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effectiveness prosocial behavior has on such situations, the development of these 

behaviors need to be examined through effective assessments in order to create a more 

comprehensive picture.  

Assessment 

Researchers have utilized several methods to assess children’s reasoning about 

prosocial behavior. In controlled settings, such as the laboratory, information collected in 

an unnatural environment and may not be ecologically valid; but on the other hand, it is 

difficult to obtain observations of prosocial behavior as they naturally occurs because of 

the influence being observed has on subjects’ responses (Eisenberg, 1982). Also, data on 

prosocial development obtained by self report may be inaccurate due to purposeful 

distortions, lapses in memory, or misrepresentation stemming from unconscious 

psychological needs (Eisenberg, 1982). In short, there are potential limitations with all 

the commonly used measures of prosocial development.  

In measuring prosocial behavior, there are significant assessment methods that 

overlap through a majority of the literature. These methods include varying the situation 

in order to affect the child’s motivations and then identifying if and when the child 

behaves prosocially (Bar-Tal, Raviv, & Leiser, 1980); asking children about their motives 

for their own naturally occurring behaviors (Damon, 1977); and asking children to 

evaluate prosocial behaviors through peer ratings (Tisak & Ford, 1986). To quantify these 

methods, most researchers use global assessments.  

Global assessment measures the likelihood of engaging in a prosocial behavior 

across situations and personal motivations. These assessments typically include aspects 

of a broader construct that involves prosocial behavior. Common methods used to assess 



 

42 

prosocial behavior include observation, situational tests, questionnaires, ratings, peer 

nominations, and self-report. Self-report scores, though positively correlated with peer-

report scores, are likely to be more favorable and reliable than peer nomination ratings 

and are therefore generally used most often in research (Greener, 2000; Eisenberg & 

Mussen, 1989). Questionnaire measures of prosocial responding consist of a series of 

questions regarding the individuals’ own performance of prosocial acts, or the frequency 

of enacting a variety of prosocial behaviors. They are imperfect indicators of prosocial 

responding because people may try to appear more altruistic than they really are 

(Eisenberg & Mussen, 1989). Specifically, assumptions are made concerning the rater 

including that the rater understands the construct, knows which behavior pertains to the 

construct, understands the reference points, and can extract a cumulative impression of 

behavior (Greener, 2000). Although there are various limitations, the global assessments 

described align with the definition of prosocial behavior and its different correlates and 

variations of expressed behavior. These assessments not only help to examine the 

likelihood of an individual to perform altruistic behaviors, but they also guide 

intervention.  

Methods of Intervention 

School-wide prevention strategies and intervention techniques are critical to the 

success of increasing prosocial behaviors. Not surprisingly, the complex determinants of 

school violence have inspired a range of approaches to explain violent behavior and 

various levels of programs to provide intervention, not many of which are evidence-based 

or empirically valid. Essentially, most programs are stand-alone elements in schools, 

student-focused, and ineffective. The average school has 14 discretionary prevention 
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programs in place, not including discipline policies and procedures, and these programs 

are generally a diverse group of interventions that are not a part of any comprehensive 

needs-based plan (Kingery & Walker, 2002).  

To prevent violent tendencies and enhance prosocial behaviors, early intervention 

programs should be utilized to target outward behaviors, specifically prosocial behavior. 

Successful early intervention should be multi-dimensional in nature, and must consist of 

a complex series of interactions and transactions that synergistically serve to nurture and 

enhance both the development of the child and family (Hester et al., 2003). The most 

effective interventions are those implemented in multiple environments, by multiple 

agents over time, with continued intervention, support, and transition services as children 

move from setting to setting (Hester et al., 2003; Astor, Meyer, Benbenishty, Marachi, & 

Rosemond, 2005). Also, an intervention should be largely contingent on its continuity 

and consistency across persons, across settings, and over time, with interplay between 

child and child-partner and  variables that shape the quality of behavior within the context 

of the setting (Hester et al., 2003). 

Kerns & Prinz (2002) conducted a comprehensive review of empirically evaluated 

programs in the United States that were designed to prevent youth violence and identified 

6 critical and recurring issues that appeared to impose obstacles to the success of the 

program and that need to be considered when designing such programs.  The purpose of 

the review was to address critical issues concerning target level of programming, theory-

driven versus problem-driven conceptualization, cultural considerations, developmental 

considerations, intervention fidelity, and outcome and impact assessment (Kerns & Prinz, 

2002). Based on this review, the following have been identified as key components for 
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effective violence prevention programs 1) a comprehensive and multifaceted design, 2) 

beginning in a primary grade, 3) a program that is developmentally tailored, 4) content 

that promotes personal and social competencies, 5) interactive techniques used to 

facilitate skill development, 6) culturally sensitive material, 7) ensures intervention 

fidelity, 7) applies positive control in the classroom, and 8) fosters norms against 

violence in all school activities (Weir, 2005). These recommendations provide a guided 

framework; however, research has yet to discover the best practice in each of these areas, 

or the ideal combinations of these foundations (Kingery & Walker, 2002).  In the 

meantime, childhood educators can be instrumental in creating an environment that 

nurtures the prosocial development of students in the classroom. When positive social 

behavior is modeled and encouraged by teachers, children learn to respect the needs of 

others and respond accordingly. 

Skill Knowledge 

The prosocial literature identifies skill knowledge and development as an 

important aspect of engagement in behavior. Children who report higher levels of 

perceived effectiveness are more willing to engage in prosocial behaviors and report 

greater numbers of actual behaviors, whether measured cross-sectionally or over time 

(Banyard, 2008; Barr & Higgins-D’Alessandro, 2007). Also, children are more likely to 

act prosocially if they know what to do and feel that they possess the necessary resources 

(Stueve et al., 2006; Kidron & Fleischman, 2006). Most importantly in terms of 

performing of these behaviors is the role of the wider social context factors in the 

development of prosocial behaviors across the lifespan as seen through the peer and 

familial implications on development (Carlo and Randall, 2001).  
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School Interventions 

The U.S. Department of Education has mandated that any K-12 public school who 

wishes to apply for Safe Schools Title IV federal funding must show evidence based 

effectiveness of the violence program implemented at the school level and are required to 

submit violence prevention program outcome evaluation data in order to qualify 

(Flannery, 1998). As a result, schools have taken the initiative to develop an ongoing 

process of strategic planning and staff development to create building-wide structures and 

directives for responding consistently to student behavior that can be implemented in a 

school-wide or classroom-wide basis. Educators can have a tremendous influence on 

students’ social growth by creating a school wide culture in which each student has 

opportunities to see prosocial behaviors modeled by other students and by adults. 

Literature has supported multiple programs for their effectiveness in developing prosocial 

behaviors. Though each one has its limitations, they all follow the underlying foundations 

of teaching appropriate behaviors for all ages of students.  

One of the most prominent evidence based programs is Second Step, which is a 

violence prevention program for children that uses a classroom curriculum developed by 

the National Committee for Children and is approved by the National Safe and Drug-Free 

Schools Program (Leffler & Snow, 2001). The curriculum is designed to teach empathy, 

impulse control, and anger management to children through fully scripted lessons and 

interactive activities targeted toward age groups ranging from kindergarten to ninth grade 

(Leffler & Snow, 2001). The program was evaluated in formative studies and through a 

1-year experimental study. In the formative studies, the program was implemented in 12 

public and 2 private schools located in urban and suburban districts in the Pacific 
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Northwest. Participating children were given pre-and post interviews and surveys 

demonstrating significant improvement in their verbal perspective taking and social 

problem-solving abilities compared to a control classroom (Frey, Hirschstein, & Guzzo, 

2000). However, due to a lack of random assignment to groups, the gains may have been 

the result of general practices rather than participation in the Second Step program. A 

more comprehensive analysis was conducted in a study by Grossman, Neckman, 

Koepsell, Liu, Asher, Beland, Frey, & Rivara (1997) with third grade students in 49 

classrooms from 12 schools in the urban and suburban areas of western portion of the 

state of Washington. Data from teacher ratings, parent ratings, and direct behavioral 

observations by trained observers were collected at the beginning of the school year, at 

the end of the school year, and 6 months after completion of the curriculum (Frey, 

Hirschstein, & Guzzo, 2000). Direct behavioral observations revealed that physical 

aggression decreased and higher levels of positive interaction were maintained when 

compared to a control group; however, no changes in teacher-report antisocial or 

prosocial behavior or in parent-reported aggressive behavior were found amongst the 

intervention group when compared to the controls.  In an effort to investigate the impact 

of the Second Step curriculum on social behavior in a rural elementary school, Taub 

(2001), conducted a yearlong longitudinal evaluation with a rural population of mostly 

poor, Caucasian students in 3
rd

 through 5
th
 grades.  For comparison, data was also 

collected from students in a nearby school who were not receiving the intervention.  

Using the School Social Behavior Scales (Merrell, 1993) and behavior observations, 

significant improvements were noted in teacher ratings of social competence and 

antisocial behaviors for students at the intervention school compared to the control 
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school. Also, behavior improvements were shown in some prosocial behaviors such as 

engaging appropriately with peers; however, no improvements were noted in antisocial 

behaviors.   Although there were some significant findings with the examination of the 

Second Step program, neither the improvements observed in the students, nor the 

problems observed in the control schools, were reflected in the ratings of the individual 

students. Therefore, though a promising program, there are still significant improvements 

to be made in the evaluation and implementation of interventions targeting prosocial 

skills.  

Another popular program is Responding in Peaceful and Positive Ways, or RIPP, 

originally developed for urban middle schools serving a predominantly African American 

student population. The purpose of RIPP is to reduce the incidence of youth violence by 

working with the entire student population at a middle or junior high school, using a 

valued adult role model to teach knowledge, attitudes, and skills that promote school 

wide norms for non-violence and positive risk-taking (Farrell, Valois, Meyer, & Tidwell, 

2003). For generalization purposes, the program was expanded with a comparison of 

outcomes over two years between four schools who implemented the intervention and 

four control schools from five rural counties in Florida using a between-schools design. 

The sample consisted of 685 students from the four control schools and 655 students 

from the four intervention schools with a mean age of 11.4 years. The participants were 

evenly divided in terms of gender with 65% Caucasian, 22% Hispanic, and 11% African 

American. A majority of the students were eligible for federal free or reduced lunch, 

children of migrant workers, and came from homes where English was not the primary 

language (Farrell, Valois, Meyer, & Tidwell, 2003). Significant outcomes were found on 
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mediating variables including attitudes toward nonviolence, attitudes toward violence, 

and knowledge of the intervention material; however, only minor significant differences 

were found using a pre-test post-test comparison of overall decrease in aggressive 

behaviors (Farrell, Valois, Meyer, & Tidwell, 2003). The use of the between-school 

design was beneficial in examining outcomes with relation to the intervention; however, 

the changes were limited to the most aggressive students and fidelity of the 

implementation across school could not be determined.  

