
52 

62.3 
-4.8 

 
21 
10.7 
4.8 

 
73 

Post-intervention 
Count 

Expected count 
Adjusted residual 

 
76 

65.7 
4.8 

 
1 
11.3 
-4.8 

 
77 
 

 
Total row 128 22 150 

 

At pre-intervention 52 or 71% of the participants attributed hostility to the 

protagonists, while 21 or 29% gave non-hostile responses.  However, only one 
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participant from the post-intervention group described the event as non-hostile.  All 

other participants typed responses that indicated hostile intention on the part of the 

protagonist.  A chi-square analysis indicated a significant association between 

attribution and intervention exposure [X 2 (N=150, df=1)=22.59, p<0.001].  Hence, when 

the pre-intervention group is compared to the post-intervention group, there is evidence 

of a significant shift in the pattern of attribution of intention responses.   

In sum, the consistent results from both scenarios provide strong evidence that 

exposure to the Friendship Saver Program intervention was associated with different 

patterns of attribution of intention to the protagonist. There is evidence that after 

completing the Friendship Saver Program intervention participants were more aware of 

subtle cues indicating hostile intent. 

8.2.7 Response Construction 

Responses to the question “Still imagining you are Taylor from the video, what 

would you do next?” were used to examine the response strategies participants 

generated.  Response construction was compared pre- and post- intervention.  The 

participants’ responses were initially coded into six categories; assertive, 

aggressive/revenge, submissive, help-seeking, self-talk and withdrawal (see p.160 for 

Response Construction and Response Decision Categories Table). The frequencies for 

both scenarios at pre- and post-intervention are presented in Table 16.  
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Table 16 

Response Construction Frequencies Coded for Six Categories 

 Exclusion Scenario Put-Down Scenario 
 Pre Post Pre Post 
N 74 87 74 77 
Withdrawn 18 19 21 18 
Submissive 12 3 20 16 
Aggressive/revenge 4 2 7 1 
Self-Talk 3 11 0 7 
Assertive 26 40 17 21 
Help-Seeking 11 12 9 14 
     

Table 16 demonstrates that the aggressive/revenge category and the self-talk 

category occurred less frequently than the other categories.  Therefore, the 

aggressive/revenge responses were grouped with the submissive responses to represent 

a maladaptive response category.  The self-talk category was grouped with the assertive 

and help-seeking categories to represent an adaptive response category. The withdrawn 

response category is presented separately.  One of the reasons for retaining the 

withdrawn category is because this response could be adaptive or maladaptive, 

depending on the intention of the action. 

 The response construction results for the Exclusion Scenario will be presented first, 

followed by the Put-Down Scenario, with patterns of response for the pre- and post-

intervention groups compared.  

8.2.7.1 Response Construction for the Exclusion Scenario. 

 Table 17 presents the pattern of results for the Exclusion Scenario. In total, 74 

participants provided codable responses to the response construction question at pre-

intervention, and 87 participants provided codable responses at post-intervention.  
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Table 17 

Pre- and Post-Intervention Response Construction for the Exclusion Scenario 

 Adaptive Maladaptive Withdrawal Total column 
Pre-intervention 

Count 
          Expected count 
       Adjusted residual 

 
40 

47.3 
-2.4 

 
16 
9.7 
3 

 
18 
17 
.4 

 
74 

Post-intervention 
Count 

          Expected count 
       Adjusted residual 

 
63 

55.7 
2.4 

 
5 
11.3 
-1.9 

 
19 
20 
-.4 

 
87 

Total row 103 21 37 161 
 

 Table 17 indicates that 40 or 54% of the participants in the pre-intervention 

group constructed adaptive responses, while 16 or 22% constructed maladaptive 

responses, and a further 18 or 24% constructed withdrawal responses. In comparison, 63 

or 72% of participants in the post-intervention group constructed adaptive responses, 19 

or 22% constructed withdrawal responses, and only 5 or 6% constructed a maladaptive 

response at post-intervention.  Analysis of the contingency between response 

construction and experience of the Friendship Saver Program intervention was tested 

using chi-square.  While the incidence of withdrawal responses remained at a similar 

level at pre- and post-intervention, the chi-square result indicated a significant 

association between response construction and intervention exposure [X 2 (N=161, 

df=2)=9.94, p<0.01].  This association was in the direction of more adaptive and fewer 

maladaptive responses at post-intervention.  This provides evidence that the responses 

participants constructed following their experience of the intervention were significantly 

more likely to be adaptive than were those of the group responding to the same scenario 

before experiencing the Friendship Saver Program intervention.   
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8.2.7.2 Response Construction for the Put-Down Scenario. 

 The distribution of responses for the response construction question from the Put-

Down Scenario is presented in Table 18.  In total, 74 codable responses were included 

in the analysis for the pre-intervention group and 77 codable responses were included in 

the analysis at post-intervention group.  

 

Table 18 

Pre- and Post-Intervention Response Construction for the Put-Down Scenario 

 Adaptive Maladaptive Withdrawal Total 
column 

Pre-intervention 
       Count 

       Expected count 
    Adjusted residual 

 
26 

33.3 
-2.4 

 
27 

21.6 
1.9 

 
21 
19.1 
.7 

 
74 

Post-intervention 
Count 

       Expected count 
Adjusted residual 

 
42 

34.7 
2.4 

 
17 

22.4 
-1.9 

 
18 
19.9 
-.7 

 
77 

Total row 68 44 39 151 
 

 Table 18 shows that an approximately equal proportion of maladaptive, adaptive 

and withdrawal responses were constructed by participants in the pre-intervention 

group.  In comparison, for the post-intervention group 42 or 55% constructed adaptive 

responses, 17 or 22% constructed maladaptive responses, and 18 or 23% described 

withdrawal responses.  Analysis of the contingency between response construction and 

experience of the intervention was tested using chi-square.  The chi-square results for 

the Put-Down Scenario indicated a significant association between response 

construction and intervention exposure [X 2 (N=151, df=2)= 6.21, p<0.05].  The pre-post 

comparison indicates that there was a similar of withdrawal responses while there were 

fewer maladaptive and more adaptive responses at post-intervention.  
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 In sum, across both scenarios there are similar patterns of change following the 

intervention.  For both scenarios, withdrawal response constructions remained relatively 

similar however, participants described fewer maladaptive responses and more adaptive 

response constructions providing evidence of change in participants’ social information 

processing skills after participating in the Friendship Saver Program intervention. 

8.2.8 Response Decision 

Responses to the question “Thinking of all of these things, which one would you 

be most likely to do?” were used to examine the response decisions.  The participants’ 

responses were coded into the same six categories used to code response construction 

answers.  Consistent with the response construction data analysis, the responses will be 

presented as the three broad categories of adaptive, maladaptive and withdrawal 

decisions.  The Exclusion Scenario will be examined first, comparing pre- and post-

intervention responses for change.   

8.2.8.1 Response Decision for the Exclusion Scenario. 

The results for the Exclusion Scenario from the pre- and post-intervention 

groups are presented in Table 19.   There were 76 codable decisions responses at pre-

intervention, and 88 codable decision responses at post-intervention, included in this 

analysis. 
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Table 19 

Pre- and Post-Intervention Response Decision for the Exclusion Scenario 

 Adaptive Maladaptive Withdrawal Total 
column 

Pre-intervention 
Count 

       Expected count 
    Adjusted residual 

 
34 

41.7 
-2.4 

 

 
7 

4.6 
1.5 

 
35 
29.7 
1.7 

 
76 

Post-intervention 
Count 

       Expected count 
    Adjusted residual 

 
56 

48.3 
2.4 

 
3 

5.4 
-1.5 

 
29 
34.3 
1.7 

 
88 

Total row 90 10 64 164 
 

Table 19 indicates that for the Exclusion Scenario at pre-intervention, 34 or 45% 

of participants provided adaptive response decisions, 7 or 9% provided maladaptive 

response decisions, and 35 or 46% provided withdrawal response decisions.  In 

comparison, the post-intervention group shows 56 or 64% recording adaptive response 

decisions, 3 or 3% maladaptive response decisions, and 29 or 33% withdrawal response 

decisions.   A chi-square indicated a significant association between response decision 

and intervention exposure [X 2 (N=164, df=2)=6.69, p<0.05].  This indicated that 

participants were more likely to describe an adaptive respond decision and less likely to 

give a maladaptive response decision after experiencing the intervention. As was the 

case for response construction analysis, the level of withdrawal responses was similar 

both pre-and post-intervention.   

 The distribution of participants response decisions for the Put-Down Scenario are 

presented in Table 20.  In total, 75 valid participant responses were included at pre-

intervention, and 79 valid participant responses were included at post-intervention for 

the Put-Down Scenario, Response Decision analysis.  
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Table 20 

Pre- and Post-Intervention Response Decision for the Put-Down Scenario 

 Adaptive        Maladaptive Withdrawal Total Column 
Pre-intervention 

Count 
Expected count 

Adjusted residual 

 
31 

39.4 
-2.7 

 
23 
17 
2.3 

 
21 
18.5 
.9 

 
75 

Post-intervention 
Count 

Expected count 
Adjusted residual 

 
50 

41.6 
2.7 

 
12 
18 

-2.3 

 
17 
19.5 
-.9 

 
79 

Total Row 81 35 38 154 
 

 Table 20 indicates that at pre-intervention, in response to the Put-Down Scenario, 31 

or 41% of responses decisions were adaptive, 23 or 31% were maladaptive and 21 or 

28% were withdrawal decisions.  In comparison the post-intervention group provided 

response decisions that were 50 or 64% adaptive, 21 or 15% maladaptive and 17 or 22% 

withdrawal.  A chi-square analysis indicated that the association between response 

decision and intervention exposure for the Put-Down Scenario was significant [X 2 

(N=154, df=2)=8.24, p<0.05]. Consistent with the Exclusion Scenario, while the 

withdrawal responses did not change, the participants were more likely to give an 

adaptive response at post-intervention, and less likely to give a maladaptive response.    

8.3 Chapter Summary 

 In summary, the What Next? software was used to examine participants’ social 

information processing skills.  Their engagement was also measured, in response to this 

novel software approach.  Regarding personal engagement, participants’ typed emotion 

responses and emotion intensity ratings were compared across three critical time-points 

during the software, and demonstrated that overall the participants appear to have been 

personally engaged with the video scenarios.  Their use of first person-perspective in 
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their responses was also examined and provides further strong evidence of personal 

engagement with participants imagining themselves as the main character Taylor.  With 

regards to the SIP skills of attribution of intention, response construction and response 

decision, participants’ responses to the critical questions regarding the main character in 

the video, Taylor, were examined.  Typed responses were coded and indicated that after 

participating in the intervention, significantly more participants identified cues of 

hostility in response to both videos of relational aggression, demonstrating 

improvements in their SIP skills of interpreting cues.  The typed responses also 

demonstrated that after participating in the intervention, significantly more participants 

described adaptive response options at post-intervention, for both relationally 

aggressive scenarios.  This result suggests improvements in participants social 

information processing skills for response construction, after participating in the 

intervention.  Finally, for the response decision SIP measure for both scenarios, there 

were more adaptive than maladaptive responses at post-intervention than pre-

intervention.  Overall, the What Next? results demonstrate that after participating in the 

Friendship Saver Program, the participants’ social information processing skills were 

more adaptive post-intervention.  
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9 Results: The Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire  

The Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) was included in this 

evaluation to provide pre- and post- intervention data regarding participants’ general 

social and behavioural functioning.  The results from Parent and Teacher forms will be 

reported here.  The SDQ was originally developed for clinical intake in the UK and 

subsequently used broadly, including for program evaluations in schools.  However, 

questions remain about the use of this measure with non-clinical samples.  As such, this 

chapter will also present an analysis of the questionnaire as it operated for this non-

clinical group of Australian girls.  

 

The SDQ results are presented in three sections consistent with the order of the 

research questions for this chapter.  Comparisons with Australian published data is 

presented first, followed by comparison of pre- and post-intervention scores to identify 

any change following the intervention. Finally, psychometric analysis including factor 

analysis is presented.  For each section, the Parent SDQ forms are discussed first, 

followed by Teacher SDQ forms.  The statistical analysis was conducted using IBM 

SPSS (Version 25), unless otherwise indicated.  

9.1 Return Rates and Missing Data 

In total 214 participants were included in this evaluation, however not all 

participants had Parent and/or Teacher SDQ forms returned.  Return rates for the Parent 

and Teacher forms are presented in Table 21.  Percentages are rounded up to the nearest 

whole number.   
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Table 21 

Return Rates for the Parent and Teacher SDQ Forms  

 Parent SDQ Teacher SDQ* 
 Pre Post Pre Post 

Returned 102 (47%) 86 (84%) 173 (78%) 106 (61%) 
Missing  116 (53%) 23 (21%) 45 (21%) 67 (38%) 

*Number of participant forms completed by teachers 

 

Table 21 indicates that only 47% of parents completed and returned the SDQ 

Parent forms at pre-intervention.  Of those parents, 84% returned the post-intervention 

SDQ forms. In relation to teacher return rates, 78% of Teacher SDQ forms were 

returned to the researcher pre-intervention.  Almost half of the Teacher SDQ pre-

intervention missing data was from School Beta.  After the Teacher SDQ pre-

intervention forms were sent to this school, the Junior School Principal provided a 

directive that the forms were not to be completed by the teachers, in order to avoid 

overloading the teachers with non-essential demands.   

In total, 61% of Teacher SDQ forms were returned at post-intervention.  Aside 

from School Beta, three additional teachers from other schools failed to submit post-

intervention forms. Two of those teachers did not provide explanation for their missing 

forms. The third teacher had left the participating school a few weeks before the end of 

the intervention.  The replacement teacher did not feel that she knew the students well 

enough to complete the Teacher SDQ forms post-intervention.  

After accounting for missing data, 67 sets of complete pre- and post-intervention 

Parent SDQ forms were included in this analysis when pre-post comparisons were 

conducted.  For the Teacher SDQ forms, 102 sets of complete pre- and post-intervention 

forms were included for analysis for pre- and post-intervention.  Therefore, when pre- 
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and post-intervention comparisons were conducted, all submitted SDQ forms (parent or 

teacher) were included in the analysis.  

9.2 Comparison with Australian Published Data 

Two Australian studies have published mean scores for the Parent and/or 

Teacher SDQ forms (4-10 years) with community samples of girls, providing a 

comparison to the participants in the current evaluation.  The first Australian study 

included 255 girls and will be referred to as Australian Parent Sample 1 (Mellor, 2005).  

The second Australian study (Australian Parent Sample 2) included 197 girls (Hawes & 

Dadds, 2004). The Parent mean scores for total difficulties and 5 subscales of the SDQ 

from 102 submitted Parent SDQ forms will be compared to each of the two Australian 

studies in Table 22. Two-tailed t-tests calculated using an online calculator for 

independent means are also reported in the table 

(https://www.medcalc.org/calc/comparison_of_means.php). 
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Table 22 

Comparing Parent Pre-Intervention SDQ Scores with Two Australian Studies 

 Mean SD t SEM p 95% Confidence 
interval 

Total difficulties scores 
    Parent sample 
    AUS parent sample 1 
    AUS parent sample 2 

 
6.32 
7.7 
7.65 

 
4.63 
5.7 
5.74 

 
 
2.17 
2.02 

 
 
0.63 
0.65 

 
 
.03* 
.04* 

 
 
0.13-2.62 
0.03-2.62 

 
 

Emotional problems  
    Parent sample 
    AUS parent sample 1 
    AUS parent sample 2 

 
1.80 
2.3 
2.26 

 
2.02 
2.0 
1.96 

 
 
2.04 
1.90 

 
 
0.24 
0.24 

 
 
.04* 
.05* 

 
 
0.01-0.98 
-0.01-0.93 

 
 

Conduct problems  
    Parent sample 
    AUS parent sample 1 
    AUS parent sample 2 

 
0.82 
1.3 
1.26 

 
1.10 
1.50 
1.50 

 
 
2.93 
2.61 

 
 
0.16 
0.16 

 
 
<.001** 
<.001** 

 
 
0.15-0.80 
0.10-0.77 

 

Hyperactivity/inattention 
    Parent sample 
    AUS parent sample 1 
    AUS parent sample 2 

 
2.47 
2.6 
2.59 

 
2.16 
2.2 
2.23 

 
 
050 
0.44 

 
 
0.25 
0.26 

 
 
.61 
.65 

 
 
-0.37-0.63 
-0.40-0.64 

 

Peer problems 
    Parent sample 
    AUS parent sample 1 
    AUS parent sample 2 

 
1.18 
1.5 
1.53 

 
1.41 
1.9 
1.86 

 
 
1.53 
1.66 

 
 
0.20 
0.21 

 
 
.12 
.09 

 
 
-0.08-0.72 
-0.06-0.76 

 

Prosocial behaviour 
    Parent sample 
    AUS parent sample 1 
    AUS parent sample 2 

 
8.76 
8.7 
8.68 

 
.33 
.6 
1.56 

 
 
-0.33 
-0.44 

 
 
0.17 
0.18 

 
 
.73 
.65 

 
 
-0.41-0.29 
-0.43-0.27 

 
* significant difference at p< .05  
** significant difference at p<.001 
 

 As shown in Table 22, the mean scores from the pre-intervention SDQ Parent 

form results indicate that the parents from the current sample rated their children as 

presenting with fewer difficulties on the total difficulties scale and each subscale 

relative to Australian published mean scores.  Independent sample t-tests identified 

significant differences in scores on the total difficulties scale, emotion problems 

subscale and conduct problems subscale.  With regards to strengths, the Parent SDQ 
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mean scores from the current sample were similar to Australian published mean scores 

on the prosocial behaviour subscale.   

Overall, the participants in this evaluation present with some differences to 

Australian published samples, particularly in relation to areas of difficulties with parents 

reporting fewer difficulties for the participants relative to the Australian published mean 

scores for girls.    

Table 23 presents the pre-intervention mean scores for total difficulties and 5 

subscales for the Teacher SDQ form for 173 participants, along with the results from an 

Australian study that included 197 participants (see Mellor 2005). Only one Australian 

publication was available with teacher as informant. Two-tailed t-tests were conducted 

as described earlier, and are reported in Table 23.   
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Table 23 

Comparing Teacher Pre-Intervention SDQ Scores with Australian Study (Mellor, 2005) 

 Mean SD t SEM p 95% Confidence 
interval 

Total difficulties 
    Teacher 
    AUS teacher sample  

 
5 54 
5.73 

 
5.28 
6.00 

 
0.32 

 
0.59 

 
.74 

 
-0.97-1.35 

 
 

Emotional symptoms            
    Teacher 
    AUS teacher sample  

 
1.38 
1.53 

 
1.66 
1.83 

 
0.82 

 
0.18 

 
.40 

 
-0.20-0.05 

 
 

Conduct problems 
    Teacher 
    AUS teacher sample 

 
0.68 
0.89 

 
1.22 
1.46 

 
1.48 

 
0.14 

 
.13 

 
-0.06-0.48 

 
 

Hyperactivity/inattention 
    Teacher 
    AUS teacher sample 

 
2.34 
1.78 

 
2.64 
2.28 

 
-2.18 

 
0.25 

 
.02* 

 
-1.06-0.05 

 

Peer Problems 
    Teacher 
    AUS teacher sample 

 
1.12 
1.50 

 
1.59 
1.97 

 
2.02 

 
0.18 

 
.04* 

 
0.01-0.74 

 
 

Prosocial behaviour 
    Teacher      
    AUS teacher sample 

 
8.21 
8.43 

 

 
2.18 
1.81 

 
1.06 

 
0.22 

 
.28 

 
-0.18-0.62 

 

* significant difference at p<.05  

 

 Table 23 indicates that there were two subscales where there were significant 

differences between the current sample and the published norms. The teachers in the 

current evaluation rated the participants as presenting with more hyperactivity and 

inattention problems than was reported from the published Australian community 

sample (Mellor, 2005).  A two-tailed t-test indicated that this difference was significant.  

There was also a significant difference between the current sample and the mean scores 

for Mellor’s (2005) sample on the Peer Problems subscale, suggesting that the current 

participants presented with fewer peer problems than reported for Mellor’s (2005) 

sample.    
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 In response to the first research question for the SDQ analysis, a number of the 

pre-intervention Parent and pre-intervention Teachers SDQ mean scores differed from 

previously published Australian Parent and Teacher SDQ mean scores.  These 

differences were in the direction of fewer difficulties for the current participants as rated 

by Parents.  More specifically, Parents rated fewer difficulties on the Total Difficulties 

score and on the Emotions Problems and Conduct Problems subscales.  However, 

Teachers had fewer difficulties on the Peer Problems subscale, and more difficulties on 

the Hyperactivity subscale than the published samples.    

One explanation for the lower scores as reported by Parents could be that the 

current participants represent a high socio-economic status sample.  A longitudinal 

study (Becker et al., 2015) examining the predictive value of the SDQ forms reported 

that children of low socio-economic status presented with elevated total difficulties 

scores, while high socio-economic status was a protective factor.  In light of the high 

functioning status of the current participants in relation to their general social and 

behavioural functioning at pre-intervention, it is important to examine whether the 

intervention is associated with any observable changes in participants’ functioning as 

expressed by the Parent and Teacher SDQ ratings.   

9.3 Pre- and Post-Intervention Comparisons 

Responding to research question two, this section examined whether there were 

changes from pre-intervention to post-intervention scores on the Parent and Teacher 

SDQ forms.  As described in Chapter 6, the SDQ scores can be reported and examined 

in a number of ways.  The reporting methods recommended for community samples 

were selected for this evaluation including the four-band categorisation (Goodman, 
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2016), and the three-factor subscale model (Goodman et al., 2010), and are presented in 

that order.   

9.3.1 Four-Band Categorisation  

Goodman offers a way to categorize the SDQ scores into distinct groups to 

facilitate interpretation of a sample (Goodman, 2016).  For non-clinical samples, a four-

band categorisation is recommended.  That is, total difficulties scores between 0-13 are 

categorized as “close to average”, 14-16 are categorized as “slightly raised”, 17-19 are 

categorized as “high” and 20-40 are categorized as “very high”.  “close to average” is 

intended to represent 80% of the general population, “slightly raised” represents 10%, 

“high” represents the next 5%, and “very high” represent the 5% of the population at 

highest risk of mental health disorders.  For the Prosocial Behaviour subscale, the 

wording is stated as “close to average” 80%, “slightly lowered” 10%, “low” 5%, and 

“very low” 5%. 

Each subscale has corresponding scores for each of the four categories (for the full 

list of scores provided by Goodman (2016) for each scale and subscales for the parent 

and teacher forms, see Appendix L).   

The general social and behavioural functioning of the participants at pre-and post-

intervention will be compared by interpreting the Parent and Teacher SDQ scores using 

Goodman’s four-band categorisation.   

When the four-band classification is applied to the Parent pre- and post-

intervention SDQ scores, it yielded the percentages as presented in Table 24.  Teacher 

pre- and post-intervention SDQ scores are presented as frequencies with percentages in 

parenthesis.  Only participants with both pre- and post- parent SDQ forms submitted 
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were included in the parent analysis to facilitate a comparison of percentages between 

pre- and post- intervention scores. Likewise, the teacher SDQ form analysis (Table 25) 

only included sets of returned forms. 

 

Table 24 

Frequency and percentage of Four-Band Categories for Parent SDQ Scores (N=67) 

Difficulties subscale Close to average 
 (80%) 

Slightly raised 
 (10%) 

High 
 (5%) 

Very high  
 (5%) 

Total difficulties  
     Pre 
     Post 

 
62 (94%) 
62 (93%) 

 
2 (3%) 
2 (3%) 

 
1(1.5%) 
1(1.5%) 

 
1 (1.5%) 
2 (3%) 

Emotion symptoms  
     Pre 
     Post  

 
53 (79.1%) 
58 (86%) 

 
5 (7.5%) 
2 (3%) 

 
6 (8.3%) 
6 (9%) 

 
3 (4.5%) 
1(2%) 

Conduct problems  
     Pre 
     Post 

 
61 (91%) 
63 (94%) 

 
2 (3%) 
2 (3%) 

 
4 (6%) 
2 (3%) 

 
0% 
0% 

Hyperactivity/inattentive  
     Pre 
    Post 

 
62 (92.5%) 
63 (94%) 

 
4 (6%) 
1 (1.5%) 

 
1 (1.5%) 
2 (3%) 

 
0% 

1 (1.5%) 
Peer problems  

     Pre 
     Post 

 
60 (89.6%) 
58 (86.6%) 

 
3 (4.5%) 
4 (6%) 

 
3 (4.5%) 
0% 

 
1 (1.5%) 
5 (7.5%) 

Prosocial subscale  Close to average 
(80%) 

Slightly lowered 
(10%) 

Low 
(5%) 

Very low 
(5%) 

Prosocial behaviour       
     Pre 
     Post 

 
54 (80.6%) 
55 (82.1%) 

 
7(10.4%) 
5(7.5%) 

 
4(6%) 
6(9%) 

 
2(3%) 

1(1.5%) 
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Table 25 

Frequency and percentage of Four-Band Categories for Teacher SDQ Scores (N=102) 

Difficulties subscale Close to average 
 (80%) 

Slightly raised 
(10%) 

High 
(5%) 

Very high 
    (5%) 

Total difficulties  
     Pre  
     Post  

 
86 (84.3%) 
87 (82.1%) 

 
7 (7%) 

12 (11.3%) 

 
5 (4.7%) 
5 (4.7%) 

 
4 (4%) 
2 (1.8%) 

Emotional symptoms  
     Pre  
     Post  

 
88 (86.3%) 
90 (88.2%) 

 
7 (6.9%) 
5 (4.9%) 

 
4 (3.9%) 
2 (2%) 

 
3 (3%) 
5 (3.9%) 

Conduct problems  
     Pre  
     Post  

 
87 (85.3%) 
86 (84.3%) 

 
7 (6.9%) 
8 (7.8%) 

 
6 (5.9%) 
7 (6.9%) 

 
2 (2%) 
1(1%) 

Hyperactivity/inattention  
     Pre 
     Post 

 
89 (87.3%) 
87 (85.3%) 

 
6 (5.8%) 
10 (9.8%) 

 
4 (3.9%) 
2 (2%) 

 
3 (3%) 
3 (2.9%) 

Peer problems  
     Pre 
     Post 

 
88 (86.3%) 
83 (81.4%) 

 
6 (5.9%) 
10 (9.8%) 

 
4 (3.9%) 
4 (3.9%) 

 
4 (3.9%) 
5 (4.9%) 

Prosocial subscale  Close to average 
(80%) 

Slightly lowered 
(10%) 

Low 
(5%) 

Very low 
(5%) 

Prosocial behaviour  
     Pre 
     Post 

 
92 (90.3%) 
97 (95.1%) 

 
5 (4.9%) 
3 (2.9%) 

 
2 (2%) 
1(1%) 

 
3 (3%) 
1(1%) 

 

Table 24 and Table 25 indicate that overall, very few participants scored outside 

of the “Close to average” categories on both Parent and Teacher SDQ forms, and this 

would be expected for a community sample.  In fact, there were more participants 

scoring in the “Close to average” category on the Total Difficulties scores than would 

be expected across a community sample at both pre- and post-intervention for both 

informant groups.  That is, up to 94% of participants were identified in the “Close to 

average” category as rated by their parents, prior to engaging in the intervention, and 

just over 83% were “Close to average” as rated by teachers prior to engaging in the 

intervention.  These scores were relatively stable at post-intervention and provide 

further evidence that the current sample are a high functioning group with regards to 

general social and behavioural functioning, as defined on the four-band categorization 
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of the SDQ. Therefore, fine differences post-intervention would not be expected to 

emerge with this sample using the SDQ.   

9.3.2 SDQ: Three-Factor Model 

In an effort to further increase the appropriateness of the SDQ for community 

samples, Goodman et al. (2010) recommended reporting a three-factor model over the 

original five-factor model that was designed for clinical samples.  The three-factor 

model retains the Prosocial Behaviours subscale from the original model. An 

Internalizing subscale combines the Emotion Problems and Peer Problems subscales, 

and the third subscale labeled Externalizing combines the Hyperactivity/inattentive and 

Conduct problems subscales.  The mean pre- and post-intervention scores for the Parent 

SDQ form and paired sample t-tests for these three subscales are presented in Table 26.  

