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ABSTRACT 

 

Little is known about the relationship between self-efficacy beliefs and social-emotional 

competence in ethnic minority middle school girls.  These children face a number of challenges 

related to their minority status, peer relationships, school transition, and entry into adolescence.  

School psychologists have attempted to increase the chances of success among this population 

by trying to build their resilience.  Unfortunately, there is little prior research on the relationship 

between protective factors such as self-efficacy, optimism, social skills, and pro-social classroom 

behaviors for this unique population.  A goal of this study was to generate data that would 

appropriately inform social and emotional interventions. This study examined the relationship 

between self-efficacy beliefs and social-emotional competence in 16 at-risk 7th and 8th grade 

students over the course of one school year.  A cross-lagged panel design determined the 

trajectory of change among self-efficacy beliefs and social-emotional competence variables over 

time. Crosstab and chi-square analyses examined relationships among variables on an individual 

level.  The strongest relationships were found among the same variables over time, indicating 

that interventions should focus on a single skill set of concern for the greatest improvement in 

that skill set over time.  Some data suggest a relationship between optimism and social-emotional 

competence, which would indicate that optimism interventions may be helpful in improving 

social-emotional competence for this population.  Optimism may be necessary but not sufficient 

for improvement in social-emotional competence.  Future research may benefit from examining 

these relationships across a longer period of time and examining how different cultural variables 

may impact our understanding of the relationship between self-efficacy beliefs and social-

emotional competence. 
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CHAPTER I 

 

INTRODUCTION & OVERVIEW 

 

Population Specific Challenges 

Ethnic minority middle school girls face a number of challenges.  As academic 

demands increase, middle school students are faced with the physical, cognitive, social, 

and emotional changes that adolescence brings (Elias & Bruene Butler, 2005).  In 

addition to these middle school difficulties, these students face the ethnic achievement 

gap and unique societal demands.  This unique population may experience less support to 

excel academically from parents and teachers.  In my experience, this population often 

seems entrenched in a peer culture that does not value academic excellence, while 

endorsing aggression as a means to solve social problems.  In order for these girls to 

overcome their difficulties and still function appropriately in school, they must have a fit 

between their environment and development that reduces outside risks (Wyman, 2003).  

Dubois et al. (1992) highlight that in the face of such adversity outside school, it is even 

more important for the students to have positive experiences in the school.   

Middle school is a time of great transition.  Middle school usually lasts 2-3 years, 

after which the students transition into high school.  School psychologists working in 
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middle schools must be able to help children transition into the middle school 

environment, while also preparing the children for their transition into high school.  

Middle school represents an expectation of personal academic and behavioral 

responsibility that did not exist in primary school, paired with a decrease in academic and 

behavioral supports. Meanwhile, students are placing much more value on social 

relationships, and experimenting with their personal identities (Elias & Bruene Butler, 

2005).  This transitional time provides numerous opportunities for the children to develop 

self-efficacy and social-emotional competence.   

Generally, middle school girls may struggle with their newly emerging identities, 

often brought on by the onset of puberty (Mazarella, 2005).  Adolescent girls outnumber 

boys in prevalence of eating disorders (APA, 2000; Wykes & Gunter, 2005), anxiety 

(Beesdo, Knapp, & Pine, 2009; Lewinsohn, Lewinsohn, Gotlib, Seeley, & Allen, 1998), 

and depression (Hankin, Mermelstein, & Roesch, 2007; Nolen-Hokesema & Girgus, 

1994), which are, of course, concerns to school psychologists.  There are also differences 

among genders in terms of self-efficacy beliefs, which also begin to emerge in middle 

school.  Self-efficacy beliefs begin to conform to gender-role stereotypes (Bandura, 

Barbaranelli, Caprara, & Pastorelli, 2001), which may hinder school performance.  For 

example, math motivation for girls has been shown to significantly drop at the onset of 

puberty (Meece, 2006).  Since there are differences in both risk for difficulties and 

responsiveness to interventions based on gender, gender should be considered as a factor 

when providing school mental health services (Friedrich, Raffaele Mendez, & Mihalas, 

2010).   
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Ethnic minority students have additional struggles in school, relating to their 

minority status.  The experience of racial discrimination at school predicts a decline in 

grades, academic self-efficacy, and mental health, as well as the increased association 

with friends who are disengaged from school and have problem behaviors (Wong, Eccles, 

& Sameroff, 2003).  Minority girls are among the most likely to become disengaged and 

drop out of school, particularly Latina girls (Garcia-Reid, 2007).  Latinas, depending on 

their immigration history and level of acculturation, may have varying levels of English 

proficiency which can impact their social-emotional competence in an English-speaking 

classroom (Gertner & Rice, 1994; Oades-Sese & Esquivel, 2007; Oades-Sese, Esquivel, 

Kaliski, & Maniatis, 2011).  Immigration history, level of acculturation, and English 

proficiency would certainly be important variables to consider when working with any 

minority student, regardless of country of origin.  It is important for schools to provide 

enough understanding and support for minority children, to help them offset risks that 

may hold them back from reaching their full potential.   

Both McLoyd and Ogbu discuss the overrepresentation of ethnic minorities 

among poverty groups (as cited in Luthar, 1999, p. 28).  Socioeconomic disadvantage is 

related to difficulties in middle school adjustment, such as poorer academic performance, 

increased absences, and behavioral problems at school (DuBois, Felner, Meares, &Krier, 

1994). Since conditions of socioeconomic disadvantage aggregate, students with greater 

socioeconomic disadvantages experience greater difficulty (DuBois, Felner, Meares 

&Krier, 1994).  Poor neighborhoods often have higher crime rates, which can impact 

school engagement in Latinas (Garcia-Reid, 2007).  Therefore, a low socioeconomic 

level can make middle school life even more challenging.  



4 

 

Ethnic minority girls often lack successful same gender role models from the 

same racial and cultural background (HISPA, 2006; Network of Executive Women, 

2008).  As a result, these girls may not believe that a career path necessarily exists for 

them.  Such girls don’t spend a great deal of time dreaming about their future because 

they don’t believe it will be especially bright, limiting the value placed on education.  

Education is seen as something that must be done, rather than a vehicle for success.  This 

may be a contributing factor to the high rates of academic disengagement, problem 

behaviors in school, and drop-out that exists for ethnic minority students (Garcia-Reid, 

2007; Wong, Eccles, & Sameroff, 2003).  

With peer relationships becoming more important during middle school (Elias & 

Bruene Butler, 2005), it seems that most girls do believe that they can be successful in 

peer relationships.  This does not necessarily equate with being pro-social.   School 

psychologists are quite familiar with girls who were proud of making fun of another 

student, as it can be viewed as evidence of social success to show dominance over a 

schoolmate.  For these girls, the peer culture encourages acting out in school as a sign of 

leadership, and a pro-social stance can be a sign of weakness.   

Middle school at-risk girls are also characterized by strong social networks, rich 

with “drama.”  “Drama” refers to the ever-evolving social jungle where social statuses 

fluctuate, relationships break and mend, and the most aggressive girls dominate.  They 

may dominate through physical force by “fighting someone,” or they may dominate 

through the use of relational aggression such as gossiping, spreading rumors, ostracizing, 

keeping secrets, etc.  Each girl struggles to stay in the social circle and to climb the social 

ladder.  This environment may be seen as antisocial, or it may be seen as an adaptive 



5 

 

culture in a way that is in line with the hostility and hurdles this population faces outside 

of school.  Perhaps creating an aggressive peer culture is a way in which at-risk girls can 

unite and relate.  In fact, research suggests that some aggression can be normative, and 

even beneficial, to social development adjustment in adolescents (Little, Brauner, Jones, 

Nock, & Hawley, 2003).  Therefore, it is important for school personnel to understand the 

peer culture of ethnic minority girls. They must understand the dynamics of social 

interaction in order for an intervention targeting social-emotional competence to be 

successful.  School personnel may view these negative behaviors as evidence for a lack 

of resilience, when it may simply be a cultural difference in the way that resilience is 

expressed among this population.   

Rationale for this Study  

According to the National Association of School Psychologists (NASP) Practice 

Model (NASP, 2010) school psychologists should support positive behaviors and socially 

successful students, support diverse learners, and create safe, positive school climates.  

Therefore, best practices for school psychologists requires them to consider cultural 

differences of this population and do what is necessary to support these students on an 

individual, group, and even system level.  The NASP Practice Model (NASP, 2010) also 

explicitly addresses the importance of understanding the diversity in development among 

students and populations, which is directly addressed by this study.  The model urges 

school psychologists to make ethical, data-based decisions to address these issues.  The 

present study is designed to inform school psychologists about the various ways to 

conceptualize strengths, competencies, and resilience among disadvantaged, at-risk 

middle school girls, as well as to provide data about the relationship of self-efficacy 
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beliefs and social and emotional competence in this population.  It is important to know 

how these constructs may relate among this unique population, so that school 

psychologists can make informed decisions about interventions. 
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CHAPTER II 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Protective Factors 

 When adolescents are exposed to multiple stressors, including, but not limited to, 

the risks mentioned previously, they may face negative outcomes such as a decrease in 

academic performance, disengagement from school, and delinquency.  There are many 

adolescents who overcome the risks they face and manage to obtain positive outcomes, 

even when others do not overcome similar risks.  These adolescents are believed to have 

had protective factors, which contributed to their resilience.    