Too Good for Violence (TGFV) is another highly regarded school-based violence 

prevention program designed to improve student behavior and minimize aggressions 

among students in kindergarten through grade 12. Specifically, TGFV seeks to teach 

students essential life skills such as how to assert themselves positively and how to de-

escalate violent situations. The curriculum sessions are varied by grade level in order to 

provide developmentally appropriate content based on the risk and protective factors 

most significant for each grade level. The effectiveness of the curriculum was evaluated 

by Burnes (2008) using fourth grade students from an elementary school in central 

Mississippi. Forty-eight students participated in an intervention group and twenty-two 

students participated in the control group. Based on measures of student 

behavior/knowledge and the number of behavioral referrals, consistent gains were 

reported in observed measures of student skills and behavior with members of the 

treatment group; however, there was no statistically significant difference in the adjusted 

posttest measures of student skills and behavior.  The researcher also found distinct 

changes in behavior when examining the number of office referrals. Prior to the 

beginning of the TGFV curriculum, teachers from the intervention group referred more 
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students for inappropriate behavior than the teacher from the control group. After 

implementing the TGFV curriculum, teachers from the intervention group referred many 

fewer students for inappropriate behavior, whereas the control group teacher drastically 

increased the number of referrals for inappropriate behavior. The teachers were unaware 

of the group their students had been assigned; therefore, it was concluded, that based on 

the changes in behavior as evidenced in office referrals, the Too Good for Violence 

intervention curriculum had a positive impact on the behavior of students. Though these 

results are promising for assisting in observed behavior changes, the curriculum was not 

proven to be effective in increasing students’ self-reported skills or behaviors. 

These programs, along with many others centering on violence prevention, aim to 

teach certain alternative, prosocial behavioral habits directly so that students have the 

behavioral competence and skills to be able to engage in prosocial behavior. Programs 

like these facilitate the development of conventional moral reasoning so children 

understand why they should engage in prosocial rather than antisocial behavior if they 

cannot formulate good reasons for behaving prosocially (Goldstein, Carr, Davidson II, & 

Wehr, 1981). To be effective, interventions require the child to independently translate 

abstract principles into concrete actions commonly encountered with peers and others. 

Implementing extensive positive interventions, such as role playing and modeling, helps 

to shape students into adults who are more likely to engage in prosocial behaviors, less 

likely to engage in antisocial behaviors, more aware of prosocial behaviors, value and 

respect prosocial behaviors in others, and have a more positive view of people (Cashwell, 

Skinner, & Smith, 2001). 
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Prosocial character traits as taught by school professionals are neither abstract 

principles nor general personality dispositions. Instead, they reflect concrete moral habits 

or prosocial behavior patterns and regulate how people behave in certain kinds of social 

situations (Goldstein, Carr, Davidson II, & Wehr, 1981). Children should be given 

opportunities to practice moral values or habits, and to learn about their appeal at an early 

age so that a foundation of prosocial behavioral skills and attitudes can be developed. As 

shown extensively throughout the literature, in order for an intervention to be effective in 

a classroom-wide or school-wide setting, the atmosphere of the school must also be 

reflective of a safe and comforting environment. 

Perception of Safety 

In order for schools to be successful in providing students with developmentally 

appropriate instruction and social experiences, an atmosphere of safety and protection is 

required. Schools should be a safe place for teaching and learning, and are supposed to be 

free from crime and violence. When the school environment is negative, it has a negative 

psychological impact on children. Noaks and Noaks (2000) examined perceived levels of 

safety and the fear of crime students experienced in school. A majority of students felt 

safer in school than they did on their way to and from school. It was reported that 14% of 

male students and 13% of female students felt their journey to and from school was 

unsafe. Sadly, some students reported that they were so afraid of either traveling to or 

being in school that they had stayed home from school at least once during the past 

month (Noaks & Noaks, 2000).  More general concerns and worries about crime 

followed previous patterns with more girls than boys reporting fear about being a victim 

of violence. Specifically, in school settings, 33% of both boys and girls reported that they 
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felt afraid of being targeted. Disturbingly, it was found that 16% of girls and 21% of boys 

reported carrying a weapon for self protection on a regular basis (Noaks & Noaks, 2000). 

These figures show that school violence is a nationwide problem affecting the lives of 

many children whose minds are troubled with thoughts and worries of victimization. 

Another aspect of effective violence prevention programs is the ability to improve 

school climates. School-wide coordination is necessary in order to provide structures that 

promote reinforcement and extension of instruction beyond the classroom and throughout 

the school (Chesebrough, King, Gullotta, & Bloom, 2004). Specifically, schools are 

charged with helping students feel valued and personally invested in keeping their school 

safe. This relates to codes of conduct, bullying prevention, conflict resolution, strategies 

that promote personal responsibility, respect, and compassion, and developing trusting 

student-adult relationships in which students are encouraged to report potentially 

dangerous activity (Paine & Cowan, 2009). Peer mediation, conflict resolution, anger 

management, social skills training, and other techniques can also be widely overlapping 

in their effects, as each takes a slightly different approach to achieve the results (Kingery 

& Walker, 2002). Also, research suggests that if schools promote the concepts of 

connectedness and cooperation, prosocial behaviors will increase (Carlo, Fabes, Laible, 

& Kupanoff, 1999; Eisenberg, 2006; Brand, Felner, Shim, Seitsinger, & Dumas, 2003). 

Barr & Higgins-D’Alessandro (2007) tested these concepts in a study investigating the 

relationship between school connectedness and prosocial behavior in typically 

developing adolescents.  They found that there was no relationship between school 

connectedness and prosocial behavior which is in contrast to previous research involving 

elementary school children. No study to date has examined these relationships over time 
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through the use of a pretest, therefore, presenting a gap in the literature for future 

research. 

Be a Safety Kid 

The Be a Safety Kid curriculum is a school-based violence prevention intervention 

that incorporates the research suggested aspects of a successful prosocial intervention 

described above. The goal of the curriculum is to make the school environment a place 

where a child feels and is safe and secure from the threat of violence (Safety Kids, 2005). 

Be a Safety Kid is based on the ideals of ―Responsible Reporting,‖ or appropriate telling 

of information when a dangerous situation is apparent (Safety Kids, 2005). The 

foundation of the curriculum is based partly on the beliefs that most inappropriate 

behavior leads to punishment; therefore, students may learn to avoid teacher observation 

when performing these inappropriate behaviors. As a result, in many instances, peers may 

be the only observers, and when these behaviors are dangerous, having peers tattle may 

be the only way to prevent tragedies from occurring (Cashwell, Skinner, & Smith, 2001).  

The Be a Safety Kid curriculum incorporates the crucial aspects of the theories of 

social learning and cognitive development in the creation and application of prosocial 

behaviors. As previously stated, a successful program should include consistent 

individual lesson plans or activities with clear objectives and activities, as well as a clear 

rationale for their contribution to the overall program goals (Chesebrough, King, 

Gullotta, & Bloom, 2004). Be a Safety Kid has objectives, concepts, and activities for 

students in Kindergarten through 8
th

 grade, with developmentally appropriate skill 

development and prosocial behavior knowledge for each grade. Additional reinforcement 

is maintained throughout the curriculum and materials are available to infuse the 



 

53 

behaviors across subject areas with opportunities for skill application throughout the day. 

Affective and cognitive prosocial processes are also integrated within the curriculum with 

a division of skills when reacting to a potentially violent situation. Specifically, children 

are asked to sense and think about the situation at an appropriate developmental level and 

then act responsibly with the foundational belief that students together are responsible, 

allowing for peers to hold each other accountable for their actions (Safety Kids, 2005). 

Effective programming also includes rewarding students for using learned skills in daily 

interactions, quality of program implementation, and assessment measures to measure 

individual mastery of objectives (Chesebrough, King, Gullotta, & Bloom, 2004). Be a 

Safety Kid provides worksheets, role-play activities, and hypothetical scenarios at the 

conclusion of each lesson to test skill knowledge of concepts and maintain prosocial 

behaviors by giving examples of behaviors based on real-life situations.  

In order to prevent and remedy social problems in the school environment, 

educators must do more than suppress incidental antisocial behaviors and implement 

invasive security measures.  Rather, educators must develop programs that encourage 

incidental prosocial behaviors within the natural school setting (Cashwell, Skinner, & 

Smith, 2001). The Be a Safety Kid curriculum expands on these foundations by providing 

skills and instruction to children on appropriate behaviors and by including school 

personnel to enhance the performance and the belief of students’ in their individual 

prosocial behaviors.  

Conclusions 

Although the research on prosocial behavior has developed significantly over the 

years, several important questions and areas remain unclear. Notably, there continues to 



 

54 

be a lack of a consensus of the specific behavioral manifestations and definitions of the 

broad construct of prosocial behavior. A limited amount of research has focused on 

positive youth development and how to promote prosocial behavior during early 

adolescence. With literature supporting the relationship between prosocial behaviors and 

decreasing aggression, researchers are now interested in defining and assessing the 

underlying social skills that are necessary for prosocial behavior (Barr & Higgins-

D’Alessandro, 2007). Previous research has failed to assess the understanding of the 

functions of prosocial behavior and specifically data on the affective accompaniments of 

prosocial behavior, and the developmental changes in the disposition to help, share, 

comfort, or sympathize (Radke-Yarrow et al., 1976; Kokko, Tremblay, Lacourse, Nagin, 

& Vitaro, 2006).  Additionally, although research has provided some overarching 

foundations of prosocial behaviors, its ability to be generalized is limited. Most studies 

have included small samples consisting of primarily middle to upper class Caucasian 

males, and several studies have been limited to laboratory-based research using contrived 

social situations, with modest evidence for children, adolescents, and adults (Zeldin, 

Savin-Williams, & Small, 1984). The next step in examining prosocial behavior is from a 

multilevel perspective that recognizes the diverse influences that promote actions for the 

benefit of others, considers the variety of ways prosocial behavior can be manifested, and 

clarifies the common and unique processes that underlie prosocial acts across the 

different levels of analysis (Penner, Dovidio, Piliavin, & Schroeder, 2005). By examining 

how children interpret and react to social situations, educators may better understand the 

intersection of the social and cognitive domains in the development of prosocial skills. 

Then, through thoughtful planning and the establishment of effective school violence 
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their actions (Safety Kids, 2005). Be a Safety Kid provides worksheets, role-play 

activities, and hypothetical scenarios at the end of each lesson in order to test skill 

knowledge of concepts and maintain prosocial behaviors by giving examples of 

behaviors based in real-life situations. 

Instrumentation 

Creation of S.T.A.R. Instrument 

In the creation of an adequate and comprehensive examination of the fidelity of 

the Be a Safety Kid curriculum, variables were assessed for their influence in the skill 

development of children. Specifically, the areas were divided to measure knowledge, 

performance, and school connectedness. Knowledge testing questions were designed to 

evaluate the pre-set objectives set forth in the lesson objectives for each grade level. 

Performance questions were developed to assess the proclivity toward prosocial 

behaviors, and school connectedness questions were designed to assess the safety of the 

school social environment. To account for the developmental process of children, 

different versions of the S.T.A.R. instrument were created to measure similar skills at a 

developmentally appropriate level.  