Only participants with both pre- and post-Parent SDQ forms were included in the 

analysis. Teacher pre- and post-intervention mean scores for the three-factor model are 

presented in Table 27.  Only participants with both pre- and post- Teacher SDQ forms 

were included in the analysis. 
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Table 26 

Parent Pre- and Post-Intervention 3-Factor Model Mean Scores (N=67)  

SDQ scores Mean SD t SEM p 95% Confidence interval 
Prosocial  

    Pre 
    Post 

Internalizing 
     Pre 
     Post 

 
8.64 
8.85 
 
2.82 
2.91 

 
1.42 
1.38 

 
2.85 
3.04 

 
-1.21 

 
 

-.22 

 
.17 

 
 

.39 

 
.22 

 
 

.82 

 
-.55 - .13 

 
 

-.88 - .70 

Externalizing  
     Pre 
     Post  

 
3.38 
2.85 

 
2.71 
2.77 

 
2.08 

 
.25 

 
.04* 

 
.02 – 1.05 

* significant difference at p<.05  

 

Table 27 

Teacher Pre- and Post-Intervention 3-Factor Model Mean Scores (N=102)  

SDQ scores Mean SD t SEM p 95% Confidence interval 
Prosocial  

     Pre 
     Post 

Internalizing 
     Pre 
     Post 

 
8.57 
8.52 
 
2.64 
2.87 

 
1.97 
1.68 

 
2.75 
2.95 

 
.26 

 
 

-.92 

 
.18 

 
 

.24 

 
.78 

 
 

.35 

 
-.31 - .41 

 
 

-.70 - .25 

Externalizing  
     Pre 
     Post  

 
3.27 
3.13 

 
3.64 
3.69 

 
.46 

 
.29 

 
.64 

 

 
-.45 - .72 

* significant difference at p<.05  

 

As indicated in Table 26, there was a slight increase in the mean score for 

Prosocial Behaviours at post-intervention as rated by parents, however this increase was 

not significant.  On the Internalizing subscale, parents rated participants as having 

slightly higher internalizing symptoms at post-intervention.  Again, this was not a 

significant difference.  One the third scale, Externalizing, mean scores were lower at 

post-intervention and this difference was significant.  This suggests that following 

exposure to the intervention, the parents as informants reported observing significantly 
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fewer behavioural issues at home, when compared to their ratings prior to their child 

participating in the intervention.   

Table 27 indicates that there were no significant differences in the ratings from 

teachers on the Teacher SDQ forms.  This suggests that the teachers did not report 

observing any changes for their students at post-intervention.   

 In summary, for the sample of girls that participated in the Friendship Saver 

Program intervention, the Parent SDQ mean scores suggested a small but significant 

decrease in externalizing behaviour after participating in the intervention. The Teacher 

SDQ mean scores suggested no change in participant behaviour post-intervention.   

9.4 Psychometric Properties of the Parent and Teacher SDQ Forms  

In order to establish the psychometric properties of the SDQ Parent and Teacher 

forms with the current sample, internal consistency reliability, cross-informant 

consistency and exploratory factor analysis were conducted.  Results for the Total 

Difficulties scale and five subscales will be presented.  The internalizing subscale is 

made up of the emotions subscale and peer problems subscale, while the externalizing 

subscale is made up of the conduct problems and hyperactivity/inattentive subscale.     

9.4.1 Internal Consistency Reliability for the Parent and Teacher SDQ Forms 

Table 28 shows the coefficient alphas for the Total Difficulties scale and the five 

subscales, as well as the two additional subscales from the three factor model 

recommended for community samples (Goodman et al., 2010).  To facilitate 

comparison to published results, these scores will be interpreted using the reliability 

criteria established by George and Mallery (2003).  That is, ≥.9 is suggestive of 
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excellent internal consistency, ≥.80 is suggestive of good internal consistency, ≥.70 

suggests is acceptable, ≥.60 is questionable, ≥.50 is poor, and ≥.50 is unacceptable. 

Table 28 

Internal Consistency Coefficients for the Parent SDQ Form 

 

As indicated in Table 28, alpha coefficients for the Parent SDQ form were 

variable, with coefficients ranging from .46 for Conduct Problems to .77 for Total 

Difficulties. Alpha coefficients for the Teacher SDQ form were also variable, ranging 

from .54 for Internalizing, up to .80 for Prosocial Behaviours. 

On the Parent SDQ form, the coefficients for three subscales (Conduct 

Problems, Peer Problems, and Prosocial Behaviours) were under .5, with the Prosocial 

Behaviours and Conduct Problems subscales in the “unacceptable” range.  Stone’s 

(2010) SDQ review reported means from 26 studies and indicated similar low internal 

consistency coefficients for the Conduct Problems and Peer Problems subscales on the 

Parent SDQ forms. Goodman et al. (2010) also reported a low alpha for the Peer 

Problems subscale on the Parent form.  

The alpha coefficients for the Teacher SDQ form were in the poor range for the 

Conduct Problems, Peer Problems and Internalizing subscales.  The Conduct Problems 

      Parent  Teacher 
Total difficulties .77 acceptable .79 acceptable 
Emotional symptoms .72 acceptable .63 questionable 
Conduct problems .46 unacceptable .56 poor 
Hyperactivity/inattention .73 acceptable .77 acceptable 
Peer problems .50 poor .55 poor 
Prosocial behaviours 
Internalizing 
Externalizing 

.49 

.73 

.75 

unacceptable 
acceptable 
acceptable 

.80 

.54 

.78 

good 
poor 
acceptable 
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and Peer Problems subscales were also low for the Parent SDQ as reported above.  

Otherwise, the alpha coefficients were all above .60 on the other subscales.   

Hence, the internal consistency subscale coefficients on the Parent and Teacher 

SDQ forms were mixed.  However, similar to past studies, the Total Difficulties score 

for both Parent and Teacher SDQ forms was above .70 indicative of acceptable internal 

consistency (Goodman, 2001; Stone et al., 2010).   

9.5  Cross-Informant Consistency  

 The Parent and Teacher SDQ mean scores differed on the Total Difficulties 

scores and each subscale score when reporting means. Table 29 presents the cross-

informant reliability coefficients for the Parent and Teacher SDQ forms, pre- and post-

intervention. Only participants with both pre- and post- parent SDQ forms submitted 

were included in the parent analysis to facilitate a comparison of percentages between 

pre- and post- intervention scores. Likewise, the teacher SDQ form analysis only 

included sets of returned forms. 
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Table 29 

Cross-Informant Consistency (Spearman Correlation) for the Parent-Teacher Forms, 

Pre- and Post-Intervention  

 Parent  

Mean (SD) 

Teacher  

Mean (SD) 

Spearman Correlation 

Total Difficulties 
    Pre 
    Post 

 
6.62 (4.52) 
6.56 (5.38) 

 
5.54 (5.29) 
6.08 (5.56) 

 
.33 
.49 

Emotional Symptoms 
    Pre 
    Post 

 
1.88 (2.03) 
2.01 (2.94) 

 
1.38 (1.67) 
1.53 (1.88) 

 
.26 
.54 

Conduct Problems 
    Pre 
    Post 

 
.82 (1.10) 
.78 (1.03) 

 
.68 (1.22) 
.87 (1.45) 

 
.29 
.31 

Hyperactivity/Inattention 
    Pre 
    Post 

 
2.47 (2.16) 
2.08 (2.05) 

 
2.34 (2.64) 
2.29 (2.66) 

 
.48 
.64 

Peer Problems 
    Pre 
    Post 

 
1.18 (1.59) 
1.39 (1.61) 

 
1.12 (1.59) 
1.37 (1.80) 

 
-.01 
.20 

Prosocial Behaviour 
    Pre 
    Post 
Internalizing 
    Pre 
    Post 
Externalizing 
    Pre 
    Post 

 
8.76 (1.33) 
8.87 (1.33) 

 
2.82 (2.85) 
3.40 (3.65) 

 
3.29 (2.90) 
3.08 (2.69) 

 
8.21(2.18) 
8.49 (1.70) 

 
2.64 (2.75) 
2.91(2.98) 

 
3.03(3.48) 
3.16 (3.69) 

 
.33 
.36 

 
.21 
.41 

 
.51 
.63 

 

Low inter-rater agreement is commonly reported for the SDQ as evidenced in past 

literature (see Goodman, 2001; Slee et al., 2009).  Examination of the pre-intervention 

cross informant consistency coefficients between Parents and Teachers indicated a 

range of -.01 for the Peer Problems subscale, to .51 for the Externalizing subscale.  

These scores are indicative of low inter-rater agreement. 

The post-intervention scores indicated slightly higher inter-rater agreement 

between Parent and Teacher Informants.  The scores ranged from .20 for peer problems, 

to .64 for hyperactivity/inattention. While cross-informant consistency coefficients were 
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generally low, the agreement between informants at post-intervention was slightly 

higher when compared to pre-intervention coefficients.   

9.6   3-Factor Model Factor Analysis  

In the present evaluation, the three-factor model of the SDQ presented in Table 26 

identified some behaviour change at post-intervention for a high functioning community 

sample of girls.  Parents’ ratings of externalizing behaviour were significantly lower at 

post-intervention than pre-intervention.  This result suggests that the 3-factor model 

might function as suggested by Goodman et al. (2010), offering sensitivity to change 

when it occurs within community samples.  However, when compared to the many 

analyses published using the five-subscale model, only three studies have examined the 

3-factor model, with mixed results (see Dickey & Blumberg, 2004; Goodman et al., 

2010; Leeuwen et al., 2006).  To contribute to ongoing discussions regarding this tool, a 

factor analysis was conducted with the current sample to investigate the structure of this 

measure.   

A Principal Components analysis (PCA) was selected for the Parent and Teacher 

pre-intervention SDQ forms.  The sample size using the pre-intervention data (Parent 

form N=109; Teacher form N=173) was considered appropriate for a PCA (Sarstedt & 

Mooi, 2019).  The Parent SDQ form will be investigated first.  The preliminary analysis 

will be presented followed by the results of the PCA.  

9.6.1 Preliminary Analyses of the Parent SDQ Form 

To determine whether the items correlated sufficiently on the Parent SDQ form, 

the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett’s test of sphericity were assessed.  The 

KMO was .62, within the threshold of .60-.69 (Kaiser, 1974). Bartlett’s test of 



 234 

sphericity was significant (c2 (300) = 864.39, p < .00).  Five of the 25 items on the 

Parent SDQ form produced a Measure of Sampling Adequacy (MSA) below 0.50 and 

were subsequently removed.  The diagonals of the anti-image correlation matrix were 

all above .55.  All communalities were above .3, with the exception of item 22 “Steals 

from home, school or elsewhere”.  After removing item 22, a factor analysis was 

deemed appropriate for a 19-item Parent SDQ form. The removed items are listed in 

Table 30.   

 

Table 30 

Six Items Removed to Increase the Factorability of the SDQ Parent Form  

Item  Subscale  
Item 3. Often complains of headaches  Emotion problems subscale 
Item 6. Rather solitary, tends to play alone Peer problems subscale 
Item 12. Often fights with other children Conduct problems subscale 
Item 17. Kind to younger children Prosocial behaviour subscale 
Item 22. Steals from home, school or elsewhere  Conduct problems subscale 
Item 23. Gets on better with adults than with other children Peer problems subscale 

 

Four items on the SDQ were designed as reversed items, written as prosocial 

statements, but scored in reverse in problem subscales.  These four items are presented 

in Table 31. These items were reversed for the factor analysis.   

 

Table 31 

Four Items Reversed for Factor Analysis 

Item  Subscale  
Item 5. Often has temper tantrums or hot tempers Conduct problems subscale 
Item 7. Generally obedient Conduct problems subscale 
Item 14. Generally liked by other children  Peer problems subscale 
Item 21. Thinks things out before acting Hyperactivity subscale 
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The reduced number of items increased the factorability of the Parent SDQ form 

for this sample.  All items scored greater than 0.50 MSA, and the KMO increased to 

0.68.  The Bartlett’s test of sphericity was again significant; (c2 (171) = 621.50, p < 

.001) and the diagonals of the anti-image correlation matrix were all above 0.50.  This 

indicated reasonable factorability, confirming that each item shared some common 

variance with the other items.  Given these overall indicators, factor analysis was 

deemed to be appropriate.   

9.6.2 Parent SDQ Form Rotation of 3-Factors 

Principal Components analysis yielded 6 factors with eigen values greater than 

one and the scree plot is shown in Figure 20. 

 

Figure 20 

Scree Plot for the 19-Item Parent SDQ Form 
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  The first three factors explained 46% of the variance.  This 3-factor solution was 

examined using Oblimin rotation.  The final 3-factor solution is presented in Table 32.  

 

Table 32.  

3-Factor Oblimin Solution for the 19-item Parent SDQ Form 

Item no. Statement Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
  Externalizing Internalizing Prosocial 

2 Restless, overactive .80   
10 Constantly fidgeting or squirming .77   
15 Easily distracted, concentration wanders .77   
18 Often lies or cheats .51   
25 Sees tasks through to the end .47 .33 -.35 
8 Many worries  .79  
13 Often unhappy, downhearted  .74  
24 Many fears, easily scared  .66  
16 Nervous or clingy in new situations  .62  
11 Has at least one good friend  .60  
19 Picked on or bullied by other children  .56  
4 Shares readily with other children   .63 
9 Helpful if someone is hurt   .61 
20 Often volunteers to help others   .61 
5 Often has temper tantrums or hot tempers   .51 
14 Generally liked by other children  -.39 .49 
21 Thinks things out before acting   .46 
1 Considerate of other people’s feelings -.41  .46 
7 Generally obedient -.38  .44 
 Eigen Values 4.16 2.48 2.10 
 Percent Variance 21.93% 13.10% 11.10% 

Note: Rotated (oblimin) three-factor solution; loadings <0.3 omitted, loadings greater than 0.42 are in boldface type. 

  

The three-factor solution appears relatively uncomplicated to interpret.  Factor 

One and Factor Two are consistent with the Externalizing and Internalizing Factors 

proposed by Goodman et al. (2010). However, Factor Three differs from the Third 

Factor in the Goodman et al. (2010) three-factor model, with more items loading on the 

expected prosocial factor.  As a result, this factor it is more complex to interpret.  Four 

of the items loading on the third Factor are from the Prosocial subscale and four items 

are from other subscales.  The “generally liked by other children”, “thinks things out 
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before acting”, and “generally obedient” items are all reversed items on the original 

SDQ Parent form.   

One of the items that loaded with the third factor that is, “often has temper 

tantrums and hot tempers” was from the original Conduct Problems subscale and did 

not cross load with the Externalizing factor. This is difficult to explain but in the light of 

arguments that girls who engage in peer conflict are in fact highly socially competent 

(Peters et al., 2010) requires further investigation.  

A number of cross-loadings indicated that this was not a clean 3-factor solution. 

“Sees tasks through to the end”, “generally liked by other children”, and “generally 

obedient” all had loadings greater than .3 on other factors.  It should be noted that these 

are all reversed items on the original subscales suggesting that the reversed items do not 

necessarily function as the opposite of the non-reversed items on the same subscales.  

In summary, using the 19-items that met general specifications for conducting 

exploratory factor analysis, there is some evidence to support Goodman et al.’s (2010) 

3-factor model, especially Externalizing and Internalizing factors.   

9.6.3 Comparison of Means 

The mean scores for the sets of items as shown in bold in Table 32 were 

calculated, summing all of the ratings for the items defined by the loadings greater than 

.4.  The results are presented in Table 33, together with paired sample t-tests for these 

three subscales.   
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Table 33 

 Parent Pre- and Post-Intervention 3-Factor Solution Mean Scores (N=67)  

 Mean SD t SEM p 95% Confidence interval 
Externalizing (5-items) 
    Pre  
    Post 
Internalizing (6-items) 
    Pre 
    Post 

 
1.95 
1.58 

 
1.79 
1.59 

 
1.93 
1.78 

 
2.21 
1.86 

 
2.19 

 
 

.72 

 
.6 

 
 

.26 

 
.03* 

 
 

.47 

 
.03 -.71 

 
 

-.34- .72 

Prosocial (8-items)  
   Pre 
   Post 

 
8.40 
8.43 

 
1.50 
1.32 

 
-.16 

 
.18 

 
.87 

 
-.39 -.34 

* significant difference at .05 or less           

 

Consistent with the results for Goodman et al. (2010) 3-factor model presented 

in Table 26, the results in Table 33 indicate that there was a significant difference for 

the participants post-intervention in relation to externalizing behaviours as observed by 

Parents.  The other subscales did not demonstrate change.  

In summary, this investigation specific to the Parent SDQ form suggested that 

the three-factor model recommended by Goodman et al. (2010) was supported after 6 

items were deleted. Overall, this investigation suggests that the Parent SDQ form does 

still require further development, particularly for community samples of girls.  In light 

of the general popularity of the SDQ forms, gender specific community Parent SDQ 

forms might be a useful addition.   

9.6.4 Preliminary Analyses of the Teacher SDQ Form for Factorability  

To determine the factorability of the Teacher SDQ form, the KMO was 0.41, 

within the unacceptable threshold (Kaiser, 1974). Bartlett’s test of sphericity was not 

significant (c2 (300) = 154.93, p < 1.00).  This indicates that the Teacher SDQ data 
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from this sample was not suitable for factor analysis and no further factoring was 

conducted. 

9.7 Chapter Summary 

The Parent and Teacher SDQ forms were used to evaluate results for several 

research questions.  Firstly, the Parent and Teacher informant scores were compared to 

other Australian published studies to provide insights about the current sample as a 

group. Secondly, pre- and post-intervention mean scores were compared to detect any 

changes following the intervention.  Pre- and -post intervention scores were compared 

across a 4-band categorisation for community samples, and 3-factor subscale model also 

specific for community samples.  The psychometric properties of the Parent and 

Teacher SDQ forms were then examined, including a factor analysis to assess the 3-

factor model. 

In response to the first research question, significant SDQ score differences 

indicated that the current sample is different to the other Australian samples with the 

current group presenting fewer difficulties than published Australian data. The 4-band 

categorisation results offered further evidence that more participants than expected 

scored in the “Close to Average” range at pre-intervention, as rated by both parents and 

teachers. This outcome might be explained by the high ICSEA scores reported for 

students from the participating schools, representing the top quarter of socio-economic 

advantage within Australia.  It has been previously documented (Becker, et al., 2015) 

that socioeconomic advantage presents as a protective factor for general social and 

behavioural functioning.  
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The comparison of means across the 3-factor model allowed for statistical analysis 

of change.  On the Parent SDQ form, there was a significant reduction in Externalizing 

behaviours as rated by parents.  The Teacher SDQ forms did not indicate any changes.  

In fact, the teacher scores were almost the same at both time points.   

The results of the psychometric properties for the Parent and Teacher SDQ forms 

were mixed, as is commonly noted by past studies.  Internal consistency coefficients 

ranged from good to poor across the Parent and Teacher SDQ.  However, the Total 

Difficulties internal consistency coefficient was acceptable. Cross-informant 

consistency was low, as might be expected when considering the differences reported 

across subscale scores between parents and teachers as informants.  This difference 

reinforces the importance of multiple-informants, people who hold different 

relationships to the participants and reflect on participant behaviour from different 

contexts.  

 Finally, the 3-factor subscale model reported here is relatively novel when 

compared to the examination and attention given to the 5-factor subscale model that was 

designed for clinical samples.  A factor analysis was conducted using the Parent SDQ 

form, and after deleting a number of items, the ratings were adequate for factoring. The 

subsequent Parent SDQ factor model could be interpreted as 3-factors consistent with 

the Goodman et al. (2010) 3-factor model.  The Teacher SDQ ratings were not adequate 

for factoring 

In summary, the results from the SDQ Parent and Teacher forms have provided a 

picture of the participant group in terms of their general social and behavioural 

functioning.  A small change in externalizing behaviours as observed by parents 

following participation in the intervention.  The requirement to delete items for 
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appropriate factoring suggest that the SDQ requires further development, particularly 

for use with community samples of girls.   
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10 Discussion  

This thesis presents an evaluation of the Friendship Saver Program, examining its 

efficacy as a universal program to improve the social information processing skills of 

girls.  This chapter will highlight the results of the evaluation, and discuss various 

issues that emerged from this study, contributing to broader literature in the areas of 

universal programs, and girls’ social information processing skills. There will also be a 

focus on the implementation quality results, the use of interactive software to measure 

social information processing skills, considerations for the use of the Strengths and 

Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) (Goodman, 1997) as an evaluation tool, limitations of 

this study, and considerations for further research.  

 

This study grew from an initial aspiration to develop an evidence-based program 

to cater for the needs of girls, with specific focus on their friendships, conflicts and 

social skills.  The Friendship Saver Program that resulted was evaluated extensively in 

this study, tested across four Australian girls’ schools, with the program delivered in 

classrooms by internal, trained facilitators.  The fidelity of implementation was 

assessed, in addition to students’ social information processing skills and overall 

behavioural functioning, pre- and post-intervention.  This study design responded to 

evidence that implementation quality is an impactful feature of any school-based 

program, and also, evidence that consistently highlighted the difficulties inherent with 

measuring the social information processing skills of girls.  In this study, novel 

measures were developed to test implementation quality and social information 

processing skills, alongside the well-used Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire 

(Goodman, 1997) to assess general behaviour overall. The results of these measures 
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helped to demonstrate the benefits of the Friendship Saver Program for this cohort of 

participants.   

10.1 Evaluation of the Friendship Saver Program Implementation 

Universal program evaluations can only offer evidence of a program’s efficacy 

if, during that evaluation, they are delivered in schools as designed.  In this evaluation, 

the use of an implementation quality questionnaire completed by facilitators each week, 

helped to track program implementation.   Facilitator adherence to the program, 

adherence to the scripts, participant responsiveness in terms of engagement and 

understanding, and dosage in terms of minutes per session and total number of sessions 

were all measured.   

The implementation quality results indicated that both general adherence to the 

program, and adherence to the explicit scripts for each lesson as reported by all 

facilitators was satisfactory or better.  Participant responsiveness, both understanding 

and engagement, was reported to be good to very good for all four schools.  Due to 

specific school constraints, dosage varied with two schools required to deliver the 

program over a shorter number of weeks.  Dosage variations for all four schools were 

also reported in terms of the length of each session, dictated by each school timetable.  

Though these differences in dosage occurred, the other implementation quality 

measures suggest that the dosage differences did not impact program delivery.  This is 

likely due to the adaptability of the Friendship Saver Program which was designed to 

accommodate program modifications.  This also demonstrates the value of multiple 

measures when evaluating implementation fidelity.  
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Overall, the quality of implementation of the Friendship Saver Program was 

moderate to very good for all schools, with most scores in the upper range approaching 

very good.  Several implementation quality strategies are likely to have contributed to 

these outcomes including; comprehensive facilitator training, an explicit program 

manual with guided modifications, features promoting individualization of the program, 

and the inclusion of a weekly implementation quality measure. 

10.1.1 Comprehensive facilitator training 

All program facilitators attended a two-day training course to learn about the 

theory underpinning the program and to experience the program lessons as students 

themselves. The program designer delivered the lessons to the training group.  This 

ensured that the facilitators had an opportunity to see, hear and experience the way the 

program is intended to be delivered.  The training also included a module about 

implementation quality, so that the facilitators could appreciate the degree to which 

implementation quality impacts student outcomes.  This training approach is likely to 

have supported the facilitators to confidently deliver the program, however there are 

issues regarding the sustainability of this training approach for broader application.  To 

assure this level of facilitator support, training options would need to be offered to all 

facilitators and this would inflate the cost of the program to a school, potentially 

impacting access for some schools.  An alternative might be to offer on-line training 

with video footage demonstrating the delivery style of the program.  Importantly, 

follow-up evaluation of the Friendship Saver Program would be required to examine the 

impact of on-line facilitator training on student learning outcomes.   
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10.1.2 Explicit program manual with guided modifications 

With regards to the provision of an explicit program manual with instructions to 

guide modifications, Berman and McLaughlin (1976) argued that intervention programs 

need to be designed to be adaptive and responsive to the unique needs of schools.  

Hence, the Friendship Saver Program was designed to accommodate for potential 

delivery differences that schools might require, while still able to deliver the essential 

features of the program.  The program manual provided step-by-step lessons and 

scripted discussion points for essential program features, while clearly specifying 

possible modifications. These included extension activities to further consolidate 

learning, and in instances where time was constrained, shorter delivery options achieved 

by merging some lessons. As such, reduced dosage of the Friendship Saver Program as 

reported for two of the four schools did not negatively impact students’ experience of 

the program, evidenced by high participant responsiveness scores.   

The implementation quality results from this evaluation offer an important 

contribution to prevention literature and the development of future programs in schools.  

This study demonstrates that providing a manual with explicit modifications reduces the 

need for schools to determine their own, and therefore, a higher quality delivery is more 

likely to occur, contributing positively to student outcomes.  

10.1.3 Features promoting individualisation of the program 

An additional modification feature important to the Friendship Saver Program 

were opportunities for facilitators to individualise aspects of the content delivered to 

each class.  A small number of hypothetical scenarios were illustrated in the manual to 

accompany the learning content however, facilitators were encouraged to construct their 
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own scenarios to present to their students.  This assured that the examples were relevant 

to the experiences of each unique group.   

10.1.4 A session by session measure of implementation quality 

The implementation quality questionnaire required weekly reflection and 

documentation from facilitators about implementation quality.  This may have 

heightened the facilitators own awareness of quality delivery, improving the delivery 

overall.  In this instance, the implementation quality questionnaire was printed on the 

last page of each lesson in the manual, to help prompt facilitators to complete the 

questionnaire weekly.  Facilitators submitted the set of completed forms at the end of 

the 12-week program.  Extending this approach further, future program evaluations 

might consider using on-line tools to acquire weekly implementation data through email 

prompts.  This approach would be advantageous.  Aside from providing facilitators with 

weekly reflection opportunities, and increasing the likelihood of program designers 

receiving weekly feedback, this method would also offer opportunities for program 

designers to immediately identify facilitators who are reporting low levels of adherence, 

low participant responsiveness, or inadequate exposure.  Additional training, 

modifications or support for facilitators of at-risk groups could then follow.   

10.1.5 Implementation evaluation summary, limitations and future directions 

In summary, implementation quality questionnaire results confirm that the 

facilitators delivered the Friendship Saver Program with fidelity.  All facilitators 

reported satisfactory to very good adherence, participant responsiveness, and dosage 

within the guidelines recommended. Variations in program delivery, particularly dosage 

were adjusted with reference to modifications defined in the program manual.   
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The use of implementation fidelity measures is an emerging feature in prevention 

literature, increasingly recognised as essential to school-based program evaluations 

(Skrzypiec & Slee, 2017).  This study contributes to this movement, demonstrating a 

range of implementation features that can support implementation overall.  Facilitator 

training, an explicit program manual with guided modifications, professional learning 

about implementation quality research, and the use of an implementation questionnaire 

were all features of this study that are likely to have contributed to the high 

implementation quality results reported.   

A limitation of the implementation reporting process was the reliance on 

facilitators to rate their own implementation.  Clarke et al. (2014) included class 

observations conducted by objective observers to address this issue.  A similar 

additional measure could be integrated into future evaluations of the Friendship Saver 

Program to address this limitation. 

Overall, these results demonstrate the usefulness of implementation quality 

measures, and most importantly, to determine whether the program under evaluation 

was delivered as designed. The results from this study reinforce the benefits of program 

training, having an explicit program manual, and the need for universal programs to be 

adaptable for schools.  The results also demonstrated the advantage of measuring 

adherence, participant responsiveness and dosage together to interpret implementation 

quality results. In short, underpinned by this comprehensive approach for program 

delivery, the results confirm that for this evaluation, the Friendship Saver Program was 

delivered as designed. 
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10.2 Using Interactive Software to Measure Social Information Processing Skills 

Participants’ social information processing skills were directly measured using the 

What Next? software.  This software was an innovative interactive tool that participants 

engaged with in order to see, hear and respond to relatable hypothetical scenarios.  

Several social information processing skills were examined using this measure.  The 

results indicated that participants’ interpretation of cues improved following the 

intervention, with more participants demonstrating a capacity to identify subtle hostile 

cues from the protagonist.   Participants also demonstrated an increase in adaptive 

response constructions and response decisions following their participation in the 

program.  Notably, withdrawal was a common response construction and response 

decision, both pre- and post-intervention.  Engagement measures demonstrated that the 

use of the What Next? software was well received by participants, with participants 

particularly responsive to the video scenarios presented.  