 According to the National Association of School Psychologists (NASP) Principles 

for Professional Ethics, Standard I.3.2, school psychologists must pursue knowledge 

about a number of factors that may influence child development, behavior, and student 

learning (NASP, 2010).  Many school psychologists use the ecological framework 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1979) which considers the multiple levels that may influence a child’s 

development, behavior, and even student learning.  In considering the multiple levels 

which may influence a child, it is also helpful to consider Elias’ environment-centered 

formula of coping and prevention (Dalton, Elias, & Wandersman, 2007).  The formula 



8 

 

considers risk and protective processes that are at play, influencing the population’s 

outcome.  The formula highlights that even in the face of adversity, the population may 

have enough protective influences to overcome the adversity and have positive outcomes.   

Resilience 

 The field of resilience has greatly contributed to our current understanding of 

protective processes.  Resilience is defined as “a dynamic process encompassing positive 

adaptation within the context of significant adversity” (Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker, 

2000. p. 543).  Resilience is a complex and multi-dimensional construct, referring to the 

phenomenon of good outcomes in spite of threats to development (Masten, 2001).  

Resilience refers to the child’s ability to overcome substantial adversity, while 

maintaining high self-esteem and a positive internal locus of control (Edwards, Mumford, 

& Serra-Roldan, 2007).  Many variables are correlated with resilience that include, but 

are not limited to, high self-esteem, social-emotional competence, and self-efficacy 

(Masten, 1998; Werner & Smith, 1992).  

Although the concept of resilience varies across theorists, most theories involve 

some sort of interaction between the individual and their environment, indicating that 

resilience is not simply an internal attribute, nor a fixed trait.  According to Garmezy 

(1985) and Werner and Smith (1992), resilience is seen as deriving from three factors: 

attributes within the child, aspects of family life, and characteristics of wider social 

environments (as cited in Luthar, 2000, p. 552).  Based on Bronfenbrenner’s ecological 

model (1979), Cicchetti and Lynch (1993) developed the ecological-transactional model 

of resilience, which highlights the individual as being surrounded by a number of 

contexts in which various transactions between levels take place, impacting resilience (as 
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cited in Luthar, 2000, p. 552).  Garcia Coll, et al. (1996) developed an integrative model 

of resilience that takes into account the unique risks and supports which surround 

minority children. 

Integrative Model of Resilience 

The integrative model of resilience (Garcia Coll, et al. 1996; Garcia Coll & 

Garrido, 2000) seems appropriate in considering the influences that may impact resilience 

in at-risk ethnic minority middle school girls, since it was developed for minority 

children.  According to the model, social position variables such as race, social class, 

ethnicity, and gender influence the experience of social stratification mechanisms such as 

racism, prejudice, discrimination and oppression.  In considering the social position 

variables of at-risk ethnic minority middle school girls, it is reasonable to assume that 

they have experienced some level of social stratification mechanisms inside or outside of 

school.  Due to their minority status, unjust assumptions may have been made about their 

potential, or they may have not been considered for certain academic opportunities.   

Social stratification mechanisms go on to influence segregation (residential, 

economic, social, and psychological), as well as promoting and inhibiting environments.  

It is likely that social stratification mechanisms have influenced where these children are 

born and raised, economic opportunity for themselves and their families, as well as who 

they interact with socially, and how they think of themselves psychologically.  In 

addition, social stratification mechanisms impact environments such as schools, 

neighborhoods, and health care as either promoting or inhibiting.  Due to social 

stratification mechanisms, these girls may very well experience inhibiting environments 

due to the mechanisms that lead to less school funding for their public school district, less 
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opportunities for healthy neighborhood involvement, and less access to high quality 

health care.   

Social stratification mechanisms, segregation, and promoting or inhibiting 

environments all influence a child’s adaptive culture.  Adaptive culture refers to the 

culture that forms in an effort to negotiate the contextual situation.  Such cultural 

adaptations vary and may include traditions and cultural legacies, economic and political 

histories, migration and acculturation, as current contextual demands.  At-risk ethnic 

minority middle school girls may develop a confrontational culture in an effort to thwart 

social stratification mechanisms.  Perhaps, the extended family develops a culture of 

protection and unity in order to help each other succeed in the face of their social 

stratification struggles.   

In addition to impacting the adaptive culture, promoting or inhibiting 

environments also impact child characteristics (such as age, temperament, health status, 

biological factors, and physical characteristics) and family (structure and roles, values, 

beliefs and goals, racial socialization, and socioeconomic status).  For example, an 

inhibiting health care environment may lead to a low health status.  An inhibiting 

neighborhood may lead to parental drug use, impacting the child’s biological factors.  On 

the contrary, a promoting neighborhood may lead to healthy family roles, or quality 

family values.  

Child characteristics, family, and adaptive culture impact the developmental 

competencies in minority children.  According to Garcia Coll et al. (1996), 

developmental competencies include cognitive, social, emotional, linguistic, 

biculturalism, and coping with racism.  When considering competencies, it is important 
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to consider the context in which these competencies developed as well as how different 

the competencies may be from what we expect.  What may be perceived as a competency 

in one culture may not be perceived as a competency in another.   

In thinking about ethnic minority middle school girls who face chronic daily 

struggles, it is important to consider how their resilience is expressed.  When many 

educators think of resilient students they often think about the students who raise their 

hand, answer questions thoughtfully, behave appropriately, and engage in school 

activities even though they face a number of risk factors.  While these students may in 

fact have resilience, it should be considered that resilience may be expressed in a number 

of ways.  A girl with resilience may show her resilience by acting aggressively.  

Aggression may be the coping skill she uses to overcome the adversity of her family and 

peer culture.  A girl with resilience may become the most popular girl in school by using 

her social-emotional competence to manipulate other students through relational 

aggression.  When considering resilience, it is important to help students use their 

negatively focused competencies in a more positive way.   

Optimism 

Optimism is a positive attitude related to the current and future state of one’s life 

and the world (Prince-Embury, 2007).  Optimists typically hold steady expectations that 

things in life will go in their favor (Baily, Eng, Frisch, & Snyder, 2007), even when 

obstacles arise (Scheier & Carver, 1985).  It is generally believed that upholding 

optimistic beliefs gives strength and determination to the individual, increasing the 

chance of a favorable outcome.  In fact, optimism predicts both emotional and physical 

well-being (Karademas, 2006).  Optimism has been found to be a predictor of life 
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satisfaction in both middle school and high school students (Shogren, Lopez, Wehmeyer, 

Little, & Pressgrove, 2006). Furthermore, optimistic beliefs have been associated with 

resilience, as they encourage individuals to cope during stressful events (Riolli, Savicki, 

& Cepani, 2002). 

Research has shown that optimists display problem-focused coping and planning 

skills, but this does not mean that they necessarily have the self-efficacy needed to follow 

through on their plan (Baily, Eng, Frisch, & Snyder, 2007).  Optimism and self-efficacy 

are both needed in order for people to believe that an outcome will be favorable, and that 

they have the ability to make that outcome happen.  Research has studied the relationship 

between optimism and self-efficacy.  Karademas (2006) determined that optimism is a 

mediator for the relationship between both self-efficacy and perceived social support to 

well-being.  In addition, daily emotional support and self-efficacy predicted optimism 

(Karademas, 2006).   

In adults, reduced optimism is related to maladjustment and resilience is related to 

high optimism (Riollo, Savicki, & Cepani, 2002).  Research has attempted to explore the 

relationship between optimism and social emotional competence in school age children 

as well.  Optimism was found to predict lower levels of externalizing problems in 

children over time (Ey et al., 2005).  In school-aged girls, optimism about peer relations 

was negatively associated with feelings of isolation (Deptula, Cohen, Phillipsenn, & Ey, 

2006).   

Considering the research, optimism may be an important protective factor for 

children, especially those who are at-risk.  Optimism may help this unique group of 

students to overcome their daily struggles and give them the motivation they need to 
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succeed in school. More specifically, optimism, along with self-efficacy, may lead to an 

increase in social-emotional competence displayed by ethnic minority middle school  

girls. 

Self-Efficacy 

Self-efficacy refers to the belief in one’s own ability to execute action required to 

deal with a situation (Bandura, 1982).  It is correlated with resilience (Masten, 1994; 

Masten, 1998) and also linked to the concepts of optimism, goal setting, empowerment, 

and emotional awareness (Reivich, 2010).  Children who have self-efficacy are more 

likely than others to show resilient adaptational outcomes (Werner & Smith, 1992).   

Self-efficacy may impact how much effort and persistence will be exerted when 

facing obstacles (Bandura, 1982).  For example, if someone lacks self-efficacy (has self-

inefficacy), they may not spend time on trying to solve a problem because they do not 

believe they will be successful.  If someone has strong self-efficacy, they may spend 

extensive time in attempting to solve the problem because they believe that they will 

eventually be successful.  Resilience is the overcoming of obstacles, while self-efficacy is 

the motivation to attempt to overcome the obstacles, regardless of whether that attempt is 

positive or negative. 

People who have self-efficacy also have an internal locus of control (Zimmerman 

& Cleary, 2001).  They believe that they have control over events that happen, rather than 

being controlled by external forces.    It has been found that disadvantaged youth with an 

internal locus of control have better outcomes than those who believe that one’s life 

events are influenced by external factors (Werner & Smith, 1992).  While an internal 

locus of control is obviously very important, self-efficacy encapsulates not only an 
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internal locus of control, but also a sense of confidence that the individual can elicit 

positive outcomes (Zimmerman & Cleary, 2001).   