The assessment of young children is very different from the assessment of older 

children in several ways. The greatest difference is in the way young children learn. 

Young children construct knowledge in experiential, interactive, concrete, and hands-on 

ways (Bredekamp and Rosegrant, 1995) rather than through abstract reasoning and paper 

and pencil activities alone. To learn, they must touch and manipulate objects, build and 

create in many media, listen and act out stories and everyday roles, talk and sing, and 

move and play in various ways and environments. Young children are better able to 
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report subjective information; hence, when developing the Be a Safety Kid pre/post-tests, 

the developers considered developmental stages and decided, based on research, to 

administer only subjective, skill-based questions for grades K-3.  Pre/post-tests from 

grades 4-8 included self-reflection, performance, and school connectedness questions, 

which are better answered by children in this age group. 

The younger versions of the S.T.A.R. instrument were developed for children in 

grades Kindergarten through 3
rd

 grade to account for the developmental gap in abilities 

between 3
rd

 and 4
th

 grade in the school environment and also in the Be a Safety Kid 

curriculum. The Kindergarten through 3
rd

 grade versions focus on attainment of 

knowledge strictly aligned with the curriculum and the performance of these skills in the 

educational environment. Some research has advocated having test questions read aloud 

for elementary aged students (Reynolds & Richmond, 1978; Stone & Lemenek, 1990).  

This practice ensures that the test is measuring what the test intended to measure and not 

the child’s reading ability. In the Be a Safety Kid curriculum, educators are instructed to 

administer the pre and post tests orally to class groups from Kindergarten to grade 3. The 

older version was created for grades 4 through 8 and focused not only on skill acquisition 

and performance, but on the production of these skills on a regular basis as well. Each 

version also included questions designed to measure students’ perception of the overall 

safety of the school setting and the students’ ability to bond with the educational 

structure, including school personnel.  

 A method commonly used in educational and psychosocial measurement is the 

Likert scale.  Likert scales are reportedly easy to understand and user friendly for both the 

researcher and the student. Instruments that use a Likert scale typically contain test 
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instructions that are simple to explain to students and instruction time is minimal for the 

person administering the test (Vickers, 1999; Jaeschke, Singer & Guyatt, 1999; Guyatt, 

Townsend, Berman & Keller, 1987). The Likert scale format has been found to be easier 

for young children to understand and answer with accuracy when compared to other 

assessment formats, such as the continuous rating scale (Shields, Cohen, Harbeck-Weber, 

Powers, & Smith, 2003).  Developmentally, a child’s ability to understand and respond 

appropriately to self-report inventories is often limited due to less developed reading, 

writing and language skills. Therefore, a Likert scale was chosen to best measure the skill 

and understanding of the curriculum.  

Despite the many positive qualities of the Likert scale, research has shown that 

the Likert scale can also be misleading.  Too many response categories may lead to 

difficulties in choosing between responses, while too few categories may not provide 

enough choice or sensitivity, thereby forcing the respondent to choose an answer that 

does not represent the person’s true intent (Vickers, 1999; McCormack, Horne, Sheather, 

1988). The Likert scale construction process tends to eliminate the selection of neutral 

choices in favor of those that are more extreme, encouraging respondents to choose a 

slightly more positive or negative rating over the natural tendency to select a neutral 

position (Roberts, 1996). For this reason, the Be a Safety Kid pre and post-test questions 

were designed to use a gradient scale ranging from Always, Often, Sometimes, and 

Never, eliminating the neutral option. Also, to maintain a level of assessment that is 

developmentally appropriate for younger grades, the Likert scale was further delineated 

to only two options of Yes or No. These two selections were used because the 

conciseness of choosing between two choices. Children in younger grades may be unable 
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to differentiate between the intricacies of a four option Likert scale, seeing similarity 

between always and often, and between sometimes and never. Limiting the responses to 

only two options creates a significant discrepancy between the two choices, therefore, 

providing more concrete evidence of skill acquisition.  

All tests developed using a Likert scale should be assessed for age appropriate 

vocabulary and reading levels (Stone and Lemenek, 1990).  To accomplish this, each 

version of the Be a Safety Kid S.T.A.R. instrument was screened using a readability 

formula during development.  The readability levels were found using OKAPI, an 

Internet application used for creating curriculum-based assessment reading probes. 

OKAPI is a web-based application that allows users to enter a text sample and format that 

sample as a set of Examiner and Student Curriculum-Based Assessment reading probes.  

Each scenario created for use on S.T.A.R. instrument was entered into the formula and 

processed for its Spache or Dale-Chall Readability Formula. The Spache Readability 

Formula is typically used to calculate the reading difficulty of text that falls at a third 

grade level or below (Spache, 1953), and the Dale-Chall Readability Formula is most 

often used to calculate the reading difficulty for more advanced text, usually at the fourth 

grade level and higher (Dale-Chall, 1948). Hence, the Spache formula was used for the 

Kindergarten through 3
rd

 grade assessments, and the Dale-Chall formula was used for the 

4
th

 through 8
th
 grade assessments. All test levels were found to use age and grade 

appropriate language for the group to which the test would be administered. 

 Another issue to consider when creating a measurement for children is that 

younger children have more difficulty maintaining interest on a test for an extended 

period of time.  To account for this, Harter and Pike (1984) suggested using a pictorial 
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format, such as cartoon drawings, to generate interest in the task.  The pictorial format 

serves to clarify the responses and make the verbal material more concrete. Therefore, the 

younger version of the test was designed using pictorial, as well as, verbal representations 

for skill questions. For example, the pre/post-tests for grades K-3 used both written 

yes/no responses and were matched with a thumb up or thumb down picture respectively. 

When developing skill related questions for the S.T.A.R. instrument, the 

developer used vocabulary and scenarios directly from the taught curriculum so that the 

test content and vocabulary were familiar to the student (Stone & Lemenek, 1990). 

Questions were taken word for word from the curriculum and were associated with the 

lessons taught at each grade level, which resulted in a slightly varied instrument for each 

grade. Questions were limited to concrete learned material from the lesson and avoided 

opinion based inquiries.  The knowledge-based questions were developed by an 

elementary education teacher and were reviewed by special education specialists, as well 

as a school psychologist, to ensure face validity. 

When developing performance related questions, two areas of emphasis were 

examined for their implication of the tendencies of children to perform prosocial 

behaviors on a regular basis. One area was the ability of students to perform helping 

behaviors even when not directly involved in violent or potentially hazardous incidents. 

These types of helping behaviors have been defined in the literature as bystander or 

prosocial behaviors. The Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary (2002) defines a bystander 

as an individual who is present, but does not take part in an event or situation. In terms of 

school violence, we typically think of bystanders as those students who witness fights or 

other acts of physical aggression; however, these situations are not isolated to only 
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physical violence. They can also focus on situations where the bystander may possess 

information that makes them believe that future violence is likely (Stueve et al., 2006). 

Furthermore, bystanders are not passive observers. Their actions and inactions often 

influence whether and how volatile situations unfold. They are often natural leaders being 

helpful in a way that is not self centered.  Helpful bystanders do not seek the limelight, 

but instead gain pleasure in the act of being helpful (Twemlow, Fonagy, & Sacco, 2004). 

Therefore, in the development of S.T.A.R. instrument, it was crucial to include an 

assessment of the degree to which students felt comfortable in their role as a bystander 

and in performing appropriate prosocial behaviors to prevent violence in the school 

environment. 

Models of the bystander role, as defined in the literature, include several 

fundamental features.  Darley and Latane (1968) discussed key steps in the process of 

deciding to be a prosocial bystander, including noticing what is happening, labeling it as 

a problem where help is needed, taking responsibility, deciding what actions to take, and 

believing that one has the skills to take action and can do so safely (Darley & Latane, 

1968). Another model, described by Ajzen (2002), focuses on how individuals weigh the 

benefits and costs of different course of action, how they evaluate the normative 

expectations of others, and how they assess their competence to act. These models help 

outline the specific areas of questioning that are relevant to the assessment of a student’s 

tendency to be to a responsible reporter when involved in a violent or potentially violent 

situation. These beliefs were also a fundamental aspect in the Be a Safety Kid curriculum 

aligning with the core concept of the Be a Safety Kid instruction of ―Responsible 

Reporting.‖ The questions focused on prosocial behavior measured the likelihood of 
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students to appropriately report unsafe situations and also the level of comfort or fear 

they would feel reporting information.  

To incorporate research models, students were asked to identify the reasons for 

their unwillingness to report. These reasons were drawn from research explaining the 

contextual factors that may halt prosocial behaviors. For example, the more ambiguous 

and less serious a situation, the slower bystanders are to notice warning signs making 

them less likely to intervene (Latane & Nida, 1981; Shotland & Goodstein, 1984). Also, 

if multiple bystanders are present, bystanders may misperceive or underestimate the 

gravity of situation, and the degree of intimacy or relational distance between an 

aggressor and victim may stop bystander involvement (Stueve et al., 2006). Similarly, 

socially cohesive groups of bystanders are more likely to respond to emergency situations 

than are strangers, which further supports the need for a normative environment that 

supports social responsibility (Horowitz, 1971; Latane & Nida, 1981; Rutkowski et al., 

1983). These reasons were used as a guide to identify research based choices for the why 

students would choose not to make prosocial decisions.  

Also important to the performance of these behaviors is the role of the wider 

social context factors in the development of prosocial behaviors across the lifespan (Carlo 

and Randall, 2001). Factors such as the feeling of bonding and connectedness in the 

school environment are important social context factors to consider. The school 

connectedness questions on the S.T.A.R. instrument were adapted from multiple 

measures used in previous literature and research studies. The Unger and Wandersman’s 

(1982) Sense of Community Scale, which has been used in prior studies with college 

students, is a brief three-item measure consisting of the following items: ―Do you feel a 
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sense of community with other people on campus?‖; ―How important is it to you to feel a 

sense of community with people on this campus?‖; and ―Some people care a lot about the 

kind of campus they live on. For others, the campus is not important. How important is 

what the campus is like to you?‖ These questions were modified to better relate to the 

school environment by using school and school personnel, such as teachers and 

administrators, as the primary focus of the questions. Another scale evaluated and 

adjusted was the Prevention Scale, a 13-item scale developed for use in the program 

evaluation of the Mentors in Violence Prevention Program (MVP; Katz, 1995). This scale 

was designed to assess one’s self-efficacy in relation to gender violence prevention; 

however, the questions are geared towards a school violence view with a focus on 

whether students felt they had control over violence in the education setting.  These 

questions were also adjusted to better relate to the K-8 school environment 

A teacher questionnaire was also created as a part of the Be a Safety Kid 

curriculum in order to assess the fidelity and utility of the curriculum in the school 

environment. School connectedness questions were adapted from the student 

questionnaire and questions were added to assess the ease of the curriculum and its 

benefits and disadvantages in the classroom. Also, several assessment techniques were 

incorporated from a teacher instrument used to evaluate the effectiveness of a bullying 

prevention program (Edmondson & Hoover, 2008). Information regarding perception of 

student behavior, reported implementation of curricular lessons, and resulting changes to 

the school atmosphere following the curriculum’s implementation were elicited. 
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Measures 

Students who participated in the Be a Safety Kid curriculum were exposed to early 

violence intervention for an entire school year in conjunction with the school district’s 

traditional curriculum. For the purpose of this study, the teachers and children completed 

the self-report survey before and after the treatment. The goal was to assess the quality of 

the Be a Safety Kid curriculum and its ability to effectively decrease violent and 

potentially violent situations in the school environment.  

