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The purpose of the study was to implement ‘we can resolve our conflicts’
training program to elementary school students and to assess the effectiveness of
this school-based conflict resolution training program, designed to enhance
students’ conflict resolution skills and social competence and consequently
decrease aggression. Three hundred and ninety-four elementary school students
participated in the study. The training group consisted of 327 students and the
control group consisted of 67 students. A pretest–posttest control group design
was used. The training students received the conflict resolution training two times
a week in 40min sessions over a 10-week period. The conflict resolution training
program included empathy, anger management, social problem solving, and
cooperative conflict resolution skills. Before and after the training, both training
and control groups were assessed in terms of their conflict resolution skills, social
competence, and reactive and proactive aggression levels. Results indicated that
the conflict resolution training increased students’ constructive conflict resolution
skills and social competence and consequently decreased reactive and proactive
aggression levels.

Keywords: conflict resolution training; aggression; elementary school

School violence is a serious issue in many societies. Survey research indicates that
approximately a quarter of all children have been harassed and victimized by their
peers (e.g. Hunt 2007; Liang, Flisher, and Lombard 2007; Marcus 2005; Olweus
1994; Pişkin 2003; Slee 1995). Kapçı (2004) has investigated school violence in
Turkey, with fourth and fifth year students and found that 40% of the students expe-
rienced physical or emotional violence. Specifically, the results indicated that 44%
of the students reported ‘sometimes being hit’, 20% ‘sometimes being slapped or
kicked’ by a friend. More than half of the students reported name calling and nearly
half of the students reported being sworn and teased. In a similar study by Pişkin
(2003) it was found that 34% of the elementary school students were bullied
physically, 29% were bullied verbally, and 21% were bullied indirectly. Students
also reported that they experienced bullying, mostly in the classrooms and by their
classmates. Research has consistently revealed that peer victimization is a common
and urgent problem in our schools.
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Peer violence between children has usually been underestimated or ignored by
adults. However, violence has severe consequences for victims, witnesses, and per-
petrators (Duncan 1999; Furlong and Morrison 1994; Jonson-Reid 1998; Kapçı
2004; Kumpulainen and Räsänen 2000; Liang et al. 2007; Olweus 1993; Rigby and
Slee 1999). These experiences can have immediate and long-term consequences
since those who experience violence also may encounter significant psychological,
social, and behavioral consequences that extent far beyond their risk of physical
injuries. Victims of peer violence have a tendency to have lower levels self-esteem
and self-responsibility, may be anxious, oversensitive, insecure, and quiet (Björkq-
vist, Ekman, and Lagerspetz 1982; Gilmartin 1987; Nansel et al. 2004; Olweus
1993, 1994). Victims were less happy at school and in the classroom and they were
lonelier. Peer victimization was also related with suicidal ideation (Rigby 2000;
Rigby and Slee 1999; Smith and Shu 2000). Youth violence has also negative
impact for its perpetrators. Aggressive behavior in childhood predicts later delin-
quency, substance abuse, depression, and school dropout (Beland 1996; Cairns
et al. 1989). Longitudinal research has consistently revealed that aggressive children
are at increased risk for engaging in violent behavior in adolescence (Harachi et al.
2006; Keltikangas-Järvinen 2001; Kokko et al. 2006) and in adulthood (Farrington
1995; Huesmann, Dubow, and Boxer 2009).

The literature clearly demonstrates that peer violence is a serious and pervasive
problem. Therefore, a conflict resolution program for primary school students, based
on the Social Interdependence Theory (Deutsch 2000) and Social Information
Processing Model (Crick and Dodge 1994), was developed. The present study
evaluates the impact of this school-based conflict resolution training program
designed to reduce school violence by teaching students peaceful conflict resolution
techniques. It was hypothesized that students in the training group, compared with
those in the control group, would report greater improvements in social competence
and conflict resolution skills and greater reductions in aggressive behavior.