 Universal programs that align with the Social Competence framework, as does the 

Friendship Saver Program, are often examined for program influence by directly 

measuring participants’ social information processing skills.  This is most commonly 

achieved by examining participants’ responses to hypothetical scenarios, comparing 

their responses pre- and post-intervention using the SIP model (Crick & Dodge, 1994) 

as a framework.  This direct measurement approach is advantageous above general 

questionnaires about participants’ perceptions of their social interactions (Deci & Ryan, 

1985), or self-rated perceptions of participants’ level of engagement or connectedness 

during an intervention (see Catalano et al., 2004).  However, it has been argued that the 

direct measurement approach used to measure social information processing skills rests 

upon participants’ relating to, and engaging with the hypothetical scenarios, in order to 
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provide responses that are likely to align with their actual social behaviours (de Castro 

et al., 2002). Especially when involving girls as participants, recommendations call for 

gender-specific hypothetical scenarios that are relevant to girls (Crick & Grotpeter, 

1995; de Castro et al., 2002). This follows consistent reports that girls often score well 

on these measures at both pre- and post-intervention, failing to offer insights about the 

true nature of their relational conflicts.   

 In this study, all hypothetical scenarios were gender-specific by portraying 

examples of relational aggression prominent for girls at middle childhood.  In addition, 

video footage was used to present the hypothetical scenarios. This was delivered 

through the What Next? software (Ainley & Ainley, 2006), customised for this 

evaluation. Use of video footage to present the scenarios was intended to enhance the 

participants’ experience of the relational aggression situation.  The video clips were 

taken from a popular children’s TV series3 with actors expressing tone, body language 

and facial expressions.   

 Two common forms of relational aggression documented to occur between girls are 

exclusion from a peer group or an activity, and being treated with contempt by a 

member of a peer group followed by the group’s backing (Simmons, 2002).  Two video 

scenarios, each reflecting one of these common relationally aggressive experiences, 

were embedded in the software. One portrayed the main character named Taylor finding 

out from Brittney (the protagonist) that birthday invitations were handed out and Taylor 

had not been included (Exclusion Scenario).  The other video scenario portrayed 

Brittney (the protagonist) reacting with contempt when Taylor described her school 

disco outfit, followed by Taylor’s friends turning to one another and snickering (Put-

                                                
3 Mortified, Australian Children’s Television and Enjoyment Entertainment Co-production. 
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Down scenario).  The videos were counterbalanced so that at pre-intervention, 

approximately half of the participants viewed the exclusion scenario while the other half 

viewed the Put-Down scenario.  At post-intervention each group viewed the alternative 

video.  This approach ensured that any change from pre- to post-intervention could be 

attributed to skill development, rather than scenario differences that have been reported 

before (Cappella, 2006; Leff et al. 2010b).  Using the What Next? software, the social 

information processing skills of interpretation of cues (specifically attribution of 

intention), response construction, and response decision were examined. However, 

given the importance attributed to participants’ engagement with hypothetical scenarios, 

engagement levels while interacting with the software and video scenarios were critical.  

10.2.1 Assessing engagement with What Next? 

Prior to examining the participants’ responses to SIP-based questions, their level 

of engagement with the software and video scenarios was assessed.  Engagement with 

the video content would be evidenced by changes in the emotions described by 

participants at three critical time-points. That is, when first commencing with the 

software, after viewing a video scenario, and after providing a response to the scenario.  

The intensity of emotions at each critical time-point was also rated by participants.   

 The results of the emotion words analysis showed a pattern of emotion words at the 

three-critical time-points, consistent for both video scenarios at both pre- and post-

intervention.  That is, positive anticipation at pre-video, negative emotions after viewing 

the video, and after making a response decision, a division between participants for 

whom negative emotions persisted and those who felt positive.  Personal engagement 

was further evidenced by emotion intensities that ranged from medium to high on a 
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five-point rating scale across the three critical time-points, at both pre- and post-

intervention for both scenarios.  Emotion intensities were particularly high when 

participants commenced the software for the first time, and also after viewing the 

relationally aggressive scenarios.  These results clearly demonstrate that the participants 

did personally engage with the video scenarios presented to them through the What 

Next? software.    

 To offering further evidence of participants’ engagement with the video scenarios, 

participants’ experiences with the What Next? software was assessed with focus on their 

emotions reported at critical timepoints.  First, the high/activation positive emotion 

words and high intensities reported upon commencing the software at pre-intervention 

suggest that the girls were positive about using the software.  The consistency of this 

pattern at post-intervention suggests that participants were equally enthusiastic to 

participate when they came to work through a second version of the software.  This 

suggests that the use of game-like software is an appealing medium for participants, and 

therefore likely to encourage participants to provide meaningful responses to the social 

information processing questions.   

The examination of emotion data in this evaluation also serves to demonstrate the 

potential capacity of the What Next? software to be used to measure the interplay 

between participants’ emotions and their social information processing skills.  The role 

of emotions in social information processing has long been acknowledged, but 

underexamined (de Castro, et al., 2005; Kawabata & Ohbuchi, 2019; Lemerise & 

Arsenio, 2000).  This study demonstrated that after viewing a hypothetical scenario, 

participants could immediately record their emotions, their emotion intensity, and then 

type their responses to SIP-based questions.  Depending on the nature of the 
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hypothetical scenario, and when the emotion questions were asked, participants 

emotions were shown to change in expected ways, as they responded to the scenario 

presented to them.  Consequently, this software presents new opportunities for 

investigating important aspects of social information processing, focusing attention on 

the emotions associated with social information processing patterns. For example, this 

would allow for comparisons between emotions typed by socially competent children 

and children who show maladaptive behaviours. Such investigations can offer new 

knowledge to inform intervention program components that focus on emotion 

regulation skills.  

Emotion words typed by participants were coded using a quadrant of emotions, 

with words first allocated by four independent coders to establish an objective coding 

system.  This approach had limitations.  There was some debate about the quadrant 

location for the word “OK”.  The independent coders discussed in depth whether this 

word should be allocated to the high activation/positive quadrant, or low 

activation/positive quadrant. Subsequently, the first quadrant was agreed upon. 

Allocating “OK” to the high activation/positive quadrant did not impact the valance of 

the emotion word reported in the results, but did shift the level of activation that would 

otherwise be reported. This highlights the subjectivity associated with coding the “OK” 

emotion word, and the challenges that presents when examining the emotional 

experiences of participants.  Future studies could trial the use of the emotion quadrant 

model with participants required to place a mark somewhere on the emotion quadrant to 

represent their feelings, rather than typing emotion words.  This would require some 

training with participants, but might remove the subjectivity associated with interpreting 

their use of emotion words.   
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In addition to measuring emotions as indicators of engagement, a second indicator 

of engagement was measured.  After participants had first viewed one of the two video 

scenarios, they were asked to image themselves as Taylor, and described what 

happened, as if telling a friend.  The number of participants who typed their responses 

using first-person perspective was measured both pre- and post-intervention.  Providing 

responses using first-person perspective, taking on the role of the main character, was 

considered indicative of a high level of personal engagement.  At both pre- and post-

intervention, a very high percentage of participants typed responses in the first-person 

perspective.  This clearly indicated strong engagement with the content of both video 

scenarios presented in the What Next? software.   

In short, the changing sequence of emotion words reflecting participants’ 

experiences at each critical time-point, consistent medium to high emotion intensity 

ratings, and the prominent use of first-person perspective in typed responses suggests 

that the presentation of video scenarios using interactive software can elicit strong 

personal engagement, and provide a sound basis for assessment of social information 

processing skills.   

10.2.2 Assessing Intepretation of Cues, Response Construction and Response 

Decision 

 The What Next? software provided an innovate way to measure participants 

interpretation of cues by interpreting their typed responses to the question “Still 

imagining you are Taylor from the video, you now tell a friend what happened.  What 

would you say happened?”.  Participant responses were compared pre- and post-

intervention to identify any changes in their interpretation of cues in the scenario.  In 
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particular, with the Exclusion Scenario, it was expected that participants would notice 

Brittney’s (the protagonists) body language and tone.  Once Taylor indicated that she 

had not received an invitation, Brittney’s body language was suddenly more energised, 

and she smiled while saying “Don’t worry he probably just forgot”. Brittney’s tone was 

unempathetic.  In the Put-Down scenario it was expected that the participants would 

notice Brittney’s eyes rolling when Taylor described her school disco outfit, followed 

by Brittney’s two friends turning to look at one another, sniggering.  

 At pre-intervention after viewing the Exclusion Scenario, 63% of participants 

attributed hostile intent to the protagonist, however 94% of participants attributed 

hostile intent after experiencing the Friendship Saver Program.  For the Put-Down 

Scenario, 71% of participants described hostile cues attributed to the protagonist at pre-

intervention and this increased to 99% post-intervention.  For both scenarios, this was a 

significant difference.  These results indicate that in this evaluation, the girls’ attention 

to relevant cues to interpret the intention of the protagonist increased significantly 

following participation in the Friendship Saver Program.  

 Typed responses to the question “Still imagining you are Taylor from the video, 

what would you do next?” were examined to assess participants’ response construction, 

pre- and post-intervention.  Participants’ responses were classified as adaptive 

(assertive, self-help, or help-seeking), maladaptive (aggressive/revenge or submissive), 

or withdrawal. In response to the Exclusion Scenario, at pre-intervention 54% of 

participants constructed adaptive responses, 22% constructed maladaptive responses, 

and 24% constructed withdrawal responses. At post-intervention there were more 

adaptive responses, up to 72% and fewer maladaptive responses, down to 6%.  There 

was no difference in the occurrence of withdrawal responses. At pre-intervention for the 
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Put-Down Scenario the three responses had relatively equal incidences.  However, at 

post-intervention, 55% constructed adaptive responses, 22% constructed maladaptive 

responses, and 23% described withdrawal responses.  Hence, adaptive responses again 

increased at post-intervention.  

Responses to the question “Thinking of all of these things, which one would you 

be most likely to do?” were used to examine the response decisions provided by 

participants.  For the Exclusion Scenario at pre-intervention, 45% of participants 

provided adaptive response decisions, 9% provided maladaptive response decisions, and 

46% provided withdrawal response decisions.  At post-intervention adaptive responses 

increased to 65%, maladaptive responses decreased to 3%, and the incidences of 

withdrawal responses reduced slightly to 33%. Similarly, for the Put-Down Scenario at 

pre-intervention, 41% of responses decisions were adaptive, 31% were maladaptive, and 

28% were withdrawal response decisions.  At post-intervention adaptive response 

decisions increased to 64%, maladaptive response decisions decreased to 15%, and 

withdrawal decisions were similar at 22%.  Overall these results suggest that there was a 

significant shift from maladaptive to adaptive responses at post-intervention.   

The above outcomes demonstrate that for many participants, strategies became 

more adaptive after participating in the Friendship Saver Program. These results draw 

interesting parallels to other studies that have examined the social information 

processing skills of girls.  A number of studies have reported that when examining the 

social information processing skills of girls, very few girls select hostile attributions or 

maladaptive responses. The large majority demonstrate socially competent processing 

with benign attribution of intention, prosocial response constructions, and prosocial 

response decisions (Paquette & Wood, 1999; Crain et al., 2005; Mikami, 2008).  These 
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outcomes have frustrated some, arguing that these responses might be indicative of girls 

selecting the “right” answers on multiple-choice SIP-based questions, rather than what 

they really think they might do. For example, Fraser et al. (2005) assessed the social 

information processing skills of girls and boys. At pre-intervention girls were 

demonstrating very high levels of social competence evidenced by their SIP responses 

to multiple-choice questions, therefore gains could not be assessed for girls at post-

intervention.  Crain et al. (2005) used an interview format and open-ended questions in 

an effort to overcome this pattern however, once again, the large majority of girls 

provided prosocial responses.  These results are contrary to surveys that indicate that 

relational aggression is a common experience amongst girls (see Ford et al. 2017).  

Crain et al. (2005) suggested that girls might be highly concerned about what peers 

think of them, and likewise, might be highly concerned about what an examiner might 

think of them, prompting high rates of prosocial responses.  In this evaluation, girls did 

provide maladaptive response constructions and response decisions at pre-intervention, 

with reductions evident at post-intervention.  Several strategies introduced into this 

evaluation and integrated into the universal program appear to overcome the 

measurement issues encountered in past studies.   

 First, the relational aggressive scenarios were presented through video footage.  

This medium provides cues such as the protagonist’s tone, facial expressions and body 

language.  These cues are not available to participants when reading scenarios or 

looking at still pictures.  These additional cues are likely to have helped heighten the 

participants’ experience of the scenario.  Second, each participant worked through the 

What Next? software on a personal computer independently, typing responses 

anonymously.  The privacy and anonymity provided was intended to create an 
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environment that supported uninhibited responding.  Third, responses were not 

restricted or primed by multiple-choice options, but typed into text boxes to offer 

participants the opportunity to type their own spontaneous interpretations response 

construction, and response decisions.  Lastly, the Friendship Saver Program explicitly 

taught participants a problem-solving model that celebrated creative problem-solving, 

teaching participants to generate silly and sensible responses, and giving them 

permission to consider these options when responding to a scenario. These features 

together with gender-relevant hypothetical scenarios might have been a catalyst for 

broad responding, helping to demonstrate the girls’ spectrum of responses, and 

confirming that the Friendship Saver Program did improve girls’ social information 

processing skills.  

 One feature of the results that was prominent was the high proportion of withdrawal 

response constructions and response decisions at both pre- and post-intervention.  In 

this study, responses that described “Actions that intended to protect the participant 

from the antagonist or result in a stop to the situation by moving away, walking away or 

avoiding the antagonist” (see method, p.106) were coded as withdrawal.  The types of 

participant responses coded as Withdrawal included “I would just walk away” or “I 

would just ignore what she said”.  In the evaluation of the SAPP program for girls, 

similarly high rates of withdrawal responses were also reported (Cappella, 2006).  

Cappella noted that when girls responded to an exclusion scenario, they were more 

likely to describe “walking away” than other response constructions.  Cappella 

described this response as “acquiescence” (p.453), an act of acceptance without protest.  

However, other interpretations of withdrawal are also possible. Withdrawal could 

function as a protective strategy, the girl is able to avoid the situation, or defuse the 
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situation. Withdrawal could also be an antagonistic response, nonchalant and 

dismissive.  In these instances, withdrawal could serve as an act of relational 

aggression.  Without further cues from the participants such as their tone, facial 

expressions or body language, it is not possible for coders to decipher the intention 

behind a withdrawal response.  Future studies could include the use of voice recording 

technology whereby participants record their answers.  This would preserve the 

participants’ sense of anonymity and privacy, while capturing cues of their tone of voice 

to help code their responses.  These considerations highlight the breadth of research still 

required in relation to understanding girls’ social information processing skills.   

One of the challenges in this evaluation was the labour-intensive coding that 

occurred for each participant response.  The same approach would be impractical for 

larger samples.  Future versions of the What Next? software could include automatic 

coding options that identify and count high frequency words or phrases to support 

coding of responses.   

The use of innovative software to present scenarios, questions and sensitively 

collect participant responses offered a unique opportunity to acquire objective, 

measurable data as evidence of social learning however, this measurement approaches 

does not capture actual behaviours.  This limitation compromises the ability to report 

program benefits in the current study. This limitation opens opportunity for further 

evaluation research of the Friendship Saver Program.  Future studies could include the 

What Next? program together with trained observers coding social interactions and 

behaviours in classrooms and playgrounds.  This combined approach would open an 

interesting examination of social concepts acquired, alongside skills and behaviours 

observed.   
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10.3 The Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire as an Evaluation Tool 

The Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (Goodman, 1997) Parent and 

Teacher forms were included in this evaluation in order to provide a measure of the 

participants’ general social and behavioural functioning.  The wide use of this measure 

meant that comparisons with other Australian samples was possible.  The results from 

the Parent and Teacher forms were compared pre- and post-intervention to examine any 

changes following the program.  In addition, key psychometric properties of the 

measure were evaluated for this sample. 

The SDQ demonstrated that at pre-intervention the participants were a high 

functioning group with regards to their general social and behavioural functioning.  At 

post-intervention, teacher results did not demonstrate any significant change, however 

the parents did identify fewer externalising behaviours following the intervention.      

Comparing the pre-intervention mean scores of the Parent and Teacher SDQ 

forms with two published Australian studies provided a comprehensive picture of the 

current sample.  Parent SDQ mean score comparisons with two Australian studies 

indicated that the parents from the current sample rated their children as presenting with 

significantly fewer total difficulties, emotion problems, conduct problems and peer 

problems relative to Australian published samples.  This result suggests that the current 

sample are a high functioning group.  This outcome is consistent with the results 

reported for this sample, when classifying scores according to Goodman’s (2016) Four-

Band Categories. This analysis placed 94% of participants in the “close to average” 

range as rated by parents, and 84% of participants were considered to be in the “close to 

average” range according to teachers and were relatively stable at post-intervention.  
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Mean scores were compared pre- and post-intervention to examine any changes 

following program exposure.  The mean scores were compared as three subscale scores 

and the total difficulties scores, as recommended for community samples.  The three 

subscales are the prosocial subscale made up of prosocial items, the internalizing 

subscale made up of the emotion problems and peer problems items, and externalizing 

subscale made up of hyperactivity/inattentive and conduct problems items.   When 

comparisons were made between pre- and post-intervention ratings across the three 

subscales, one significant difference was identified.  Parents reported fewer 

externalising behaviours post-intervention.  This suggests that parents observed 

significantly fewer behavioural issues at home, when compared to their ratings prior to 

their child participating in the intervention.   

There were no significant differences in the ratings from teachers on the SDQ 

forms.  This suggests that the teachers did not report observing any changes for their 

students at post-intervention and raises some questions about teachers completing the 

SDQ for a whole class.  Unlike the informant experience of parents, the teachers in this 

study were provided with an SDQ form for every consenting student in their classroom.  

This meant that each participating teacher was expected to complete between 18 to 26 

forms at pre-intervention, and again at post-intervention.  Each form is expected to take 

3 minutes to complete however, completing so many forms might have compromised 

the teacher’s capacity to attend carefully to each question as it applied to each 

individual student. This presents as a limitation of this study.  Providing a small number 

of forms at a time over a few weeks could provide an improved teacher experience.   

The psychometric properties of the SDQ Parent and Teacher forms were 

examined with the current sample. The internal consistency for the Total Difficulties 
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scores for both Parent and Teacher SDQ forms was acceptable, similar to past studies 

(Goodman, 2001; Stone et al., 2010). Examination of the pre-intervention cross 

informant consistency coefficients between Parents and Teachers indicated low inter-

rater agreement. Slightly higher inter-rater agreement was reported between parents and 

teachers at post-intervention.   

The pre-intervention forms were considered for exploratory factor analysis.  Only 

19-items met general specifications for conducting exploratory factor analysis with the 

Parent SDQ data, and a 3-factor model was generated.  This offers some evidence to 

support the Goodman et al. (2010) 3-factor model. The Teacher SDQ data from this 

sample did not meet the general specifications for exploratory factor analysis and no 

further factoring was conducted.   

In sum, the SDQ was used to establish participants’ general social and 

behavioural functioning and indicated that the sample were high functioning at pre-

intervention.  It is well known that this measure was developed for clinical intake, and 

not originally designed for community samples, however the ease of use has led to 

widespread use of the SDQ in program evaluations.  The implication of using the SDQ 

with non-clinical samples is that this general measure is not sensitive to small changes 

over a short period of time.  Therefore, the SDQ would not be recommended as the only 

measure used to evaluate change following a program.  However, this study 

demonstrated the value of the SDQ to offer general information about a sample that can 

be compared to broader populations.  In this study, the SDQ parent results also revealed 

that the parents observed fewer externalising behaviours following their child’s 

participation in the Friendship Saver Program.   
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The current results evidence that the sample were a high functioning group with 

regards to general social and behavioural functioning.  This is a limitation of this study.  

The results of the study can only represent this particular sample, and do not offer 

indications of the programs influence for children with more challenging behaviour.  

This points to future directions for this research including a more representative sample 

of the population, and the inclusion of children with more severe behavioural and social 

challenges.  

10.4 Program evaluation design limitations and future directions 

This evaluation was designed to occur in schools, to replicate the conditions that 

present when delivering a universal program to students.  The participating schools 

involved in this study were enthusiastic to include their students however, they refused 

to consent to the inclusion of control groups receiving an alternative program, or wait-

list control groups. Without control groups, two issues impacted the current evaluation 

design.  First, without a control group, the degree of change attributed to the program 

itself cannot be established.  As such, the positive results reported from the What Next? 

data, and Strengths and Difficulties analysis offer evidence of benefit, rather than clear 

impact.  Second, it is unclear whether the gender specific content of the Friendship 

Saver Program contributed uniquely to the result obtained, without a control group 

comparison with a gender-neutral variation.  Evaluations of the Friendship Saver 

Program with control-groups is recommended to offer further insights into the influence 

of the Friendship Saver Program.  

Another limitation of this design was the inclusion of like schools, comparable to 

the school for which the Friendship Saver Program was first developed, that is, non-
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government girls’ schools with very high ICSEA scores (ACARA, 2020).  A 

homogeneous group allowed for results across the four schools to be collapsed together 

for analysis however, the outcomes are not representative of the general population.  

The SDQ (Goodman, 1997) results indicated that the participants were largely high 

functioning at pre-intervention.   

Historically, it has been difficult to identify any change for girls who so often 

demonstrate high functioning skills from pre-intervention.  In this study, in spite of high 

functioning skills at pre-intervention, there was evidence that girls’ responses were 

more adaptive and prosocial following participation in the Friendship Saver Program.   

In addition, parents reported some observable change in externalising behaviour.  

However, future studies are necessary to demonstrate the outcomes of the Friendship 

Saver Program for schools with a range of ICSEA scores.  The positive results obtained 

in this small study of four like schools is argument for a much larger scale study, across 

a range of Australian schools.  

10.5 SIP skills and girls 

This study offers an important contribution with regards to the focus on assessing 

and improving girls’ social information processing skills.  There has been some critique 

regarding the relevance of the SIP model for girls (Crain et al, 2005; Yee Mikami et al, 

2008).  This study contributes to this debate by offering evidence of the model’s 

suitability for girls.  Using the What Next? software, the assessment of SIP skills 

included only gender specific hypothetical scenario’s with conflict themes common to 

middle primary school-age girls.  This gender specific assessment approach might have 

contributed to the outcomes obtained.  The results of the What Next? measure 



 264 

demonstrated that following implementation of the Friendship Saver Program there was 

evidence of change in girls’ social information processing skills across all of the skills 

measured; attribution of intention, response construction, response decision.  These 

results are particularly important when considered alongside persistent difficulties 

reported by many evaluations of other SIP-based programs, unable to identify change 

for girls who so often demonstrated high functioning skills from pre-intervention, 

consistent with the current sample.   

In addition to gender specific hypothetical scenarios presented through What 

Next? software, several features unique to the Friendship Saver Program are likely to 

have contributed to the positive outcomes reported.  The Friendship Saver Program 

leveraged well established, engaging teaching methods together with gender specific 

material to systematically teach social information processing skills to the participants 

each week. Teaching methods included the use of student-centred discussions, anchor 

charts, group work activities, and drama and theatre to explore themes pertinent to girls.  

Hence, this study moves away from the argument that the social information processing 

model may not be relevant to girls but rather, gender neutral programs and gender-

neutral assessments may not be relevant to relate meaningfully to girls’ social 

information processing skills.  This evaluation demonstrates the potential of the SIP 

model to inform a targeted intervention for girls, and its’ ability to be a systematic 

framework for investigating the social skills of girls.   

In summary, this evaluation contributes new insights to evaluation literature, 

highlighting the benefit of gender-specific universal programs in schools, and 

showcasing the potential that software technology with a gender-specific focus can 

bring to the measurement of social information processing skills. This evaluation also 
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confirms the value of the SIP model to inform a targeted effective intervention for girls, 

and for the model be a relevant framework for investigating the social skills of girls.  
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Epilogue 

 Following the implementation of the Friendship Saver Program in four schools for 

the evaluation, interest in the program developed.   

 Three of the four schools that took part in this evaluation continued to run the 

Friendship Saver Program in their classrooms independently each year, as part of their 

health and wellbeing curriculum.  Other school counsellors heard of the program, and 

requested program manuals or program training for their schools.  The program has 

since been implemented in over 200 schools across Australia and internationally.  Since 

2018 the Department of Education, Victoria, has funded facilitator training and 

implementation of the Friendship Saver Program in disadvantaged or high-risk schools 

across Melbourne.  The fourth edition, an on-line gender-neutral edition is currently 

under development.   

 The adaptations to the Drama Triangle and Strength Triangle were received well 

by the Transactional Analysis community of Australia, and internationally.  Some of the 

results of this evaluation have been presented at the following conferences; the Western 

Pacific Association of Transactional Analysis Annual Conference (2010, Fremantle), 

the Australian Psychological Society Annual Conference (2012, Perth), the 

No2Bullying Australia and New Zealand Annual Conference (2014, Surfers Paradise), 

and the Australian-Singaporean Transactional Analysis Associations Annual 

Conference (2018, Singapore).  

 In concluding, the initial objective of this thesis was to evaluate a program 

developed for one school, leading to a subsequent pursuit to share the program and its 

combined theories and concepts more broadly, to help improve the social development 

and peer relationships of young girls.   
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Appendix A 

SEL Core Competencies and Skills Addressed by the Friendship Saver Program 
	

The table below lists the five core competencies and 38 associated skills of the SEL framework.  
The asterisk indicates the skills taught in the Friendship Saver Program.  
 
Core Competencies      Skills  
1. Self-Awareness 

    - Recognising and naming one’s emotions* 
    - Understanding the reasons and circumstances for feelings as one does* 
    - Recognising and naming others’ emotions* 

 - Recognising strengths in, and mobilizing positive feelings about, self, school, 
family, and support networks 

    - Knowing one’s needs and values* 
    - Perceiving oneself accurately* 
    - Believing in personal efficacy 
    - Having a sense of spirituality 

2. Social Awareness 
    - Appreciating diversity* 
    - Showing respect to others* 
    - Listening carefully and accurately* 
    - Increasing empathy and sensitivity to others’ feelings* 
    - Understanding others’ perspective, points of view and feelings* 

3. Self-Management and Organisation 
    - Verbalising and coping with anxiety, anger and depression 
    - Controlling impulses, aggression, and self-destructive, antisocial behaviour* 
    - Managing personal and interpersonal stress* 
    - Focusing on tasks at hand 
    - Setting short-and long-term goals* 
    - Planning thoughtfully and thoroughly* 
    - Modifying performance in light of feedback 
    - Mobilising positive motivation 
    - Activating hope and optimism 
    - Working towards optimal performance states* 

4. Responsible Decision Making 
    - Analysing situations perceptively and identifying problems clearly* 
    - Exercising social decision-making and problem-solving skills* 

 - Responding constructively and in a problem-solving manner to interpersonal 
obstacles* 

    - Engaging in self-evaluation and reflection* 
    - Conducting oneself with personal, moral and ethical responsibility* 

5. Relationship Management 
- Managing emotions in relationships, harmonizing diverse feelings and 

viewpoints* 
- Showing sensitivity to social-emotional cues* 
- Expressing emotions effectively* 
- Communicating clearly* 
- Engaging others in social situations* 
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- Building relationships* 
- Working cooperatively* 
- Exercising assertiveness, leadership and persuasion* 
- Managing conflict, negotiation, refusal* 

                                   - Providing, seeking help* 
Note: Capabilities list extracted from Casel (2003) www.CASEL.org  
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Appendix B 

The Friendship Saver Program Manual 
 

Note: The original program manual has been blocked from view due to copyright. 
Please contact the program author for access to the program manual.  
 

CONTENTS PAGE 

Session No.  Page 

No. 

* Resources Checklist 3 

* Program Fundamentals 4 

* The Friendship Saver in Your Classroom 5 

* Program Theories and Key Principles 8 

* Adapting the Friendship Saver 13 

* “How Should I Respond to Friendship Drama and Peer Conflict in my 
Classroom?” 
 