To coordinate with the theoretical constructs outlined in the creation of the 

S.T.A.R. instrument, questions in the Kindergarten, 1
st
, 2

nd
, and 3

rd
 grade instruments 

were divided amongst knowledge, performance of prosocial behaviors, and school 

connectedness. The instrument was created with a total of 10 questions as to maximize 

interest and align with the developmental level of the students completing the tests. The 

content in Questions 1 through 8 was designed to measure developing knowledge and 

performance of prosocial behaviors.  On the Kindergarten, 1
st
 and 2

nd
 grade instruments, 

the first question seeks to assess which sense (i.e. hearing or seeing) the students believe 

they are using to survey the situation. Questions 2 through 8, are mostly knowledge 

questions taken directly from the instruction given as a part of the Be a Safety Kid 

curriculum, with one (Kindergarten) or two (1
st
, 2

nd
, and 3

rd
 grades) questions measuring 

performance. The knowledge questions were designed to measure the level at which the 

Kindergarten through 3
rd

 grade students effectively learned and acquired basic 

information given verbally and through activities in the curriculum, while the 

performance questions hypothetically tested the likelihood of producing these behaviors 

and the reasoning for becoming actively involved in a potentially violent situation. The 
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ability of the students to respond to these situations provides hypothetical examples as to 

the production of prosocial behaviors. On the 3
rd

 grade instrument, three of the first eight 

questions were designed to measure performance of prosocial behaviors (Questions 1, 3 

and 4), with the other five questions measuring developing knowledge. Questions 9 and 

10 on all four S.T.A.R. versions were designated to measure the students’ belief in their 

overall safety and connectedness to the school environment.  These last two questions are 

consistent across the grade levels and with comparable wording.  

Research Design   

This study utilized a quasi-experimental research design consisting of a 

nonrandomized group pretest/post-test design.  Pre-test/post-test designs are widely used 

in behavioral research, primarily for the purpose of comparing groups and/or measuring 

change resulting from experimental treatments (Dimitrov & Rumrill, 2003). The design 

of a quasi-experiment relates to a particular type of study in which one has little or no 

control over the allocation of the treatments or other factors being studied. The key 

difference in this empirical approach is the lack of random assignment. Particularly in the 

social sciences where pre-selection and randomization of groups is often difficult, quasi-

experimental designs can be very useful in generating results for general trends (Mertler 

& Vannatta, 2005).   

Procedures 

The Be a Safety Kid curriculum was provided to each school district by the 

curriculum’s owner following the approval of the district’s local school. This curriculum 

was administered at the discretion of the school district as a general educational practice 

and participation in any portion of the curriculum was determined by local school 
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personnel. Participation was voluntary and at any time, districts could withdraw their 

participation by simply not completing the forms. Returning the demographic 

information, de-identified teacher, parent, and child data forms was optional and none 

were returned.  Although no detailed demographic information of the sample was 

provided, the demographic information of the school was obtained from the National 

Center for Educational Statistics (NCES, 2012). A description of each school’s 

demographic data is presented in Table 1.  Introductory material provided by the owner 

of the Be a Safety Kid curriculum described the purpose of comparisons should districts 

volunteer to provide their information to the owner. All data presented to the owner were 

in aggregate form so that no parent, teacher, administrator, or child was identified, 

therefore, no names were included. 

This curriculum was available to schools on a voluntary basis and as such was not 

perceived to cause physical, social, legal, economic, or psychological harm to any of its 

participants. It was considered no more than minimum risk to students because the 

curriculum is considered a typical educational practice. The Be a Safety Kid curriculum 

was integrated into the traditional curriculum throughout the entire school year, and 

students received direct instruction through sessions presented once per week.  As with 

any instruction regarding prosocial behaviors, there is an opportunity to experience 

feelings of discomfort and there is an opportunity for discussion of controversial or 

intrusive personal information. Instruction monitoring was provided on a regular basis to 

address any potential problems, similar to what it typical for school instruction. Supports 

were offered and provided over the course of curriculum delivery through the district’s 

curriculum leader. If and when actions were warranted, the creator of the Safety Kid’s 
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curriculum worked with school personnel to provide appropriate support at the local 

level. Also, training was provided for each curriculum administrator. The benefits from 

this research outweighed the risk by examining the usefulness of a safety curriculum for 

participating school districts and participants. This type of data collection is consistent 

with standards of practices aimed at improving the safety and well-being of the 

participants in and out of the classroom. Approval for this study was granted by 

Duquesne University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB), as well as the principals and 

board of directors of each school.  

The creator of the Be a Safety Kid curriculum trained all of the teachers that were 

responsible for implementing the curriculum. During the first week of the school year, all 

participants completed the S.T.A.R. instrument as a pretest.  Each classroom teacher 

completed the teacher form after administering the pretests and assigned each student an 

anonymous identification number in order to organize the pretest/post-test measures. The 

curriculum’s instruction subsequently took place once per week during the school day for 

one hour at each school throughout the year. Following the last session of the curriculum, 

the participants were given the same S.T.A.R. instrument as a post-test during the last 

week of the school year. The district’s curriculum leader then returned the completed 

measures to the curriculum owner. 
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Table 1 

Demographic Data for Schools 

School Type Title One # Students 
# Free/Red 

Lunch 
Racial Enrollment 

PA # 1 Public Yes 326 194 

Asian—2 

Black—192 

White—122 

PA # 2 Public Yes 435 282 

American Indian—1 

Asian—5 

Black—210 

White—205 

PA # 3 Public Unknown 458 Unknown 

Asian—7 

Black—294 

White—148 

PA # 4 Public Yes 418 271 

American Indian—1 

Black—7 

Hispanic—19 

White—391 

GA  Public No 1,006 42 

American Indian—1 

Asian—221 

Black—44 

Hispanic—35 

White—705 

AZ  Public Yes 903 836 

American Indian—9 

Black—23 

Hispanic—845 

White—26 

FL  Public Yes 423 409 

Asian—1 

Black—345 

Hispanic—74 

White—3 

WI  Private No 209 Unknown 

Asian—14 

Black—3 

Hispanic—8 

White—184 

 

Data Analysis 

All data was collected by the owner of the Be a Safety Kid curriculum. Only de-

identified data was provided to the primary researcher. Participants were given an 
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identification number by their teacher in order to protect their privacy and so that the pre-

test and post-test scores could be matched.  

Descriptive data was reported in terms of aggregated means and standard 

deviations. Effect size calculations were used to determine the strength of the effect of 

any changes detected in knowledge after students received the curriculum. To explain the 

effectiveness of the Be a Safety Kid curriculum using the S.T.A.R. pre-test/post-test 

instrument, a repeated measures ANOVA analysis was used. A .05 probability level or 

better was used as a criterion for accepting and rejecting null hypotheses. 

Research Questions & Hypotheses 

This study is driven by several questions related to the effectiveness of the 

curriculum and relation to prosocial behaviors. The following questions will be 

investigated: 

Research Question 1 

Is the younger version of the S.T.A.R. instrument a valid assessment tool for evaluating 

the knowledge and performance of prosocial behaviors, as well as perception of school 

safety? 

Research Question 1 Statistical Analysis.  To assess for validity, each grade level 

(Kindergarten - 3
rd

) of the younger version of the S.T.A.R. instrument will be examined 

for its effectiveness with a designated population. When originally created, expert 

opinions were asked from professionals within multiple fields related to the curriculum 

and instrument for their judgment to establish face validity.  In this study, confirmatory 

factor analysis was used to determine the stability of content areas (e.g., knowledge and 

performance actions) across pre-test and post-test administrations.  
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Research Question 2 

Does the Be a Safety Kid curriculum influence knowledge of Kindergarten, 1
st
, 2

nd
, and 

3
rd

 grade students in five schools across the nation as defined as ―Responsible Reporting‖ 

and the core concepts of the curriculum? 

Research Question 2 Statistical Analysis.  Repeated measures ANOVAs were 

conducted in order to assess the participants’ change from the pretest to the post-test of 

the S.T.A.R. instrument at each grade level. The dependent variable in this study was the 

Be a Safety Kid curriculum which was integrated with the school’s educational 

curriculum throughout the school year. The independent variable was the questions in the 

S.T.A.R. instrument that align directly with the curriculum instruction.   

Research Question 3 

Does the Be a Safety Kid curriculum influence anticipated performance of prosocial 

behaviors in Kindergarten, 1
st
, 2

nd
, and 3

rd
 grade students? 

Research Question 3 Statistical Analysis.  Repeated measures ANOVAs will be 

conducted in order to assess the participants’ change from the pretest to the post-test of 

the S.T.A.R. instrument at each grade level. The dependent variable in this study was the 

Be a Safety Kid curriculum which was integrated with the school’s educational 

curriculum throughout the school year. The independent variable was the questions on 

the S.T.A.R instrument that align with the theoretical concepts for the performance of 

prosocial behavior.   

Research Question 4 

Does the Be a Safety Kid curriculum influence the perception of school safety in 

Kindergarten, 1
st
, 2

nd
, and 3

rd
 grade students? 
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Research Question 4 Statistical Analysis.  Repeated measures ANOVAs will be 

conducted in order to assess the participants’ change from the pretest to the post-test of 

the S.T.A.R. instrument at each grade level. The dependent variable in this study was the 

Be a Safety Kid curriculum which was integrated with the school’s educational 

curriculum throughout the school year. The independent variable will be the 9
th
 and 10

th
 

(only 10
th

 on Kindergarten instrument) questions on the S.T.A.R instrument that align 

with the theoretical concepts for the perception of school safety. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The results of all analyses described in chapter three are presented in this chapter. 

First, descriptive statistics are reported for all variables in this study, including predictors 

and dependent variables. Next, statistical assumptions for the statistical tests are 

examined in order to assure the appropriateness of running the main analyses for each 

research question. Finally, results of the analyses for each research question guiding the 

present investigation are provided.  

Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics describe and summarize data. The descriptive statistics 

utilized include means, standard deviations, and internal consistency for each variable in 

the study. Participant characteristics were described using frequencies and percentages or 

means and standard deviations as appropriate to the level of measurement. The S.T.A.R. 

instruments for kindergarten, first, second, and third grade can be found in Appendix C 

thru Appendix F respectively. 