Self-efficacy impacts whether an individual thinks optimistically or 

pessimistically (Bandura, 2001).  Self-efficacy is rooted in one’s beliefs about their 

ability to solve problems or complete a task.  If an individual does not believe they can 

solve problems, they will not exert effort to fix the problems, and they are often unhappy 

because the problem will likely persist.  On the other hand, if a person does believe they 

can solve problems (which in itself is an optimistic belief), they will exert effort into 

fixing the problem, which may solve the problem and lead to satisfaction.  If the person 

with self-efficacious beliefs does not succeed, they will likely try again to solve the 

problem because they are resilient to adversity (Bandura, 2001).  Self-efficacy does not 

indicate how they will attempt to solve the problem.   

Self-efficacy has been conceptualized as an antecedent due to its proactive impact 

on performance and its importance in the self-evaluation that takes place after a 

performance (Zimmerman & Cleary, 2001; Usher & Pajares, 2008).  At the same time, 

self-efficacy is thought to derive from previous mastery experiences, as well from 

vicarious experiences (i.e. observation of others), persuasion (such as verbal 

encouragement), and physiological reactions (such as an increase in heart rate while 

performing).  The experience of a success raises self-efficacy, while the experience of a 

failure lowers self-efficacy (Usher & Pajares, 2008; Zimmerman & Cleary, 2001).   Since 

self-efficacy is perceived as being both an antecedent thought and a consequential belief, 

it is better thought of as an ever-evolving process.  Self-efficacy is not a fixed trait 

because it is continually being impacted by the environment.  Family, school experiences, 
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and peer networks can all impact self-efficacy (Schunk & Meece, 2001).  According to 

the integrative model (Garcia Coll et al. 1996; Garcia Coll & Garrido, 2000), it is likely 

that factors such as social position, social stratification mechanisms, and segregation may 

also impact self-efficacy in at-risk minority girls.   

Previous research on self-efficacy has not yielded a clear developmental picture, 

most likely due to differing contextual factors.   Some researchers have found a decline in 

self-efficacy beginning at the middle school transition, while some have found an 

increase in self-efficacy (Schunk & Meece, 2001).  As discussed earlier, the middle 

schools years can be difficult ones, characterized by a lack of pro-social behaviors.  In 

considering the various contextual factors that influence the risk and protective factors 

among at-risk ethnic minority girls, it may be interesting to study the relationship 

between self-efficacy and pro-social behaviors among this population.  Since self-

efficacy is strongly related to psychosocial well-being (Vieno, Santinello, Pastore, & 

Perkins, 2007), it may be helpful to focus on building self-efficacy in interventions to 

help benefit the psychosocial well-being of middle school ethnic minority girls, in hopes  

of helping them cope with the struggles they face. 

Social-Emotional Competence 

Social-emotional competence is a rather broad term referring to acquired social 

and emotional skills.  The Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning 

(CASEL), described social and emotional competence as involving key emotional, 

cognitive, and behavioral skills across various settings (Elias & Haynes, 2008).   More 

specifically, a child with social and emotional competence has skills that facilitate social 

interaction with peers (Elias & Haynes, 2008).  Social-emotional competence may be 
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evident through community and activity involvement, peer relations, appropriate 

behavior in the classroom, and self-regulation.  Schools often focus on building social-

emotional competence for its immediate benefits, such as pro-social behaviors in the 

classroom, academic success, and a positive school climate, as well as long-term benefits 

such as teaching students to be effective citizens of the world (Payton, et al., 2008).   

Social-emotional competence is a protective factor and is believed to help children to 

navigate struggles they may face in life.  Resilience is associated with social-emotional 

competence displayed among peers, in the classroom, in the community, and at home 

(Masten, 1998; Werner & Smith, 1992).   

While traditional research conceptualizes social-emotional competence as positive 

social behaviors, some kinds of social-emotional competence may in fact be expressed 

negatively.  Middle school girls often engage in relational aggression.  For success in 

relational aggression, a student needs a high level of certain social-emotional 

competencies to determine what social assaults will impact others in a negative way 

(Underwood, 2003).   

“Stinging” is a term used among children to identify verbal insults.  It is often 

used to influence the social hierarchy.  The students who engage in “stinging” are able to 

identify their social threats and use this form of relational aggression to change the social 

dynamic.  This, again, takes competence.  It is important to recognize the strengths that 

exist among the negative behaviors when considering the competencies of at-risk middle 

school minority girls.  School psychologists should see those strengths and work on 

interventions to help the students use their strengths in a way that improves the child’s 

chances of success inside and outside of school. 
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Efficacy has been linked both to the presence of positive behaviors and the 

relative absence of problem behaviors in the classroom.  Research has shown that self-

efficacy is associated with lower levels of problem behaviors (Spoth, 1999).  Problem 

behaviors measured in studies have varied, yet there was a link between these problem 

behaviors and self-efficacy.  Bandura, Caprara, Barbaranelli, Gerbino, and Pastorelli 

(2003) found that adolescents who had emotional self-efficacy, also refrained from 

delinquent behaviors.  Chung and Elias (1996) found that problem behaviors are less 

likely to be displayed in adolescents who also experience high academic self-efficacy, 

active involvement in non-academic activities, and more positive life events.  Based on 

self-report, Vera, Shin, Montgomery, Mildner, and Speight (2004) found that high self-

efficacy predicted verbally assertive conflict resolution strategies among urban middle 

school students, rather than aggressive conflict resolution strategies.  This study will 

determine if these overall trends still exist in the unique context which surrounds at-risk 

ethnic minority middle school girls, while integrating the teacher’s perspective of 

students’ social-emotional competence.   

The Present Study 

Self-efficacy and social-emotional competence are associated with resilience 

(Werner & Smith, 1992), yet a causal relationship has not been found between self-

efficacy and social-emotional competence.   The present study explores the relationship 

of Self-Efficacy Beliefs and Social-Emotional Competence in a population of at-risk 

ethnic minority middle school girls.  It is distinctive because it will look at the direction 

of relationship of these variables and it will integrate the teacher’s perspective of 
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students’ social-emotional competence, rather than relying only on student self-report.   

The study is organized around two research questions: 

1. What is the relationship between Self-Efficacy Beliefs and Social-Emotional 

Competence?  Based on the prior research, it is hypothesized that there will be 

a positive relationship between Self-Efficacy Beliefs and Social-Emotional 

Competence in the at-risk population that is the focus of this study.   

2. What is the direction of the relationship between Self-Efficacy Beliefs and 

Social-Emotional Competence?   Specifically, do Self-Efficacy Beliefs tend to 

lead to greater Social-Emotional Competence, or do higher levels of Social-

Emotional Competence lead to greater Self-Efficacy Beliefs?  The implication 

in the literature cited for this study is that children’s competence follows their 

having a sense of self-efficacy and optimism.  If optimism and self-efficacy 

are not present, even skills that they do posses are less likely to be expressed, 

and therefore not recognized by others.   Therefore, it is hypothesized that 

changes in self-efficacy and optimism, as defined by the Self-Efficacy Beliefs 

construct will lead to changes in the Social-Emotional Competence construct.    

Few studies have used a cross-lagged panel design, which helps give insight into 

the causal relationship between factors.  No study has used a cross-lagged panel design to 

determine a causal relationship between Self-Efficacy Beliefs and Social-Emotional 

Competence in at-risk ethnic minority middle school girls.  Burns et al. (2003) used this 

approach to determine if cognitive changes early in treatment would produce later 

changes in outcome.   Reyes, Elias, Chu, Young, and Moceri (under review) used a cross-

lagged panel design to understand the causal relationship between community violence, 
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social skills, internalizing and externalizing behaviors, and academic competence among 

Latino and African-American children.  Among their findings was that exposure to 

community violence was a predictor of behavioral outcomes, rather than lower 

competence levels leading to greater exposure to community violence. This study is 

relevant, not only for its design approach and target population, but also to what it 

contributes to the understanding of how greater contextual risk factors such as 

community violence can impact the development among ethnic minority children, 

especially in the area of social-emotional competence.   

It is hoped that this current study will contribute further to the research in at-risk 

populations. It may inform school psychologists about the nontraditional expressions of 

resilience that may be the norm for this population. In addition, it may inform school 

psychologists about how to most effectively build interventions to maximize both 

constructs in order to build overall resilience among this particular population.    
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CHAPTER III 

 

METHODS 

 

Participants and Setting 

The participants were eighteen 7th and 8th grade girls attending a multi-ethnic 

suburban New Jersey middle school during the 2009-2010 school year.  During the  

2008-2009 school year, 66% of the students  in this district were Hispanic, 22% were 

Black, 11% were White, 1% Asian/Pacific Islander, and less than 1% were American 

Indian/Alaskan Native.  Of these students, 72% were eligible for the free or reduced-cost 

lunch program. 