Social interdependence theory and conflict resolution

Conflict is described as an incompatibility of needs, motives, wishes or demands
(Bodine and Crawford 1998). Conflict occurs naturally in children’s social relation-
ships and contributes children’s social, emotional, moral, and cognitive development
(Johnson and Johnson 2001; Sandy and Cochran 2000). It may be a constructive or
destructive process depending on how it is managed. A constructive conflict resolu-
tion is an opportunity for learning, understanding, and personal growth; however,
destructive conflict resolution harms individuals (Deutsch 1994, 2000).

According to Deutsch’s (1973, 2000, 2001) Social Interdependence Theory,
there are two approaches to conflict: competitive and cooperative. Competition
results in using coercion, threat, power, and deception; poor communication; hostile
attitudes; jeopardizing differences; and minimizing similarities in beliefs, values,
attitudes, and so on. Cooperation, opposed to competition, leads to perceived
similarities in beliefs, values, and attitudes; friendly attitudes; openness in communi-
cation; readiness to help; and sensitivity to mutual gain.

Unfortunately, children tend to resolve their conflicts by fighting or withdrawing
because they are not taught constructive conflict resolution strategies. Several
studies revealed that the most preferred strategies among Turkish students are
physical violence, verbal violence, and telling the teacher (Türnüklü, Öztürk, and

2 S. Akgun and A. Araz

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

Se
ra

p 
A

kg
un

] 
at

 1
2:

29
 2

2 
A

pr
il 

20
13

 



Şahin 2002; Türnüklü and Şahin, 2004). School violence appears to be associated
with a tendency to resolve conflicts in destructive ways.

Children and adolescence without the skills and competencies to resolve con-
flicts are at increased risk for violence perpetration and victimization (Lochman and
Dodge 1994). To teach students to resolve their own conflicts peacefully, a number
of conflict resolution education programs were developed (e.g. Davidson and Wood
2004; Johnson and Johnson 1995; Lantieri 1995; Sandy and Boardman 2000).
Despite of the differences in their contents, all conflict resolution educations have
two main purposes. The first one is to make the schools safe and caring environ-
ments where students have an opportunity to learn without any threat and maximize
their potentials. The second one is to socialize children so that they can have neces-
sary skills to resolve the conflicts they have for the rest of their lives (Johnson and
Johnson 2004). Thus, it would be possible to create peaceful generations and peace-
ful societies.

A number of school-based peace training programs for elementary school
students have documented promising findings of program effectiveness. For exam-
ple, Johnson and his colleagues (Johnson, Johnson, and Dudley 1992) examined the
effect of Teaching Students To Be Peacemakers program and found that trained
students were more likely to negotiate and less likely to go to the teacher than
untrained students. They also reported that trained students were more likely to use
the steps of integrative negotiation compared to controls. Johnson and his
colleagues conducted 17 studies testing the effectiveness of conflict resolution train-
ing (Johnson and Johnson 1995, 2001; Johnson et al. 1994; Johnson et al. 1995).
They consistently found that students learned constructive conflict resolution and
transferred their knowledge and skills to their actual life settings.

Research suggests that conflict resolution programs not only increase students’
constructive conflict resolution skills but also reduce their aggression and violence.
For example, a study (Metis 1997, cited in Selfridge 2004) assessing the effective-
ness of Resolving Conflict Creatively Program in Atlanta revealed that 64% of the
teachers reported less physical violence in the classroom and 75% of the teachers
reported an increase in student cooperation. Also, 92% of the students felt better
about themselves.

Flannery and his colleagues (2003) evaluated the effects of Peace Builders
program and reported decrease in aggression and increase in social competence of
the students. In another study (Shapiro et al. 2002) examining the effectiveness of
Peacemakers program, it was found decreases in self-reported and teacher-reported
aggressive behaviors as well as decreases in the number of disciplinary incidents
following program implementation. Similarly, Grossman and his colleagues (1997)
examined the effects of Second Step program on aggression and prosocial behaviors
of second and third grade students. Behavioral observations revealed that physical
aggression decreased and prosocial behaviors increased among students in the
training group but not in the control group.

Meta-analytic studies examining the effectiveness of school-based bullying pre-
vention programs have found mixed results. Some of these studies (Ferguson et al.
2007) concluded that school-based antibullying programs had little effect on school
bullying. On the other hand, a recent meta-analysis including 89 studies by Ttofi
and Farrington (2011) indicated that majority of these programs have been effective
in reducing school violence. They found that bullying decreased an average of
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20–23% and victimization decreased an average of 17–20% in intervention groups
vs. control groups.