Missing Data 

Data was collected from 1060 students from eight schools in six school districts 

across the United States. Cases with any missing data from either the pretest or post-test 

were removed from the data set using list-wise deletion, which resulted in the deletion of 

154 cases (14.5%); reasons for missing data were not specified in the data set provided to 

the researcher of the current study. Although several different alternatives exist for the 

handling of missing data (i.e. mean substitution, maximum likelihood estimate), list-wise 

deletion was determined to be an appropriate method.  The total number of subjects 
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eliminated was minimal (under 15%) and resulted in an unsubstantial reduction in sample 

size across grade. Descriptive statistics for eliminated data are provided in Table 2.  A 

review of the data also indicated that the selected sample remained comparable to the 

original sample’s characteristics. The resulting sample size, used for all analyses 

associated with the current study, was 906. Of the eliminated cases, 27 cases were 

missing complete data from either the pretest or post-test (i.e. no data for any of the 10 

items on the S.T.A.R. instrument). Those with missing data seldom had more than 1-2 

items omitted; however, 6 pretests and 5 post-tests had more than one-third of items 

missing and one case was missing more than 1/3 of the items for the pre and post-test.   

Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics for Eliminated Data 

Grade Original N (%) Missing N (%) % Eliminated 

Kindergarten 171 (16.1%) 41 (26.6%) 23.97% 

First Grade 349 (32.9%) 51 (33.1%) 14.61% 

Second Grade 326 (30.8%) 48 (31.2%) 14.72% 

Third 214 (20.2%) 14 (9.1%) 6.54% 

Total 1060 (100%) 154 (100%) 14.53% 

Note: % eliminated represents the percentage of original cases per grade that were 

eliminated. 

 

Participant Characteristics 

The final sample consists of 906 students who completed the pre-test and post-test 

after receiving the Be a Safety Kid curriculum. 441 participants were male (48.7%), 459 

were female (50.7%), and 6 were not specified (0.7%). This sample is almost identical to 

the original sample provided to the current study’s researcher which was 48.9% male, 

50.3% female, and 0.8% not specified.  Of the 906 total participants, there were 130 

kindergarteners (14.3%), 298 first graders (32.9%), 278 second graders (30.7%), and 200 
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third graders (22.1%). Information regarding participants’ race and age was not collected. 

The participants had to have parental consent, student assent, regular attendance for the 

intervention sessions, and average intelligence in order to be included in the study. A 

detailed description of the sample is provided in Table 3. 

Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics 

Grade Gender N Percentage 

Kindergarten    

 Male 62 47.7% 

 Female 68 52/3% 

 Total 130 14.3% 

First Grade    

 Male 133 44.6% 

 Female 159 53.4% 

 Not Specified 6 2.0% 

 Total 298 32.9% 

Second Grade    

 Male 131 47.1% 

 Female 147 52.9% 

 Total 278 30.7% 

Third    

 Male 115 57.5% 

 Female 85 42.5% 

 Total 200 22.1% 

Total    

 Male 441 48.7% 

 Female 459 50.7% 

 Not Specified 6 0.7% 

 Total 906 100% 

 

Statistical Assumptions 

 Confirmatory factor analysis was used to determine the stability and validity of 

content areas (e.g., knowledge, performance, and school safety) across the pretest and 

post-test for each grade.  CFA is intended to assess how well specified relationships 
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between individual scale items and latent (i.e., unmeasured) factors are supported in a 

sample. CFA is often the analytic tool of choice for developing and refining measurement 

instruments, assessing construct validity, identifying method effects, and evaluating 

factor invariance across time and groups (Brown, 2006). Exploratory Factor Analysis 

(EFA) is more appropriate for examining relationships that lack a theoretical or empirical 

underpinning and also when no prior assumptions about the data are held, aside from an 

unspecified relationship between observed items and latent factors. Thus, confirmatory 

factor analysis techniques were selected over those associated with exploratory factor 

analysis and determined to be the most useful application for investigating the validity of 

the S.T.A.R. instrument. 

When conducting a CFA, it is recommended that at least two items comprise each 

factor; a minimum of three is more commonly suggested (Kline, 2005). This was 

achieved in the current study for all S.T.A.R. instruments except for kindergarten. The 

kindergarten S.T.A.R. instrument has only one item for the performance factor in its 

model; however, all other S.T.A.R. instruments examined contained two or more items 

per factor. It is important to note that this recommendation tends to be less critical as 

sample size increases (Kline, 2005). A power analysis of close fit (McCallum et al., 

1996) was conducted and based on those results, the sample size for kindergarten was 

determined to have moderate power; however, the statistical power for all other grades 

was large enough to sufficiently detect differences where present. 

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s 

test of sphericity were conducted on the pretest and post-test sample for each model 

group (described below) to determine the appropriateness of the factor analysis. The 
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KMO statistic varies between 0 and 1, where a value of 0 indicates that the sum of partial 

correlations is large relative to the sum of correlations and diffusion exists in the pattern 

of correlations. KMO values of 0 suggest that a factor analysis would likely not be 

appropriate. A value closer to 1 indicates that patterns of correlations are relatively 

compact and so factor analysis should yield distinct and reliable factors (Spicer, 2005). 

Kaiser (1974) recommends accepting values greater than .50 with values between .50 and 

.70 as mediocre, values between .70 and .80 as good, values between .80 and .90 as great, 

and values above .90 as superb. The KMO statistics in this study fell in the acceptable 

range for all groups except the kindergarten post-test, with values between .515 and .606, 

making factor analysis appropriate for this study. The kindergarten post-test data 

produced a KMO value of .422, indicating that the factor analysis may not yield distinct 

and reliable factors.  Therefore, results from the kindergarten post-test CFA should be 

interpreted with caution.  Bartlett’s measure of sphericity tests the null hypothesis that the 

original correlation matrix is an identity matrix. A significance value less than the 

designated alpha level of .05 indicates that there are relationships between the variables. 

The Bartlett’s test values in this investigation suggested a factor analysis would be 

appropriate for all pretest and post-test groups with significance values of <.001 for a 

majority of the groups. See Table 4 for detailed CFA assumption statistics. 

A repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to evaluate 

the change in scores on the S.T.A.R. instrument before and after the Be a Safety Kid 

curriculum. The ANOVA method is based on the following three assumptions:  

normality, independence, and homogeneity of variance (Shannon and Davenport, 2001). 

And specifically for the repeated measures ANOVA, there is an additional assumption of 
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sphericity or homogeneity of covariance. First, each sample is assumed to be drawn from 

a normally distributed population. Second, each person’s score is assumed independent of 

all other scores, and each treatment level is independent of the others. Third, the 

variances from each population are assumed equal. Finally, it is assumed the levels of the 

within subject variables are equally related to each other. Effect size was used to 

determine the strength of the effect of any changes detected in knowledge after youth 

received the curriculum. Assumptions were met for all research questions. 

Table 4 

CFA Assumption Statistics 

Grade Model KMO 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

X
2
 df p 

Kindergarten      

 Pretest .554 100.275 36 <.001 

 Post-test .442 56.617 36 .016 

First/Second      

 Pretest .515 139.126 45 <.001 

 Post-test .606 202.797 45 <.001 

Third      

 Pretest .599 154.292 45 <.001 

 Post-test .549 112.995 45 <.001 

 

Data Analysis 

Research Question 1 

The first research question was designed to determine the validity of the S.T.A.R. 

instrument and its alignment with the constructs designated through its creation. 

Specifically, is the S.T.A.R. instrument a stable and valid assessment tool for evaluating 

knowledge, gauging performance of prosocial behaviors, and evaluating perception of 

school safety? It was hypothesized that statistical analysis would confirm a three factor 

model for each S.T.A.R. instrument (kindergarten, first/second, and third grade) 
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corresponding with the designated constructs and that each model would remain stable 

over time.  The structure for each instrument was based on theoretical grounds or results 

of prior empirical studies as mentioned above.  Due to variations in item wording across 

instrument versions, separate analyses were conducted for kindergarten and third grade 

instruments.  Also, the first item on the kindergarten S.T.A.R. instrument was dropped 

from all analyses due to lack of variance. The item wording on the first and second grade 

versions of the S.T.A.R. instrument were similar, therefore, the data were combined and 

examined as one model.  The three models examined were:  

1.  Kindergarten—A three factor model where Questions 2 through 4 and 

Questions 6 through 8 would align with knowledge; Question 5 would align 

with anticipated performance of prosocial behaviors; and Questions 9 and 10 

would align with perception of school safety. 

2. First/Second Grade—A three factor model where Questions 1 through 4 and 

Questions 7 and 8 would align with knowledge; Questions 5 and 6 would 

align with anticipated performance of prosocial behaviors; and Questions 9 

and 10 would align with perception of school safety. 

3. Third Grade—A three factor model where Question 2 and Questions 5 

through 8 would align with knowledge; Questions 1, 3, and 4 would align 

with anticipated performance of prosocial behaviors; and Questions 9 and 10 

would align with perception of school safety. 

 

To assess for overall validity, construct and face validity were examined.  Face 

validity was determined prior to the inception of this study by asking experts in the fields 

of school psychology, intervention implementation, and child violence for their expert 
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opinions of the S.T.A.R. instrument during the creation. Multiple school psychologists, 

police officers, the creator of the Be a Safety Kid curriculum, statistics professors, 

teachers, principals, and children provided corrections and input concerning details of the 

instrument and its alignment with theoretical constructs. In order to determine construct 

validity in the current study, confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using LISREL 

8.80 (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2006) with maximum likelihood estimation to assess for 

model fit. Each model was examined twice, using pretest data and then post-test data, to 

determine construct validity over time. Descriptive statistics for pretest and post-test 

questions are provided in Appendix A.  

The assessment of overall model fit (for each of the individual models described 

above) to the data was based on multiple fit indices (e.g., non-normed fit index [NNFI, 

also known as TLI], comparative fit index [CFI], root mean square error of 

approximation [RMSEA]).  A review of SEM reporting practices by Schreiber and 

colleagues (2006) suggests utilizing the TLI, CFI, and RMSEA fit indices for one-time 

analyses. Non-normed fit indices ≥ .95 signify a better fit; however, NNFI can be greater 

than 0 or less than 1 for acceptance (Schreiber, Nora, Stage, Barlow, & King, 2006). 

Higher CFI values signify better fit than do lower ones, with values of approximately .90 

(or above) desirable (Kline, 2005). RMSEA is often referred to as a ―badness of fit‖ 

index, in that low values are suggestive of good model fit. Values ≤.05 are preferable, but 

anything between .05 and .08 is typically viewed as reasonable (Kline, 2005).  For CFA, 

the reliability of the observed variables in relationship to the latent constructs (also 

known as the squared multiple correlations) should also be reported to determine the 
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proportion of variance accounted for in the endogenous variables (Schreiber et al., 2006). 

These guidelines were utilized in the interpretation of results in the present study. 

Comparison of fit across pretest and post-test models was based on examination 

of the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) values associated with each model. The AIC 

facilitates selection among competing non-hierarchical models (i.e., models that are not 

subsets of one another) estimated with the same data (Kline, 2005); global indices such as 

the CFI and RMSEA are not appropriate for this purpose. The model with the lowest AIC 

value is generally regarded as the best fitting among competing models (Kline, 2005). 