The eighteen participants were divided into two groups based on their grade. The 

seventh grade group was comprised of eight students initially, but seven students (N = 7) 

completed the program; the eighth grade group began with 10 students but nine (N = 9) 

students finished the program. Two Hispanic students who changed schools did not 

complete the program. As a result, they were dropped from this study.  At the time of the 

initial data collection, the mean age of the remaining sixteen participants was 13 years 

and 2 months.  Of the sixteen participants, 50% were African-American, 25% were 
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Latina, 12.5% were Caucasian, and 12.5% were biracial. Of the two biracial students, 

both were partially Latina. 

These students were considered “at-risk” by their teachers and administrators (i.e. 

principal, dean of students) because they lacked self-esteem, were disengaged from 

school, or displayed aggressive behaviors.  These girls were referred to a secondary-level 

intervention program to help provide them with additional skills and protective factors to 

offset their risk factors and prepare them for their transition into high school.  The 

program combines emerging findings on social-emotional character development, student 

voice, empowerment, leadership, and service learning to offer a strong, positive 

alternative approach to dealing with at-risk girls (Hamed, Reyes, Moceri, Morana, & 

Elias, 2011).  This program offers 1 hour weekly after-school sessions during the school 

year.  Trained Rutgers University students (comprised of graduate and undergraduate 

level students) facilitated two groups, one for 7th graders and one for 8th graders.   This 

project was reviewed by the Rutgers IRB; parents gave informed consent, and children 

gave their assent.  The participation rate was 95%, i.e. one identified child did not get 

parental permission. 

Measures 

Self-Efficacy Beliefs. The Resiliency Scales for Children and Adolescents (RSCA; 

Prince-Embury, 2007) consists of three scales: Sense of Mastery, Sense of Relatedness, 

and Emotional Reactivity. The three Resiliency Scales may be used together or alone 

(Prince-Embury, 2008).  The Sense of Mastery Scale was administered in this study.  The 

scale includes 20 items that take about 5 minutes.  Children rate themselves on a 5-point 

scale (0=Never to 4=Almost Always) to assess their optimism, self-efficacy, and 
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adaptability.  While the scale has good reliability (α = .89), the subscales that comprise 

the scale have varying reliability (Prince-Embury, 2007). For this study, the optimism 

and self-efficacy subscales were used to measure self-efficacy beliefs. In the present 

sample, Cronbach’s alpha for both the optimism subscale (α = .79) and self-efficacy (α = 

.69) subscale were both acceptable for an exploratory study. Self-Efficacy Beliefs reflect 

both optimism as well as a belief in one’s abilities.  For the purposes of this study, the 

items on these two separate subscales (Optimism Subscale and Self-Efficacy Subscale) 

both encapsulate the larger construct of Self-Efficacy Beliefs.  Examples of items 

include, “I can make good things happen,” “I do things well,” I make good decisions,” 

and “Good things will happen to me.” 

Social-Emotional Competence. The Devereux Student Strengths Assessment-Mini 

(DESSA-mini; DESSA; LeBuffe, Shapiro, & Naglieri, 2009) is an 8 item measure that 

takes about 2-3 minutes per child to complete.  The DESSA-mini assesses social-

emotional strengths and resilience (i.e., positive behaviors) of the student as perceived by 

the teacher, through the use of the Social Emotional composite score.  Each item is on a 

5-point Likert scale (0 = Never to 4 = Very Frequently).  There are four equivalent 

versions of the DESSA-mini (α = .91-.92), which allows for repeated assessment 

(LeBuffe, Shapiro, & Naglieri, 2009).  In the present sample, Cronbach’s alpha for the 

DESSA-mini (α = .92) was very good. The scale asks the teacher to consider how often 

the student showed various examples of social-emotional competence in the classroom 

during the past 4 weeks.  Examples of socially competent behaviors include, showing 

appreciation of others, making a suggestion or request in a polite way, and encouraging 
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positive behavior in others.  For this study, this measure will be used to measure Social-

Emotional Competence. 

The Social Skills Domain from the Social Skills Rating System (SSRS-T; 

Gresham & Elliott, 1990) was adapted for this study.  This measure contains 13 items and 

takes about 3-4 minutes per child to complete.  The Social Skills Scale is comprised of 3 

subscales (Cooperation Subscale, Assertion Subscale, and Self-Control Subscale).  The 

Cooperation Subscale is comprised of four items which assesses cooperative behaviors 

such as helping, sharing, following rules, and complying with directions.  The Assertion 

Subscale is comprised of four items which assesses assertive behaviors such as asking for 

help, introducing oneself, and responsiveness to others.  The Self-Control subscale is 

comprised of five items and assesses conflict and non-conflict responses such as 

responding to bullying and compromise.  The Social Skills Scale on the SSRS-T requires 

teachers to rate specific behaviors on a 3-point scale (0 = Never, 1= Sometimes, 2 = Very 

often) to indicate the frequency of the behavior.  The SSRS-T has adequate reliability (α 

= .73-.88) and has been recommended as among the strongest teacher- rating measures of 

social-emotional competence (Haggerty, Elgin, & Woolley, 2011).  In the present sample, 

Cronbach’s alpha for the SSRS-T (α = .96) was very good.  For the purposes of this 

study, the SSRS-T, along with the DESSA-mini, assesses the construct of Social-

Emotional Competence. 

Procedure 

The students were asked to complete a survey to help the school evaluate the 

impact of the intervention program.  All surveys were completed during the second week 

of the intervention, as well as during the week prior to completion of the program.  The 
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participants were advised that the results were confidential. Students completed the Sense 

of Mastery Scale from the Resiliency Scale for Children and Adolescents (Prince-

Embury, 2007). 

Teachers completed the Devereux Student Strengths Assessment-Mini; DESSA 

(LeBuffe, Shapiro, & Naglieri, 2009) and the Social Skills Rating Scale (Gresham & 

Elliott, 1990).  Teachers were chosen based on amount of contact with that student 

throughout the school day.  Teachers independently completed the surveys during the 

second week of the intervention, as well as during the week prior to completion of the 

program.  Teachers were advised that all results were confidential.   
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CHAPTER IV 

 

RESULTS 

 

Descriptive Information on Study Variables 

Mean scaled scores and standard deviations for all variables at Time 1 for the 

entire sample are presented in Table 1. The mean scaled score on the Optimism Subscale 

(M = 17.40, SD = 4.31) fell within the Average range.   The mean scaled score on the 

Self-Efficacy Subscale (M = 25.07, SD = 4.52) fell within the Average range.  The mean 

scaled score on the DESSA-mini (M = 18.51, SD = 5.20) fell within the Typical range.   

The mean scaled score on the Social Skills Subscale (M = 43.94, SD = 13.28) fell within 

the Low range.     

Mean scaled scores and standard deviations for all variables at Time 2 for the 

entire sample are also presented in Table 1. The mean scaled score on the Optimism 

Subscale (M = 19.25, SD = 4.28) fell within the Average range.  The mean scaled score 

on the Self-Efficacy Subscale (M = 27.10, SD = 4.82) fell within the Average range.  The 

mean scaled score on the DESSA-mini (M = 14.19, SD = 7.04), fell within the Low 

range.   The mean scaled score on the Social Skills Subscale (M = 36.38, SD = 14.57) fell 

within the Low range. 
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Missing Data 

 Two students moved to a new school and consequently dropped out of the 

intervention program.  Time 2 data could not be obtained, but Time 1 data for these 

participants are complete.  For these two students, the mean scaled score on the Optimism 

Subscale (M = 16.00, SD = 2.82), fell within the Below Average range.  The mean scaled 

score on the Self-efficacy Subscale (M = 29.50, SD = 12.02) fell within the Average 

range.  The mean scaled score on the DESSA-mini (M = 25.50, SD = 4.95) fell within the 

Typical range.   The mean scaled score on the Social Skills Subscale (M = 21.25, SD = 

2.47) fell within the Low range. Compared to the rest of this sample’s scores at Time 1, 

as presented earlier, these two participants only varied in the area of optimism. 

Correlations 

 Table 2 presents Pearson correlations among all variables at Time 1.  Table 3 

presents Pearson correlations among all variables at Time 2.  It was predicted that there 

would be a positive relationship between Self-Efficacy Beliefs (as measured by the Self-

Efficacy and Optimism Subscales) and Social-Emotional Competence (as measured by 

the DESSA-mini and SSRS-T) in the at-risk population that is the focus of this study.  

The overall pattern of correlations was inconsistent with this hypothesis. 

Cross lagged panel analyses 

 Cross lagged panel analyses (CLPA) were used to examine whether or not an 

increase in Self-Efficacy Beliefs is associated with an increase in Social-Emotional 

Competence across time. Four variables were be generated from these two variables over 

time (Self-Efficacy Beliefs Time 1, Self-Efficacy Beliefs Time 2, Social-Emotional 

Competence Time 1, Social-Emotional Competence Time 2).  Six correlations can be 
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computed from these variables (2 autocorrelations, 2 synchronous correlations, and 2 

cross-lagged correlations) (Kenny, 1975). This will determine the causal priority between 

the pair of variables that seem to mutually impact one another (Taris, 2000).  For 

example, if Self-Efficacy Beliefs (X) causes a change in Social-Emotional Competence 

(Y), then Self-Efficacy Beliefs Time 1 (X1) and Social-Emotional Competence Time 2 

(Y2) should be significantly stronger than the correlations between Social-Emotional 

Competence Time 1 (Y1) and Self-Efficacy Beliefs Time 2 (X2). 