A growing body of research suggests that conflict resolution programs are
successful in teaching conflict resolution skills and reducing violence. However,
conflict resolution educations are not common in Turkey and there are very few
studies that examine the effectiveness of conflict resolution training, especially in
elementary school. Türnüklü and his colleagues (2010a) examined the effectiveness
of a conflict resolution and peer mediation training on Turkish elementary school
students’ aggression levels. The results revealed that the training led to a decrease
in aggression levels of boys but not in girls. Similarly, in another study of the
researchers (Türnüklü et al. 2010b) it was found that trained boys exhibited a sig-
nificant decrease in forcing behaviors and an increase in integrative/constructive
strategies, whereas trained girls did not.

Social information processing model

Social Information Processing Model (Crick and Dodge 1994) proposes six cogni-
tive steps that children take to solve social problems. These are: (a) encoding of
social cues, (b) interpretation of social cues, (c) selection of a goal, (d) response
access or construction, (e) evaluation of possible responses and selection of a
response, and (f) behavioral enactment.

Aggression occurs as a function of cognitive biases and deficits at one or more
of these stages. Aggressive behavior was associated with a tendency to interpret
ambiguous social cues as hostile (Orobio de Castro et al. 2002), the generation of
aggressive responses to social conflict (Dodge et al. 1997), confidence in enacting
aggressive behaviors (Dodge et al. 1997), and positive outcome expectancies for
aggressive behavior (Smithmyer, Hubbard, and Simons 2000). For example, Dodge
(1980) has reported that aggressive children attribute to the hostile intention 50%
more than the children who are nonaggressive. Similarly, in a study (Keltikangas-
Järvinen 2001) comparing aggressive and social children it was found that the
problem-solving strategies of children from these two groups were different. Social
children made better causal analysis, saw the results of their behavior more clearly,
and produced more constructive alternatives, compared to aggressive children.
Aggressive children and social children were not different in producing aggressive
strategies in the face of provocation, but aggressive children could not produce
alternative ways to aggression.

Crick and Dodge (1996) proposed a dichotomy of aggression as reactive aggres-
sion and proactive aggression. Reactive aggression is defined as an angry reaction
to perceived threat or provocation while proactive aggression is conceptualized as a
pattern of unprovoked, calm, planned, deliberate, and goal-directed behavior.
Reactively and proactively aggressive children have different biases and deficits in
social information processing (Crick and Dodge 1994, 1996; Crick and Ladd 1990;
Dodge and Coie 1987). In general, it was observed that reactive-aggressive children
demonstrated hostile attributional bias when they have faced with ambiguous
provocations and they made mistakes in interpreting the intention when they have
experienced accidental provocations (Dodge and Coie 1987; Dodge and Somberg
1987; Dodge et al. 2003).

Proactive-aggressive children tend to evaluate the verbal and physical aggression
more positively and care about forming good relationships less than the other
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children (Crick and Dodge 1996). They are expecting more positive results from
their aggressive behaviors compared to their nonaggressive peers, and they are more
confident in behaving aggressively (Crick and Ladd 1990).

Components of we can resolve our conflicts training program

We Can Resolve Our Conflicts education program was developed to meet the need
for a school-based approach to promoting constructive conflict resolution skills
development in Turkish elementary school students (Akgün and Araz 2010). The
program begins with the activities aiming to increase empathetic skills such as,
mood labeling, reading emotional expressions, and active listening because the
research on aggression suggests that empathy is inversely related to aggression and
antisocial behaviors, and that acquisition of emphatic skills can reduce aggressive
behaviors (Björkqvist, Österman, and Kaukiainen 2000; Bohnert, Crnic, and Lim
2003; Gini et al. 2007; Kalliopuska and Titinen 1991; Kaukiainen et al. 1999;
Miller and Eisenberg 1988; Warden and MacKinnon 2003). Another component of
the program is anger management. Anger has been associated with aggression. For
example, in a study (Bohnert et al. 2003) examining the relationship between
aggressive behavior and anger, it was observed that aggressive children feel anger
more frequently and more strongly. Only the children who can manage angry feel-
ings can initiate and maintain constructive conflict resolution process; therefore, We
Can Resolve Our Conflicts program aims to teach children how they cope with their
anger constructively.