16 

* Keeping Everyone Safe 18 

* Ribbon and Flip Books 19 

1 Program Introduction and Ownership 22 

2 Whole Body Listening 30 

3 Whole Body Listening II 37 

4 Working in Groups 45 

5 Emotions 57 

6 The Science of Anger 67 

7 Making and Keeping Friends and The Onion of Friendship 77 

8 Friendship Styles 90 

9 The Drama Triangle  104 

10 The Strength Triangle - ‘I Notice My Feelings' 112 

11 The Strength Triangle and ‘I Am Assertive' 126 

12 The Strength Triangle and ‘I Am Caring’ 132 

13 The Milkshake Dramas 138 
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14 The Milkshake Dramas II 158 

* Delivery from the Postman - Extension Cards 164 

* Resilience Building Group Games 167 

* Parent Information Seminar 177 

* References 179 

   

 
 
Resources Checklist 
 

1 The Friendship Saver Manual  

2 Group Work Skills Tip Sheets   

3 Mr Lady Beetle Adventure (Cards)  

4 Who’s Not Listening with What? (Card Pack)  

5 Emotion Building (Card Pack)  

6 Delivery from the Postman – Extension Program  

7 Whole Body Listening (Poster)  

8 Drama Triangle (Poster)  

9 Strength Triangle (Poster)  

10 I am Caring (Poster)  

11 I am Assertive (Poster)  

12 I Notice My Feelings (Poster)  

13 Group Work Skills Tip Sheet (Poster)  

14 Strategies Check (Poster)  

15 Digital Resource CD - Resources NOW ONLINE, accessible via your username and 

password 

 

 

 

 

Additional copies of the posters can be purchased from The Social Learning Studio. 
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What else will I need? 

 

1. White board  

2. White board markers  

3. PowerPoint projector (optional)  

4. Poster paper  

5. Coloured markers  

7. Play dough (3 colours including green)  

8.  Ribbon (if making Ribbon and Flip books)  
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Program Fundamentals 

The Friendship Saver is an evidence-based universal intervention and prevention program 

that is designed to enhance students’ friendships and reduce conflict amongst peers.  The program 

teaches essential social skills and independent conflict resolution skills.  Research indicates that 

improved peer relations promote general wellbeing, school engagement, self-confidence and can 

improve academic outcomes. 

 

The Friendship Saver is unique – inspired by Creative Arts Education, experiential learning and 

underlying psychological theory.   

 

The program creatively teaches fundamental social skills through group-work activities.  

These activities are designed to be challenging.  Challenge in groups can lead to differences of 

opinions and potential conflict situations; a perfect time to apply the strategies learnt.  These 

situations create real life ‘supported’ opportunities for students to try newly learnt skills.  This 

process from learning concepts to test-driving concepts in a ‘supported’ setting provides students 

with new, effective templates for relating to others, facilitating change.  
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The Friendship Saver in Your Classroom 

The Set-Up 

The Friendship Saver is most successful when presented to an entire class, and presented by 

a team.  The team should consist of a Primary Facilitator (e.g. class teacher, school counsellor or 

welfare officer) and Secondary Facilitator (i.e. class teacher or educational support staff).  

 

Place and Time 

The program should be presented in a space that is familiar to the cohort; and ideally where 

friendships and conflicts may actually occur.  A classroom or commonly used conference room (with 

room to move) would be appropriate. 

 

The Primary Facilitator, ideally supported by the Secondary Facilitator/s, would present one 

session per week.  This session should run for approximately 50 minutes.  A follow-up session once a 

week could also be run by the Class Teacher for 15 minutes; reviewing concepts, and consolidating 

new themes by engaging the class in reflective discussion.  

 

At the completion of the program, the ‘Delivery from the Postman - Extension Program’ (as 

described on page XXX) can take place once a week, or once a fortnight to encourage ongoing 

discussions and consolidation of newly learnt skills. 

 

Primary Facilitator 

Within the original research design, the Primary Facilitator role was taken on by school 

counsellors with a background in psychology or social work, however the Primary Facilitator can be 

the class teacher, or welfare officer.  This program is also useful in a clinical setting, delivered by 

psychologists, speech pathologists or occupational therapists.  Importantly, the role of the Primary 

Facilitator comes with great power and responsibility and requires vibrancy, thoughtful use of 

words, tone, body language, facial expressions, enthusiasm, approachability and fun.  

Students can come to expect that whenever The Friendship Saver is delivered, the sessions 

are sure to be engaging and new.  This anticipation can prime each student to participate with 

energy and keen cooperation, fundamental ingredients for success.  

 

The Primary Facilitator is granted the ‘Friendship Saver Creative License’.  This is a license to 

responsibly inject the program with grandiose, mystical, magical language.  For example, ‘What I am 

about to show you today is huge…it can instantly improve your friendships’.  Such language primes 
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students to engage with anticipation and tune in carefully in order to learn these ‘powerful 

friendship saving strategies!’  With such priming students are more likely to approach a new strategy 

with confidence, increasing their likelihood of success.  Of course, be careful not to use definitive 

language that could discredit you.  For example, avoid comments such as ‘If you do this, you will 

never ever have a fight with your friend again!’  Use your creative license liberally, but wisely.       

 

The Friendship Saver can be used to promote the Primary Facilitator’s welfare role within a 

school, and this can help to encourage help seeking behaviour from students.  At times, the Primary 

Facilitator might also identify a student who is in need of further individual support, or is at-risk due 

to other identified issues.  Please take the time to observe students within other contexts (outside of 

this program) when forming opinions of individual students.  

 

Please Note: Please seek additional parental consent prior to offering counselling to individual 

students.  

 

Class Teacher 

The Class Teacher has the most important role of all.  A class teacher has the unique 

opportunity to immerse the students in the language and concepts of The Friendship Saver each day 

in a meaningful way, in real time, particularly when conflicts occur.  Soon enough the programs 

concepts and language can become integrated into the class culture and integrated into an 

individual’s repertoire of strategies.  

 

 

The Team 

The Primary Facilitator and Secondary Facilitators could meet once a week for 15 minutes to 

discuss progress, changes needed, and plan for the week ahead. 

 

In order to help the Primary Facilitator maintain a vibrant teaching style and pace, the 

Secondary Facilitators should take charge of behaviour management issues/intervention during the 

sessions.   

 

As a team, discuss any students who may need to be ‘hovered around’ during group activities. 

For example, Samantha often leaves group activities in a huff, crying “It’s not fair!”  Plan to observe 

Samantha during a group activity, examining the issues as they present for her. Samantha could then 

be engaged in dialogue (by the Primary or Secondary Facilitators) to explore specific issues further.  
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This discussion could and should incorporate concepts taught in the program, and explored using an 

enquiry-based facilitator model (this model will be discussed later in this chapter).       

      

 Please note: ‘hovering around’ Samantha doesn’t mean that her behaviours are kept in line 

simply because she is aware that she is being observed, nor does ‘hovering around’ mean that adults 

should intervene to derail the usual issues that occur for Samantha.  Rather ‘hovering around’ 

provides facilitators an opportunity to carefully observe from an unnoticeable distance, and identify 

why Samantha isn’t coping.  Facilitators can then work together with Samantha, help Samantha to 

understand why issues arise for her, and together, establish goals and focus on strategies that 

Samantha can practice during group work sessions.  To read more about the way to support 

students individually, please read the section “How Should I Respond to Friendship Drama and Peer 

Conflict in my Classroom?” described later in this chapter.  

 

Your team might identify a friendship/peer issue or topic that is not explicitly addressed by 

The Friendship Saver.  In these instances, please contact the program author, Connie Buckingham, 

to discuss the possibility of an extension activity.  Your feedback will also help to shape the ongoing 

research and development of this program.  

 

Program Theories and Key Principles 

The Friendship Saver is theory based, influenced by a number of educational and 

psychological theories and principles.  These theories help to explain why the program is designed to 

be presented with a particular style, and why specific social skills are the focus above others.  The 

key theories that make up The Friendship Saver are described below.  

 

The Social Information Processing Model 

The Friendship Saver Program conceptualises social skills training in accordance with the 

Social Information Processing (SIP) model initially developed by Dodge (1986) and re-formulated by 

Crick and Dodge (1994). The SIP model (See Figure 1) has been used in research to understand the 

social-cognitive processes that underlie children’s social behaviours. The model proposes that skillful 

processing of social information results in social competence, whereas deficient or biased processing 

results in anti-social, unacceptable or inept social behaviours.   

 

The model is described as sequential steps to ease conceptualisation, however the steps are 

suggested to operate rapidly, with the steps sometimes occurring in parallel. The SIP model suggests 
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that when engaging in a social situation, children will; (1) encode internal and external cues, (2) 

interpret those cues, (3) clarify their goals, (4) generate or access possible strategies (problem 

solve), (5) evaluate and select a strategy (often termed ‘response decision’), and (6) enact the 

behaviour.  The steps are influenced by a child’s biology and past experiences.  Crick and Dodge 

suggest that ineffective processing at any one of these SIP steps can result in maladaptive social 

behaviour. In 2000 Lemerise and Arsenio argued for an extension of the SIP model to include 

emotion processing and this has been incorporated into this program. The Friendship Saver 

addresses each of the SIP steps.   

 

 

 

Figure 1. Crick and Dodge’s social information processing model of children’s social 

adjustment. 

 

Note: From “A review and reformulation of social-information processing mechanisms of 

children’s social adjustment” by N.R. Crick & K.A Dodge (1994), Psychological Bulletin, 115, p. 74.  

Experiential Learning is evident throughout The Friendship Saver.  That is, the process of 

learning through experience (through doing) and reflecting upon that experience.  Students are 

regularly engaged in whole group discussions and group work activities to provide students with 

genuine socially challenging situations that require direct application of the skills learnt.  Whole 

Group discussions then provide a forum for reflection.     

 



 308 

Whole Group Discussions are a core learning component of The Friendship Saver and 

considered fundamental towards each student’s social development.  In addition to providing a 

forum for reflection, the Whole Group Discussions led by the Primary Facilitator also set a tone for 

the cohort, and provide powerful learning as the facilitator models language of respect, care, 

support and encouragement.  For some students, the modelling that they receive outside of their 

school setting may be coloured by conflict, aggression, hurt and poor communication.  Mindful of 

this, the scripts provided within The Friendship Saver manual for Whole Group Discussions are 

intended to model respect for others, care, support and encouragement.  Throughout the delivery 

of the program, the Primary Facilitator is encouraged to be particularly conscientious of their use of 

words, tone, facial expressions and body language when responding and reacting to students’ 

stories, ideas, answers and role-play attempts.  Students will therefore hear the construction and 

delivery of respectful, caring, supportive and encouraging dialogue (as consistently modelled by the 

Facilitators over time).  This modelling provides students with invaluable experiences and sample 

templates that can inform and shape their Database (as referenced in the S.I.P model).  Students can 

then draw upon their experience to positively influence their personal communication style and 

understanding of how to respect, care, support and encourage others.  

 

Group Work Activities provide students with authentic peer related challenges.  Generally, in 

order to be successful when working with others, students need to communicate effectively, 

demonstrate resilience, consideration for others, and strategies to problem solve and make 

decisions as a group.  Consider briefly documenting students’ group work abilities from week to 

week, to help assess their progress and development in this area.  

 

Discuss with your team whether the cohort would benefit from particular groupings 

(combining friends, or purposefully separating friends), or whether you will allow the students to 

determine the groups for themselves.  If the cohort has a tendency to be exclusive rather than 

inclusive of others, consider changing the groups each session, and changing them in a purposeful 

way.  

 

Inquiry-Based Learning is another key theory underpinning the pedagogy of The Friendship 

Saver.  With the support of this manual and its explicit scripts, facilitators are to pose key questions 

to encourage students to shape the depth of the content.  This helps to activate higher order 

thinking, discussion, discovery, engagement, ownership of the content, and can help students to 

store and retrieve the newly learnt information.  For example, Session 2 (Whole Body Listening) 

doesn’t tell students how to listen but rather, asks students ‘How do you listen?’ The entire design of 
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The Friendship Saver is based on this philosophy and is inspired by Gestalt’s theory of learning (Kahn 

& Rourke, 2004).   

 

Socio-drama is a technique that is fundamental to student learning within this program.  

Socio-drama builds verbal and non-verbal communication skills, problem solving, imagination, the 

ability to put yourself in someone else’s shoes (theory of mind), and the ability to consider different 

ideas and perspectives. 

 

Socio-drama is based on the premise that a group of people come together, decide to act out 

a common scenario as a group, and explore different ways of dealing with that event.  The drama 

spontaneously evolves as all participants experiment with different, novel communication styles, 

roles and behaviours.  Using socio-drama, individuals experience what it looks and feels like to act 

and react differently.  As a consequence, each student takes away new deeper understandings of 

the issues involved, how it might feel in someone else’s shoes, and new options available to them. 

For more information about Socio-drama, refer to the works of Moreno (1934). 

 

Worksheets are only occasionally included in this program.  They help to consolidate new 

learning.  Sample worksheets have been included in this manual and are included in PDF format on 

the F.S.P Digital Resource CD.  If the format and style of the worksheets are not ideal for your class, 

we encourage facilitators to create new worksheets to maximise student engagement.  Consider 

creating your own individualised worksheets when you see this symbol (Cr**). 

Poster Paper is often recommended to record whole group ideas and small group activities.  

Consider displaying the students’ posters around the classroom for a week at a time to consolidate 

new learning and reinforce new themes. 

 

Building Blocks approach to learning means that The Friendship Saver gradually builds upon 

students’ social knowledge and skill set.  As such, students will learn basic social skills and concepts 

for several weeks before finally learning concrete conflict resolution strategies.  This means that 

friendships and peer relationships won’t improve straight away.  Be patient, the program is 

purposely designed in this way.  It will all come together in the end.  

 

Facilitator Feedback Sheets have been included in this manual, at the end of each session 

chapter.  Completing these sheets help you to reflect on how closely you were able to implement 

the program relative to the scripts provided.  This is known as Fidelity of Implementation.  Recording 
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and reflecting upon this data can be useful when evaluating the outcomes of the program in your 

school.   

 

Example Scenarios are described throughout this manual and help students to relate 

concepts to everyday situations.  The names and situations are purposefully gender neutral so that 

the facilitator can easily use the examples with any cohort.  However, where possible consider 

devising your own examples that will best engage and relate to your students and their needs.   

 

Session Guides are provided at the end of each session chapter to help facilitators to track 

the tasks and timing across the session. 

 

Friendship Saver Posters are sequentially introduced to participants as they acquire new 

concepts.  Consider creating a dedicated wall space to display the posters as they are introduced; 

adding a new poster to the wall as the sessions progress.  

 

Adapting the Friendship Saver  

Researchers that have examined the successful implementation of programs in schools have 

consistently reported that successful outcomes are dependent upon implementation that is 

sensitive to a school’s individual needs, unique culture, logistical capabilities and limitations.  This 

type of responsiveness requires a program that can be adaptable and individualised.  However, 

researchers also affirm that a program needs to be delivered with fidelity, that is, the program needs 

to be delivered as intended, without deviating from its original design.  These two competing 

principals are acknowledged and equally valued in The Friendship Saver.  In order to help schools to 

achieve this balance, The Friendship Saver has been written with a degree of flexibility. 

 

Firstly, it is recommended that the programs core concepts (such as Whole Body Listening, 

The Drama Triangle, etc.) are delivered as designed.  That means, preserving the intended purpose 

of each concept, and communicating each concept to students with the visual imagery and 

associated wording intact. The visual imagery and wording (for example, as displayed by the 

program posters) have been carefully researched, are based on evidence, underlying psychological 

theory, and intentionally included in this program.  The way the facilitator introduces these concepts 

is adaptable, with flexibility to mould to a school and its needs.  Adaptations are described below, 

divided into two parts: Adaptions Part I and Adaptions Part II.  
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ADAPTATIONS PART I  

Program Set-Up 

This manual is intentionally written without distinguishing between age or year levels.  The 

program requires a level of language understanding, cognitive and social abilities that are typically 

present from seven years of age.  The program themes are relevant for students from seven to 

seventy years of age.  Different schools have introduced The Friendship Saver to their students at 

varied year levels depending on their needs and goals.   

 

This program is designed for a mainstream classroom, not intended for children with 

developmental delay.  This program can also be used with a small withdrawal group of at-risk 

students, or can be used in a clinical setting (social skills group program), or as a resource for 

individual counselling.   

 

It is recommended that developmentally delayed groups (intellectual impairment with IQ 

score of 70 and below) or groups with neurodevelopment disorders (children with autism spectrum 

disorder or attention deficit hyperactivity disorder) work through The Friendship Saver together with 

a qualified Psychologist, Speech Pathologist or Occupational Therapist.  Clinicians are advised to 

adapt the program at their discretion and to move at a pace that suits the participants’ needs. 

 

ADAPTATIONS PART II  

Program Delivery 

The time allocated to address each concept can be altered based on the facilitator’s 

judgement of the group’s cognitive abilities, needs and time constraints.   

 

The scripts provided within the manual are in italic font and are intended as a guide. The 

scripts can be adapted as required; adjusting the language to suit the cognitive abilities of the target 

group. While the language might change (more advanced for older groups or simplified for younger 

groups), the underlying intention of that discussion should be preserved. 

 

The depth of discussion allocated to each concept can be adjusted based on the facilitators’ 

judgement of a groups’ understanding, the groups’ observed level of interest and engagement, and 

the level of significance that a concept bares for the particular cohort.   

 

The activities within this manual are designed to consolidate students’ understanding of core 

concepts, and provide genuine opportunities for students to practice newly learnt social skills in 
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groups.  While the activities should not be omitted, the time allocated to group activities can be 

altered (expanded or reduced) depending on the facilitator’s judgement and potential time 

constraints.   

Note: The group activities will need to be adapted when this program is presented to an 

individual during individual counselling sessions.   

This manual is intentionally written with only a few examples of student conflict within 

various chapters so that facilitators have the freedom to construct examples that are most relevant 

to the cohort, and reflect the students’ individual needs and issues.  Throughout the program, the 

facilitator is encouraged to describe or demonstrate examples of student conflict to help students to 

link the program concepts to real life situations.  It can be helpful to start a mental log of conflict 

situations that you have observed to help you to construct engaging, realistic examples that are 

most relevant to the students in your school.  

 

Each session in the manual is important.  The sessions are ordered sequentially towards 

building a child’s foundation social skills, concepts and independent management of conflict 

situations.  We do not recommend omitting any of the sessions, however a number of sessions can 

be presented together in the same 50-minute teaching block.  This can shrink the program down 

from a 13-week program to a 9-week program if required.   

 

Table 1 outlines the sessions that can be condensed and delivered in combination. It is highly 

recommended that facilitators first run the program in its intended form over 13 weeks in order to 

make informed decisions about session combinations.   

 

1 

 

Combine Session 1 (Introduction and Ownership) and Session 2 (Whole Body Listening)  
 
OR 
Combine Session 2 (Whole Body Listening) and Session 3 (Whole Body Listening II) 

2 

3 Combine Session 9 (I Notice my Feelings) and Session 10 (I Care for Others) 

4 Combine Session 12 (Milk Shake Dramas) and Session 13 (Milk Shake Drama’s) and deliver within 
a 90 minute block.  

Table 1. Session Combination Options 
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Please Note: Session 5 (Emotions) and Session 6 (Making and Keeping Friends and The Onion of 

Friendship) are both content rich sessions.  At times, it can be useful to work through these sessions 

over two sessions each.  This might be an important adaptation for younger groups, but will extend 

the program duration. 

 

 

 

“How Should I Respond to Friendship Drama and Peer Conflict in my Classroom?” 

 

There are three common styles of intervention 

Style 1: I’ll fix it for you. 

Style 2: I’ll tell you how to fix it. 

Style 3: I’ll help you to figure it out for yourself.   

 

Which style do you most often use? 

Don’t say it out aloud, you might change your mind after reading this.  

 

Style 1 and 2 are often used by teachers, parents, friends and people in leadership positions 

(so, most people).  These styles are time efficient, help to restore the peace, they help people to feel 

heard and helped, but they are short-term fixes only.  They can create dependent relationships, they 

don’t teach individuals how to resolve their own issues, and as such, they disempower and do not 

help to foster resilience.  Also, these approaches inevitably leave the helper feeling annoyed and 

frustrated because it’s just a matter of time before it happens all over again.  

Style 3 considers real life situations as teaching opportunities, and these are perfect moments 

to teach via inquiry.  Rather than giving students answers to their social problems, focus on asking 

facilitating questions.   For example; 

‘What happened?’ 

‘What have you tried in the past and how did that work out?’ 

‘What are your options?’  

‘What else could you try?’  

What could you do so that you are operating within the Strength Triangle?’ 

‘What are the possible consequences for each of those options?’ 

‘Based on the ideas that you’ve come up with, what are you going to try 

next?’ 
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This facilitator model empowers students; learning how to sequence events, articulate a 

problem, evaluate options, and make informed decisions for themselves.  Essentially, this facilitating 

approach teaches children how to work through problems.  

 

Finally, this approach can help to foster resilience with the idea that ‘no matter what, THERE 

ARE ALWAYS OPTIONS’.  Clinical studies confirm that individuals who operate from this framework 

have heightened levels of resilience against mental health issues such as depression.   

 

 In Summary:  

 1. Ask students to describe what happened. 

 2. Help students to brainstorm possible options because 

              ‘no matter what happens, there are always options’.  

 3. Help students to consider the consequences to those options. 

 4. Ask students what they have decided to try next.  

 

 

NOTE: The approach outlined above is consistent with the problem solving approach that is 

explicitly taught to the students during the ‘I Notice my Feelings’ and ‘I am Caring’ sessions of The 

Friendship Saver. 

 

Keeping Everyone Safe 

Preventing Public Disclosures  

The thoughtful modelling of respect, care, support and encouragement of others as provided 

by Facilitators can create a safe environment that encourages students to share their ideas, 

thoughts, experiences and step outside of their comfort zone and try new things.  Feeling safe and 

supported can also lead a student to disclose information that they wouldn’t usually share.  We 

need to be mindful of this, and the need to protect that student from inappropriate disclosure, as 

well as protecting the innocence of others.  

 

Protective Interrupting: If a student begins to disclose information that may harm themselves 

or others, facilitators must interrupt the student. For example, ‘What you have to say is very 

important and I'm glad you have chosen to talk about it.  At the moment we’re talking about …., but 

I will listen to you, maybe at recess. Can you wait until then?’ 

 



 315 

At the earliest appropriate moment, speak with the child to hear their story, and consult with 

a senior leading teacher, welfare or guidance officer for support and advice.  If you are not 

comfortable speaking with the child, seek advice first.  

 

‘What you have to say is very important and I'm glad you have chosen to talk about it.  At the 

moment we’re talking about …., but I will listen to you, maybe at recess. Can you wait until then?’ 

 

Ribbon and Flip Books 

This is an optional activity 

If you would like your students to have something to physically remind them of  

The Friendship Saver concepts, A4 student poster packs can be purchased from  

The Social Learning Studio, or program website (www.friendshipsaverprogram.com) or, at no cost to 

parents or schools, consider creating Ribbon and Flip books. 

 

At the beginning of the program, each student can receive a copy of the Ribbon and Flip 

construction sheets.  You may wish to use the templates provided on the Digital Resource CD.  

Younger age groups could receive A3 copies so that they have larger squares to draw within.   

 

Throughout the program, students can design mini posters in the squares provided by the 

Ribbon and Flip construction sheets, reflecting the new concepts learnt.  A blank square indicates an 

opportunity to draw the new concept, or copy key words as directed by the Facilitator.  At other 

times, the students are only required to add colour or a border to an already printed sentence or 

concept.  The program manual will indicate how often the Ribbon and Flip construction sheets 

should be completed.  Facilitators are asked to use their judgement to help students to determine 

what to include in each blank square provided.   

 

You may wish to provide students with time to work on their Ribbon and Flip construction 

sheets at the end of a session.  Alternatively, you might provide students with a chance to work on 

their Ribbon and Flip later in the week.   

 

At the completion of the program, teachers can collect and laminate their students’ 

completed Ribbon and Flip construction sheets, returning them to students to then cut, hole-punch 

at the top left-hand corner, and hold it all together with ribbon tied into a bow.  For younger groups, 

teachers may need to assemble the booklets on the students’ behalf.  At the completion of the 
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program, each student will end up with their own unique Friendship Saver Ribbon and Flip book.  It’s 

unique, and a handy pocket size for quick reference.  
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This Ribbon and Flip Construction Sheet 1 Belongs to ……………………………… 

 

The Friendship Saver  

Ribbon and Flip Book 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Whole Body Listening 

 

Working in Groups Mini Tip Sheet 

1. Different opinions make interesting 

conversations.  

2. Opinions need to be heard.  

3. Agree to take turns to talk.  

4. Compromise.  

5. Consider voting to make decisions.  

6. A leader ensures everyone is heard and valued. 

7. No put downs to yourself or others. 

8. Treat everyone with respect. 

 

 

 

 

 

Be a caring friend by making good guesses 

about how someone might be feeling.  Make good 

guesses by noticing facial expressions, body 

language, or notice the situation and try to put 

yourself in their shoes. 

 

The best way to make and keep true friends 

is to be a true friend!   

 

 

That means, reduce your stinky sock 

qualities, work on your true friend qualities and 

avoid friendship that is only about fear, fame or 

fortune! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Three Friendship Styles 

They are all options, but they each have their 

challenges. 
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This Ribbon and Flip Construction Sheet 2 Belongs to ……………………………….. 

 

The Drama Triangle  

 

The Strength Triangle: I Notice My Feelings  

 

 

 

 

 

If you don’t feel good about something,  

it’s time to problem solve! 

 

The Strength Triangle: I Am Assertive 

 

  The Strength Triangle: I Am Caring 

 

Problem Solving in 5 Steps 

 

 

 

 

No Matter What Happens, I know that there are 

always options! 
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Session 1: Program Introduction and Ownership 
 

Purpose:  

• Introduce students to the program and set the tone for respect, care, support and 

encouragement. 

• Develop the students’ sense of ownership and enthusiasm for the program. 

• Help students realise that many of their peers have experienced the same friendship 

dramas that they have confronted, and have faced the same feelings and challenges.  

 

Materials Needed:  

• White board and white board markers 

• “Session One - Student Ideas List” from the Digital Resource CD 

• Ribbon and Flip Construction Sheet 1 (OPTIONAL) (Cr**) 

 

Procedure:  

Class teachers should bring all students together, sitting on the floor waiting for the Primary 

Facilitator to arrive.  The class teacher can begin to tell the students that “Each week, for the 

next…weeks, at this time, we will be doing something totally different.  We are going to be learning 

about friendship and ways to help make your friendships stronger, and [Insert Primary Facilitators 

name] is going to help us.”  

 

When the Primary Facilitator arrives, they should arrive with enthusiasm, greet the group and 

introduce the group to the program.  Here is a sample of the script that has been used by school 

counsellors within this role. “For those of you who don’t know me, my name is ……. I have a pretty 

special job in the school. I don’t teach reading or writing or spelling. My job is to help students with 

emotions (or feelings), and I help people to solve problems. For example, if you are feeling very sad 

because your dog is sick at the vet, we could chat about it.  Or, if you are having lots of arguments 

with your friends, I could teach you some strategies so that your group can disagree less.  Just out of 

curiosity, hands up if you and your friends have arguments often? I also teach kids how to make 

friends and how to deal with bullying.” 

“There are many things I can help you with, and over the next …… weeks I’m going to teach 

you ‘The Friendship Saver’.  The Friendship Saver can help people with friendship and conflicts.  There 

are many things I can teach you within this program, but I want to make sure that I am teaching you 

things that you really want to know.” 
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“Let’s see if we can write up a huge list of things that you would want me to teach you as a 

group. Can you think of any ideas/questions or topics that you would like to know more about when 

it comes to friendship or conflict/problems with others?” 

 

Student Ideas List 

Write the students’ contributions on the white board.  The Secondary Facilitator can record 

the responses on the ‘Session One - Student Ideas List’ as a record and sample of the social issues 

that are most significant for the cohort at that point in time.  

 

This activity is the first time that students will experience the program with the Primary 

Facilitator, and this is an important moment for establishing an environment that encourages 

students to raise their hand and feel comfortable to have a go, and share an idea.  As such, the 

facilitators’ reactions and responses to this task will set the stage.  While students offer ideas, the 

Primary Facilitator is encouraged to use language that helps the students to feel comfortable, and 

also recognise that they have similar experiences and concerns to their peers.   

For example, if a student suggests an idea that is already on the board, the facilitator might 

say;  

- “Thanks for sharing your idea, that’s brilliant.  In fact, I think your idea has similarities to this 

  suggestion here.”   

- “It’s always interesting to discover that other people have experienced the same challenges.”   