Comparing cross-lagged correlations alone can be misleading, since this approach 

does not allow for the researcher to control for extraneous variance (Reyes, Elias, Chu, 

Young, and Moceri, under review; Taris, 2000). Therefore, hierarchical regression is used 

to control for the impact that Y1 may have on the association between X1 and X2. Two 

regression equations are computed. First, Y2 is regressed onto X1, after controlling for the 

effects of Y1 and X2.  Second, X2 is regressed onto Y1, after controlling for the effects of 

Y2 and X1.  This allows for the standardization regression estimates of the effect of X1 on 

Y2, and of Y1on X2 to be compared to determine a directional influence (Burns et al., 

2003; Reyes, Elias, Chu, Young, and Moceri, under review; Taris, 2000).  This procedure 

has been utilized in the current study.  Figure 1 depicts the cross-lagged panel analysis 

model for this study.   

Optimism Subscale and DESSA-mini.  Figure 2 demonstrates the autocorrelations, 

synchronous correlations, and cross-lagged correlations between the Optimism Subscale 

and DESSA-mini across two time points. After controlling for Time 1 DESSA-mini and 

Time 2 Optimism Subscale, Time 1 Optimism Subscale did not emerge as a significant 

predictor explaining Time 2 DESSA-mini (β = -.43, t = -1.29, p = .28.).  Time 1 DESSA-
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mini did not emerge as a significant predictor in the model explaining Time 2 Optimism 

Subscale (β = -.13, t = -.53, p = .61). Results do not suggest that a directional influence of 

the Optimism Subscale on the DESSA-mini is evident.  Results are presented in Table 4. 

Optimism Subscale and SSRS-T.  Figure 3 demonstrates the autocorrelations, 

synchronous correlations, and cross-lagged correlations between the Optimism Subscale 

and SSRS-T across two time points. After controlling for Time 1 SSRS-T and Time 2 

Optimism Subscale, Time 1 Optimism Subscale did not emerge as a significant predictor 

explaining Time 2 SSRS-T  (β = -.39, t = -1.30, p = .22). Time 1 SSRS-T did not emerge 

as a significant predictor in the model explaining Time 2 Optimism Subscale (β = -.35, t 

= -1.40, p = .19). Results do not suggest that a directional influence of the Optimism 

Subscale on the SSRS-T is evident.  Results are presented in Table 5. 

Self-Efficacy Subscale and DESSA-mini.  Figure 4 demonstrates the 

autocorrelations, synchronous correlations, and cross-lagged correlations between the 

Self-Efficacy Subscale and DESSA-mini across two time points. After controlling for 

Time 1 DESSA-mini and Time 2 Self-Efficacy Subscale, Time 1 Self-Efficacy Subscale 

did not emerge as a significant predictor explaining Time 2 DESSA-mini (β = -.29, t = -

.89, p = .39).  Time 1 DESSA-mini did not emerge as a significant predictor in the model 

explaining Time 2 Self-Efficacy Subscale (β = .08, t = .24, p = .81). Results do not 

suggest that a directional influence of the Self-Efficacy Subscale on the DESSA-mini is 

evident.  Results are presented in Table 6. 

Self-Efficacy Subscale and SSRS-T.  Figure 5 demonstrates the autocorrelations, 

synchronous correlations, and cross-lagged correlations between the Self-Efficacy 

Subscale and SSRS-T across two time points. After controlling for Time 1 SSRS-T and 
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Time 2 Self-Efficacy Subscale, Time 1 Self-Efficacy Subscale did not emerge as a 

significant predictor explaining Time 2 SSRS-T (β = -.32, t = -1.14, p = .28).  Time 1 

SSRS-T did not emerge as a significant predictor in the model explaining Time 2 Self-

Efficacy Subscale (β = -.02, t = -.06, p = .95). Results do not suggest that a directional 

influence of the Self-Efficacy Subscale on the SSRS-T s evident.  Results are presented 

in Table 7. 

Nonparametric Analyses 

Nonparametric analyses were used to examine the patterns of change.  This is a 

nonparametric version of the cross-lagged panel design, with the focus on individual, as a 

complement to the analysis that focuses on variables.  These analyses considered 

theoretically significant change as well as any change in scores.   

Crosstab analyses. Crosstab analyses were conducted to determine the 

relationship between gains in Self-Efficacy Belief scores and gains in Social-Emotional 

Competence scores of individuals.  To determine a theoretical change in a given measure, 

individual scores were compared over time.  A positive change was considered 

theoretically significant, if the score at Time 2 was in a theoretical level higher than 

where the score fell at Time 1.  In order for a positive change to be considered 

theoretically significant in the Optimism Subscale or the Self Efficacy Subscale, a score 

must have changed from the Low range to the Below range, the Below range to the 

Average range, the Average range to the Above Average range, or from the Above 

Average range to the High range over time.  In order for a positive change to be 

considered theoretically significant in the DESSA-mini, a score must have changed from 

the Need range to the Typical range or from the Typical range to the Strength range over 
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time.  In order for a positive change to be considered theoretically significant in the 

SSRS-T, a score must have changed from the Below Average range to the Average range 

or from the Average range to the Above Average range over time.  Table 8 displays the 

relationship of theoretically significant gains in the Optimism Subscale and DESSA-mini 

over time.  Table 9 displays the relationship of theoretically significant gains in the 

Optimism Subscale and SSRS-T over time.  Table 10 displays the relationship of 

theoretically significant gains in the Self-Efficacy Subscale and DESSA-mini over time.  

Table 11 displays the relationship of theoretically significant gains in the Self-Efficacy 

Subscale and SSRS-T over time.   

Additional crosstab analyses were conducted to determine the relationships 

between any increase in score in Self-Efficacy Belief scores and any increase in score in 

Social-Emotional Competence scores.  Table 12 displays the relationship of gains in the 

Optimism Subscale and DESSA-mini over time.  Table 13 displays the relationship of 

gains in the Optimism Subscale and SSRS-T over time.  Table 14 displays the 

relationship of gains in the Self-Efficacy Subscale and DESSA-mini over time.  Table 15 

displays the relationship of gains in the Self-Efficacy Subscale and SSRS-T over time.   

Overall, there was a pattern in the data that suggested an asymmetric relationship 

between gains in optimism and gains in both Social-Emotional Competence measures 

(DESSA-mini and SSRS-T).  That is, gains in social competence were unlikely to occur 

without gains in optimism, but gains in optimism were not necessarily accompanied by 

gains in social competence.  The same pattern was not found for self-efficacy. 
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Chi-square test of independence. Numerous chi-square tests of independence 

were performed to examine the relationship between theoretically significant gains in the 

Self-Efficacy Beliefs scores and the Social-Emotional Competence scores over time.  

Table 16 displays the results of these analyses.  The relationship between the Optimism 

Subscale and DESSA-mini was not significant.  The relationship between the Optimism 

Subscale and SSRS-T showed a tendency toward being significant. The relationship 

between the Self-efficacy Subscale and DESSA-mini was not significant. The 

relationship between the Self-efficacy Subscale and SSRS-T was not significant.  

Additional chi-square tests of independence were performed to examine the 

relationship between any gains in the Self-Efficacy Beliefs scores and any gains in 

Social-Emotional Competence scores, contrasted with no gains.  Table 16 also displays 

the results of these analyses. The relationship between the Optimism Subscale and 

DESSA-mini was significant.  The relationship between the Optimism Subscale and 

SSRS-T was not significant. The relationship between the Self-efficacy Subscale and 

DESSA-mini was not significant.  The relationship between the Self-efficacy Subscale 

and SSRS-T was not significant.  
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CHAPTER V 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

Building on prior research, this study examined the relationship between Self-

Efficacy Beliefs and Social-Emotional Competence in at-risk middle school girls.  Two 

hypotheses were tested in this study: 1) There will be a positive relationship between 

Self-Efficacy Beliefs and Social-Emotional Competence for this at-risk population.  2) 

Changes in Self-Efficacy Beliefs will lead to changes in Social-Emotional Competence.   

A significant positive relationship between Self-Efficacy Beliefs and Social-Emotional 

Competence did not emerge.  Changes in self-efficacy or optimism did not lead to 

significant changes in social skills or pro-social behaviors in the classroom.  However, 

there were some data that suggested a relationship between optimism and Social-

Emotional Competence such that all children showing any gains in Social-Emotional 

Competence also showed gains in optimism.  Not all gains in optimism led to gains in 

Social-Emotional Competence, however, which implies that change in optimism may be 

necessary but not sufficient for change in Social-Emotional Competence.  This was found 

for both indicators of Social-Emotional Competence and was not found at all for self- 

efficacy. 
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Optimism may play a large role in students’ beliefs and behaviors.  School 

psychologists should pay attention to further research that may support the significance of 

optimism in the development of self-efficacy, and social-emotional competence.  

Optimism training can easily be integrated into individual counseling, group 

interventions, or even the classroom.  

Without intervention, ethnic minority middle school girls may be resistant to 

optimistic ideas.  When considering the impact of their minority status and the chronic 

daily struggles they may face, they may naturally develop a more pessimistic outlook.  

For this reason, school psychologists should be culturally sensitive when evaluating 

optimism and when first attempting to build optimism within this population.   Providing 

these students with experiences of success, building an optimistic school climate, 

providing them with positive role models, helping them plan for a successful future, and 

building their self-esteem, may be helpful in building optimism in this specific 

population.  School psychologists should be willing to attempt multiple optimism 

interventions across time, for the greatest impact.   