However, CFA models should not be accepted or rejected solely on the basis of statistical 

grounds. Argument for the adequacy of a proposed model can (and perhaps should) be 

strengthened by incorporation of theory, professional judgment, and/or persuasion (Reise, 

Widaman, & Pugh, 1993). 

Kindergarten 

Using the overall model fit guidelines above, the first model examined was the 

kindergarten S.T.A.R. instrument. Based on confirmatory factor analysis used to establish 

a model with the closest fit to the data, none of the kindergarten models hypothesized had 

adequate fit. Solutions for the kindergarten model using pretest and post-test data were 

unable to converge after 210 iterations and no models were identified; therefore, no 

squared multiple correlation parameters were calculated and the proportion of variance 

explained by each item could not be determined. Based on reported estimations, the 

pretest model had a poor fit with an estimated CFI of 0.81, RMSEA 0.60, NNFI 0.72, and 

model AIC 77.19. The post-test model also produced a poor fit with an estimated CFI of 

0.61, RMSEA 0.026, NNFI 0.42, and model AIC 68.07.  A comparison of fit across 



 

84 

models suggests that the post-test model is the best fitting model of the two; however, 

given the poor fit of both models, these results should be interpreted with caution. Chi-

square, degrees of freedom, CFI, RMSEA, NNFI, and AIC estimates are reported in 

Table 5. 

First/Second Grade 

The second model examined was the first and second grade S.T.A.R. instrument. Based 

on CFA results, the proportion of variance accounted for in each variable was determined 

to be low across all variables for both the pretest and the post-test, indicating that the 

model explains little of the variation for items on the instrument.  Squared multiple 

correlation (i.e. R
2
) values are reported in Table 6. In terms of model fit, the first/second 

grade pretest model had a mediocre fit with an estimated CFI of 0.83, RMSEA 0.029, 

NNFI 0.76, and model AIC 93.02. The post-test model produced a good overall fit with 

an estimated CFI of 0.90, RMSEA 0.032, NNFI 0.86, and model AIC 96.97.  The CFI, 

RMSEA, and NNFI indices all indicate a better model fit for the post-test model, 

although a comparison of fit across models using the AIC indices suggests that the 

models are similar.  Chi-square, degrees of freedom, CFI, RMSEA, NNFI, and AIC 

estimates are reported in Table 5. 

Third Grade 

The final model examined was the third grade S.T.A.R. instrument. CFA results indicated 

a wide range of values for the proportion of variance accounted for across variables. 

Many of the R
2
 values were low, similar to the results from the first/second grade model, 

with the exception of Question 5 on the 3
rd

 grade post-test model.  95% of the variance in 

Question 5 in the post-test model is explained by the Knowledge factor. Interestingly, the 
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squared multiple correlation for Question 9 on the pretest model produced an R
2
 value 

above 1, indicating that the error variance is negative.  Squared multiple correlations (i.e. 

R
2
) are reported in Table 7.  In terms of model fit, the third grade pretest model had a 

moderate fit with an estimated CFI of 0.87, RMSEA 0.05, NNFI 0.82, and model AIC 

93.75. The post-test model produced a similar overall fit with an estimated CFI of 0.82, 

RMSEA 0.046, NNFI 0.75, and model AIC 91.43.  A comparison of fit across models 

using the AIC indices suggests that the post-test has a slightly lower AIC index; however, 

the overall models are similar.  Chi-square, degrees of freedom, CFI, RMSEA, NNFI, 

and AIC estimates are reported in Table 5. 

Table 5 

Comparison of CFA Model Fit Indices 

Grade Model N X
2
 df CFI RMSEA NNFI  AIC 

Kindergarten         

 Pretest 130 112.50 36 0.81 .060 0.72 77.19 

 Post-test 130 52.96 36 0.61 .026 0.42 68.07 

First/Second         

 Pretest 576 235.73 45 0.83 .029 0.76 93.02 

 Post-test 576 142.88 45 0.90 .032 0.86 96.97 

Third         

 Pretest 200 181.73 45 0.87 0.05 0.82 93.75 

 Post-test 200 121.62 45 0.82 .046 0.75 91.43 
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Table 6 

Squared Multiple Correlations (First/Second Grade) 

Variable Factor Pretest R
2
 Post-Test R

2
 

Question 1 Knowledge 0.00 0.00 

Question 2 Knowledge 0.01 0.01 

Question 3 Knowledge 0.02 0.10 

Question 4 Knowledge 0.01 0.04 

Question 5 Skill 0.00 0.12 

Question 6 Skill 0.09 0.03 

Question 7 Knowledge 0.00 0.00 

Question 8 Knowledge 0.01 0.04 

Question 9 Safety 0.47 0.14 

Question 10 Safety 0.02 0.07 

 

Table 7 

Squared Multiple Correlations (Third Grade) 

Variable Factor Pretest R
2
 Post-Test R

2
 

Question 1 Skill 0.03 0.02 

Question 2 Knowledge 0.31 0.00 

Question 3 Skill 0.03 0.19 

Question 4 Skill 0.11 0.06 

Question 5 Knowledge 0.07 0.95 

Question 6 Knowledge 0.18 0.08 

Question 7 Knowledge 0.05 0.02 

Question 8 Knowledge 0.01 0.00 

Question 9 Safety 0.00 0.14 

Question 10 Safety 0.01 0.17 

 

Research Question 2 

The second research question sought to examine if the Be a Safety Kid curriculum 

influences prosocial knowledge of Kindergarten, 1
st
, 2

nd
, and 3

rd
 grade students.  It was 

hypothesized that there would be a statistical significance between student scores on the 

knowledge construct (defined using the models above) as measured by the S.T.A.R. 

instrument administered before participating in the Be a Safety Kid curriculum and after 
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completing the curriculum. No group comparisons were examined for the current 

research question; therefore, Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance and Box’s test of 

equality were not computed.  Levene’s and Box’s statistics are appropriate for analyses 

that involve a between-subjects variable. Mauchly’s Test of Sphericity, the most widely 

used statistic for measuring the difference between the variance of differences, was 

computed to assess for sphericity. Sphericity is said to be met if all the variances of the 

differences are equal (Spicer, 2005). Mauchly’s test for this research question indicated 

that the assumption of sphericity was not violated, which was expected. When the 

repeated measures factor contains only two levels, as in this study (pretest and post-test), 

the sphericity assumption is always met. 

Multivariate test results indicate a significant difference between student 

knowledge levels before and after completion of the Be a Safety Kid curriculum, F (1, 

905) = 72.338, p < .001. Therefore, we reject the null hypothesis and contend there is a 

significant difference in pretest and post-test scores among the students. After the 

implementation of the curriculum, the overall sample mean increased from .8476 to .8974 

for an increase of .0498. The increase indicates a statistically significant growth in 

knowledge development. ANOVA results are presented in Table 8. 

Table 8 

Repeated Measures ANOVA for Knowledge Questions 

Source df F p value Partial Eta Squared Power 

Knowledge 1 72.338 <.001 .074 1.00* 

Total 906     

*Computed using alpha = .05 
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Research Question 3 

The third research question investigates if the Be a Safety Kid curriculum 

influences anticipated performance of prosocial behaviors in Kindergarten, 1
st
, 2

nd
, and 

3
rd

 grade students. It was hypothesized that there would be a statistical significance 

between student scores on the performance construct (defined using the models above) as 

measured by the S.T.A.R. instrument administered before participating in the Be a Safety 

Kid curriculum and after completing the curriculum. Levene’s test of homogeneity and 

Box’s test of equality were not calculated because no group comparisons were made. 

Mauchly’s test of Sphericity indicated that as expected, the assumption of sphericity was 

not violated as the repeated measures factor consisted of only two levels. 

Multivariate test results indicate a significant difference between student’s self-

reported anticipated performance of prosocial behaviors before and after completion of 

the Be a Safety Kid curriculum, F (1, 905) = 11.693, p < .001. The null hypothesis was 

rejected; therefore, a significant difference exists in pretest and post-test scores among 

the students. After the implementation of the curriculum, the overall sample mean 

increased from .8607 to .8955 for an increase of .0348. The increase indicates a 

statistically significant growth in students’ belief of their likelihood of performing 

prosocial behaviors. Detailed ANOVA results are reported in Table 9. 

Table 9 

Repeated Measures ANOVA for Performance Questions 

Source df F p value Partial Eta Squared Power 

Performance 1 11.693 .001 .013 .927* 

Total 906     

*Computed using alpha = .05 
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Research Question 4 

The fourth and final research question explored as a part of the current study 

examined if the Be a Safety Kid curriculum influences perception of school safety in 

Kindergarten, 1
st
, 2

nd
, and 3

rd
 grade students. It was hypothesized that there would be a 

statistical significance between student scores on the safety construct (using Questions 9 

and 10) as measured by the S.T.A.R. instrument administered before participating in the 

Be a Safety Kid curriculum and after completing the curriculum. No group comparisons 

were made and the assumption of sphericity was not violated as the repeated measures 

factor consisted of only two levels. 

Based on multivariate test results, there was no significant difference between 

student perception of school safety before and after completion of the Be a Safety Kid 

curriculum, F (1, 905) = .288, p =.59; therefore, we fail to reject the null hypothesis that 

there are no differences in pretest and post-test scores on the safety construct among the 

students. After the implementation of the curriculum, the overall sample mean narrowly 

increased from .9023 to .9067 for an increase of .0044. The increase indicates a minor, 

non-significant growth in perception of school safety, though it is important to note that 

the construct mean is close to 1, which indicates that the average student perceives their 

school environment to be safe and there is someone they can talk to when they see 

something unsafe happening.  Interestingly, a review of the individual item means (see 

Appendix A) showed that fewer students in grades 1-3 felt safe at their school after 

completing the curriculum, unlike the kindergarten students who demonstrated an 

increase in the number of students who reported feeling safe at school. This is in contrast 

to the increase across grades in students who reported that there was an adult they felt 
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could talk to if they saw something bad happen. Detailed ANOVA results for the safety 

construct are reported in Table 10. 