- “I think we should definitely talk about this issue more, thank you.” 

This type of acknowledging response is going to be far more helpful than simply saying,  

“We already have that idea on the board, do you have any new ideas?”  This session will also 

help students towards their understanding of how to communicate (speak/share/listen and 

respond) in group discussions.  Other helpful responses to encourage students to share their ideas 

include: “That’s perfect, I can definitely cover that question”, “Thank you for sharing that idea, I love 

your thinking”, “Oh, that’s tricky, we can definitely give that a go”, “Awesome question”, etc.  During 

this discussion, you could also add in a little subliminal messaging, “Oh, this is going to be a great 

program, we’re going to have some fun together with this list.”   

 

Student Vote 

Once a list is constructed, and students have felt heard and appreciated for their contribution, ask 

the students to vote.  Generally, teaching children about the concept of a group vote, the fairness 

and importance of accepting a group vote, and how to set up and execute a group vote are all 

valuable social lessons to experience.  These lessons don't need to be teased out explicitly, but can 
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be learnt through the Facilitators’ modelling and the students’ experience of participating in voting 

processes.  

 

Ask students to vote on the ideas/questions and topics that they would most like to learn about, to 

help you to shape The Friendship Saver.  Read each idea/question/request to the group and ask the 

students to raise their hands if they have heard something that they would like to learn more about 

(this could include strategies, tricks, ideas to help).  In this instance, they can vote as many times as 

they like. If you sense that the cohort are uncomfortable with one another at this early stage, you 

might consider a blind vote (i.e. ‘drop your head and cover your eyes with one hand and raise your 

other hand to vote’).  When the students open their eyes, circle the ideas/questions that received 

multiple votes.  If some of the students look anxious or worried that their ideas might not gain votes, 

avoid reporting the exact number of votes recorded for each question, and note that those students 

will need to face opportunities in the coming weeks to build their resilience and confidence.   

 

Hopefully lots of comments will gain lots of votes, demonstrating to all that many of the 

students are experiencing similar issues, and want to learn similar things.  If this is the case, point 

this out to the students.   

 

End Message 

At the end of the session, inform the students that their ideas will help to shape the program 

that will be presented in the coming weeks, and indeed it will!  Use the information gained from 

today’s session to inform your understanding of the key issues as described and understood by the 

group.  Furthermore, use this knowledge to determine the core concepts that will require particular 

emphasis over the coming weeks. 
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Session One – Students’ Ideas List 

 Idea/Question Description No. of Votes 
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Facilitator Feedback 

Please complete as accurately as possible and independent from other Facilitators.  

Your Initials: __________ Grade: ____ 

Session No. ________       Today’s Date:  _____________ 

A.Please indicate the degree to which today’s session was delivered as described in the 

manual. 

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

 different                 different                                                                  described              described 

B.Please indicate the degree to which the scripts were presented as stated in the 

manual.  

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

different                 different                                                                  described              described 

C.How long was today’s session?  ___ minutes  

D.Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of engagement.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  

E. Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of understanding for the 

concepts explored this week.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  

 



 324 

Session Notes 
____________________________________________ 
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Session 2: Whole Body Listening 

Purpose:  

• Establish a simple behaviour management technique that can be initiated with the key 

words ‘Whole Body Listening’. 

• Teach students how to listen to maximise learning.  

• Establish foundation skills required to identify and encode facial expressions and body 

language. 

• Teach students how to listen so that others can ‘see’ that they are listening.  This is a 

fundamental social skill that improves relationships. 

 

Materials Needed:  

• White board and white board markers 

• Poster paper and coloured markers for each group 

• Ribbon and Flip Construction Sheet 1 (1 per student) (OPTIONAL) (Cr**) 

• Whole Body Listening Poster (displayed at the completion of the session and not prior)   

 

Procedure:  

Review and Reflect “Last week we wrote up a list of all the things we wanted to focus on.  

Today, I’m going to teach you something that’s related to most of the things on that list.  It can 

instantly improve your relationships and friendships with others.  It’s called Whole Body Listening.” 

 

Draw an outline of a person (a body-map) and ask the class “How do you listen?”  Draw the 

body part that a student has suggested onto the body map.  It’s very likely that the first comment 

offered will be “Ears!” To that you can reply, “That’s right, you listen with your ears.  But how do you 

listen with your ears?” After some thought, someone might say something about the sound waves 

travelling through your ears.  Write their comment on the board, near the ear that was drawn.  

“Great start, but there are more.  You actually listen with your whole body”.  

Ask students to form groups.  Each group will draw a body-map and figure out the answers to 

the question “How do you listen?” The sample dialogue below may be useful if the small groups are 

supported by a facilitator.  

  

Sample Group Work Dialogue  

Facilitator (F): ‘How do you listen?’ 

Student (S): ‘You listen with your mouth’ 
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Facilitator invites the student to draw a mouth on the body-map   

(F): ‘How do you listen with your mouth?’ 

(S): ‘By not talking when the other person is talking’ (student writes response on the body-

map) 

(F): ‘How else do you listen?’ 

(S): ‘You listen with your eyes’ (student is invited to draw eyes on the body-map) 

(F): ‘How do you listen with your eyes?’ ….. 

 

After 15 minutes, re-group, display the posters in a row and discuss.  Note that all of the 

posters look similar.  Reinforce the easy way to remember all of the body parts involved in Whole 

Body Listening.  That is, that you can start from your head and move down to your feet.  This is a 

top- down approach. 

 

Primary Facilitator: Using your hands as a visual aid and consistent language, explain that:  

You listen with your brain to think about what a person is saying. 

You listen with your ears to hear what the person is saying. 

You listen with your eyes so that you can see how the person is speaking. 

You listen with your mouth by not talking when someone else is talking.  

You listen with your head and shoulders by pointing them towards the 

person that is speaking. 

You listen with your heart by noticing how the person might be feeling. 

You listen with your arms and hands by keeping them still.  

You listen with your legs and feet by keeping them still. 

THAT IS WHOLE BODY LISTENING! 

 

Ask to see Whole Body Listening.  Comment on how it actually looks different.  You can 

actually tell when people are Whole Body Listening.  

 

“Why do you think it is important to Whole Body Listen in friendship?” Discuss. 

 

“Whole Body Listening is so important and powerful that it’s actually the easiest way in the 

world to improve your friendships, relationships and it boosts your learning power too.”  
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“Boost learning power? Science has proven that the ears and eyes are designed to work 

together.   If you Whole Body Listen during lessons, your brain will have the best chance of taking in 

and remembering new information.  Try it for yourself and see.”   

 

End Message 

“During the week, try Whole Body Listening when you are with your friends, when you’re 

talking to teachers and to family.  For example, when mum is talking to you about something like 

chores, or anything really, Whole Body Listen and see how it goes. Don’t tell people you’re doing it.  

Just try it for a while and see what happens.  Next week we can talk about your experience.” 

 

Throughout the course of the program (and ideally across every day and every lesson) use the 

cue words ‘Whole Body Listening’ to encourage this pro-social behaviour. Display the Whole Body 

Listening Poster in the classroom.  

  

Optional: Consider teaching the students how to play ‘The Crazy Nose Game’ as described 

within the ‘Resilience Building Group Games’ section of this manual.  

 

Optional: 

Students can take out their Ribbon and Flip Construction Sheet 1 and draw a mini poster for 

the Whole Body Listening Flip.   

 

* Whole Body Listening has been extended from the model presented by Winner (2003).  
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Facilitator Feedback 

Please complete as accurately as possible and independent from other Facilitators.  

Your Initials: __________ Grade: ____ 

Session No. ________       Today’s Date:  _____________ 

A.Please indicate the degree to which today’s session was delivered as described in the 

manual. 

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

 different                 different                                                                  described              described 

B.Please indicate the degree to which the scripts were presented as stated in the 

manual.  

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

different                 different                                                                  described              described 

C.How long was today’s session?  ___ minutes  

D.Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of engagement.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  

E. Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of understanding for the 

concepts explored this week.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  
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Session Notes 
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Session 3: Whole Body Listening II 

Purpose:  

• Consolidate ‘Whole Body Listening’ through practice, modelling and reinforcement. 

• Explore and understand the importance of Whole Body Listening.  

• Realise that our behaviour can impact others and be interpreted by others in different ways.  

• Begin to make appropriate inferences about what others might be thinking and feeling.  

 

Materials Needed:  

• Who’s Not Listening with What? Card Pack 

• Detective Record Sheet (one for each student) (See Digital Resource CD) 

• All students will need a pencil and something to lean on 

• Four chairs positioned in a semi-circle at the front of the room, facing the class and a clear 

space in front of the chairs for another student to sit on the floor, facing the chairs (that 

student’s back will be facing the rest of the class)  

 

Procedure:  

Review and Reflect While students are sitting on the floor in front of you, point out the 

students that are whole body listening.  For example, “Sarah, that’s beautiful Whole Body Listening” 

etc.  If needed add “That means that your eyes are looking at me.  Your head and shoulders are 

pointing at me…” Note: Always use the top down approach. 

 

You might even challenge the group.  “Does anyone think they can remember all the parts of 

Whole Body Listening, from the top down, without looking at the poster?” 

 

“Last week I asked you to try Whole Body Listening with your teachers, family and friends.  Did 

anyone discover anything interesting by doing that?” Discuss.  

“Now it’s time for some drama with a game called ‘Who’s Not Listening With What?” 

 

Who’s Not Listening With What? 

 

Arrange four chairs at the front of the room, in a semi-circle, facing the class.  These chairs 

are for four ‘listeners’.  Now clear a space in front of those chairs for a ‘speaker’ (the speaker can sit 

on the floor facing the four listeners). 
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Ask for volunteers, selecting five excellent Whole Body Listeners to join you.   The ‘speaker’ 

will receive a cue card telling them what to talk about.  The ‘listeners’ will receive a cue card telling 

them what not to listen with.  For example, ‘listen with everything except your mouth’.  That 

student would need to look at the speaker, point their head and shoulders towards the speaker, 

keep their hands and feet still, but talk while the ‘speaker’ is also talking.  The audience are the 

detectives.  They need to observe the body language and faces of each ‘Listening’ actor and record 

who they think is ‘not doing what!’  

 

When handing out cue cards, be strategic.  Start with simple cue cards and introduce the 

difficult cue cards if the students request (or seem capable of) a harder challenge.  Difficult cards 

that are near impossible to correctly guess include ‘listen with everything except your heart’ and 

‘listen with everything except your ears’.  These cue cards are open to the actors’ interpretation.  

There are no right or wrong interpretations, only interesting discussions.  

 

Say ‘ACTION’ to begin the drama.  At the end of each performance, say ‘FREEZE’.  Each 

performance should run long enough so that the audience can record who’s not doing what.  Now 

ask the audience “Who was not doing what?” and discuss. You may also consider asking the actors 

how they felt in each of their roles.  The Listeners might report difficulties concentrating on the 

speaker etc.  The Speaker might report feeling disrespected, annoyed etc.  The detectives might also 

comment on the ease or difficulty guessing who was not doing what, and they might discuss 

strategies that they used to help them figure it out.  This may lead to further discussion about 

particular facial movements and expressions.   

 

This activity provides the audience and the actors with an engaging means of practicing and 

refining their Whole Body Listening skills, and developing their observational and encoding skills (as 

referenced in the S.I.P model).  

 

End Message: Remember, people can see when you are Whole Body Listening, and they can 

see when you are not.  A simple way to help your friendships so that your friends feel heard and 

valued is to Whole Body Listen.  FYI: It’s also an easy way to show your teacher that you’re actually 

tuned in with your eyes and ears, giving yourself the best possible chance of learning and 

remembering.  It will maximise your learning capability without actually working any harder.   
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Detective Record Sheet 

 

 

Name 

 

What are they not listening with? 

 

P 
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Facilitator Feedback 

Please complete as accurately as possible and independent from other Facilitators.  

Your Initials: __________ Grade: ____ 

Session No. ________       Today’s Date:  _____________ 

A.Please indicate the degree to which today’s session was delivered as described in the 

manual. 

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

 different                 different                                                                  described              described 

B.Please indicate the degree to which the scripts were presented as stated in the 

manual.  

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

different                 different                                                                  described              described 

C.How long was today’s session?  ___ minutes  

D.Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of engagement.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  

E. Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of understanding for the 

concepts explored this week.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  
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Session Notes 
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Session 4: Emotions 
 

Purpose:  

• Develop and extend students’ vocabulary of emotions. 

• Recognise that it is useful to try to identify the emotions of others, even if it’s just a guess. 

• Begin to develop empathy.  

 

• Materials Needed:  

• White board and markers 

• Mr Lady Beetle Adventure Cards 

• Poster Paper and Markers for each group 

• Group Work Skills Tip Sheets for each group  

• Emotion Building Cards Pack (OPTIONAL) 

• Ribbon and Flip Construction Sheet 1(OPTIONAL) 

 

Procedure: 

Review and Reflect: Gather the students together.  Point out the students who are Whole 

Body Listening in a positive, pleased tone.  

 

“Today we’re going to learn about emotions.  Every time this session has been presented; it 

starts off with a list of emotions.  The biggest list seen had 120 emotion words.  Let’s see how many 

emotion words we can come up with.” And so, the challenge is set.   

 

Generate a list of emotions, as suggested by the students.  Begin to discuss similarities and 

differences between words and point out words that are behaviours rather than emotions (as they 

arise).   

 

For example:  

Student: “What about stomping?” 

Facilitator: “That’s an action rather than an emotion.  What might the emotions be?” 

 

Once the list has been exhausted you can say, “We usually know how we are feeling, but how 

can we figure out what someone else is feeling?” Discuss. This discussion should bring about a 

response about facial expressions and body language.     
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Ask a student to volunteer to stand in front of the group and demonstrate a sad emotion.  

Commence a whole group discussion about the particular elements of the student’s face or body 

language that contributed to a look of sadness.  Then ask the student volunteer to display a tired 

expression and ask the group to describe what elements of the volunteers’ face have changed and 

how. Be descriptive and detailed to help students to tune into subtleties.  

 

Although this activity seems obvious and simple, it can elicit an important conversation about 

subtleties between similar expressions and similar emotions, and the value of guessing what 

someone might be feeling by trying to read their expressions (face and body).  However, sometimes, 

it can be almost impossible to guess how people are feeling by looking only at their face and body 

language because some people are uncomfortable showing their emotions, or might try to hide their 

true emotions.  In those instances, it is important to notice the situation that someone is in, and try 

to make a good guess about how they might be feeling in that situation.   

 

Ask students “Why do you think it is important to notice or make guesses about people’s 

feelings?”  Discuss.  The next activity will help to expand this notion further. 

 

Please Note: If the cohort struggled to build an expansive vocabulary of emotions; if they 

continually struggled to discriminate between actions and emotions; or if the group struggled to 

read and display facial expressions and corresponding body language, hold off on the activity below 

and revert to the ‘Emotion Building Cards’ activity described in the Resilience Building Group Games 

Chapter.  If the group did manage the first task competently, play the ‘Emotion Building Cards’ 

activity at a later date. 

 

Mr Lady Beetle Adventure Cards 

“I have a set of postcards from a beetle named Mr Lady Beetle.  The postcards show his 

adventures.  He experienced all sorts of challenges and triumphs and felt all sorts of emotions along 

the way.  Unfortunately for us, Mr Lady Beetle isn’t very expressive with his facial expressions or body 

language so we need to look at the situation to try and figure out how he may have been feeling at 

the time.”  

 

Show the class the postcard of Mr Lady Beetle at the top of a vine. “The first thing we need to do 

when we are trying to make guesses about someone’s emotions is to notice what’s happened to 

them, or what is happening around them.  So, what do you think has happened here, can someone 
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describe the situation?”  Hopefully one of the students will notice that it looks as though Mr Lady 

Beetle has climbed all the way to the top of the vine.  With that, explain that it can be useful to put 

yourself in someone else's position, and try to imagine that happening to you, and see if you can 

imagine what emotion you might feel.  “In this example, Mr Lady Beetle has climbed from the 

bottom of the vine, all the way to the top. It’s a pretty big vine and he is a pretty little beetle.  So how 

would you be feeling if that were you?” 

Write the students’ responses on the board.   

 

Please Note: All answers are correct, because they are just guesses.  There are no wrong 

answers, just inferences.  

 

Break the class into small groups and provide each group with one or two postcards, a group 

work skills tip sheet, poster paper and coloured markers. Ask the students to examine and discuss 

their Lady Beetle postcard, and write down all of their emotion guesses in large, interesting font 

across the poster.  Once completed, display the students’ posters around the room.   

 

Approximately fifteen minutes before the end of the lesson, ask the groups to come together 

and share their guesses about Mr Lady Beetle’s adventures and emotions.  Reinforce the fact that 

“We will never know what he actually felt (because we can’t ask him), it could have been any one of 

the emotions listed in your groups.  Sometimes in real life, we can’t simply ask someone, ‘How are 

you feeling right now?’ so instead we need to look at what is happening to them, and around them, 

and try to make a good guess.  You can use your emotion guess to think about ways that you can 

then help your friend, and that helps you to be caring.”  Students might need this point illustrated 

with a relevant example.  

 

“For example, when I was in grade four, I won a painting competition and the prize was that I 

had the opportunity to paint my picture on one of the school walls.  The teacher asked me to choose 

one person to help.  I chose a student named Casey, because Casey was a really good painter, and 

had won second place.  Later, when I sat down next to my friend, I expected to be congratulated.  

Instead my friend was unusually quiet!  A whole week later, my friend finally told me that they were 

feeling hurt that I didn’t choose them to help paint my picture on the school wall.  If I had thought 

about how they may have felt, I might have talked to my friend about my decision sooner, and that 

might have saved our friendship that week.”   
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End Message: 

“As a final message to take away from the session, remember that it’s actually really hard to 

know exactly how someone else is feeling because they don’t always tell us, and they don’t always 

show us, but it’s useful to try to guess.  Trying to guess how people are feeling can help you to be 

caring of others.  Also, if you do actually want someone to realise exactly how you have been 

feeling…tell them!  So, I could have thought about my friend’s feelings, and also my friend could have 

told me how they were feeling sooner.  Both of these decisions would have helped us. I wonder if that 

might help you and your friends too! See you all next week.”  

 

Further uses of the Mr Lady Beetle Adventure Cards: 

There are lots of uses for these cards.   

- You might distribute the cards, and ask the students to write a journal for Mr Lady Beetle.   

- Ask the students to imagine that they are Mr Lady Beetle and write a postcard to a friend  

  about one of the adventures.   

- Display two different cards and ask the students to write a story that links the cards. 

- Ask the students to draw new adventures for Mr Lady Beetle and other students can try to   

  guess how Mr Lady Beetle may have felt in those new adventures.  

 

 

A Note about the Emotion Building Card Pack: 

 

The Emotion Building Cards included in The Friendship Saver are designed to help build 

children’s vocabulary of emotions, and can help to teach children how to read the expressions and 

emotions of others.  Importantly the cards do not show any facial expressions and this is intentional.  

The exclusion of facial expressions helps to convey the abstract nature of emotions.  Essentially, we 

all display emotions slightly differently and the Emotion Building Cards game described in the 

Resilience Building Group Games chapter can help to demonstrate that fact.  Refer to the chapter 

for more information.   

 

Optional: 

Students can take out their Ribbon and Flip Construction Sheet 1 and draw a mini Mr Lady 

Beetle scene to correspond the printed text ‘Be a caring friend by making good guesses about how 

someone might be feeling.  Make good guesses by noticing facial expressions, body language, or 

notice the situation’. 
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Facilitator Feedback 

Please complete as accurately as possible and independent from other Facilitators.  

Your Initials: __________ Grade: ____ 

Session No. ________       Today’s Date:  _____________ 

A.Please indicate the degree to which today’s session was delivered as described in the 

manual. 

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

 different                 different                                                                  described              described 

B.Please indicate the degree to which the scripts were presented as stated in the 

manual.  

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

different                 different                                                                  described              described 

C.How long was today’s session?  ___ minutes  

D.Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of engagement.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  

E. Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of understanding for the 

concepts explored this week.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  
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Session 5: Making and Keeping Friends and The Onion of Friendship 

 

Please note: you may wish to split this session into two sessions.  

Purpose:  

• Conceptualise a ‘true’ friend. 

• Reflect on one’s own friendship qualities, habits and behaviours (positive and negative). 

• Think about the way our behaviours affect others. 

• Empower students and encourage self-reflection and personal development.  

• Understand the boundaries we can establish with others; including close friends, 

friends and acquaintances.   

 

Materials Needed:  

• A4 paper (one for each student) 

• Pencils and something for each student to lean on 

• Large garbage bag in black or green (not clear)  

• White board and white board markers  

• Ribbon and Flip Construction Sheet 1 (OPTIONAL)  

Important Note: Divide the White Board into two vertical parts  

(Part 1 is for ‘Making and Keeping Friends’ and Part 2 is for ‘The Onion of Friendship’). Don’t 

clear anything off the board until the very end.  

 

Procedure:  

Review and Reflect: Look out for Whole Body Listening to help focus the group.  

 

“Today we’re going to learn about making and keeping friends.  The best way to make and keep true 

friends….well it’s a bit of a secret strategy actually…you need to be a true friend! 

I am going to show you how to be a true friend.  It’s actually quite powerful.”     

 

Walk over to one side of the board and draw up two columns. 

 

 “Most friendship qualities can be divided into two groups; ‘True Friend Qualities’ and ‘Stinky 

Sock Habits and Behaviours’.  Let’s be honest, no one is perfect, everyone has some ‘Stinky Sock 

Habits’.  Before we get stuck into the columns, let’s do something a little different.”  
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Encouraging Self Reflection 

“This is a really interesting activity, but this part of the activity is private. You will need to find 

a space somewhere in the room to do some private writing.  You will also need something to write 

with, and something to lean on for this activity. We’re going to come around and give everyone one 

piece of paper.  Fold that paper in half. You can write whatever you want on your own piece of paper 

because no one else is going to see it.  In fact, when we’re done, you can rip it into small pieces and 

throw it into this garbage bag.”  

 

“You’ll have about 6 minutes to write down all of the things that friends might do to upset, 

annoy or anger you.  You don’t need to write names, just describe the things that they do that is not 

so cool.  For example, I might write that ‘it bugs me when friends burp in my face’.  Remember, this is 

individual work so no one should be talking.  You have 6 minutes.  Now find a space somewhere in 

the room to do some private writing, off you go”. .   

 

6 minutes later… 

“Now find a different part of the page to write on. Maybe turn the paper over. This time spend 

6 minutes writing down what ‘YOU’ do that might upset, annoy or anger others.  You’ve got 6 

minutes, off you go..”  

 

Once finished you can say... 

“Time’s up.  So, how did you go with the first task as compared to the second task?”  

 

Most students find that it’s really easy to write about others, but really hard to write about 

themselves.  Doing this activity in this purposeful order can help students to think about themselves 

more honestly.   

 

“You probably have a list of some of your Stinky Sock habits and behaviours.  Great! You might 

like to put those things into your memory to think through later because we’re now going to tear up 

the sheet and throw it into the garbage.” 

 

True Friend Qualities and Stinky Sock Habits and Behaviours 

Build two lists with the group; one of True Friend Qualities, and another of Stinky Sock Habits 

and behaviours.  Everyone has them, some are helpful, some actually push people away.  
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“Let’s come back together to the board and figure out a formula for making and keeping true 

friends. Think of an ideal friend. What would they be like? Also, what sort of Stinky Sock Habits and 

Behaviours can you think of?  Let’s get two lists up on the board.”    

 

While working through this activity, someone might mention ‘popular’ for the True Friend 

side of the board.  Or better still, they might ask “Why are some people popular, even though they 

are mean?’  To that fickle question you could enter a conversation about the reasons for popularity.   

 

Popularity Conundrum, Example Script: 

“Some people are popular because they have lots of true friend qualities so naturally, people 

want to be their friends.  That’s cool.  But some people are popular because of Fear, Fame or 

Fortune.”  (Write ‘Fear’, ‘Fame’ and ‘Fortune’ on a small section of the board).    

While pointing to each word you can say:  

- “If I’m their friend, they won’t tease me” (Fear) 

- “If I’m their friend, I can be popular too” (Fame) 

- “If I’m their friend, I can use their cool stuff/be invited to their cool parties/get free food 

from the canteen because their mum works there, etc.” (Fortune) 

 

“If you are ever someone’s friend for fear, fame or fortune, you’re not their friend because 

you’re wanting a true friendship which means it probably won’t feel like a true friendship either.  It 

can be tempting to be someone’s friend because of fear, fame or fortune, but just know, if they are 

your reasons, the friendship will almost always be a flop so it’s the type of friendship you should 

consider avoiding.”   

 

Please Note: Sometimes, the term ‘stinky sock in disguise’ can also be useful to describe 

people who seem nice enough on the surface, but are actually quite mean and nasty.  Their qualities 

should be included in the stinky sock side of the board.   

 

Once both columns have been exhausted, take a step back and look at the board, and suggest 

that the group have just devised two very powerful formulas.   

“If you wanted to be a stinky sock friend you would just need to…..”(Read the stinky sock list 

aloud). 

“If you wanted to be a true friend here’s your formula.  To be a true friend you need to …..” 

(Read the true friend qualities aloud). 

 



 343 

“In reality, no one is perfect.  Everyone is going to have some true friend qualities, and some 

stinky sock habits and behaviours.  The trick is to know your true friend qualities, try to boost those 

and try to manage and reduce your stinky sock habits and behaviours.  It’s something we can always 

be working on.” 

 

“The hard question is, even though no one’s perfect, should we only be friends with people 

who have more true friend qualities than stinky sock habits and behaviours?  Should we make stinky 

sock’s our enemies? Of course not.  The Onion of Friendship can help us understand this one!”  

 

Please Note: You might end the current session at this point and explore the Onion of 

Friendship activity at the beginning of the next session. It really depends on your time constraints 

and your assessment of the students’ ability to continue on with or without a break.  

 

The Onion of Friendship 

Disclaimer: An imaginative 10-year old girl came up with this name during a counselling 

session.  She got a kick out of it but it might not be quite right for all.  Feel free to call it the ‘Layers 

of Friendship’, ‘Circles of Friends’, or any name that takes your fancy.   

 

Some students wrongly believe that people can only be your friend or your enemy, there is 

no in-between.  This misconception can create all sorts of friendship dramas.  

 

Broaden students’ concept of friendship by introducing them to ‘The Onion of Friendship’.  

The Onion of Friendship teaches students that there are layers of friends/people in your life.  

There are family, good friends (or best friends), friends, acquaintances and strangers/enemies.   

 

Please Note: Only include the word ‘enemies’, if ‘enemies’ or ‘frienemies’ are already a 

concern for this cohort.  

 

Draw the onion on the board and label each part as demonstrated in this manual.  Ask 

students to consider what the differences might be between each layer.  Write their responses 

within the Onion. The meaning of the term ‘Acquaintances’ might require some discussion.  

 

One important advantage of this model is that (rather than simply relying on the ‘Friend or 

Enemy only’ idea), good friends that grow apart can become acquaintances, and that’s much easier, 

nicer, kinder and less stressful than keeping enemies.  
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The Onion of Friendship  

 

 

The Onion of Friendship concept can help children to learn about boundaries.  The table 

below describes some of the differences between each layer that might be helpful to draw out 

during the group discussion.  
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The Onion of Friendship Described 

(Sample only) 

 

Level of Friend 

 

Level of Interaction / Examples 

Close Friend - Say hi 
- Chat a lot 
- Trust each other / share secrets 
- Hang out a lot 
- Go to each other’s house 
- Have deep and personal conversations 
- Rely on each other/help each other out 
- Get along really well 
- Invite them to parties and get them involved in the organising 
- Sit in the same group 
- Go out of your way to find them 
- Text, FaceTime or email often 
- If you saw them at the shops, you would decide to shop together for a while. 

Friend - Say hi 
- Chat sometimes 
- Hang out sometimes 
- Get along pretty well 
- Invite them to big parties (maybe not really small ones) 
- Might sit in the same group 
- If you saw them at the shops, you would stop to chit chat 

Acquaintance - Say hi 
- Might have a chat 
- They might be friends with people who you are friends with 
- Could be at the same parties 
- Might sit in the same group 
- If you saw them at the shops, you might just smile and say hi. 
- Know their name 

 

Stranger - Don’t talk to them 
- Don’t interact with them 
- Don’t know their name 

 

It is important that the group is clearly told that it is not appropriate to ask people who is in 

their personal Onion of Friendship, or where you might be in someone’s onion.  “Your onion is your 

own, it’s personal.  You don’t need to share it with anyone, so don’t ask.”   
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Facilitator Feedback 

Please complete as accurately as possible and independent from other Facilitators.  