The correlations among different variables at the same time (synchronous 

correlations) were consistently low throughout the study.  While this was quite surprising, 

it indicated that there was not a strong relationship among these variables at any given 

time.  Considering this, it is not surprising that relationships did not emerge among the  

variables over time. 

Some strong correlations did emerge with implications for intervention.  The 

Optimism Subscale, Self-efficacy Subscale, and SSRS-T, were significantly correlated 

from Time 1 to Time 2. The DESSA-mini was almost significantly correlated from Time 
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1 to Time 2.  This has important implications for school psychologists who work with at-

risk ethnic minority middle school girls.  From the data collected, the strongest 

relationships were among the same variable over time.  So, if you want to increase self-

efficacy, use self-efficacy interventions. One might infer that self-efficacy interventions 

would be most likely to lead to changes in self-efficacy and social skills interventions 

would most likely to produce changes in social skills. The previous finding would add the 

caveat that social-emotional skill gains are most likely if also accompanied by 

interventions related to optimism.  Perhaps this reflects the idealism of early adolescents 

and their willingness to be positive about their future when this is conveyed to them by 

individuals for whom they have respect.     

Implications for Future Research 

Various implications for future research emerged from this study.  Future research 

will need to have a larger sample size, leading to stronger power.  This study suffered 

from a lack of power to find even large effects.  However, this is frequently the case with 

school-based studies of subgroups that are not large in number.  There may very well 

have been a positive relationship between Self-Efficacy Beliefs and Social-Emotional 

Competence, and changes in Self-Efficacy Beliefs may lead to changes in Social-

Emotional Competence.  Unfortunately, this study could not detect such changes 

definitively, even if they existed.   

This study examined the relationship of Self-Efficacy Beliefs and Social-

Emotional Competence in a unique population; at-risk middle school girls.  This is an 

important contribution that should be built upon.  More research should assess the ways 

in which different cultural variables may impact our current understanding of cognitive, 
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social, and emotional, constructs in students.  Adding variables related to culture, such as 

acculturation and appropriate assessment of ethnic beliefs, might give greater insight into 

minority girls’ views of self-efficacy and optimism and the amenability of these beliefs to 

change. 

The cross-lagged panel analyses assess directional influence over time.  For this 

study, all data was collected during one school year.  Future research may benefit from 

collecting data over a longer period of time to get a better sense of the relationships 

between Self-Efficacy Beliefs and Social-Emotional Competence.  It is possible that a 

relationship does exist, but was not evident within the short period of this study.  

Conclusion 

In essence, this study took a strength-based approach by examining the 

relationship between positively directed beliefs and positively directed behaviors in a 

population plagued by risk factors and negative behaviors.  The most important message 

from this study comes from its intent.  In order to study a population, it is important to 

understand the culture of that population by taking a curious and open approach.   School 

psychologists may at times be dissatisfied with the behaviors displayed by ethnic 

minority middle school girls, but they, like all people, do what is adaptive.  In practice, a 

strength-based approach encourages students to live up to your positive expectations and 

begin to discover the good things within themselves, which make them the unique and 

beautiful individuals they are.   

 

 

 



36 

 

REFERENCES 

American Psychiatric Association. (2000). The diagnostic and statistical manual of  

 mental  disorders: Fourth edition text revision. Arlington: American Psychiatric  

 Association. 

Bailey, T.C., Eng, W., Frisch, M.B., & Snyder, C.R. (2007). Hope and optimism as  

 related to life satisfaction. The Journal of Positive Psychology, 2 (3), 168-175.    

Bandura, A. (1982). Self-Efficacy mechanism in human agency. American Psychologist,  

 37 (2), 122-147. 

Bandura, A. (2001). Adolescent Development from an Agentic Perspective. In F. Pajares  

 & T. Urdan, Self-efficacy beliefs of adolescents (1-44). Greenwich: Information  

 Age Publishing. 

Bandura, A., Barbaranelli, C., Vittorio Caprara, G., & Pastorelli, C. (2001). Self-Efficacy  

beliefs  as shapers of children’s aspirations and career trajectories. Child 

Development, 72 (1), 187-206. 

Bandura, A. Vittorio Caprara, G., Barbaranelli, C., Gerbino M., & Pastorelli, C. (2003).  

 Role of affective self-regulatory efficacy in diverse spheres of psychosocial  

 functioning. Child Development, 74 (3), 769-782. 

Beesdo, K., Knapp, S., & Pine, D. S. (2009). Anxiety and anxiety disorders in children  

 and adolescents: Developmental issues and implications for DSM-V. Psychiatric  

 Clinics of North America, 32(3): 483–524. doi:10.1016/j.psc.2009.06.002. 

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979). The ecology of human development: Experiments by nature 

 and design. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

 



37 

 

Burns, J.W., Kubilus, A., Bruehl, S., Harden, N., & Lofland, K. (2003). Do changes in  

 cognitive factors influence outcome following multidisciplinary treatment for  

 chronic pain? A cross lagged panel analysis. Journal of Consulting and Clinical  

 Psychology, 71 (1), 81-91. 

Chung, H., & Elias, M. (1996). Patterns of adolescent involvement in problem behaviors:  

Relationship to self-efficacy, social-emotional competence, and life events. 

American Journal of Community Psychology, 24 (6), 771-784. 

Dalton, D. L., Elias, M. J., Wandersman, A. (2007). Community psychology: Linking 

 individuals and communities (2nd ed.). Belmont, CA: Cengage. 

Deptula, D., Cohen, R., Phillipsen, L.C., Ey, S. (2006). Expecting the best: The relation  

 between peer optimism and social competence. The Journal of Positive  

 Psychology, 1 (3), 130-141. 

DuBois, D. L., Felner, R. D., Brand, S., Adan, A., & Evans, E. G. (1992). A prospective  

 study of life stress, social support, and adaptation in early adolescence. Child  

 Development, 63, 542-557. 

DuBois, D. L., Felner, R. D., Meares, H., Krier, M. (1994). Prospective investigation of  

 the effects of socioeconomic disadvantage, life stress, and social support on early  

 adolescent adjustment. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 103 (3), 511-522.  

Edwards, O. W., Mumford, V. E., & Serrs-Roldan, R. (2007). A positive youth  

 development model for students considered at-risk. School Psychology  

 International, 28 (1), 29-45.  

 

 



38 

 

Elias, M. J., & Bruene Butler, L. (2005). Social decision making/social problem solving  

 for middle school students: Skills and activities for academic, social, and  

 emotional success. Champaign, IL: Research Press. 

Elias, M. J., & Haynes, N. M. (2008). Social competence, social support, and academic  

 achievement in minority, low-income, urban elementary school children. School  

 Psychology Quarterly, 23 (4), 474-495. 

Ey, S., Hadley, W., Nuttbrock Allen, D., Palmer, S., Klosky, J., Deptula, D., Thomas, J.,  

 & Cohen, R. (2005). A new measure of children’s optimism and pessimism: The  

 youth life orientation test. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 46 (5),  

 548-558. 

Friedrich, A. A., Raffaele Mendez, L. M., & Mihalas, S. T. (2010). Gender as a factor in  

 school-based mental health service delivery. School Psychology Review, 39 (1),  

 122-136. 

Garcia Coll, C. & Garrido, M. (2000). Minorities in the United States: Sociocultural  

 context for mental health and developmental psychopathology. In Sameroff, A.J.,  

 Lewis, M., & Miller, S.M. (2nd ed.) Handbook of developmental psychopathology,  

 (pp. 177-195). New York: Springer Science and Business Media, Inc. 

García Coll, C., Lamberty, G., Jenkins, R., Pipes McAdoo, H., Crnie, K., Hanna Wasik,  

 B., Vázquez García, H. (1996). An integrative model for the study of  

 developmental competencies in minority children. Child Development, 67, 1891- 

 1914. 

Garcia-Reid, P. (2007). Examining social capital as a mechanism for improving school  

 engagement among low income hispanic girls. Youth & Society, 39 (2), 164-181. 



39 

 

Gertner, B. L. & Rice, M. L. (1994). Influence of communicative competence on peer 

preferences in a preschool classroom. Journal of Speech & Hearing, 37 (4), 913-

923. 

Gresham, F.  M., & Elliott, S.  N. (1990). Social skills rating system manual. Circle 

Pines: American Guidance Service. 

Haggerty, K., Elgin, J., & Woolley, A. (2011).  Social-emotional learning assessment 

measures for middle school youth. Seattle: Raikes Foundation. 

Hamed, H., Reyes, J., Moceri, D., Morana, L. & Elias, M. (2011). Girls leading outward. 

Educational Leadership, 68 (7), 70-72. 

Hankin, B.L., Mermelstein, R., &Roesch, L. (2007). Sex differences in adolescent  

 depression: Stress exposure and reactivity models. Child Development, 78 (1),  

 279-295. 

HISPA. (2006). HISPA’s value proposition. Retrieved on February 25, 2011 from 

http://www.hispa.org/?q=node/61 

Karademas, E.C. (2006). Self-efficacy, social support and well-being: The mediating role 

of optimism. Personality and Individual Differences, 40, 1281-1290. 

Kenny, D. A. (1975). Cross-lagged panel correlation: A test for spuriousness. 