Similar to many other conflict resolution programs, ‘We can resolve our
conflicts’ has been grounded on the Social Interdependence Theory, by Morton
Deutsch (2000), as well as on the Social Information Processing Model, by Crick
and Dodge (1994). The program aims to teach a cooperative social problem-solving
approach rather than competition. Basic principles of cooperation; (a) win/win
solution, (b) shifting from ‘I versus you’ to ‘we versus the problem’ approach, (c)
effective communication, (d) focusing on understanding of the problem (e)
accepting responsibility, and (f) generating a mutually acceptable solutions.

To decrease students’ reactive and proactive aggression levels, ‘We can resolve
our conflicts’ program has been designed to include activities aiming to improve
the deficiencies and difficulties pointed out in the Social Information Processing
Model. Through the education program, it was aimed to reduce the hostile attribu-
tional bias, which leads to reactive aggression, by teaching students to be aware of
accidental cues and to distinguish between intentional and accidental acts. To reduce
proactive aggression, activities of emphasizing the importance of friendship, think-
ing on possible negative results of aggressive behaviors, and producing alternative
solutions for interpersonal conflicts are included in the program.

Effectiveness of the first version of the program was tested with students from
low-educated and low-income families (Akgün, Araz, and Karadağ 2007). Results
indicated that the conflict resolution training increased students’ constructive con-
flict resolution skills. It was also found that trained students exhibited a significant
decrease in aggression and problem behaviors, with an exception of third grades,
whereas untrained students did not. We Can Resolve Our Conflicts program was
revised in line with the comments and feedback of teachers and students.

The current study was an attempt to assess the impact of ‘We Can Resolve Our
Conflicts’ program on students’ conflict resolution skills, social competence,
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reactive and proactive aggression. Based on the goal of the program, it was hypoth-
esized that training students, compared with those in the control group, would
demonstrate greater increases in their conflict resolution skills and social compe-
tence. It was also expected that training students would exhibit decreased reactive
and proactive aggression.

Method

Sample

This study was conducted in two private elementary schools in Mersin, Turkey.
One of these schools was attended as training group and the other as control. The
sample included 394 students from second through fifth grade, with an age range of
7.5–11 years. The training group consisted of 327 students (173 males and 154
females). The control group consisted of 67 students (38 males and 29 females).
Students were from middle or high socioeconomic status backgrounds.

Measures

Measure of conflict resolution skill was collected from the students, whereas social
competence and aggression measures were collected from the classroom teachers.
Second grade students were interviewed and their responses were reported by the
researchers. The students were told that there was no right or wrong answer. In
order to evaluate the effectiveness of the conflict resolution training, the following
measures were administered before the training began and immediately after the
training ended.

Conflict scenarios: Students’ conflict resolution skills were assessed by three
different conflict scenarios about queuing, game preferences, and sharing a book.
Students were asked to write out how they would do in these situations. A sample
of the conflict scenarios is ‘You are hungry and you go to the canteen to buy a
sandwich. Just you are asking for a sandwich another student bumps your shoulder
and cuts in front of you.’

A content analysis on students’ responses to the conflict scenarios was
performed. Five categories were determined for the queuing conflict: (a) Aggressive
responses (e.g. fighting, pushing, and yelling), (b) telling the teacher, (c) submissive
responses, (d) stating what she/he wants, and (e) stating what she/he wants with
appropriate explanations or seeking a fair solution.

Responses to the game preferences and sharing a book conflicts were coded into
six categories; (a) Aggressive responses (e.g. fighting, pushing, and yelling), (b)
egocentric responses (e.g. ‘I get the book first’), (c) telling the teacher, (d)
submissive responses, (e) trying to persuade, and (f) suggesting fair solutions.