Your Initials: __________ Grade: ____ 

Session No. ________       Today’s Date:  _____________ 

A.Please indicate the degree to which today’s session was delivered as described in the 

manual. 

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

 different                 different                                                                  described              described 

B.Please indicate the degree to which the scripts were presented as stated in the 

manual.  

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

different                 different                                                                  described              described 

C.How long was today’s session?  ___ minutes  

D.Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of engagement.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  

E. Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of understanding for the 

concepts explored this week.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  
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Session Notes 
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Session 6: Friendship Styles 
 

Purpose:  

• Develop a language for talking about friendships and conflict. 

• Develop an understanding of friendship group dynamics. 

 

Materials Needed:  

• Play dough (3 different colours - 1 green and 2 other colours) 

• Green cardboard for the leaf template, and 1 additional piece of coloured cardboard for 

the Tribal Group Template (See Digital Resource CD, ‘Friendship Styles Template’) (Cr**) 

• Whiteboard and whiteboard markers 

• Ribbon and Flip Construction Sheet 1 (OPTIONAL) 

 

      Create group work packs for today’s group work activity.  Each pack should include:  

• Group Work Skills Tip Sheet 

• Coloured Markers 

• All three Friendship Styles Advantages and Disadvantages worksheets  

      (See Digital Resource CD, ‘Friendship Styles Activity’ (Cr**) 

• 1 ball of coloured play dough (OPTIONAL) 

 

Procedure: 

Review and Reflect: “Today, a lot of the friendship problems that you mentioned in our first 

week will begin to make sense as we unravel the friendship styles!” 

 

Standing at the front of the room, take the green play dough out of its container and mould 

the play dough as you talk to the students.  

 

“There are three different friendship styles.  One style is a type of friend that mainly likes to 

have only one other best friend.  They like to share all of their secrets with that one other person, 

they like to play with that one other person all the time, and they don’t really like being separated.  

This friendship style is called the Peas in a Pod Style”.   

 

As you say “Peas in a Pod”, plonk the two peas onto the green leaf and hold it up to the 

students to show the two peas in the pod. “This may be you, or you may know other people who like 

this style.” 
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Take a different coloured clump of play dough and form several small balls, placing them 

together on a piece of coloured card and say; “The second style is the Tribal Friendship Style.  People 

who like this style tend to play together in a big group.  They might sit and chat in a big group, play 

large group games, and hang out altogether.”   

 

Take the last coloured clump of play dough and mould into a ball; “The other style is the friend 

who doesn’t necessarily like to play with anyone in particular.  Sometimes they might play by 

themselves, sometimes they might play in a big group, and sometimes they might play with two peas 

in a pod.”  Bounce the ball of play dough from place to place while describing this. “This is the 

Bouncy Ball Friendship Style.” 

 

“Put your hand up if you know people in each of these styles.  Some people like one style in 

particular, some people have different styles on different days, or will use one style one year, and a 

different style the next year.  None of these styles are better than the other, they’re all different, and 

in fact they all have their problems.” 

 

Use the play dough to demonstrate the issues that are commonly experienced within each 

friendship style.  Here are some examples;     

 

“The tribal friends have big games and big fun, but that can lead to big fights.  

The two peas in a pod like their cosy friendship, but if one of the peas invites someone else to 

play with them (like a bouncy ball), the other pea might not be as happy, and this can cause fights. 

Sometimes one of the friends is a little more pea in the pod style than the other friend - leading to 

their problem.  

The bouncy ball may have fewer fights because they move around and spend time with lots of 

different friends at different times, but sometimes, groups might not let them join in, and that can be 

a problem. These are just some of the issues that can occur in each of these friendship styles.”  

 

 

Please Note: The following notions are important to consistently reinforce;   

(1) None of the styles are better or worse than the other. 

(2) Friendship styles are not fixed in the way that star signs are fixed.  People have a choice and 

they can change styles if they want to try something different.   



 350 

 

“So, you see there are three different friendship styles and they each have different types of 

friendships problems.”   

  

Group Task:  

“I’d like people to get into groups and collect a group pack.  The pack includes a group skills tip sheet, 

play dough to experiment with, markers and three worksheets.  You need to work together to talk 

about the friendship styles and record the advantages and disadvantages of each friendship style, on 

each sheet.” 

 

Please Note: Groups work independently; Facilitators assist minimally and direct students to 

the group work skills tip sheet if they encounter issues.  

 

At the conclusion of the session all students come together on the floor to discuss the ideas 

that they generated in their groups. Work through one friendship style at a time, asking students to 

describe the advantages and disadvantages that they discussed.  Encourage students to provide 

examples only if they can be sensitive and respectful of others.  That means, don’t talk about a 

friendship situation or students from the class.   Use stories from outside of school, with 

unidentifiable false names only.  

 

 

End Message 

“Over the next week, think about the friendship styles you’ve tried.  The best thing to know is 

that friendship styles are not like star signs, you’re not locked into a style.  You might have a 

different preference at different times of your life, different times of the year, or different days of the 

week.  The great thing is, now that you know about the different styles, you might like to try them.  

Also, by looking at the friendship styles, we’ve learnt a bit about why some conflicts happen. Next 

week we’ll look at the Drama Triangle and that will explain why friendship dramas happen to you!  

This can be life changing! See you then.”  
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Two Peas in a Pod  

(Leaf) Template 

 

Copy onto green cardboard and cut out leaf shape.  
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Tribal Group Template 

 

Copy onto coloured cardboard and cut to shape.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 353 

Friendship Styles Advantages and Disadvantages Worksheet 

What are the Advantages of the Bouncy Ball Style? 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What are the Disadvantages of the Bouncy Ball Style? 
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Friendship Styles Advantages and Disadvantages Worksheet 

What are the Advantages of the Tribal Style? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What are the Disadvantages of the Tribal Style? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 355 

Friendship Styles Advantages and Disadvantages Worksheet 

What are the Advantages of the Peas in a Pod Style? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What are the Disadvantages of the Peas in a Pod Style? 
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Facilitator Feedback 

Please complete as accurately as possible and independent from other Facilitators.  

Your Initials: __________ Grade: ____ 

Session No. ________       Today’s Date:  _____________ 

A.Please indicate the degree to which today’s session was delivered as described in the 

manual. 

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

 different                 different                                                                  described              described 

B.Please indicate the degree to which the scripts were presented as stated in the 

manual.  

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

different                 different                                                                  described              described 

C.How long was today’s session?  ___ minutes  

D.Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of engagement.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  

E. Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of understanding for the 

concepts explored this week.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  
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Session 7: The Drama Triangle 
Purpose:  

Introduce students to the concept of The Drama Triangle.  

• Understand why conflict happens. 

• Understand the roles people play in conflict. 

• Develop a shared language for talking about conflict. 

 

Materials Needed:  

• The Drama Triangle poster (displayed at the conclusion of the session) 

• White board and markers 

• Ribbon and Flip Construction Sheet 2 (OPTIONAL) 

 

Procedure: 

Review and Reflect:  Last session we learnt about different friendship styles.  Can anyone 

describe one of the styles to the group?”   

 

Briefly work through all three styles (with some reference to the advantages and 

disadvantages previously discussed).  Students may wish to use examples from their own lives.  If so, 

ask students to avoid using names, or talk about a story from a long time ago with people that are 

unknown to the group.  And remember, none of the styles are better than the other, and they all 

come with their own set of challenges. 

  

“Today we are going to look at why dramas happen in friendship.  Just about every friendship 

drama is in the Drama Triangle!”  Draw an upside-down triangle on the board.  

 

 “The Drama Triangle is made up of three parts; the Lion, the Mouse and the Magpie.  Does 

anyone want to guess what they think the Lion would be like in conflict?” Discuss and record 

responses for each animal on the triangle.   

 

Generally, ‘The Lion’ is Aggressive.  They might yell, argue, fail to forgive, seek revenge, try to 

overpower others and make others fear them.  ‘The Mouse’ is Vulnerable.  They might cry, run away 

and hide, try to find someone else to save them and fix the problem for them, they might have a 

weak mousey voice.  ‘The Magpie’ is the well-meaning but destructive Rescuer.  The Magpie is the 

person that might get involved (with good intentions) in order to help their friend.  Like a true 
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Magpie, they swoop down to protect the ones they care about, but by getting involved, they often 

make a situation worse and bigger than it was.  

 

“When the Magpie swoops in and takes over, the Mouse and the Lion never learn how to solve 

problems for themselves, and the Magpie can end up becoming a horrible Lion themselves and then, 

the drama continues.”  

 

“When you and your friends are in conflict, you’re probably somewhere within this triangle.  

And sometimes people move around the triangle, switching roles.  Let me give you an example of a 

drama and let’s see if we can figure out where each person might fit.”  For example:   

 

“Hunter and Marley are two peas in a pod.  They love to play together.  Eden is a bouncy ball 

and wants to play with them at lunchtime.  Eden asks Hunter if they could all play together.  Hunter 

says ‘Yes of course.’  Marley then starts to yell at Hunter, ‘I don’t want Eden to play with us.’  

Hunter’s eyes begin to water.  Suddenly, Eden looks angry and says, ‘Don’t yell at Hunter like that!’ 

Pause.  

“Sound familiar?  So, what’s happening?” Discuss.  

Please Note: Consider describing an example of conflict that is common amongst the cohort.  

 

The students should start to identify that Marley was the Lion, Hunter was the mouse and 

Eden was the Magpie that turned into a Lion.  Explain that different combinations are also possible. 

For example, you might have two lions, or two Magpies with one mouse.  

 

“It’s time for some Mime Acting.”  Ask for 3 volunteers at a time. 

“Let the fun begin!”  

Mime Acting:  

Create conflict examples to describe to the group.   

“I am going to demonstrate a friendship drama and my actors will help me, if they are 

comfortable.  They can use facial expressions or body language to help illustrate the situation.  I will 

stand behind each actor and speak on their behalf to help to paint the picture.”   

 

The facilitator can use different voices and tones while standing behind each volunteer actor 

to help the class to distinguish between each character in the example.  While describing the 

situation and performing the voice over for the volunteer actors, add colour to the example by 

describing the facial expressions and body language that each person in the scenario would express 
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along the way.  This can help to guide and instruct the volunteer actors and adds important social 

detail to the performance.  Once presented, ask the group to identify who was the Mouse, the Lion 

and the Magpie and if any characters switched roles.  

 

Example:  

“Dakota proudly announces:  ‘I love sushi.’ 

Jo’s eyes and smile widen and adds: ‘Sushi is my favourite food. It’s delicious,’ 

Amari scrunches up her face and in an abrupt tone adds: ‘What? You two are nuts.  Sushi is 

disgusting.  It’s raw food. Raw food is bad for you.’  

Jo gasps and yells back: ‘You don’t know anything.  Sushi is healthy! You have no idea what 

you’re talking about!’  

Amari screams back: ‘What? You’re the one with no idea.  You think tomatoes are 

vegetables!  You clearly have no idea!’  

Dakota doesn’t say a word.  Eyes are wide, standing very still, watching.  Looking worried.  

So, who is doing what?” 

Discuss.  

 

Run the group through a few mime acting scenarios; changing mime actors as you go.  After 

each scenario, ask the group to discuss the Drama Triangle roles that were displayed.  

 

End Message: 

Next week, I’ll show you how to avoid the Drama Triangle”. Display the Drama Triangle poster 

in the classroom.  

 

Optional Activity: You may also wish to discuss the advantages and disadvantages of being a 

Lion, a Mouse and a Magpie, either as a whole group or in small groups.  This is a very powerful 

activity, but will add at least 20 minutes to your session.    

 

Extension Activities: Here are a few ideas for working with individual students (You could also 

adapt these ideas into group work activities). 

 

If you are working with a student on a particular conflict situation that they have experienced, 

you could ask the student to draw a face on a peg to represent each person involved in the conflict.  

Ask them to move the pegs around the Drama Triangle to help them describe the conflict.  
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Important Note: The ‘Animal Adaptation’ Drama Triangle presented within this manual has 

been adapted (with copyright approval).  The original Drama Triangle was developed by Dr. Stephen 

Karpman (1968).  Please refer to www.karpmandramatriangle.com for more information about the 

original Drama Triangle and a full reference list.   
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Facilitator Feedback 

Please complete as accurately as possible and independent from other Facilitators.  

Your Initials: __________ Grade: ____ 

Session No. ________       Today’s Date:  _____________ 

A.Please indicate the degree to which today’s session was delivered as described in the 

manual. 

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

 different                 different                                                                  described              described 

B.Please indicate the degree to which the scripts were presented as stated in the 

manual.  

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

different                 different                                                                  described              described 

C.How long was today’s session?  ___ minutes  

D.Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of engagement.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  

E. Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of understanding for the 

concepts explored this week.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  
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Session 8: The Strength Triangle - ‘I Notice My Feelings’ 
 

Purpose:  

• Introduce students to the concept of the Strength Triangle.  

• Begin to develop an understanding of positive (prosocial) behaviours.  

• Learn to look at unwanted feelings as opportunities to problem solve. 

• Learn how to problem solve.  

• Empower students and build resilience and evaluate choices.   

 

Materials Needed:  

• Strength Triangle Poster (displayed at the conclusion of the session) 

• I Notice My Feelings Poster (display at the conclusion of the session) 

• White board and markers 

• ‘Real Life Problem Solving’ PowerPoint on CD (Cr** feel free to create your own 

presentation)  

• Ribbon and Flip Construction Sheet 2 (OPTIONAL) 

• Group Work Skills Tip Sheets 

• Real Life Problem Scenarios (provide each group with a different scenario, see below for 

examples) [Cr**] 

• An interesting hat, box or bag (from which to draw the scenarios) 

• Poster Paper and Markers for each group 

 

Procedure: 

Review and Reflect: “Last week we learnt about the Drama Triangle.  What do you remember 

about the Drama Triangle?” Briefly Discuss.  

 

“Today you will finally learn how to get out of the Drama Triangle and the only way out is to 

use all of the skills within the Strength Triangle. There are three parts to the Strength Triangle and 

you need to do each part in order to manage drama and conflict with others.”  

 

Draw the Strength Triangle on the board, including the title of each corner of the triangle (I 

Notice My Feelings, I Am Assertive, I Care For Others). “We’ll spend the next few weeks learning 

about the skills and strategies for each of the elements of The Strength Triangle and today we begin 

with the first, right at the top, I Notice My Feelings.” 
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“If you’re stuck in a drama triangle, the first step is to notice your feelings.  Does anyone have 

any ideas about what this might mean?”  

 

While hearing student ideas, be mindful to model language that communicates respect and 

acknowledgement for their ideas. Discuss that different people notice their own feelings in 

different ways.  Some notice their feelings because their head is saying ‘I feel so upset’, some 

people notice their feelings because their body is saying ‘I feel so tired’, some people notice that 

something is wrong because they suddenly become grumpy at home or get a headache.  Ask the 

group how they figure out or notice what they are feeling.  This can be an abstract concept and 

may need a gentle hand.  Consider sharing how you notice when you’re not feeling ok about 

something.  For example,  

 

“It took me a long time to realise that I suddenly reach up and grab the back of my neck when 

I am worried about something.  If I ignore this sign, I usually end up with a big headache.  But, if I 

notice that I just grabbed my neck, I realise that I’m feeling tense and stressed about something.  

Next time something stressful or worrisome happens to you, try to notice if your body feels any 

different, notice your head, your hands, your heart, tummy or chest.  Your body might have a way of 

giving you a clue too.” 

 

“If you don’t like the feeling that a situation is creating for you, it’s a sign, and it’s time to 

problem solve.  Let’s learn how to problem solve.”  

 

“The easiest way to problem solve is to use Real Life Problem Solving.  There are just 5 simple 

steps and the great thing is, it can help you with more than just conflicts. It can help you with any 

life problem.  Actually, many scientists believe that the brain is designed to problem solve using 

these steps. In fact, some of you might already problem solve when something unexpected or 

unwanted is happening.  Other people just need to teach their brain to use its problem solving 

faculty!”    

 

DISPLAY the Real Life Problem Solving’ POWERPOINT 
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PowerPoint Slide Show  

(in order of 

presentation) 

 

Suggested Script 

Feel free to add creative license. 

 

Real Life Problem 

Solving 

In 5 steps 

 

“There are 5 steps to problem solve a real life problem. Let’s look 

at the steps, and I’ll demonstrate using an example”. 

 

 

 

Read through each step.  

Example… “I have this great idea to drive to my favourite ice-cream parlour 

and dig into a huge cup of Cookies and Cream Ice-cream.  I convince 

mum that it’s a great idea, and we drive 45 minutes to the ice-cream 

parlour that we love.  We turn up and guess what?  They just ran out of 

Cookies and Cream ice-cream!” 

 

Step 1 - I notice my 

feelings… 

 

“Step 1, I notice my feelings and I’ve noticed that I’m feeling 

disappointed and annoyed, that means, I need to problem solve.” 
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Step 2 

What is my goal? 

 

“First things first, what is my goal?  

To eat Cookies and Cream Ice-cream this afternoon!”    

My Goal – Eat Cookies 

and Cream Ice-Cream Today! 

 

“My Goal – Eat Cookies and Cream Ice-Cream Today!” 

 

Step 3 - It’s time to 

brainstorm options 

“It’s time to brainstorm options.  What are my options?  

Brainstorming options is risk free.  Think of good ideas, think of 

silly ones.  In fact, sometimes those silly ideas can actually change our 

emotions by making us laugh or smile, and this can help us to think 

more creatively and broadly”. 

Describe a range of ideas (for example: I could try a different 

flavour, I could drive to another ice-cream shop, I could yell at the store 

manager, I could call a current affair, etc.  

“The options are endless actually.” 

It can be helpful to record ideas on a board for all to view.  

Step 4 

Step 4 – Think of 

possible consequences 

Refer back to each of your options, and provide a possible 

consequence.  For example – if I yell at the store manager, I might be 

banned from my favourite ice-cream parlour so I’ll scrap that option.  

Etc.   

Step 5 – Choose 

what’s right for you 
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[Cr**] Consider creating scenarios that reflect real issues that are commonly confronted by the 

cohort. Of course, avoid sensitive themes that might upset peers.  Groups could draw the scenarios 

out of a hat like a lucky dip.  

 

Examples: 

Real life problem 1:  

My best friend Charlie wants to invite me over for a birthday dinner but Charlie can’t invite 

any other friends, and that means that our friend Remi would miss out.  Charlie is feeling bad about 

it and wants me to keep it a secret and it’s giving me a headache.  What should I do? 

 

Real life problem 2: 

 

My Best Friend is 

moving to Queensland to live, 

forever! 

Read the problem aloud. 

 

Use a white board to work through the problem with the group 

together. 

 

Leave this image on the board while the students work through 

their own examples in groups.      

Group work activity.  Now it’s their turn to have a go, without your help.  Organise the class 

into groups of 4 or 5.  Provide each group with the Group Work Skills Tip Sheet and a problem 

scenario to work through.  They can use poster paper to record their goal, ideas, possible 

consequences and final choices.  
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Jamie and Quinn are my friends but I’ve also wanted to be friends with Morgan for a long 

time. Morgan’s really fun to be around.  Today Morgan sat next to me in art.  Cool!  Morgan wanted 

to sit together at lunchtime too so I did.  We had a laugh.  Now Jamie and Quinn won’t talk to me 

and they look the other way when I walk past them. What should I do? 

 

Real life problem 3:  

I feel sick in my tummy because I got into trouble today.  The teacher thought that I was 

talking while she was teaching the class but actually it wasn’t me, it was my friend Payton who was 

sitting next to me.  Payton was talking to Mel.  Now I have a lunchtime detention.  What should I 

do? 

 

Share and discuss each group’s real life problem, their goals, options, strategies check and 

final plans.  Provided that their options are legal and don’t involve anyone being hurt, any option is 

possible.  Importantly, keep the groups’ written responses - we’ll need them again in two weeks.  

 

Display the ‘I Notice My Feelings’ poster and ‘Strategies Check’ poster in the classroom.  

 

End Message: “When challenges happen in your life, we can sometimes feel stuck, however 

scientists have proven that people that know how to problem solve and check their strategies are 

less likely to feel worried, anxious or down about situations because they never feel stuck.  They 

know that no matter what, there are always options.  Now you know it too.  Any time you don’t feel 

ok about something, you can problem solve.  And practise.  The more you problem solve, the more 

ideas you will generate, you’ll get faster, and become easier.”   

 

Important Reminder: You may wish to send invitations home this week, inviting parents to 

attend the Parent Information Seminar.  Please see the Parent Information Seminar Chapter for 

more details and invitation template. 
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Facilitator Feedback 

Please complete as accurately as possible and independent from other Facilitators.  

Your Initials: __________ Grade: ____ 

Session No. ________       Today’s Date:  _____________ 

A.Please indicate the degree to which today’s session was delivered as described in the 

manual. 

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

 different                 different                                                                  described              described 

B.Please indicate the degree to which the scripts were presented as stated in the 

manual.  

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

different                 different                                                                  described              described 

C.How long was today’s session?  ___ minutes  

D.Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of engagement.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  

E. Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of understanding for the 

concepts explored this week.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  
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Session 9: The Strength Triangle and ‘I Am Assertive’ 

 

Purpose:  

• Introduce students to the concept of The Strength Triangle.  

• Begin to develop an understanding of positive (prosocial) behaviours.  

• Learn how to look, sound and think in an assertive way. 

• Empower students and build resilience.  

 

Materials Needed:  

• Strength Triangle - ‘I am Assertive’ Poster (to display at the conclusion of the session) 

• Lots of examples of rude, annoying or aggressive student behaviour that you can act 

out to help your group refine their assertive responses  

 

Procedure: 

Review and Reflect: “Last week we learnt about the first part of The Strength Triangle.  What 

do you remember about the Strength Triangle?” Briefly Discuss.  

 

“Today we will explore the second part of the Strength Triangle; I Am Assertive.”  

 

Ask the students to describe their understanding of the word ‘Assertive’.  Ensure that the 

students haven’t yet seen the ‘I Am Assertive’ poster.  Ask for examples and encourage students to 

act out their definition if possible.  Notice and discuss the students’ tone, volume, actions, facial 

expressions and words and compare these cues to an aggressive tone, volume, actions, facial 

expressions and words.  Sometimes students will communicate some of the elements of ‘Assertive’, 

but not all.  In those instances, ask the class to offer ideas to refine the actor’s example, then ask 

the actor to have another go, to ‘rewind’ and ‘replay’ and then discuss if the acting was on track, or 

could be tweaked.  Encourage students to make suggestions, acknowledging that there are lots of 

ways to look, sound and be assertive, in any given scenario.  There is no one right answer.  Use this 

process to refine the group’s understanding of this fundamental concept.  Once the concept is 

beginning to take shape via discussions, examples and a little acting (socio-drama), refer to the 

poster to help define what it means to be assertive.  

Socio-Drama  

“We’re now going to figure out how to be Assertive using socio-drama.  I will ask people to volunteer 

to come up and have a go at being Assertive in response to something that I might say or do.  I’m 
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going to be the rude, annoying or aggressive one.  The actors that volunteer to come up to act with 

me will need to think on their feet (that means, you need to make it up on the spot) while you’re 

acting.  In order to respond in an Assertive way, think about your facial expressions, words, tone, 

voice volume, actions and body language.  Once the scene is over, we’ll ask the group for feedback, 

ideas and help to try to refine the actor’s reaction.  Being assertive isn’t easy.  That’s why we need to 

work together and help each other on this one.”  

 

“Would anyone like to volunteer?  To start us off as a warm up, let’s start with an actor that 

can remind us of what it looks and sounds like to be a mouse, stuck in a drama triangle. Any 

volunteers?”   

 

Work through conflict scenarios (see example below) and build students’ confidence to have 

a go, help one another with ideas, and build the cohorts’ knowledge and skills via this teaching 

technique. 

 

Socio-Drama Example:  

The facilitator stands in front of the group with a volunteer actor.  In a rude tone, the 

facilitator actor could say;  

 

“Is that your art?  That looks like something my two-year-old sister could do.”  

 

Wait for a response from the volunteer actor.  Then ask the audience what they thought.  

Sometimes actors find themselves acting like an aggressive Lion rather than being Assertive.  This is 

a great opportunity to discuss the differences in voice volume, facial expressions, body language, 

actions, tone and words, and retry.  You might ask several students to stand up and have a go with 

the same example, helping to demonstrate that there are lots of ways to be assertive.  

End Message: 

Wrap up the session by summarising the skills explicitly communicated by the ‘I am Assertive’ 

poster provided and display the poster in the students’ classroom.   
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Facilitator Feedback 

Please complete as accurately as possible and independent from other Facilitators.  

Your Initials: __________ Grade: ____ 

Session No. ________       Today’s Date:  _____________ 

A.Please indicate the degree to which today’s session was delivered as described in the 

manual. 

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

 different                 different                                                                  described              described 

B.Please indicate the degree to which the scripts were presented as stated in the 

manual.  

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

different                 different                                                                  described              described 

C.How long was today’s session?  ___ minutes  

D.Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of engagement.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  

E. Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of understanding for the 

concepts explored this week.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  
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Session 10: The Strength Triangle and ‘I Am Caring’ 

 

Purpose:  

• Introduce students to the last of the three concepts of the Strength Triangle.  

• Develop positive (prosocial) behaviours.  

• Learn how to consider others.  

• Develop a sound understanding of what it looks and feels like to be a supportive friend. 

• Empower students and build resilience.  

 

Materials Needed:  

• Strength Triangle - I am Caring poster  

• White board and markers 

• Week 9 Posters as completed by the students in groups 

• Poster paper and markers 

 

Procedure: 

Review and Reflect:  

“A few weeks ago, we learnt about the Lion, the Mouse and the Magpie.  What do you 

remember about the Magpie?”  Discuss.  

 

“Today we will explore the last part of the Strength Triangle; ‘I am Caring’. The corner of the 

Strength Triangle ‘I am Caring’ is the opposite of the Magpie.”   

 

On the whiteboard write down each strategy that encompasses the ‘I am Caring’ concept of 

the Strength Triangle.  Describe each point with examples to illustrate.  Involve the students in the 

discussion as much as possible. During the discussion you can mention that …  

 

“By the end of today’s session, you will realise that you actually already have all of the skills 

involved in the ‘I am Caring’ part of the Strength Triangle.”   

Ideas to draw into the discussion:  

1) The ‘Try to understand what other people experience and feel’ strategy listed on the ‘I am 

Caring’ poster could involve a discussion about making informed guesses/assumptions about 

others, as explored with the Mr Lady Beetle Adventure cards.  
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2) ‘Be a good listener’ involves Whole Body Listening.  

 

3)  ‘Only help people with their problems if they ask for help, and if you feel O.K about it’ involves 

noticing your feelings.  Remind students that everyone notices their feelings in different ways.  

Some people notice their feelings in their stomach (and that might feel like fluttering butterflies 

or a churning feeling), some people notice their feelings because they might start to develop a 

headache.  Share with students of the way(s) that you notice your feelings.  The children may 

want to discuss what they have started to notice too.  

     Discuss why it is important to be asked to help, rather than to help where you’re not  

     wanted. 

 

4) ‘If you are asked to help, don’t take over. Help people to work through their options, but they 

need to make their own decisions’.  Ask students what this might mean.  This involves 

supporting friends while they come up with options.   

Supportive statements sound like;  

‘What other options are there?’ 

     ‘What else could you try?’ 

‘Who else could help you?’  

      ‘What could happen if you chose that option?’ 

      ‘What do you think you’ll do?’ 

Write one or two of these statements on the board.  

 

Now, revisit the Real Life Problem-Solving work that the students completed two weeks 

prior.  Ask the students to sit in the same groups as they did during that session and read over their 

original responses.  Provide the students with a second clean sheet of poster paper and ask them to 

imagine that this time they are the supportive friend.  This time they need to use the new sheet to 

write down what they as a friend could say in response to the options listed on their initial sheet.  

This activity can help students to identify the explicit difference between advice and support.  

 

Bring the students together at the end of the session and ask them to read out the 

supportive statements that they have recorded.   
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End Message: 

 

“As a final friendship saver tip for the day, always make sure that your friends make their 

own decisions.  That way, you’re not responsible if things go wrong and your friendship will stay 

strong.” 