Table 10 

Repeated Measures ANOVA for Safety Questions 

Source df F p value Partial Eta Squared Power 

Safety 1 .288 .592 <.001 .084* 

Total 906     

*Computed using alpha = .05 

Summary 

Results from the first research question analyzing the validity of the S.T.A.R. 

instrument indicate it does not consistently align with the constructs designed through its 

creation for the first, second, and third grade instruments using both pretest and post-test 

data.  Although the results indicate several adequate to good model fits, low parameter 

estimates indicate multiple imperfections in the instrument. As a result, the instrument 

may not be differentiated enough to separate between theoretical concepts or it may be 

measuring a different type of prosocial thought process or behavior. Also, similar AIC 

values suggested that the models remained stable over time.  A solution for the 

kindergarten models was unable to be converged and based upon the estimates generated, 

both models demonstrated a poor fit. Given the limited strength in power and slightly 

lower KMO value for the kindergarten data, these results should be interpreted with 

caution. In terms of stability, the kindergarten model using post-test data was determined 

to be a better fitting model, suggesting some instability across time. For the second and 

third research questions, statistical analyses supported the projected research hypotheses 

of the improvement of knowledge and anticipated performance of prosocial behaviors in 
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kindergarten, first, second, and third grade students as measured by the S.T.A.R. 

instrument. Students demonstrated a significant increase in knowledge of prosocial 

behaviors, as well as their anticipated performance of prosocial behaviors after 

completing the Be a Safety Kid curriculum. In terms of the fourth research question, 

which investigates perception of school safety, there was not a statistical significance 

between pre and post-test measurements, as assessed through repeated measures 

ANOVA. There was a minor increase in means demonstrating some increase in 

perception of safety across the sample, though it was not statistically significant. A 

review of the means indicated that the average student felt safe in their school 

environment and could identify a trusted person to talk to if they saw something unsafe 

happen both before and after they had received the curriculum. The conclusions of the 

research analysis suggest a need to modify and correct the conceptual features of the 

S.T.A.R. instrument to more properly align with theoretical constructs. It also supports 

the hypotheses that the Be a Safety Kid curriculum influencse the dependent variables of 

knowledge and anticipated performance with a sample of kindergarten, first, second, and 

third grade students; and rejects the hypothesis that the curriculum would statistically 

increase students’ perception of safety in the school environment due to an already 

established perception of safety.  
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

The results of the statistical analyses as presented in chapter four of the current 

study are more fully described in this chapter. Specifically, findings are briefly 

summarized, highlighting the answers to the research questions posed and whether or not 

the associated hypotheses were supported. A number of limitations of the present 

investigation are also provided, along with recommendations for future research. Finally, 

conclusions and implications based on these results are discussed.  

Summary of Research Findings 

This study sought to determine if the Be a Safety Kid curriculum would influence 

the knowledge and anticipated performance of prosocial behavior, as well as the 

perception of safety, in kindergarten, first, second, and third grade students as measured 

through the S.T.A.R. instrument. The first research question assessed the S.T.A.R. 

instrument’s validity and stability over time by measuring its ability to align with the 

constructs designated in the creation of the instrument using pretest and post-test data. 

Results indicated that the instrument does not consistently align with the constructs of 

knowledge, anticipated performance, and school safety as measured through face 

validity.  Specifically, each instrument produced a three factor model, with the exception 

of the kindergarten instrument.  Neither pretest nor post-test kindergarten models 

converged based on the data sample collected and the preliminary estimates provided 

indicated a poor fit for both. In terms of stability, results indicate all but the kindergarten 

models remained stable over time.  Given the poor model fit and lack of parameter 

estimates for the kindergarten instrument, stability for this version of the S.T.A.R. 
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instrument should be interpreted with caution. Overall, the S.T.A.R. instrument was 

shown to be a stable measure of constructs overtime; however, the model fits explain 

little of the variation in the data for a majority of the questions created through theoretical 

and empirical analysis. Results also provide areas for continued improvement, including 

a more differentiated breakdown of the behavioral expression of anticipated performance 

and additional measures of skill knowledge. 

The results indicated a lack of differentiated constructs on the S.T.A.R. 

instrument for all versions. This may be due to the low variance values examined in the 

instrument. The lack of cohesive constructs has also been displayed in previous research 

such as Carlo and Randall (2001); Eisenberg et al. (1999); Findlay et al. (2006); Hay 

(1994); Hay and Cook (2007); Jackson and Tisak (2001); Kidron and Fleischman (2006); 

Penner, Dovidio, Piliavin, and Schroeder (2005); and Radke-Yarrow and Zahn-Waxler 

(1986), and with lack of a consensus on the exact definition of prosocial behavior. These 

findings are also similar to the pilot study completed by Martin (2010) which examined 

the factorability of the 7
th
 and 8

th
 grade versions of the S.T.A.R. instrument.   Overall, the 

findings of this pilot study align with the conclusions of previous researchers that more 

research needs to be conducted concerning the intricacies and cognitive aspects of 

prosocial behavior. 

The second research question examined the change in knowledge from the pre-

test measure to the post-test measure after completing the Be a Safety Kid curriculum. 

The prosocial literature identifies skill knowledge as an important aspect of engagement 

in prosocial behavior. Children who report higher levels of perceived comfort and 

efficacy in their knowledge of prosocial skills are both more willing to engage in 
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prosocial behaviors and to engage in greater numbers of actual behaviors, whether 

measured cross-sectionally or over time (Banyard, 2008; Barr & Higgins-D’Alessandro, 

2007). Also, children are more likely to act if they know what to do and feel that they 

possess the necessary resources (Kidron & Fleischman, 2006; Stueve et al., 2006). 

Results from a repeated measures ANOVA concluded there was a statistically significant 

increase in knowledge attainment from the pretest to post-test measure. These findings 

were consistent with findings from previous literature and expected hypothesized results.  

The third research question examined the anticipated performance of prosocial 

behaviors as measured by statistical differences in the pre and post-test administration of 

the S.T.A.R. instrument after receiving the curriculum. Results were similar to the 

previous research question with a significant increase in anticipated performance of 

prosocial behavior. After completing the curriculum, students reported that they believed 

they would tell an adult about a situation that could be unsafe. These findings are also 

consistent with previous literature and hypothesized results. 

The fourth and final research question examined the change in perception of 

school safety from the pre-test measure to the post-test measure after completing the Be a 

Safety Kid curriculum. Research suggests that if schools promote the concepts of 

connectedness and cooperation, prosocial behaviors will increase (Carlo et al., 1999; 

Eisenberg, 2006; Brand et al., 2003). Results from a repeated measures ANOVA indicate 

no significant change in perception of school safety from the pretest to the post-test 

measure for the current study. Specifically, the means remained relatively stable across 

groups, indicating the sample may have already perceived their school environment to be 

safe and there was someone they could talk to when they saw something unsafe 
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happening.  Therefore, these findings are inconsistent with previous literature and did not 

demonstrate the hypothesized improvements. 

These findings are consistent with research conducted by Midlarsky and Hannah 

(1985) and Malti, Gummerum, and Buchmann (2007), indicating an increase in prosocial 

behavior from kindergarten through a peak in middle elementary school years.  Children's 

abilities to evaluate situational factors and behavioral options also become more complex 

and probably more accurate with age. For example, children's abilities to evaluate the 

potential costs and benefits for prosocial behavior become more sophisticated with age 

(Black, Weinstein, & Tanur, 1980). Younger children appear to weigh costs to the self 

more than older children when deciding whether or not to assist others (see Eisenberg, 

1986) and they are also less attuned to the benefits of prosocial behavior (Lourenço, 

1990, 1993; Perry, Perry, & Weiss, 1986). In the present study, the kindergarten students’ 

demonstrated a lower level of prosocial knowledge in comparison to the scores from 

students in the higher grades based on the mean scores found in Appendix A.  

Interestingly, the kindergarteners were the only group who did not exhibit an increase in 

mean on the individual knowledge questions.  For example, more students in 

kindergarten reported that no one could get hurt in the scenario presented after 

completing the curriculum and they continued to report that they did not know what to 

tell the adult.  The pre-test mean scores were higher on the knowledge questions for all 

other grades in comparison to the Kindergarten pre-test mean scores, including the first 

grade students. These conclusions may be attributed to children’s increasing awareness of 

the social cues governing prosocial behavior, children’s increasing capacity to regulate 

their emotions to the distress of others and to find alternative ways of responding besides 
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distress, and children’s greater ability to pursue self-interests, which diminishes the need 

for cooperation and generosity with others at all times (Hay, 1994).  Although there was a 

slight decrease in mean on some of the individual items for kindergarten students, 

overall, students demonstrated an increase in knowledge gain after completing the 

curriculum. The significant increase in overall knowledge gain is consistent with the 

developmental level of the sample and its influence on the expression of these prosocial 

behaviors, as evidenced through a significant increase in anticipated performance.  

Overall, students reported both before and after receiving curriculum instruction 

that they perceived their school environment to be safe.  Contrary to previous research 

findings (Carlo, Fabes, Laible, & Kupanoff, 1999; Eisenberg, 2006; Brand, Felner, Shim, 

Seitsinger, & Dumas, 2003), increasing prosocial behavior did not significantly impact 

student’s perception of safety in the school.  The findings from this study more closely 

support those from Barr & Higgins-D’Alessandro (2007) who found no significant 

relationship between school connectedness and prosocial behavior in typically 

developing adolescents. After completing the curriculum, fewer students in grades 1-3 

reported feeling safe at their school, but more kindergarten students reported feeling safe.  

More students across all grades reported there was an adult at their school they felt they 

could talk to if they saw something bad happen. Future studies and especially 

intervention techniques should examine how teaching students about unsafe situations 

influences their perception of incidents that occur in the school environment. 

Limitations 

A number of limitations were inherent in the present investigation. Internal 

validity for the current study was difficult to establish due to the use of pre-existing, 
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intact groups (i.e. lack of randomization) and issues concerning the fidelity of the 

S.T.A.R. instrument. Although teachers were given explicable directions by the creator of 

the Safety Kids curriculum regarding instruction and completion of instruments, the 

fidelity of the curriculum’s implementation was not measured; therefore it is unclear how 

closely the teachers aligned with training and written directions across schools, districts, 

and/or classrooms. The lack of direct experimenter involvement along with limited (twice 

per school year) involvement from the creator of Safety Kids increases the chance that 

the implementation of the curriculum or the S.T.A.R. instrument was inconsistent. 

Also, questionnaire measures of prosocial responding consist of a series of 

questions regarding the individuals’ own self-reported performance of prosocial acts, or 

the frequency of enacting a variety of prosocial behaviors. They are imperfect indices of 

prosocial responding because people may try to appear more altruistic than they really are 

(Eisenberg & Mussen, 1989). Specifically, assumptions are made concerning the rater 

including that the rater understands the construct, knows which behavior pertains to the 

construct, understands the reference points, and must extract a cumulative impression of 

behavior (Greener, 2000). The questions on the S.T.A.R. instrument were directly related 

to hypothetical or anticipated situations and may not be directly related to real-life 

scenarios. Also, this narrow approach increases measurement error in that extreme biases 

are not attenuated as they would be if other evidence was considered (Swearer et al., 

2010). 