Then, the categories were scored from 0 to 2. For the queuing scenario, the
category of ‘stating wants’ scored as 1 and ‘stating wants with appropriate explana-
tions’ scored as 2, other responses were given 0 because these are incorrect
responses. For the ‘game preferences’ and ‘sharing a book’ scenarios, the category
of ‘trying to persuade’ scored as 1, ‘suggesting fair solutions’ scored as 2, and other
responses scored as 0. Thus, each student had a score ranged from 0 to 6 indicating
their conflict resolution skills.

All students’ written responses were coded independently by two researchers
who have no information about the condition of the student. Analysis of inter-rater
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agreement using the Kappa Statistics showed good agreement between raters in
coding student responses (Kappa coefficients were between .66 and .88).

Social competence: Students’ social competence was measured using Teacher
version of the Social Competence Scale developed by Conduct Disorder Prevention
Research Group (SCS-T; 2004). The SCS-T consists of 25 statements describing a
variety of behavior that a child may display at school. Teachers are required to rate
how well each statement describes the student on a five-point Likert scale (1 = not
at all, 5 = very well). The SCS-T has three subscales: Prosocial/Communication
Skills (e.g. ‘helpful to others’), Emotional Regulation Skills (e.g. ‘Expresses needs
and feelings appropriately’), and Academic Skills (e.g. ‘Functions well even with
distractions’). A score for the combined Prosocial/Communication and Emotional
Regulation items could be calculated as well as the subscale scores and a total
social competence score (Corrigan 2003). Academic competence is not the interest
of the present study; therefore, academic items were excluded and a combined score
of prosocial and emotional subscales, including 19 items, was used as the measure
of social competence. Corrigan (2003) has reported significant internal consistency
for combined prosocial and emotional score (Cronbach’s Alpha = .97).

The original Social Competence Scale was first translated from English into
Turkish by the researchers. Thereafter, researchers collaborated to correct linguistic
and grammatical errors. Then, another translator translated the Turkish version back
into English. Virtually, no differences were discerned between the two English ver-
sions of the SCS-T. Ten classroom teachers were asked to fill out the Turkish version
of the scale for one of their students and to evaluate clarity of the instruction, word-
ing, and statements. All teachers gave positive feedbacks and reported that the scale
is clear and understandable. The Alpha coefficient for the internal reliability of this
scale in the present study was .96 for the pretest and .97 for the posttest. A signifi-
cant negative correlation existed with the social competence and reactive aggression
(r=�.67 for pretest and r=�.69 for posttest, p< .01) as well as proactive aggression
(r=�.55 for pretest and r=�.59 for posttest, p< .01) in the present sample.

Reactive and proactive aggression: Students’ reactive and proactive aggressions
were assessed by Teacher’s Check List (Dodge and Coie 1987). The measure con-
sists of six items, three for each scale. An example of reactive item is ‘When this
child has been teased or threatened, she or he gets angry easily and strikes back’
and an example of proactive item is ‘This child gets other kids to gang up on a
peer that he or she does not like’. Teachers rated students’ aggressive behaviors on
a five-point Likert scale ranging from 0= never true to 4 = almost always true. The
scale has already been translated into Turkish in a previous study (Akgün, Araz,
and Karadağ 2007) and good internal consistency (Cronbach’s Alpha = .91) has
been reported. Turkish version of the scale was significantly and positively corre-
lated with the Conduct Problems Subscale of Conners’ Teacher Rating Scale
(r= .72 for reactive and .71 for proactive). In the present sample, the Cronbach
alphas were found to be in between .89 and .94.

Training program

‘We Can Resolve Our Conflicts’ program was developed by the researchers based
on the theories of empathy, anger management, social information processing, social
problem solving, social interdependence, and integrative negotiation. In the first part
of the training, students were taught a number of essential skills for conflict resolu-
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tion. Those are: being aware of their own feelings, understanding others’ emotions,
empathizing and trying to understand others’ point of view, expressing emotions
and demands in nonaggressive ways, active listening, cooperation, and anger man-
agement. Then, the students were trained about the nature of conflict, possible
responses to conflict, and the consequences of aggressive, submissive, and construc-
tive responses. Finally, students were taught the problem-solving integrative negoti-
ation procedure consisting of six steps; (1) If you are angry, cool off, (2) state what
you want and how you feel with the reasons for your wants and feelings, (3) listen
carefully and try to understand others’ perspectives, (4) identify the problem, (5)
brainstorm to find out solutions together, and (6) choose a solution that satisfies
both parties. The program utilized materials interesting for children, such as photos,
cartoons, posters, and stories and different didactic techniques, such as pen and
paper activities, class discussions, plays, role-plays, and drama.