 

Display the Strength Triangle - I Am Caring poster in the classroom.  
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Facilitator Feedback 

Please complete as accurately as possible and independent from other Facilitators.  

Your Initials: __________ Grade: ____ 

Session No. ________       Today’s Date:  _____________ 

A.Please indicate the degree to which today’s session was delivered as described in the 

manual. 

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

 different                 different                                                                  described              described 

B.Please indicate the degree to which the scripts were presented as stated in the 

manual.  

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

different                 different                                                                  described              described 

C.How long was today’s session?  ___ minutes  

D.Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of engagement.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  

E. Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of understanding for the 

concepts explored this week.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  
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Session 11: The Milk Shake Dramas 

 

Purpose:  

• Provide a supported opportunity for students to apply their newly learnt skills. 

• Introduce students to further conflict scenarios and helpful options for managing peer 

conflict. 

 

Materials Needed:  

• Create Milk Shake Drama Packs for each group.  Each pack should include:  

o Group Work Skills Tip Sheet 

o A script for each group member (refer to the digital resource CD) 

o The Milk Shake Dramas Group Instructions (refer to the digital resource CD) 

• Display all Posters for reference 

 

Procedure: 

Over the last two sessions of the program (sessions 12 and 13), the students will rehearse and 

then perform short acts that draw together many of the key concepts and strategies that they have 

learnt throughout the program.  This format provides students with an engaging and challenging 

platform to apply and refine their skills for working with others.  This is also a fun way to celebrate 

the end of The Friendship Saver Program. 

 

It is vital that all program Facilitators use this last opportunity to consolidate their own application of 

the Friendship Saver program language and skill set.  It is important that the students in their 

performance groups take the time to apply their skills and strategies to resolve conflict 

independently, with reference to the tools now available to them.   

 

It is timely to now avoid ‘rescuing’ and resolving student conflict but rather, modelling 

language for respect, care, support and encouragement, and referring students to the tools and 

strategies they have learnt.  Program Facilitators might refer to the ‘How should I respond to 

friendship drama and peer conflicts in my classroom?’ section of this manual.   
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At the beginning of the session, explain to the whole group that: 

“We are now in the final two weeks of The Friendship Saver Program and the final two weeks 

are all about plays and performances.  This week, we will place everyone into groups with a script to 

rehearse from the Friendship Saver Program.  Next week, each group will perform. The acts will bring 

together many of the concepts that we have learnt in this program.”   

 

“You will be placed into groups and each group will receive a different script.  In your groups 

you will need to decide who will take on each role, and rehearse your script together.  When 

practicing, pay particular attention to your tone, voice volume, facial expressions, actions and body 

language, and give each other helpful feedback.  This is a challenging group task; you need to make 

lots of decisions and work together well as a group.  Refer to the Group Work Skills Tip Sheet and 

posters to help your group along.  This week we will get organised and practice. Next week we will 

perform.  And yes, you can bring props if you like.” 

 

Organise the students into groups and distribute the Milk Shake Drama Packs.  

 

Please Note: Did your students complete the optional Ribbon and Flip Construction Sheets? 

If your students have completed the Ribbon and Flip Construction Sheets, it might be nice to 

take them away this week, laminate, cut and tie them together for each student, ready to hand out 

at the end of the last session.  
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The Milkshake Dramas: Facilitator Notes 

 

1. The Friendship Saver Program Manual includes 6 different group performances: 

- Theatre Fiasco (group of 5) 

- Friendship Loyalty (group of 4) 

- Quiz Time 1 (group of 4) 

- Quiz Time 2, (group of 4) 

- The Sushi Train Wreck (groups of 4) 

- A Musical Number (any number of participants)     

                                   

(Cr**) Feeling Creative?  Consider writing your own scripts/mini plays that draw on particular 

themes or strategies that you would like to emphasise with your class.  

 

2. Groupings:  

You may wish to group students in a way that will most challenge group dynamics, or you 

might decide on random groupings (drawn from a hat), self-selected groupings, or a strategic mixed 

dynamic to combine students that don’t often have an opportunity to work together or get to know 

one another.  

 

3. Performance order: 

Groups can perform in any order that you deem appropriate.  However, it is recommended 

that the Musical Number take place in the middle of the other performances, to offer variance to 

the audience.  

 

The students only have one week to practice their performances.  That’s not a lot of time to 

remember lines so please inform all groups that they should read from their scripts and shouldn’t 

worry about memorising their lines.  What’s most important is that they focus on communicating 

the right tone, facial expressions, actions and body language to match what is happening in the 

script.   

 

5.  Performances to Class Size Ration 

The 6 different group performances provided as part of The Milk Shake Dramas are designed 

for approximately 26 students and should take 1 hour to perform.  If you have delivered The 
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Friendship Saver Program to several combined grades/classes over the course of this program, 

consider breaking up the large group into their smaller classes for the final performance.  Each class 

can then be split into 6 groups to perform the 6 performances to their own class.  

 

6.  A Musical Number 

If your class is rather musical, you might allow more than one group to take on A Musical 

Number.  Please note, this particular performance is not pre-scripted.  The group will be required to 

construct their own song/poem or rap.  As such, this group have a greater task than the other 

groups.  The Musical Number group will be required to brainstorm, discuss their ideas, and construct 

their musical piece.  This challenge is recommended for students with strong communication skills 

and group work abilities.   
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The Milkshake Dramas: Theatre Fiasco 

 

 

Narrator played by __________________________ 

Parker played by ____________________________ 

Rory played by _____________________________ 

Jordan played by _____________________________ 

Morgan played by _____________________________ 

 

Narrator: “Welcome to Theatre Fiasco.  I am your Narrator today. I would like to introduce 

you to Parker, Rory, Jordan and Morgan”.   

(Each actor can stand forward or wave hello when their name is called so that the audience 

know their character name) 

 

Narrator: “It’s lunch time.  Parker, Rory, Morgan and Jordan are sitting under their favourite 

shady tree. Parker turns to Rory and says.” 

 

Parker: “What are you doing this weekend?” 

 

Narrator: “Rory looks awkward’.  There is a long pause….. ‘Jordan finally says:”  

 

Jordan: “I’m going to see Matilda at the theatre” 

 

Parker: “Cool.  Who are you going with?” 

 

Narrator: “Once again Rory looks awkward.”  

 

Jordan: “Ummm, Rory and Morgan”  

(Jordan looks down at his feet) 

 

Narrator: “Rory is feeling super uncomfortable about this and quickly says to their defence…” 
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Rory: “Our parents organised it months ago.”  

 

Narrator: “Morgan looks down, saying nothing.  Parker knows all about the Strength Triangle.  

Parker can feel a lump in the back of the throat and knows it means Parker doesn’t feel good about 

the situation and it’s time for some quick problem solving.  Parker could yell, run away and cry, stop 

talking to them, get angry, but all of those choices would escalate the situation and hurt their 

friendship. Suddenly, Parker takes a deep breath and says in a calm and friendly tone…” 

 

Parker: “Wow. I would have loved to see Matilda with you all.” 

 

Narrator: “Hmmm, Parker shared real feelings but it a careful way.  Very cool! How will the 

group respond to this?” 

 

Rory: Says in a calm, caring voice: “Sorry Parker, our mums organised it months ago before 

we were all hanging out together.” 

 

Morgan: Says in a considerate tone: “I’m sorry that we didn’t tell you sooner.  We were 

feeling really awkward about it, we should all go together next time.  That would be the best.”  

 

Parker: “That would be great. You guy’s will have a blast this weekend.”  

 

Narrator: “Parker smiles at the group, now feeling better.  Jordan, Morgan and Rory are all looking 

relieved.  It looks like talking it through has helped to repair their friendship. What a great outcome.  

Well done everyone!”  
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The Milkshake Dramas: Friendship Loyalty 

 

 

Dale is a news reporter played by: ______________________________ 

Riley played by: _________________________________ 

Harley played by: ________________________________ 

Sammy played by: _______________________________ 

 

Dale: (talks into a pretend microphone) “Hi. I’m Dale reporting live from the playground 

watching a game of team tiggy. Today were watching Riley, Harley and Sammy.”  

(Each actor could stand forward or wave hello when their name is called so that the audience 

know their character name).   

 

Riley: Announces to his friends, “We’ll beat the other team again today for sure!” 

 

Harley: “Actually, I was thinking that I would join the other team today for something 

different.  I’ll see you all later.”  

Harley walks off stage smiling and waving goodbye. 

 

Sammy: Says in a surprised tone, “I wasn’t expecting that!” 

 

Riley: Says in an angry tone, “What a trader.  What about loyalty?  That’s it! We’re not playing 

with Harley again!”  

 

Sammy: Looks shocked at Riley’s comment.   

 

Dale: (talks into a pretend microphone) “Sammy doesn’t look happy to be told by Riley that 

they shouldn’t play with Harley again. Last time something like this happened, Sammy bottled up 

strong feelings and went home feeling upset and annoyed at Riley.  Sammy felt sick in the stomach 

all night.  Not a good outcome at all.”   
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Sammy: “Ummm, I don’t feel very good about being mean to Harley.  Tiggy is just a game.  I 

don’t think it’s a problem for Harley to play with a different team.  I am both of your friends and I 

want to keep being both of your friends.”   

 

Riley: Looks straight at Sammy and says in a stern voice: “You can’t.  You have to choose.”  

 

Sammy: "I’m not sure what’s right here.  I’m going to go and think about it.”  

 

Riley: “Fine!” 

Riley stands tall while Sammy walks away slowly.  

 

Dale: (talks into a pretend microphone) “Wow.  Sammy is trying really hard to use the 

Strength Triangle to deal with this awkward Drama Triangle.  Riley is definitely being a Lion here.  It 

looks like Sammy has gone to talk to a friend to seek help and find a new way.  Oh look, he’s coming 

back.  Let’s see what happens now.” 

 

Sammy: “I’m comfortable with Harley choosing to play tiggy with the other group.  I’m not 

going to stop being friends with Harley over that and I don’t want to stop being friends with you 

either.”  

 

Dale: (talks into a pretend microphone) “Well done Sammy.  He talked to a friend and find a 

different option.  And that careful wording in a caring but assertive tone really helped repair the 

problem.  Go Sammy!” 

 

Riley: “I’m sorry. You’re right.  Ok.  Let’s go friend.  Let’s go play tiggy”.   

(Riley and Sammy walk off stage together).  

 

Dale: (talks into a pretend microphone) “That’s all folks.  See you next time at Chanel 39.” 
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The Milkshake Dramas: QUIZ TIME 1 

 

 

Quiz Master played by:  ______________________________ 

Alex played by: _____________________________________ 

Reagan played by:  ______________________________________ 

Harper played by: ____________________________________ 

 

The Quiz Master could sit behind a desk while the contestants sit on chairs facing the 

audience. 

 

Quiz Master (talks into a pretend microphone): “Welcome to Quiz Time on Chanel 4!” 

Remember, you earn points for using the Strength Triangle. Your names are your buzzers.  Test your 

buzzers please.  

 

Alex: “Alex” 

 

Reagan: “Reagan” 

 

Harper: “Harper” 

 

Quiz Master: (talks into a pretend microphone) “Here is your question. Addison had a fight 

with Val about whose mum is a better cook.  Addison is upset and has come to you for help.  What 

would you do?” 

 

Reagan: “Reagan! I would Whole Body Listen while Addison tells me about the problem.”  

 

Quiz Master: (talks into a pretend microphone) “You’re definitely on the right track.  I’ll give you half 

a point.  Does anyone else have any ideas?” 
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Harper: “Harper! I would tell Addison to just agree with Val and apologise for fighting. Then 

they can be friends again.” 

 

Quiz Master: (talks into a pretend microphone) “I’m sorry Harper that’s incorrect.  Firstly, you’re 

telling your friend what to do and secondly, just agreeing and ignoring Addison’s own opinion would 

be a mouse thing to do.  Any other ideas?” 

 

Alex: “Alex! I know the answer to this one.  This is one of those times when people are 

fighting over something that is just a different opinion.  They need to talk and listen and accept and 

respect each other’s opinions.  Opinions aren’t something to fight over because there’s no right 

answer.   

But….if my friend came to me for advice about that fight, I wouldn’t just tell my friend how to 

solve his problem. I’d help Addison problem solve and only if Addison is really stuck for ideas, I’d 

suggest my idea as another option.” 

 

Quiz Master: (talks into a pretend microphone) “Right on Alex! Let’s hear a round of 

applause. We have a winner.”  
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The Milkshake Dramas: QUIZ TIME 2 

 

 

Quiz Master played by:  ______________________________ 

Tanner played by: _____________________________________ 

Jessie played by:  ______________________________________ 

Frankie played by: ____________________________________ 

 

The Quiz Master could sit behind a desk while the contestants sit on chairs facing the 

audience. 

 

Quiz Master: (talks into a pretend microphone) “Welcome to Quiz Time on Chanel 8! 

Remember, you earn points by using the Strength Triangle. Your names are your buzzers.  Test your 

buzzers please.”  

 

Tanner: “Tanner!” 

 

Jessie: “Jessie!” 

 

Frankie: “Frankie!” 

 

Quiz Master: (talks into a pretend microphone) “Excellent.  Here is your question.  ‘If a friend 

tells other people something personal and private about you, what would you do?” 

 

Tanner: “Tanner! Never talk to them again and give them ‘the look’ every now and then so 

that they know that you know that they did the wrong thing!!” 

 

Quiz Master: (talks into a pretend microphone) “Sorry, holding a grudge is a Lion thing to do.” 

 

Tanner looks disappointed.  

 



 392 

Jessie: “Jessie! Tell everyone something private about them.  Do to others as they do to you 

my grandma always says.” Jessie looks proud of the answer.  

Quiz Master: (talks into a pretend microphone) “Sorry, revenge is also a Lion thing to do.” 

 

Jessie looks disappointed.  

 

Frankie: “Frankie! Walk up to them calmly, maybe when they’re by themselves and tell them 

what I’ve heard and tell them how it made me feel.  Then I’d listen to what they might have to say.  

If it was an accident and they are apologetic, that’s ok, I would accept the apology.  I would probably 

also be careful not to tell them personal information in the future.  But, if they have nothing to say, I 

would tell them that I’m not sure how I’m feeling about all of this and tell them that I’m going to go 

and have a think about things.  I might even ask a friend to help me problem solve because this is a 

difficult situation.”  

 

Quiz Master: (talks into a pretend microphone) “Ladies and gentleman, Frankie has come up 

with a pretty good idea!  If you’re not sure what to do next, let the other person know that you need 

to give yourself some time to think about what’s happened and how you’re going to handle it. A very 

tricky scenario indeed.  Definitely not something you could resolve well in one quick step. Let’s hear 

a round of applause!” 

 

Everyone claps and looks happy for Frankie.   
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The Milkshake Dramas: The Sushi Train Wreck 

 

 

News Reporter played by:  ______________________________ 

Ainsley played by: _____________________________________ 

Bailey played by:  ______________________________________ 

Lou played by: ____________________________________ 

 

News Reporter (talks into a pretend microphone): “Welcome to the nightly news.  We’re 

coming to you live from the playgroup, while Ainsley, Bailey and Lou eat their lunch.  Let’s see what 

happens.”  

 

Ainsley yells: “Yuk.  Is that vegemite?  Gross.  That’s disgusting!” 

 

Bailey: Yells back, “Excuse me! You're eating sushi.  It smells like an old fishing boat!” 

 

News Reporter (talks into a pretend microphone): “Hmmmm.  We’ve seen this before.  Last 

time Ainsley and Bailey had a strong different opinion about something, and offended one another, 

they stopped talking to each other for days.  In fact, I recall Lou taking sides with Ainsley.”   

 

Ainsley: yells out, “Lou what do you think?  What’s more disgusting, vegemite or sushi?” 

 

Lou: “I don’t feel right about getting involved in your argument.”   

 

News Reporter: (talks into a pretend microphone) “Oooo, that’s a change for Lou.” 

 

Bailey: “If you don’t help us and tell us who’s right, you’re not a true friend!” 

 

News Reporter: (talks into a pretend microphone) “Oooo Lou must be feeling the pressure 

now!” 

 

Lou: “Honestly, I think you both just have a different opinion and I hate being asked to take 

sides.  It makes me feel annoyed!” 
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Ainsley and Bailey: Say at the same time, “Oh, you’re right.  Sorry!” 

 

Ainsley: “Sorry Bailey.  I shouldn’t have offended you by saying that vegemite is gross.  Lots of 

people love it.  I know.  It’s just not something I like the flavour of.  I’m sorry for reacting that way.” 

 

Bailey: “Thanks for the apology Ainsley.  I agree, we just have a different opinion and 

obviously, different taste buds.  It’s crazy to let different opinions and different lunches come 

between friends.” 

 

Everyone laughs.   

 

News Reporter: (talks into a pretend microphone) “I was sure this group was going to get 

stuck in another Drama Triangle but instead they talked it through and things turned out just fine.  

Well, it won’t make front-page news, but they do look happy.  Back to Dale in the studio.”  
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The Milkshake Dramas: A Musical Number 

 

 

Your group is responsible for the musical part of the program.  

Work together to create a rap, a song, or a poem that will teach the audience about the Strength 

Triangle.  Be as creative as you like. Look at the Strength Triangle Posters to try to come up with 

some ideas.   

For example, you could create a rap about Problem Solving.   

Use the Group Work Skills Tip Sheet and the Strength Triangle to ensure that your group can 

work well together to create something helpful and entertaining.  Good Luck! 
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The Milkshake Dramas: Group Instructions 

_________________________ 

 

1. Read over your group’s script together.  

 

2.  Use the Group Work Skills Tip Sheet to help your group work together well and 

             make decisions together.  For example, use the tip sheet to make decisions about who   

             will perform each part.   

 

3. Use the Strength Triangle to help you work with others in a respectful, caring manner  

      and to help you to problem solve.   

 

4. You can use props for your performance.  

 

5. When you finally perform in front of the audience, you should read from the script. 

            That means you don’t need to worry about memorising any lines.  You can just focus   

            on delivering the right voice volume, tone, facial expressions, actions and body  

            language for your character. 

 

6. Help each other to decide on the best voice volume, tone, facial expressions, actions  

      and body language that best match each character.  

 

7. If your group have a disagreement, use the Group Work Skills Tip Sheet or Strength 

     Triangle to help.   

 

8. Have fun.  
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Facilitator Feedback 

Please complete as accurately as possible and independent from other Facilitators.  

Your Initials: __________ Grade: ____ 

Session No. ________       Today’s Date:  _____________ 

A.Please indicate the degree to which today’s session was delivered as described in the 

manual. 

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

 different                 different                                                                  described              described 

B.Please indicate the degree to which the scripts were presented as stated in the 

manual.  

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

different                 different                                                                  described              described 

C.How long was today’s session?  ___ minutes  

D.Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of engagement.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  

E. Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of understanding for the 

concepts explored this week.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  
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Session Notes 
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Session 12: The Milk Shake Dramas II 
 

Purpose:  

• To consolidate learning.  

• Promote a nurturing, supportive environment. 

• Continue to encourage and refine students newly learnt skills. 

 

Materials Needed:  

• Video recorder or camera 

 (OPTIONAL and only if additional parental consent is not required). 

• Student’s may use simple props for their performances 

 

Procedure: 

Students will perform their scripts today, demonstrating their ability to work as a group and 

show case their social skills understandings. This is a fun way to reinforce learnt skills and concepts, 

and to celebrate the end of the program.  

Please Note: You might also like to distribute the Ribbon and Flip Books at the end of the 

session, if included in your program.  

 

The Milkshake Drama Performances: Facilitator Instructions 

 

1. The Friendship Saver Program includes 6 group performances.  This includes;  

- Theatre Fiasco; a group of 5 

- Friendship Loyalty, Quiz Time 1, Quiz Time 2, and The Sushi Train Wreck; 4 groups 

of 4 

- A Musical number: any number of participants 

 

2. Groups can perform in any order that you deem appropriate.  However, it is recommended 

that the Musical Number group perform in the middle of the other performances.  

 

3. Remind the audience to Whole Body Listen during performances.  After each performance, 

take some time to discuss key themes and ideas raised by the scripts.   

Once all groups have performed, use this opportunity to: 

- thank students for their enthusiasm and participation  

- encourage students to keep talking about all of the new skills and strategies they’ve learnt   
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- comment on the positive things you have observed (how proud you are) 

- remind students that their parents have been invited to come along to an information 

session to learn all about the program too. 

 

End Message: 

And finally, “Even though The Friendship Saver has finished, we will keep using the skills and 

strategies that we have learn each day in our classroom and out in the school yard.” Encourage 

students to now start to use all of the skills they have learnt over the course of the program, in 

combination, to strengthen their personal ability to make and keep true friends, to be a true friend, 

and to manage conflict with others by using all of The Strength Triangle.  Now the real work and 

practise begins.  
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Facilitator Feedback 

Please complete as accurately as possible and independent from other Facilitators.  

Your Initials: __________ Grade: ____ 

Session No. ________       Today’s Date:  _____________ 

A.Please indicate the degree to which today’s session was delivered as described in the 

manual. 

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

 different                 different                                                                  described              described 

B.Please indicate the degree to which the scripts were presented as stated in the 

manual.  

1                           2                         3                                    4                            5  

Completely               Quite                        50/50                                   Almost as              Exactly as 

different                 different                                                                  described              described 

C.How long was today’s session?  ___ minutes  

D.Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of engagement.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  

E. Based on your observations, please rate the group’s level of understanding for the 

concepts explored this week.  

1                     2                          3                            4                                5 

Very poor              Poor                            Average                            Good                            Very Good  
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Session Notes 
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Delivery from the Postman - Extension Cards 
 

Purpose:  

• Continue to consolidate learning over time. 

• Remind students of the skills and strategies that they have learnt and can continue to use, 

even though the program sessions have come to an end in the classroom.  

• Provide ongoing opportunities to encourage discussions about common friendship 

challenges. 

• To practice fundamental Social Information Processing Skills: identifying goals, problem 

solving, and evaluating options. 

• To reinforce that friendship and peer challenges are difficult, and there is very rarely a  

‘right’ answer but rather, lots of options to construct and to try. 

• Reinforce the resilient building message that ‘no matter what happens, there are always 

options’. 

 

• Materials Needed:  

• Extension Program Postcard Pack 

 

Recommendation:  

An extension card could be tackled each week, or once a fortnight and will require up to  

20-30 minutes to brainstorm as a whole group.  

 

Procedure: 

Gather the students together and inform them that you have received a postcard problem 

from Connie, the program author.  Read the card to the group and ask the group to work through 

the problem-solving steps as displayed on the ‘I Notice My Feelings’ Poster.   

 

Using an enquiry-based learning approach, ask the students key questions to facilitate their 

discussion.  For example, ‘What is the problem?’, ‘What could the person try?’, ‘What options can 

you think of?’  Consider writing students’ ideas on the board to help track ideas and visually organise 

and capture the students’ discussion.   

 

Use a socio-drama approach and ask the students to demonstrate the type of reactions 

(words, tone, actions or body language) that might escalate the situation, or alternatively, what 

might damage friendships and peer relations. Use socio-drama to then help students to explore the 
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type of reactions (words, tone, actions or body language) that might help to deescalate the 

situation, maintain friendships and peer relations, and manage the conflict.   

 

As a whole group, brainstorm a very wide range of options.  Outrageous options are okay too, 

in the initial brainstorming stage.  This approach can help students to start to think outside of the 

square and this is productive.   

 

Remind students of the skills and strategies that are captured by The Strength Triangle where 

applicable.  Draw comparisons to the strategies captured within The Drama Triangle.  

 

Consistently use The Friendship Saver Program language as much as possible, to continually 

reinforce program skills and concepts, promoting a shared consistent language in the classroom.   

 

To conclude the session, consider a group vote to identify the options that were most 

favoured by the group.  Reinforce the notion that social problems rarely have one correct solution, 

but rather, options to try, and if those options haven’t helped, we return to the drawing board and 

brainstorm again.    

   

Consider emailing the students’ ideas to Connie, the program author at 

admin@sociallearningstudio.com.  Your class will receive an email response to their ideas.  The 

students might enjoy receiving feedback from the program’s author.   
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Resilience Building Group Games 

 

Resilience Building Group Games engage students in quick challenges that will require 

everyone to build upon their social and communication skills.  The games also require students to 

notice, reflect upon and self-regulate their emotions and learn how to manage with greater 

resilience.  

 

These group games are particularly useful if you are running a Friendship Saver Program 

session, and start to notice that the students are highly wired and fidgety, or completely flat and 

fatigued.  In these instances, group games are invaluable. Keep these quick games up your sleeve 

and play them again and again.  

 

Each of these group games require students to confront winning and losing; triumph and 

disappointment. 

 

If students amongst the group do struggle to accept disappointment and losing, and have a 

tendency to display their disappointment, or alternatively, show a little too much self-pride upon 

winning, plan to engage the whole group in discussions on these topics before commencing a game.  

 

For example:  

“We are about to play with the Emotion Building Cards. Everyone will have three chances to 

guess the emotion but not everyone will get it right.  This game is not easy.  While we’re playing the 

game, think about how you feel and how you will react if you guess the emotion word correctly, and 

how you will feel and how you will react if you don’t guess correctly.  

For example, if I guess the exact emotion word, how would I feel?”   

 

“If I do guess the word correctly, I might feel proud and I could say “In Your Face - I Am The 

Best!” or I could say “Cool” in a neutral tone.  What do you think of those two different reactions?” 

Discuss.   

 

“If I don’t guess the emotion word correctly, I might feel disappointed and I could say “Oh well 

I tried” or I could say “I hate this game, I’m Never Playing Again, This Stinks!! What do you think of 

those two reactions?” Discuss.   
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Emotion Building Cards 

Purpose:  

• Build emotional intelligence / emotional vocabulary. 

• Build Social Information Processing Skills (especially encoding and interpretation). 

• Help students to appreciate that different people can display emotions differently. 

• Begin to recognise that many emotions look very similar. 

• Learn the directional movement of eyebrows, eyes, shoulders, etc. as they all play a role in 

communicating emotions. 

 

Materials Needed:  

• Emotion Building Card Pack 

 

Please Note: This activity can be incorporated into the Emotions Chapter (Session 5), or 

played again and again at other times.   

 

Procedure: 

- Students sit in a circle together with the facilitator.   

- The facilitator selects one student to leave the room for a few minutes. That student will be 

the ‘Emotion Detective’.   

- Once the Emotion Detective has left the room, the facilitator chooses an emotion card and 

shares it with the group.   

- Name the emotion, ask the students to describe what the emotion means.  The students 

might choose to use examples to help communicate their thinking.  

- When the Emotion Detective is asked to return to the circle, they must choose someone 

with a raised hand to SHOW them the emotion.  The student selected cannot use words and 

they cannot act out a situation.  They can only use facial expressions and body language to 

communicate the emotion.   

- The Emotion Detective has three chances (choosing three different students to 

demonstrate the emotion) to guess correctly. 

 

While the Emotion Detective is making inferences and guesses (based on the cues available to 

them), ask the Emotion Detective key questions to highlight the particular facial movements and 

body movements that they observed.  For example, “You have chosen ‘sad’ as your emotion word.  

What exactly did you see in Jo’s facial expressions or body language that looked ‘sad’?”  The student 
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might mention the slumping of shoulders, head tilted towards the floor, eye lids almost closed, 

corners of the mouth turned down, body very still, etc.  This type of detail will help all students to 

learn to read emotions.   

If an Emotion Detective is struggling to articulate their observations, ask the other student to 

demonstrate a different emotion (such as happy), then return to the original emotion to provide a 

comparison.  Ask the Emotion Detective to describe what seems to change between the two 

emotions.   

 

When a student fails to guess the correct emotion after three attempts, use language purposefully 

to stress the main point of the game, that is; 

 

 “It is difficult to guess what someone is feeling because everyone shows emotions differently, 

and many emotions look very similar to one another.”   

 

This point does need to be emphasised throughout this game.  

 

 “Often, in real life, we can guess (and do need to try to guess what someone is feeling), but 

ultimately, we will only know how someone feels if they want to tell us.  Otherwise, an attempt at a 

good guess is the best we can do in order to be a good friend and sensitive to other people’s feelings 

and experiences.”  

 

Once the Emotion Detective’s guesses and observations are discussed, select a new student 

to become the Emotion Detective.  
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Robot Shut Down 

Purpose:  

• Build students’ observational skills.   