Another limitation to the current study is that the Be a Safety Kid curriculum was 

not created to align with standard practices in evidence-based curricula. Horner, Sugai, 

and Anderson (2010) identified the following 6 criteria as educational practice for 
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evidence-based curricula: operational definitions of the practice, the settings, the 

qualifications of people who may use the practice, the target population, the outcomes, 

and the conceptual theory and basic mechanisms framing. First, the Be a Safety Kid 

curriculum was created in accordance with only three of these overarching concepts, 

specifically defining the definitions of practices, qualifications of people who may use 

the practice, and perceived outcomes. The creators of the curriculum focused on the 

specific elements of practice related to defining ―Responsible Reporting‖ as pertinent to 

the curriculum. Second, the qualifications of individuals using the practice were outlined 

to include school professionals and staff only in order to appropriately convey the 

procedures of the curriculum after receiving the appropriate training. Lastly, the 

measurable outcomes expected were described through an increase in skill knowledge 

and anticipated prosocial behaviors; however, the lack of a solid overarching foundation 

of prosocial behaviors in the research makes it difficult to determine the conceptual 

theory underlying the curriculum to provide a framework for assessing why the 

curriculum works.  Although some research has demonstrated significant and positive 

outcomes for school-based intervention and prevention efforts, not all efforts have been 

successful. This variety of outcomes suggests that although school-based and school-

wide violence prevention efforts can be effective, success in one school or context does 

not guarantee similar success in another and vice-versa. Researchers are only beginning 

to understand the factors that contribute to this variation in outcomes across schools and 

across countries. Therefore, the limitations inherent in this study should be interpreted 

within the context of prosocial behavior research and the lack in clear consensus of 

program requirements and significant results. 
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Additionally, a lack of a consensus exists of the specific behavioral manifestations 

and definitions of the broad construct of prosocial behavior. This limitation was 

supported by the low squared multiple correlation values and low overall variance 

explained by the items on the S.T.A.R. instrument. Although there were limitations that 

may have affected the goodness of fit for the models measured, these results provide 

momentum for future areas of research. Research is needed to determine whether self-

report measures are sufficiently sensitive to detect changes in prosocial behavior over 

time, especially given that school-based intervention efforts are inconsistent in terms of 

success. 

Implications 

Incidents of violence at school are rarely sudden, impulsive acts.  In most cases, 

someone else was aware of one’s idea or plan to commit an unsafe or violent act before it 

happens.  Research suggests that the time span between one’s decision to commit an 

unsafe act and the actual incident may be short; therefore, school administrators need to 

move quickly in order to intervene (Vossekuil, Fein, Reddy, Borum, & Modzeleski, 

2002).  Student’s, friends, school mates, and siblings are often those who know this 

valuable information; however, it is rarely conveyed to an adult.  Students are an 

important part of prevention efforts as they are typically the first to hear about a 

potentially unsafe situation.  Often times, students will not alert an adult on their own; 

therefore, schools are charged with encouraging students to be responsible reporters.  

This can be accomplished by indentifying and breaking down barriers in the school 

environment that are inadvertently discouraging students from coming forward with 

critical information (Vossekuil, Fein, Reddy, Borum, & Modzeleski, 2002)..  Students 
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who have an adult they feel safe talking to at school and who are aware of how an adult 

will react to the information they bring forward, are typically more inclined to volunteer 

information.  Schools need to foster positive staff-student relationships and encourage 

students to find an adult at school who will listen and help with problems when 

necessary. 

 In order to foster positive staff-student relationships, educators must create a 

positive environment that includes the entire school community.  All members of the 

school community, including parents, volunteers, and members of the surrounding 

community should participate in planning, creating, and sustaining a school’s culture of 

safety and respect.  Having a fair, thoughtful, and effective system to respond to any 

information brought forward will encourage open communication between the staff, 

parents, and community members and foster strong relationships and cooperation.  

Through the use of violence prevention programs such as the Be A Safety Kid curriculum, 

schools can empower students to report unsafe events and create a safe environment for 

learning. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

The broad and narrow purposes of the current research study form the basis for 

several recommendations for future research in the area of prosocial behavior and 

violence prevention. For example, future research should emphasize the reasons why 

children use prosocial behavior and the external contexts in which these behaviors are 

most likely exhibited. These findings should correspond with assessment and intervention 

efforts to create a more comprehensive concept of prosocial behaviors and incorporate 

methods designed to increase and improve prosocial behaviors in the school environment. 



 

101 

Developing prosocial skills can be most influential when begun in early childhood 

so that children are able to comprehensively understand the positive aspects of prosocial 

interactions and the consequences of helping behaviors; however, further research is 

needed on the most effective approach to instructing the younger elementary school 

children. By examining how children interpret and react to social situations, school 

professionals, especially school psychologists, may better understand the intersection of 

the social and cognitive domains in the development of prosocial skills. A major 

challenge for administrators and researchers will be to identify ways to document the 

positive effects of prosocial skill programs in order to gain the committed, long-term 

support of teachers and parents. 

Future research studies would also do well to investigate the stability of prosocial 

behavior and anticipated performance of skill overtime. Ideally, the same students would 

be assessed yearly beginning in early childhood throughout middle school.  Also, 

documenting the number of incidents reported, as well as the number of violent incidents 

that occurred, would provide valuable information about the relationship between what 

students report they would do in hypothetical situation and what they actually do in the 

real world situation. Research has shown that children who report higher levels of 

perceived comfort and efficacy in their knowledge of prosocial skills are both more 

willing to engage in prosocial behaviors and to engage in a greater numbers of actual 

behaviors, whether measured cross-sectionally or over time (Banyard, 2008; Barr & 

Higgins-D’Alessandro, 2007). Also, children are more likely to act if they know what to 

do and feel that they possess the necessary resources (Kidron & Fleischman, 2006; 

Stueve et al., 2006).  It would be useful to have insight into not only are student actually 



 

102 

performing the behaviors taught as part of the curriculum, but are the number of violent 

incidents in or around school decreasing over time as well. 

Before selecting a specific violence prevention intervention, educators should 

investigate whether or not the intervention is based in research, if it promotes prosocial 

behavior, and if there are documented outcome data. In order to most accurately describe 

the Be a Safety Kid curriculum as evidence-based, there should be continued sufficient 

evidence to allow indisputable documentation that the practice is effective. Guidelines for 

assessing and outlining future research include the number of studies documenting an 

experimental effect, methodological quality of those studies, replication of findings, size 

of documented effect, and durability and generalizability of the observed effect (Horner, 

Sugai, & Anderson, 2010). Based on the previous pilot study by Martin (2010) and the 

results from the current study, the Be a Safety Kid curriculum has been shown to increase 

prosocial knowledge and skills in some elementary populations, but not in adolescents 

(7
th
 and 8

th
 grade). Further replications are needed to support or refute the effectiveness of 

the Be a Safety Kid curriculum in elementary school students. 

Conclusions 

Over the past two decades, the spike in school shootings has generated a sense of 

urgency to examine school violence and implement effective violence prevention 

strategies. Although public perception of school violence is disproportionately higher 

than crime statistics indicate (Hyman & Perone, 1998; National School Safety Center, 

2010; Poland & McCormick, 1999), schools are charged with implementing violence 

prevention approaches in order to provide students with developmentally appropriate 

instruction in an atmosphere of safety and protection. As a result, it is of continued 
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importance for schools to help students identify the potential behaviors and moral 

reasoning that leads to these dangerous situations. At the forefront of media analysis is 

the examination of aggressive behaviors in school age children and its implications for 

school safety (Martin, 2010). Specifically, children who are exposed to aggression at 

school are at risk for behavioral problems, mood disorders, peer rejection, and criminal 

behavior (Haemaelaeinen & Pulkinnen, 1996; Hay & Pawlby, 2003; Scourfield et al., 

2004). Although a continued investigation of these tendencies is critical, it is also 

pertinent to assess the behaviors that can mediate or prevent this violence from occurring. 

Resolving these issues through the instruction and intervention of prosocial behavior is a 

new implication in current and future research. 

Despite the absence of a clear theory, prosocial development and prosocial 

behavior have often been explained in terms of emotional processes, such as empathy and 

sympathy, and sociocognitive skills, such as perspective taking and moral reasoning., 

Through works by Darley and Latané (1968), Piliavin and Piliavin (1972), and the early 

research of Piaget (1965) and Kohlberg (1984) with moral reasoning, it has been 

suggested that human behavior is guided by social problem solving strategies comprised 

of several information processing steps. People are assumed to collect and interpret 

contextual information, to select a behavioral goal, to generate and evaluate different 

response alternative, and then to act out the most positively assessed behavioral strategy. 

At an early age, children develop the pre-requisite skills to create prosocial behaviors by 

identifying and experiencing the emotions of themselves and others. Into later childhood, 

children continue to alter and redefine their understanding of prosocial behaviors; 

however, not until around 11 years of age do children develop from a belief in basic 
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empathy to having different emotions and valence toward the same object (Hay & Cook, 

2007).  Also, as children age, they are better able to understand the brevity of a 

potentially violent situation and the positive impact that comes from prosocial 

intervention, thus performing prosocial behaviors with more frequency. 

In order to create an atmosphere of safety and protection in the school, everyone 

must participate to help prevent violence. While it may not be possible to prevent all 

violence from occurring, identifying the particular moral deficiencies of aggressive 

children and comparing these to the moral resiliencies of prosocial children may 

enlighten our understanding of individual differences in children’s social adaptation. 

Further research is needed to assess the effectiveness of violence prevention programs 

and their applicability to students from different ethnic, cultural, and socioeconomic 

backgrounds. Evaluating the development of prosocial behavior and how it differs across 

diverse samples in future empirical studies would be especially beneficial as we work to 

understand the diverse influences that promote actions for the benefit of others. 
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APPENDIX A 

Descriptive Statistics for S.T.A.R. Instruments 

Kindergarten 

Question Pretest Mean Post-test Mean Pretest SD Post-test SD 

1 1.00 1.00 .000 .000 

2 .68 .61 .469 .490 

3 .73 .82 .445 .383 

4 .74 .79 .441 .407 

5 .72 .77 .453 .423 

6 .90 .98 .301 .151 

7 .65 .72 .480 .449 

8 .81 .89 .396 .311 

9 .76 .83 .428 .376 

10 .88 .92 .330 .279 

 

First Grade 

Question Pretest Mean Post-test Mean Pretest SD Post-test SD 

1 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 

2 .88 .96 .322 .197 

3 .98 .98 .141 .141 

4 .87 .90 .341 .297 

5 .92 .93 .267 .256 

6 .90 .94 .306 .245 

7 .68 .83 .467 .377 

8 .87 .91 .338 .283 

9 .94 .96 .239 .205 

10 .84 .81 .368 .397 
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Second Grade 

Question Pretest Mean Post-test Mean Pretest SD Post-test SD 

1 .82 .81 .384 .396 

2 .96 .98 .204 .146 

3 .99 1.00 .104 .000 

4 .90 .98 .301 .146 

5 .97 .98 .167 .146 

6 .82 .86 .382 .352 

7 .62 .75 .487 .435 

8 .87 .88 .340 .320 

9 .95 .96 .226 .195 

10 .90 .88 .301 .324 

 

Third Grade 

Question Pretest Mean Post-test Mean Pretest SD Post-test SD 

1 .715 .79 .453 .405 

2 .97 .99 .171 .100 

3 .98 .98 .140 .122 

4 .80 .89 .401 .307 

5 .96 .97 .196 .184 

6 .93 .97 .256 .171 

7 .72 .75 .453 .431 

8 .67 .85 .471 .353 

9 .95 .96 .229 .196 

10 .95 .93 .218 .247 
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APPENDIX B 

Kindergarten S.T.A.R Instrument 
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APPENDIX C 

First Grade S.T.A.R Instrument 
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APPENDIX D 

Second Grade S.T.A.R Instrument 
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APPENDIX E 

Third Grade S.T.A.R Instrument 
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