Psychological Bulletin, 82 (6), 887-903. 

LeBuffe, P.  A., Shapiro, V. B., & Naglieri, J. A. (2009). The devereux student strengths 

 assessment. Lewisville, NC: Kaplan. 

Lewinsohn, P. M., Lewinsohn, M., Gotlib, I. H., Seeley, J. R., & Allen, N. B. (1998).  

 Gender differences in anxiety disorders and anxiety symptoms in adolescents.  

 Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 107 (1), 109-117. 

http://www.hispa.org/?q=node/61�


40 

 

Little, T. D., Brauner, J., Jones, S. M., Nock, M. K., & Hawley, P. H. (2003). Rethinking  

 aggression: A typological examination of the functions of aggression. Merrill- 

 Palmer Quarterly, 49 (3), 343-369. 

Luthar, S. S. (1999). Poverty and children’s adjustment. Thousand Oaks: Sage  

 Publications. 

Luthar, S., Cicchetti, D. & Becker, B. (2000). The construct of resilience: A critical  

 evaluation and guidelines for future work. Child Development, 71 (3), 543-562. 

Masten, A. S. (1994). Resilience in individual development: Successful adaptation  

 despite risk and adversity. In M. Wang & E. Gordon, Educational Resilience in  

 Inner-City America: Challenges and Prospects (2-26). New Jersey: Lawrence  

 Erlbaum Associates. 

Masten, A. S. (1998). The development of competence in favorable and unfavorable  

 environments. American Psychologist, 53 (2), 205-220. 

Masten, A. S. (2001). Ordinary magic: Resilience processes in development. American  

 Psychologist, 56 (3), 227-238.  

Mazarella, S. R. (2008). Girl wide web: Girls, internet, and the negotiation of identity.  

 New York: Peter Lang. 

Meece, J. L., Bower Glienke, B., & Burg, S. (2006). Gender and motivation.  Journal of  

 School  Psychology, 44, 351-373. 

National Association of School Psychologists (2010). National association of school  

 psychologists principles for professional ethics. School Psychology Review, 39  

 (2), 302-319. 

 



41 

 

Network of Executive Women. (2008). Latinas: Opening doors to new opportunities.  

Retrieved on February 25, 2011 from 

http://www.newnewsletter.org/bestpractices/newreport6_latina0108.pdf 

Nolan-Hoeksema, S. & Girgus, J. S. (1994), The emergence of gender differences in  

 depression during adolescence. Psychological Bulletin, 115 (3), 424-443. 

Oades-Sese, G. V. & Esquivel, G. B. (2007). Resilience among at-risk hispanic american  

 preschool children, Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, 1094, 335-339. 

Oades-Sese, G. V., Esquivel, G. B., Kalinski, P. K., & Maniatis, L. (2011, January 10). A  

 longitudinal study of the social and academic competence of economically  

 disadvantaged  bilingual preschool  children. Developmental Psychology. Advance  

 online publication. doi: 10.1037/a0021380  

Payton, J., Weissberg, R. P., Durlak, J. A., Dymnicki, A. B., Taylor, R. D., Schellinger,  

 K. B., & Pachan, M. (2008). The positive impact of social and emotional learning  

 for kindergarten to eighth-grade students: Findings from three scientific reviews.  

 Chicago, IL: Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning. 

Prince-Embury, S. (2007). Resiliency scales for children & adolescents manual.  

 Minneapolis: Pearson.  

Prince-Embury,S., & Courville, T. (2008). Measurement invariance of the resiliency  

 scales for children and adolescents with respect to age and sex cohorts. Canadian 

 Journal of School Psychology, 23, 26-40.  

Reivich, K. (2010). Promoting self-efficacy in youth.  Communiqué: The Newspaper of 

 the National Association of School Psychologists, 39 (3), 1 & 16-17. 

 



42 

 

Reyes, J. A., Elias, M. J., Chu, B. C., Young, J. F. & Moceri, D. C. (under review).  

 Community violence exposure and adjustment in urban children: Positive school  

 experiences and peer acceptance as protective factors.  

Riollo, L., Savicki, V., & Cepani, A. (2002). Resilience in the face of catastrophe:  

 Optimism, personality, and coping in the Kosovo crisis. Journal of Applied Social  

 Psychology, 32 (8), 1604-1627. 

Scheier, M.F. & Carver, C.S. (1985). Optimism, coping, and health: Assessment and  

 implications of generalized outcome. Health Psychology, 4 (3), 219-247. 

Schunk, D. & Meece, J. (2001). Self-efficacy development in adolescence. In F. Pajares  

 & T. Urdan, Self-efficacy beliefs of adolescents (71-96). Greenwich: Information  

 Age Publishing. 

Shogren, K.A., Lopez, S.J., Wehmeyer, M.L., Little, T.D., & Pressgrove, C.L. (2006).  

 The role of positive psychology constructs in predicting life satisfaction in  

 Adolescents with and without cognitive disabilities: An exploratory study. The  

 Journal of Positive Psychology, 1 (1), 37-52. 

Spoth, R., Redmond, C., Shin, C. & Huck, S. (1999). A protective process model of  

 parent-child affective quality and child mastery effects on oppositional behaviors:  

 A test and replication. Journal of School Psychology, 37 (1), 49-71. 

Taris, T.W. (2000). A primer in longitudinal data analysis. Thousand Oaks: Sage  

 Publications. 

Underwood, M. (2003). Social aggression among girls. New York: The Guilford Press. 

 

 



43 

 

Usher, E. L. & Pajares, F. (2008). Sources of self-efficacy in school: Critical review of  

 the literature and future directions. Review of Educational Research, 78 (4), 751- 

 796. 

Vera, E. M., Shin, R. Q., Montgomery, G. P., Mildner, C., & Speight, S. L. (2004).  

 Conflict resolution styles, self-efficacy, self-control, and future orientation of  

 urban adolescents. ASCA School Counselor Magazine, 8 (1), 73-80. 

Vieno, A., Santinello, M., Pastore, M., & Perkins, D. (2007). Social support, sense of  

 community in school, and self-efficacy as resources during early adolescence: An  

 integrative model. American Journal of Community Psychology, 39 (1-2), 177- 

 190. 

Werner, E. E. & Smith, R. S. (1992). Overcoming the odds: High risk children from birth  

 to adulthood. Ithaca: Cornell University Press. 

Wong, C. A., Eccles, J. A., & Sameroff, A. (2003). The influence of ethnic  

 discrimination and ethnic identification on african-american adolescents’ school  

 and socioemotional adjustment. Journal of Personality, 71 (6), 1197-1232. 

Wykes, M., & Gunter, B. (2005). The media & body image: If looks could kill.  

 Washington, DC: Sage Publications. 

Wyman, P.A. (2003). Emerging perspectives on context specificity of children’s 

 adaptation and resilience. In S. Luthar, Resilience and vulnerability: Adaptation  

in the context of childhood adversities (293-317). New York: Cambridge  

University Press. 

 

 



44 

 

Zimmerman, B. J. & Cleary, T. J. (2001). Adolescents’ development of personal agency:  

 The role of self-efficacy beliefs and self-regulatory skill. In F. Pajares & T.  

 Urdan, Self-efficacy beliefs of adolescents (45-70). Greenwich: Information Age  

 Publishing. 

Zimmerman, M. A. & Arunkumar, R. (1994). Resiliency research: Implications for  

 schools and policy. Social Policy Report, 8 (4). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



45 

 

Table 1 
Descriptive Statistics for Variables___________________________________________ 
____________________   N_________Mean_________SD__________Possible Range* 
Optimism Subscale                          0-28 

Time 1                   16                  17.40                  4.31 
Time 2                   16                  19.25                  4.28 

Self-efficacy Subscale                                                                     0-40 
Time 1                   16                  25.07                  4.52 
Time 2                   16                  27.10                  4.82 

DESSA-mini                                                                                      0-32 
Time 1                   14                  18.51                  5.20 
Time 2                   16                  14.19                  7.04 

SSRS-T                                                                                      0-60.06** 
Time 1                   15                  43.94                  13.28 
Time 2                   16                  36.38                  14.57 