• Build students’ understandings of how to manage and manipulate their facial expressions. 

and body language in order to communicate a particular emotion.  

• Continue to build resilience.  

 

Materials Needed:  

 Just yourselves. 

 

Procedure: 

Read these instructions to yourself to grasp the concept of the game before describing the 

game to your students.   

 

The game has 3 primary characters 

1. The Head Engineer (The Facilitator/ Teacher) 

2. The Master Controller (1 selected student) 

3. The Human Robot (The remaining students in the class) 

 

- All students form a circle, with their bodies turned towards a wall.   

- All students close their eyes.  

- The Primary Facilitator is the Head Engineer and can walk around the center of the circle  

   and tap one student on the shoulder. That student will be the Master Controller for that  

   round.  No one else is to know who has been chosen as the Master Controller.  

- To begin the game, the Head Engineer will say ‘ACTION’ and all of the Human Robots  

  (students) in the room must walk around the room and say ‘hello’ to one another while 

softly shaking hands.   

- The Master Controller must slightly squeeze Human Robot hands when they say hello.  

  When this happens….. the Human Robot takes four steps and then folds forward (shuts  

  down).  

 

 The aim of the game for the Master Controller is to shut down as many Human Robots as 

possible by slightly squeezing their hands without the other Human Robots noticing.  
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The aim of the game is for the Human Robots, to work out who the Master Controller is 

before he/she shuts all of them down. 

 

NOTE:  

* Before beginning the game, demonstrate how to shake hands to say hello.  Practice a soft  

   hand shake and compare it to a gentle discrete squeeze hand shake to ensure that everyone  

   can participate appropriately and safely.   

* The soft hand shake is to be used by all students that are Human Robots.  The hand shake 

   with a slight squeeze is only to be used by the Master Controller.  

* Students might come to recognise the importance of taking four more steps before shutting  

   down.  Without this sequence, everyone will very easily guess the identity of the Master  

   Controller, and that’s just too easy and no fun.  

 

GROUP RULES:  

-While walking around the room, you cannot refuse a hand shake.  If someone’s hand is  

  squeezed by the Master Controller, that Human Robot must take four more steps and then  

 ‘shut down’.  They cannot tell others who had shut them down.  

 

- If one of the Human Robots suspects someone to be the Master Controller prior to having  

  their hand shaken with a squeeze, they are to quickly report their suspicion to The Head  

  Engineer (the Primary Facilitator).   

 

- If the Human Robot is correct, they win the round.  However, if the Human Robot is  

  incorrect, they must shut down immediately. 

 

- If no one can guess the identity of the Master Controller, everyone will eventually be shut  

  down and the Master Controller wins.  

 

Subtle Social Development:  

Generally, two key strategies for social success are;  

(1) Effective encoding  

(2) Interpretation skills as demonstrated in the S.I.P model.   

While playing this game, students will begin to fine tune their ability to watch others, and 

strategically encode and interpret facial expressions and body language as they go.  Success in this 

game also requires mastery of your own body language and facial expressions.  Some students are 
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likely to look awkward, grin or look embarrassed when they become, The Master Controller.  If this 

occurs, other students (who are fabulous encoders) will immediately guess the identity of The 

Master Controller, and the game will be over.  Hence, success in this game also requires students to 

learn to manage, mask and control their body language, actions and facial expressions, and this 

helps to develop their social skills. 
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The Crazy Nose Game 

Purpose:  

• Develop students’ understanding of eye-contact as a communication tool. 

• Build students’ ability to encode and interpret non-verbal communication cues. 

• Build Whole Body Listening capacity 

• Build group cohesion and cooperation. 

 

Materials Needed:  

 Just yourselves, sitting or standing in a circle. 

Note: After the initial instructions are provided, this is a wordless game.  

 

Procedure:  

The Crazy Nose game is a drama based game that uses an imaginary nose that is thrown towards 

someone in the group, caught, placed on their own nose, then thrown to someone new.  The 

facilitator starts the game by extracting the imaginary nose from their pocket, placing it on their 

face, and looking around the room to capture someone’s eye contact before removing the imaginary 

nose from their face, and throwing the imaginary nose towards a looking participant. 

 

Importantly, participants will only be able to throw and successfully get rid of the nose if they have 

first caught the attention of someone else by catching their eye-contact.  They cannot say a person’s 

name to gain their attention.  This is a wordless game.   

 

If someone does throw the imaginary nose to a participant that’s not actually looking, the nose 

rebounds back to them, and they need to start again.  

 

Also, body language and facial expressions are emphasised in this game.  For example; If the 

imaginary nose is thrown with imaginary force, your reaction might be to propel your body back to 

catch the imaginary nose.  

 

Once participants become particularly coordinated, tuned into one another, and successful at 

throwing the nose across the room to one another, add a second imaginary nose and see what 

happens! 
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Tallest to Shortest Challenge 

Purpose: 

• Develop Whole Body Listening skills. 

• Develop non-verbal communication skills. 

 

Procedure:  

- Use a timer to see how quickly the group can coordinate themselves in a straight line from   

   tallest to shortest.   

- The challenge is simple.  Students can communicate with their facial expressions, body  

   language and actions only. Words are not allowed. Touching, tapping someone on the  

   shoulder or pulling them into line is also not allowed.   

- If you do see a student speaking or touching another student, that student is required to sit 

 out of the challenge immediately. This is a very important step within the game. 

- When the group believe that they have completed the challenge, they all need to raise their  

  hand to let you know that the timer can stop.  

- Walk along the line that the students have created and check if they have indeed achieved  

   their challenge.  If so, announce success. Announce the students time score and record the  

   time so that you can re-challenge the group again at a later date.   

 

During this challenge, notice the students that take on a leadership role.   

Also take note of the students that were required to sit out; and observe their efforts to 

manage their impulse to talk or touch at later attempts of this challenge.  This simple challenge (and 

the no talking/no touching rule) can help to build students’ self-regulation skills.   
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Friendship Styles Group Shake Up 

Purpose:  

• Reminds students of the different friendship styles.  

• Generate competitive emotions that students need to manage.  

• Encourage inclusion and team work. 

 

Materials: 

Music and a music player 

 

Procedure:  

This activity requires a large space, and is an ideal outside game.  It can get noisy.  

- Students need to move around the space to music until a friendship style is called out   

 (Two Peas in a Pod, Tribal Style, Bouncy Ball Style). Group combinations; Two peas in a  

  pod, three peas in a pod, a bouncy call (students can jump on the spot for this one), tribe  

  of 4, tribe of 5, tribe of 6, tribe of 10, etc.  

-The students need to form that group as quickly as possible.  If they fail to find a group, they 

  will need to sit out.  The game continues until one person (the winner) is left standing. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 414 

Parent Information Seminar 

 

Purpose:  

• To establish a shared language and skill set across home and school. 

• To empower parents with specific skills and strategies to support students. 

 

Materials Needed:  

• PowerPoint Presentation and Projector (See Friendship Saver Program Digital Resource CD 

for sample, alternatively consider creating your own) (Cr**) 

• Program Manual 

• Friendship Saver Program Posters 

• Samples of Work 

• Video Footage/Photos of the Milk Shake Dramas (OPTIONAL) 

• Whiteboard and whiteboard markers 

 

Planning: 

Send invitations home at least two weeks in advance.  A Sample Invitation has been provided 

on the following page.   
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The Friendship Saver  
 

A Special Invitation 

_____________________ 

 

Dear Families,  

 

This term we have been learning about ‘The Friendship Saver’ in our classrooms and we 

would like to invite you to come along and learn about the program too.  

 

The Friendship Saver is designed to teach students about friendships, emotional intelligence, social 

skills, confidence, conflict resolution and resilience.  The students have demonstrated an enthusiasm 

for these new skills and strategies, and we would love to share this new learning with you.  You can 

also read more about this program at www.friendshipsaverprogram.com.  

 

What will I learn if I attend this session? 

The Parent Information Seminar will review all of the concepts and language that the 

students have learnt and are now practicing each day in our classroom.  The social skills, language 

and strategies are simple and practical.  This information session can encourage interesting 

conversations about friendships, managing conflict independently and resilience with your child at 

home.  Sharing this knowledge with you will also help us towards our goal of creating a shared 

language and shared skill set across our school community.    

 

We will also use this opportunity to share with you the work that the students have 

completed within the program.  We are hopeful that everyone can attend.   

 

When: ____________________________________________ 

Where: ___________________________________________ 

Please RSVP by the ………………...…………………..............  via email.  

Email address: ………………………………………………………………. 

 

We hope to see you there.  From the Friendship Saver Team. 
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Appendix C 

Requesting Consent for Drama Triangle Adaptation 

 

 Connie Buckingham 
Psychologist 

Level 1, The Social Learning Studio 
Ascot Vale, 3032, VIC 

Australia 
(+61) 409 177 557 
(+613) 9326 1980 

cmalatsis@gmail.com 
www.sociallearningstudio.com 

 
19 May 2010 

 
Dear Dr Stephen B. Karpman, M.D. 

 
Re: Request for permission to reproduce model (with adaptations) 

 
Material to be reproduced:  
Title: Drama Triangle 
Copyright owner: Dr Stephen B. Karpman, M.D 
 
It is with great pleasure and honour that I am writing to you today. My name is 

Connie Buckingham and I am a psychologist undertaking PhD research in the area of 
social skills development for children.  I am very excited to share with you the way that 
I have been using the Drama Triangle and my research intentions.  

 
I greatly value the Drama Triangle as a key tool in my professional repertoire.  

Over the past few years, I have developed a social skills program for students in girls’ 
schools.  The Drama Triangle is very much a part of that program.   

 
I am now formally evaluating the program titled ‘The Friendship Saver Program’ 

as part of a PhD research project.  I am seeking permission to use The Drama Triangle 
as part of my research and also seeking permission to adapt the triangle from its original 
form.  

 
I am seeking permission to adapt the names; Aggressor, Victim and Rescuer to; The 
Lion, The Mouse and The St Bernard when used with children.  In my exploratory 
work, I have found that these name changes immensely assist girls in their 
understanding of the Drama Triangle.  I am also keen to attach visual representations to 
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each role.  I have included a sample of these adaptions for which I am seeking 
permission.   

 
If granted, I would include the adapted Drama Triangle into ‘The Friendship 

Saver Program’, for research purposes and potentially for later commercialisation.  I 
would also like to communicate this adapted Drama Triangle across the field of 
transactional analysis, and more broadly, within the fields of psychology and education.  
I would share this adaption via journal articles and conferences pending permission.  

 
At this stage I cannot comment on the specifics of commercialisation that might 

result from this research however, if granted permission to reproduce and adapt the 
Drama Triangle as part of ‘The Friendship Saver Program’, I would always fully 
acknowledge yourself as the copyright owner of the original Drama Triangle with full 
citation and refer readers to your original works for a more complete review of The 
Drama Triangle.   

 
I would also be very happy to send to you a copy of the full program for your 

review.  Of the 12-week program, the adapted Drama Triangle is covered in session 7 
and reviewed in later sessions at which point all program concepts come together.  
Please note, the Winner’s Triangle as developed by Acey Choy has also been included 
in the program, and I will be requesting approval for a similar adaption in the coming 
weeks.  

 
I have also discussed my research intentions and adaptions with Elana Leigh, 

Teaching and Supervising Transactional Analyst and Director of the Australian Centre 
for Integrative Studies in Sydney Australia.  She has been very kind to provide a letter 
of support that I have attached to this request. 

 
Thank you for your time and I am very hopeful that you will consider my request. 

I have attached a proforma as recommended by The University of Melbourne however, 
I am hopeful that I might have an opportunity to speak with you about my work, at your 
convenience.  I would very much value your opinion regarding these potential 
adaptions, and am available at any time to discuss this letter further.  I am contactable 
via phone, email or mail.   
 
Thank you kindly,  
 

 
Connie Buckingham 
Psychologist 
The Social Learning Studio 
www.sociallearningstudio.com  
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For your convenience I have included this proforma that can be returned email or fax, 
deleting any information that you deem inappropriate.  If returned, I will treat this 
signed proforma as your formal response.    

 
Title: The Drama Triangle 
Copyright owner: Dr. Stephen B. Karpman M.D 
 
 
I, __________________________, which holds copyrights to the material stated 

above, give permission for this model to be reproduced in The Friendship Saver 
Program, and associated PhD Thesis subject to the following conditions: 

 
1. Dr. Stephen B. Karpman M.D is acknowledged as the copyright owner of the 

original model with a full citation, and;  
2. Readers will be directed to full works published by Dr. Stephen B. Karpman to 

ensure readers are familiar with the original and complete theory presented by 
Dr. Stephen B. Karpman.  

3. The model will be adapted with the changes as specified in the request letter sent 
by Mrs. Connie Buckingham on the 21st April 2010.   

4. The Friendship Saver Program may later be commercialised for broader use, 
including the adapted Drama Triangle.  

5. The adapted model may be presented with associated research outcomes by Mrs. 
Connie Buckingham in journal articles, seminars and/or conferences.   

 
 
Signed, _______________________________________ (please sign here) 
 
___________________________ (please print name here) ________ (date) 

 
Please indicate agreement for this use by signing and returning this proforma.  In 

signing, you verify that you control the rights granted and that your material does not 
infringe the copyright or other rights of anyone.   
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Appendix D 

Consent Received for Drama Triangle Adaptation 
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Appendix E 

Ethics Approval Letter 
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Appendix F 

School Participation Invitation Letter to Principal 

(NOTE: Individual letters from the schools have not been included in order to 

preserve their anonymity). 

Dear (Insert Principal Name), 
 

Re: Invitation to participate in a girl specific social skills research program titled, “The 
Friendship Saver Program” 

 
My name is Connie Buckingham (ne: Connie Malatsis).  I am a psychologist in private 

practice, and undertaking PhD research at the University of Melbourne.  I have previously 
worked as a school psychologist in the private and public sectors and regularly consult with 
schools on child social and developmental issues.  My particular area of expertise is the 
development and delivery of targeted social skills programs with an inquiry-based learning 
influence.   

 
In 2008 while working as the school counsellor at PLC Sydney, I became acutely aware 

of the need in girls’ schools for a social skills program that would target the development of 
their relationship/friendship and conflict resolution skills.  In response to this recognised gap, I 
developed ‘The Friendship Saver Program’.  

 
‘The Friendship Saver Program’ is a whole-class program for students from grade 2 to 

grade 6.  It spans over 12 weeks with a focus on fundamental social, emotional, communication 
and problem-solving skills that serve to foster positive relationships through drama, inquiry-
based learning and creative arts-based activities.  Importantly, the program provides a shared 
language and skills set that empowers teachers, parents and students alike.   

 
‘The Friendship Saver Program’ is consistent with the goals of The National Safe 

Schools Framework and current curriculum.  Over the next 2 years, the Friendship Saver 
Program will be subject to rigorous empirical testing to establish its effectiveness.  The end aim 
is to provide Australian girls’ schools with an effective gender specific, targeted and evidenced 
based prevention and intervention program.   

 
I am writing to explore the possibility of recruiting XXXXXX to participate in this research 
project.  Like schools across Australia will be approached with the aim to commence program 
implementation in Term 3 2010 or Term 3 2011.  

 
Please note that ‘The Friendship Saver Program’ is designed to be presented by a school 

counsellor/school psychologist and facilitated by class teachers.  All schools that participate in 
this research will receive the training, support and resources at no cost to the school.   
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I can appreciate how busy it is during the school year and so, I plan to call in the coming 
week to ask about your interest in becoming involved in this project.  I have attached an outline 
of the research project for your review.  I look forward to speaking with you further, and am 
very grateful for your time.  

 
Thank you kindly 
Mrs. Connie Buckingham.  

 
 

Project Title: Investigating the Influence of Social Skills Training on Girls’ 
Social Information Processing 

 
 

School Recruitment Process: 4 - 6 Australian independent girls’ schools of 
similar socio-economic status will be approached and invited to participate in the study.  
Potential schools and their relevant staff members (e.g. School Principal, Assistant 
Principal, Grade 4 Program Coordinator, School Counsellor or Psychologist/s, and 
Grade 4 Teachers) will initially be invited to attend a presentation regarding the 
proposed study and intervention program.  The presentation will explain the procedure, 
and time and resource allocation requirements as relevant to schools.  

 
Approximately 300 female grade 4 students are expected to participate with ages 

ranging from 8-10 years.  Participants of all cognitive and language abilities and 
ethnicities will be included in the program to promote ecological validity, reflecting real 
class demographics.  Plain language statements and consent forms will be sent home for 
parents to read together with their children.  A parent information evening will also be 
offered, as an opportunity for parents to find out more about the program.   

 
The F.S.P is a 12-week prevention program designed to be presented by a school 

counsellor or school psychologist (Primary Facilitator) and co-facilitated by grade 4 and 
5 class teachers.  The Primary Facilitator presents the program to the classes once a 
week for 50 minutes as prescribed in the F.S.P manual.  The class teachers are also 
required to provide a 50-minute follow-up session later in the week to revisit topics 
discussed and complete unfinished work.  

 
Before and after delivery of the F.S.P, parents will complete the Strengths and 

Difficulties Questionnaire.  This questionnaire takes approximately 5 minutes to 
complete.  Class teachers will also be asked to complete a questionnaire for each 
participating child.  Before and after delivery of the F.S.P, participants will be asked to 
complete a series of questions presented on a computer program called ‘What’s Next?’ 
(Ainley & Ainley, 2006).  The computer program will take approximately 15-minutes to 
complete.  
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Appendix G 
Project Timeline Sent to Schools 

 

Date 
 

Task Personnel Required 
  

Resource Required 

March 2010 Consent forms and Information Packs 
to be sent home 

Classroom Teachers Nil (packs will be provided) 
 
 

March 2010 
 

Parent Information Session to be 
presented by Research Manager 

- Senior Staff 
Representative 
- Classroom Teachers  
- School Counsellor 

 

- Conference Room 
- Projector for PowerPoint 
presentation 

 

27.4.10 – 28.4.10 
(During Term 2 
school holiday) 

 

Primary Facilitator Training (Off-
Site) 

School Counsellor Nil (Manual and resources will 
be provided) 

Week 1 of Term 2 All participants complete What Next?  - Classroom Teachers 
- School Counsellor 
- Research Manager 

- Computer Room 
- Computers (1 per student) 
(Headphones will be provided) 
(Program will be preloaded) 

Week 1 of Term 2 Completion of Strengths and 
Difficulties Questionnaire Teacher 
form 
(1 form per child) 
(6 minutes per form) 

 

- Classroom Teachers Time release 

Beginning Week 1 
of Term 2  

Friendship Saver Program to be 
presented.   
- One session per week  
- 50 minute sessions 
- One or two classes at a time. 

 

- Classroom Teachers 
- School Counsellor 

Some photocopying of teacher 
created handouts 

Beginning Week 1 
of Term 2 

Friendship Saver Program teacher 
training 
- One session per week 
- 30 minute sessions 

 

- Classroom Teachers 
- School Counsellor 

- Nil 

At conclusion of 
program 

Parent Information Session - Senior Staff 
Representative 
- Classroom Teachers  
- School Counsellor 

  

- Conference Room 
- Projector for PowerPoint 
presentation 

 

At conclusion of 
program 

All participants complete What Next? - Classroom Teachers 
- School Counsellor 
- Research Manager 

 

- Computer Room 
- Computers (1 per student) 
(Headphones will be provided) 
(Program will be preloaded) 

At conclusion of 
program 

Completion of Strengths and 
Difficulties Questionnaire 
(1 form per child) 
(6 minutes for each child) 

 

- Classroom Teachers - Time release? 

 

 

 



 425 

Appendix H 

Plain Language Statement and Consent Form 

 
 

Dr Mary Ainley 
Department of Psychology 
ph: (03) 8344 6291 
email: maryda@unimelb.edu.au 
 
Mrs Connie Buckingham 
PhD Student 
Email: connieb@pgrad.unimelb.edu.au 
 

Project: “Investigating the Influence of Social Skills Training on Girls’ Social 

Information Processing” 

 

Introduction 

This year XXXXX will be involved in a research project, together with the University of 

Melbourne.  The project is designed to investigate the effectiveness of a social 

skills program for girls called ‘The Friendship Saver Program’.  This is a class 

program in which students will explore friendships, peer relations, and how to 

resolve conflicts with peers.  The school will be conducting this program as part of 

the primary school health and human development curriculum.   

 

This year (insert school personal name) will be delivering the Friendship Saver Program in 

all grade 5 classrooms together with class teachers.  My name is Connie Buckingham 

and in collaboration with the school, I am conducting a research project to evaluate 

how effective this program is for young girls.  We would like to invite you and your 

child to participate in this research project.  All students will be participating in the 

Friendship Saver Program as part of their Health and Human Development 

curriculum.  Only those students who have parental consent, will be included in the 

research data.  This project has been approved by the University of Melbourne 

Human Research Ethics Committee.  
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What will we be asked to do? 

If you agree to participate, you and your child will be asked to contribute in two ways.  First, 

we would ask you as parent (caregiver) to complete a 5 minute questionnaire, at a 

time convenient to you.  This questionnaire asks you to give some impressions of 

your child’s social skills and behaviours.  You will then be asked to complete the 

questionnaire again at the end of The Friendship Saver Program.  Your child’s 

teacher will be asked to complete the same 5-minute questionnaire for each 

participating child.   

 

Your child will also be asked to complete a special task concerning how they are 

likely to respond in common social situations.  This will also be repeated at the end 

of The Friendship Saver Program and will be administered as part of a computer 

lesson.    

 

How will my (and my child’s) confidentiality be protected? 

 

You and your child’s anonymity and the confidentially of all responses will be protected to 

the fullest possible extent, within the limits of the law.  Your name/s and contact 

details will be kept in a password-protected computer file, separate from any data 

that you and your child supply.  This will only be able to be linked to your responses 

by the researchers.  Only group trends will be in the final research report and in any 

reporting to the school no parent, teacher or child responses will be identified 

individually.  The data will be kept securely in the Department of Psychology for 

five years from the date of research publications from this project, before being 

destroyed.  

 

How will I receive feedback? 

Once the thesis arising from this research has been completed, a brief summary of the 

findings will be made available to the school, and copies will be available to you as a 

participating parent.  The school newsletter will also be used to provide parents with 

information about this project.  
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Will participation or failure to participate prejudice me or my child in any way? 

 

The Friendship Saver Program is part of the schools Health and Human Development 

Curriculum this year.  Children who do not have parental consent will not be 

included in the data collection phases of the research project.  

 

Please be advised that your (and your child’s) participation in the research associated with 

The Friendship Saver Program is completely voluntary.  Should you or your child 

wish to withdraw at any stage, or to withdraw any unprocessed data you have 

supplied, you are free to do so without prejudice.  Your decision to participate or not 

in the research, or to withdraw participation at a later stage, will be completely 

independent of your dealings with the school, and we assure you that it will have no 

effect on your (or your child’s) relationship to the school.   

 

How do I find out more about The Friendship Saver Program? 

At the conclusion of the program, all families will be invited to attend a Parent Training 

Seminar in which parents/caregivers will be provided with all of the material, 

concepts and language taught to the students, and ways to further these new learnings 

at home. 

 

Where can I get further information? 

Should you require any further information, or have any concerns, please do not hesitate to 

contact either of the researchers through the email addresses provided above.  Should 

you have any concerns about the conduct of the project, you are welcome to contact 

the Executive Officer, Human Research Ethics, The University of Melbourne by 

phone (03) 8344 2073, or fax (03) 9347 6739. 

 

How do I agree to participate? 

If you consent to participate, please indicate that you have read and understood this 

information by signing the accompanying consent form and returning it to the school 

in the envelope provided. 
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 Consent Form for Persons Participating in a Research Project 

 

PROJECT TITILE: Investigating the Influence of Social Skills Training on 

Girls’ Social Information Processing 

 
Name of Parent participant:                                                                                        . 
 
Name of Child participant:                                                                                          . 
 
Name of investigators(s):   Associate Professor Mary Ainley  

  Mrs Connie Buckingham.                                                                                      
 

1. I consent to myself and my child participating in this project, the details of which have been 
explained to me, and I have been provided with a written plain language statement to keep.   

 
2. I understand that after I sign and return this consent form it will be retained by the researcher.  

 
3. I understand that my participation will involve completing two questionnaires, and my child 

completing two computer-based tasks and I agree that the researcher may use the results as 
described in the plain language statement.  

 
4. I acknowledge that; 

 
a. The possible effects of me and my child participating in the questionnaire and 

computer-based task have been explained to my satisfaction; 
b. I have been informed that involvement in the project is voluntary and I am free to 

withdraw from the project at any time without explanation or prejudice and to withdraw 

any unprocessed data I have provided; 

c. The project is for the purpose of research; 

d. I have been informed that the confidentiality of the information I provide will be 

safeguarded subject to any legal requirements; 

e. I have been informed that with my consent the questionnaires and computer-based tasks 
will be stored at The University of Melbourne and will be destroyed after five years; 

f. My name and my child’s name will not be referred to in any publications arising from 
the research; 

g. I have been informed that a copy of the research findings will be made available at the 
school, and will be freely accessible to parents.  

 
 
Parent Participant signature:             Date:                                .  
 
Student Signature:                                                               Date:                            . 
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Appendix I 

Permission to Use Video Footage 
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Appendix J 

Transcript of What Next? Instructions 

Pre-Intervention instructions read to participants 

Welcome and thank you for participating in this study. Today you will each have a set of ear 

phones and a computer to work through a computer program called “What’s Next?”.  You will watch a 

video and be asked to type in your answers.   

You will receive a four-digit ID number and you can type that number in the computer, instead of 

your name, so that your answers remain private and confidential.   

When you are typing, don’t worry about spelling, we are interested in your opinions and what 

happens in friendships and with peers.  We’re not worried about correct spelling.  If you need help with 

the computer program, please let us know.  If you click on the volume button, the computer will read the 

instructions to you and you will hear them through the headphones.   

Work alone because your work is private and confidential.  You can type any answers that you like 

but if we are worried about your safety, or someone else’s safety, we will need to talk to your teachers or 

parents about our concerns.  However, if your safety and the safety of others isn’t of concern, all of the 

information that you provide will only be used to help us in our research about girls your age.  Your 

responses are important to our research, and are private.  

To help us with this experiment, please don’t talk to others about the video you watched, or your 

responses. Thank you again for participating.  

 

Post-Intervention instructions read to participants 

Welcome and thank you for participating in this study again. Just as before, you will each have a 

set of ear phones and a computer to work through a computer program called “What’s Next?”.  You will 

watch a new video and be asked to type in your answers.   

You will receive the same four-digit ID number that you were provided with last time, and you can 

type that number in the computer, instead of your name. We will then destroy this list that matches your 

name to your ID so that your answers remain private. 

When you are typing, don’t worry about spelling, we are interested in your opinions and what 

happens in friendships and with peers.  We’re not worried about correct spelling.  If you need help with 

the computer program, please let us know.  If you click on the volume button, the computer will read the 

instructions to you and you will hear them through the headphones.   

Work alone because your work is private and confidential.  You can type any answers that you like 

but if we are worried about your safety, or someone else’s safety, we will need to talk to your teachers or 

parents about our concerns.  However, if your safety and the safety of others isn’t of concern, all of the 

information that you provide will only be used to help us in our research about girls your age.  Your 

responses are important to our research, and are private.  

Thank you again for participating.  
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Appendix K 

SDQ Parent and Teacher Form 
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Appendix L 

SDQ Scoring Template for Three- and Four-Band Categorisation  
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Appendix M 

Parent Instructions to Complete the SDQ Form 
 

 
 

20 July 2011 
 

Dear Parents,  
 

Thank you for consenting to be part of The Friendship Saver Program research project 2011.  
 

As described in the ‘Plain Language Statement’ and ‘Consent Form’, I would like some 
information about each student’s social development, before and after participation in The 
Friendship Saver Program.  

 
I would be very grateful if you could please complete and return the attached questionnaire. 
Please feel comfortable and confident to answer as openly as possible, knowing that only the 
Primary Researcher will view these responses.  Once received by the Primary Researcher, 
names will be replaced by ID numbers, to preserve each participants confidentiality.  

 
Please don’t hesitate to call or email in relation to this letter.  Once again, I thank you kindly for 
your participation.  
 
 
Yours Sincerely,  
 
Connie Buckingham 
PhD Candidate 
University of Melbourne  

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 