Procedure

The Scientific and Technical Research Council of Turkey approved this research.
Letters introducing the study and the conflict resolution training and requesting per-
mission were sent to parents by the school principals. After obtaining permission to
conduct the study from the parents, school principals, and teachers, a pretest assess-
ment was carried out at the beginning of the spring semester. Second, the conflict
resolution program was implemented with the training group. The training school
received the training twice a week in 40min sessions over 10weeks period,
whereas control group did not receive this conflict resolution training. Education
was delivered by nine psychology third and fourth year students who received train-
ing on theoretical and methodological aspects of the conflict and conflict resolution
education given by the researchers. Teachers were asked to apply the conflict
resolution lessons into everyday classroom problems by prompting, reinforcing, and
reminding constructive strategies. After the training, both training and control
groups were assessed in terms of their use of conflict resolution strategies, social
competence, and aggression.

Results

A pretest–posttest control group design was used to determine changes in students’
conflict resolution skills, social competence, and aggression levels. Means and stan-
dard deviations of each variable for training and control groups are presented in
Table 1.

First, independent samples t-tests were performed to assess the equivalence of
training and control groups in the pretest phase concerning the dependent variables.
No significant differences were observed between the two groups in conflict
resolution skills (t(392) = 1.25, p> .05). Hence, training and control groups had
similar level of conflict resolution skills. However, results revealed statistically
significant a priori differences on social competence (t(82) = 4.23, p< .01), reactive
aggression (t(392) = 4.45, p< .01), and proactive aggression (t(88) = 4.38, p< .01)
measures between the two groups.

To control group differences on the means of the pretest, one way analyses of
covariance (ANCOVA) were conducted using group (intervention vs. control) as the
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independent variable, posttest score as the dependent variable, and pretest scores as
the covariate. There was no significant main or interaction effect of gender on post-
test scores; therefore, gender was removed from the analysis. Due to unequal sizes
of training and control groups, the group means were equally weighted in the analy-
ses, using type III sums of squares for the calculation of the F statistics (Tabachnick
and Fidell 2007). The assumption of homogeneity of regression slopes for analysis
of covariance was tested examining whether there was an interaction between the
independent variable and covariates on posttest measures. The results indicated that
the assumption of homogeneity of regression slopes was met in all cases (p> .05),
with an exception of the social competence (p< .05). Thus, social competence
pretest scores revealed an interaction between group and pretest social competence
on posttest social competence.

An analysis of covariance with the pretest conflict resolution skill as a covariate
revealed a significant difference in the posttest scores F(1,391) = 30.68, p< .01,
partial η2 = .07. Training students’ responses to the conflict scenarios (4.36) were
significantly more constructive at posttest than control group (3.27).

As presented in Table 2, an ANCOVA of the teacher rating social competence
posttest scores, with pretest scores entered as covariate, proved to be significant, F
(1,391) = 15.08, p< .01, partial η2 = .04; the adjusted means of the training group
(75.14) were significantly higher than those of the control group (70.33). Due to the
assumption that homogeneity of regression slopes was not met for social compe-
tence variable, a 2 (training-control group)� 2 (pretest–posttest) factorial analysis of
variance, in which the last variable involved repeated measures, was performed.
Univariate F tests indicated that the interaction between training-control group and
pretest–posttest was significant on social competence F(1,392) = 5.25, p< .03, partial
η2 = .013. To examine the nature of this interaction, pretest scores were compared to
posttest scores by t-tests. Training students’ scores on social competence signifi-
cantly increased from pretest (74.31) to posttest (76.34), t(326) = 4.34, p< .01.

Table 2. Analyses of covariance.