________________________________________________________________________ 
*indicates the lowest and highest raw scores possible on these measures 
**prorated scale 
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Table 2 
Pearson Correlations at Time 1                              _______________________________ 
_______________________           1                     2                      3                    4________                                      
1. Optimism Subscale Time 1          --              
2. Self-efficacy Subscale Time 1    .34         -- 
3. DESSA-mini Time 1                   .29                .37                 -- 
4. SSRS-T Time 1                          -.05               -.05                   .39                  --                                             
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note: *.05 < p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
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Table 3 
Pearson Correlations at Time 2                                 ______________________________ 
________________________          1                      2                      3                     4______                                      
1. Optimism Subscale Time 2           --              
2. Self-efficacy Subscale Time 2     .37            -- 
3. DESSA-mini Time 2                    .37                  .23                    -- 
4. SSRS-T Time 2                            .09                 -.03                   .74***             --                                             
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note: **.05 < p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
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Table 4 
Cross-lagged regressions for Optimism Subscale and DESSA-mini__________________ 
Variables_________________  _____R2 _  _∆ R2___F _ __df___ B___ SEB__   β__     p    
Outcome: Time 2 DESSA-mini 
Step 1                                                   .27     .27         1.98    2 
   Time 1 DESSA-mini                                   .50      .36       .37      .19  
   Time 2 Optimism Subscale                                                         .46      .44       .28      .31 
Step 2                                                   .37      .10       1.95     3 
    Time 1 Optimism Subscale                                                        .70      .54       -.43     .23 
Outcome: Time 2 Optimism Subscale         
Step 1                                                   .52      .52       5.98     2 
    Time 2 DESSA-mini                                                                 .21      .13        .34      .13 
    Time 1 Optimism Subscale                                                       .62      .21        .62      .01 
Step 2                                                   .53       .013     3.82    3 
   Time 1 DESSA-mini                                                                 -.11      .21      -.13      .61 
________________________________________________________________________ 
B = Unstandardized partial regression coefficient. SE B = Standard error of 
unstandardized partial regression coefficient. β = Standardized partial regression 
coefficient.  
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Table 5 
Cross-lagged regressions for Optimism Subscale and SSRS-T______________________ 
Variables_________________  ______R2 ___∆ R2___F___df____B___SEB___β____p_    
Outcome: Time 2 SSRS-T 
Step 1                                                   .34        .34      3.14      2 
   Time 1 SSRS-T                                                                             .64     .26     .59       .03 
   Time 2 Optimism Subscale                                                           .29     .35     .20       .42 
Step 2                                                   .43       .09       2.78      3 
    Time 1 Optimism Subscale                                                         -.56     .43    -.39      .22 
 
Outcome: Time 2 Optimism Subscale         
Step 1                                                   .44     .44         4.65      2 
    Time 2 SSRS-T                                                                            .12      .15    .18       .42 
    Time 1 Optimism Subscale                                                          .66      .22    .66       .01 
Step 2                                                   .52     .09         4.01      3 
   Time 1 SSRS-T                                                                            -.26      .19   -.35      .19 
________________________________________________________________________ 
B = Unstandardized partial regression coefficient. SE B = Standard error of 
unstandardized partial regression coefficient. β = Standardized partial regression 
coefficient.  
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Table 6  
Cross-lagged regressions for Self-Efficacy Subscale and DESSA-mini_______________ 
Variables_________________  ______R2 ___∆ R2____F____df_ _B___SEB___β____p_    
Outcome: Time 2 DESSA-mini 
Step 1                                                   .20        .20        1.34      2 
   Time 1 DESSA-mini                                                                       .55      .39     .41     .19 
   Time 2 Self-efficacy Subscale                                                         .13      .42    .09     .77 
Step 2                                                   .26       .06         1.15      3 
    Time 1 Self-efficacy Subscale                                                       -.46      .51    -.29    .39 
 
Outcome: Time 2 Self-efficacy Subscale         
Step 1                                                   .31       .31         2.52      2 
    Time 2 DESSA-mini                                                                      .16       .17    .23     .38 
    Time 1 Self-efficacy Subscale                                                        .55       .27   .51     .06 
Step 2                                                   .32       .01         1.55      3 
   Time 1 DESSA-mini                                                                        .07       .30   .08    .81 
________________________________________________________________________ 
B = Unstandardized partial regression coefficient. SE B = Standard error of 
unstandardized partial regression coefficient.  β = Standardized partial regression 
coefficient.  
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Table 7 
Cross-lagged regressions for Self-Efficacy Subscale and SSRS-T___________________ 
Variables_________________  ______R2 ___∆ R2___F____df____B___SEB__β____p    
Outcome: Time 2 SSRS-T 
Step 1                                                   .31        .31       2.67      2 
   Time 1 SSRS-T                                                                               .61    .26     .55       .04 
   Time 2 Self-efficacy Subscale                                                       -.06    .31    -.05       .85 
Step 2                                                   .38       .07        2.25      3 
    Time 1 Self-efficacy Subscale                                                      -.44    .39    -.32       .28 
 
Outcome: Time 2 Self-efficacy Subscale         
Step 1                                                   .28       .28        2.27      2 
    Time 2 SSRS-T                                                                              .09    .20     .12       .64 
    Time 1 Self-efficacy Subscale                                                       .58    .27     .55       .06 
Step 2                                                   .28       .00        1.39      3 
   Time 1 SSRS-T                                                                              -.02   .26    -.02       .95 
________________________________________________________________________ 
B = Unstandardized partial regression coefficient. SE B = Standard error of 
unstandardized partial regression coefficient.  β = Standardized partial regression 
coefficient.  
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Table 8 
Participant theoretically significant gains in Optimism Subscale and DESSA-mini______ 
       DESSA-mini 
       Gain No Gain 
Optimism 
       Gain 
 No Gain 
 
 
                              N=14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7.14% 35.71%  42.85% 

0 57.15%  57.15% 
7.14% 92.86%   100% 
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Table 9 
Participant theoretically significant gains in Optimism Subscale and SSRS-T__________ 
       SSRS-T 
       Gain No Gain 
Optimism 
       Gain 
 No Gain 
 
 
                             N=15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

13.33% 26.67%     40% 

0 60%     60% 
13.33% 86.67%    100% 
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Table 10 
Participant theoretically significant gains in Self-Efficacy Subscale and DESSA-mini____ 
       DESSA-mini 
       Gain No Gain 
Self-Efficacy 
       Gain 
 No Gain 
 
 
                             N=14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7.14% 50.00% 57.14% 

0 42.86% 42.86% 
7.14% 92.86% 100% 
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Table 11 
Participant theoretically significant gains in Self-Efficacy Subscale and SSRS-T________ 
       SSRS-T 
       Gain No Gain 
Self-Efficacy 
       Gain 
 No Gain 
 
 
       N=15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6.67% 46.67% 53.33% 

6.67% 40% 46.67% 
13.33% 86.67% 100% 
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Table 12 
Participant gains in Optimism Subscale and DESSA-mini__________________________ 
       DESSA-mini 
       Gain No Gain 
Optimism 
       Gain 
 No Gain 
 
 
       N=14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

28.57% 28.57% 57.14% 

0 42.86% 42.86 

28.57% 71.43% 100% 
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Table 13 
Participant gains in Optimism Subscale and SSRS-T______________________________ 
       SSRS-T 
       Gain No Gain 
Optimism 
       Gain 
 No Gain 
 
 
                              N=15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

13.33% 40% 53.33% 

0 46.67% 46.67% 
13.33% 86.67% 100% 
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Table 14 
Participant gains in Self-Efficacy Subscale and DESSA-mini_______________________ 
       DESSA-mini 
       Gain No Gain 
Self-Efficacy 
       Gain 
 No Gain 
 
 
        N=14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

14.29% 50% 64.29% 

14.29% 21.42% 35.71% 
28.57% 71.43% 100% 
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Table 15 
Participant gains in Self-Efficacy Subscale and SSRS-T___________________________ 
       SSRS-T 
       Gain No Gain 
Self-Efficacy 
       Gain 
 No Gain 
 
 

      N=15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6.67% 53.33% 60% 

6.67% 33.33% 40% 
13.33% 86.67% 100% 
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Table 16 
Chi-square test of independence _____________________________________________ 
Variables_________________  ______                    X2 ___       _   df_________p_______    
Optimism Subscale & DESSA-mini 

Theoretically Significant Gain                     1.44           1       .23 
Any Gain              4.20           1                  .04 

Optimism Subscale & SSRS-T    
Theoretically Significant Gain           3.46           1       .06 
Any Gain             2.02           1       .16 

Self-Efficacy Subscale & DESSA-mini 
Theoretically Significant Gain             .81           1       .37 
Any Gain               .50           1       .48 

Self-Efficacy Subscale & SSRS-T 
Theoretically Significant Gain             .01           1       .92 
Any Gain               .10           1       .76 

________________________________________________________________________ 
X2 = Pearson Chi-square  
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The two-time, two-variable cross-lagged panel model. 
X1    a    X2 

 

                                                                  e           

 c        d 

                                                                 f                                        

                                                                           

Y1    b    Y2 

X1 = Self-efficacy belief measure Time 1 

X2 = Self-efficacy belief measure Time 2 

Y1= Social-emotional competence measure Time 1 

Y2= Social-emotional competence measure Time 2 

a, b = autocorrelations 
 
c, d = synchronous correlations 
 
e, f = cross lagged correlations 
 
Figure 1 
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Cross-lagged panel correlations for Optimism Subscale and DESSA-mini. 
X1    .64***    X2 

 

                                                                 .23           

 .29                    .37 

                                                                .04                                        

                                                                           

Y1    .44*    Y2 

Note: *.05 < p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

Figure 2 
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Cross-lagged panel correlations for Optimism Subscale and SSRS-T. 
X1    .64***    X2 

 

                                                                 -.18           

-.05                    .09 

                                                                -.13                                        

                                                                           

Y1    .55*    Y2 

Note: *.05 < p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

Figure 3 
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Cross-lagged panel correlations for Self-Efficacy Subscale and DESSA-mini. 
X1    .51**    X2 

 

                                                                 .34           

 .37                    .23 

                                                                -.01                                       

                                                                           

Y1    .44*    Y2 

Note: *.05 < p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

Figure 4 
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Cross-lagged panel correlations for Self-Efficacy Subscale and SSRS-T. 
X1    .51**    X2 

 

                                                                 .03           

 -.05                   -.03 

                                                                -.28                                       

                                                                           

Y1    .55**    Y2 

Note: *.05 < p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

Figure 5 
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