Measures
Training group (n= 327) Control group (n= 67) ANCOVA

M M F(1,391)

Conflict resolution skills 4.36 3.27 30.68⁄⁄
Social competence 75.14 70.33 15.08⁄⁄
Reactive aggression 4.04 4.80 6.33⁄
Proactive aggression 1.70 2.31 5.87⁄

⁄p < .02, ⁄⁄p < .01.

Table 1. Means and standard deviations of the measures for training and control groups.

Measures

Training group (n= 327) Control group (n= 67)

Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

M SD M SD M SD M SD

Conflict resolution skills 3.63 1.83 4.37 1.48 3.33 1.68 3.19 1.90
Social competence 74.31 12.61 76.34 13.32 65.28 16.51 64.43 15.88
Reactive aggression 4.00 3.28 3.80 3.25 5.93 2.96 6.00 3.32
Proactive aggression 1.62 2.62 1.50 2.40 3.34 2.99 3.30 3.39
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Untrained students’ scores, however, were not differed from pretest (65.28) to post-
test (64.43), t(66) = .54, p> .05. Both, the results of ANCOVA and repeated measure
ANOVA suggest a statistically significant impact of the training on social
competence of the students.

The ANCOVA of the reactive aggression showed significant effects for training
F(1,391) = 6.33, p< .02, partial η2 = .02; adjusted posttest means for the training
group (4.04) were significantly lower than those for the control group (4.80).

Using the proactive aggression pretest scores as covariate, the adjusted mean for
the training group was significantly lower on the posttest scores F(1,391) = 5.87,
p< .01, partial η2 = .02. Adjusted mean scores were 1.70 for the training group and
2.31 for the control group.

Discussion

The main purpose of the present study was to assess the efficacy and feasibility of
a school-based conflict resolution training program, designed to enhance elementary
school students’ conflict resolution skills and social competence and consequently
decrease aggression. Coleman and Fisher-Yoshida (2004) state that even though the
program evaluation studies are invaluable in determining and monitoring the
incentives of change in individual and system level, they neglect collecting the data
required for evaluating the conflict resolution educations applied in schools. There-
fore, in the present study, the efficacy of the program was also tested besides
preparing a conflict resolution education appropriate for Turkish culture.

It was expected that ‘We Can Resolve Our Conflicts’ program would improve
conflict resolution skills of the training students. Results provided support for this
hypothesis by revealing that when the pretest conflict resolution scores were
controlled, the posttest scores of the training students was significantly higher than
those of the control group. This result is consistent with the findings of our previ-
ous study (Akgün, Araz, and Karadağ 2007) examining the effectiveness of ‘We
Can Resolve Our Conflicts’ program. The findings of the present study as the other
studies in the literature (Grossman et al. 1997; Johnson and Johnson 2001; Shapiro
et al. 2002; Stevahn, Munger, and Kealey 2005) indicated that constructive conflict
resolution strategies could be taught to primary school students.

It was anticipated the conflict resolution training would lead to enhancement in
students’ social competencies including communication skills and emotional regula-
tion skills. In line with these expectations, it was found that the social competencies
of the training group were increased from pretest to posttest.

Based on the Social Information Progressing Model, ‘We Can Resolve Our
Conflicts’ program targets to decrease the levels of hostile attributional bias, thus
the reactive aggression levels of the students. When the pretest reactive aggression
scores of the students were controlled, it was found that the posttest reactive aggres-
sion scores of the training group was significantly lower than the scores of control
group. These findings suggest that the training program is effective in reducing the
reactive aggression.

‘We Can Resolve Our Conflicts’ program targets to reduce the problems referred
by social information processing model, such as not being able to develop alterna-
tive solutions, preferring aggressive behaviors to resolve conflict, and cognitive
problems about choosing the right behavior, consequently to reduce the proactive
aggression. As a result of the covariance analysis conducted by controlling the pre-
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test proactive aggression scores of the students, it was observed that the posttest
proactive aggression scores of the students in training group was significantly lower
than the scores of the students in the control group. The results of the present study
indicated that the program was effective in reducing aggression. Consistent with the
studies in Western cultures, the impact of conflict resolution training on increasing
social competence and reducing aggression was supported in a non-Western culture.

Aggressive behaviors of children are not generally approved, but teaching alter-
native ways to aggression is also very important (Keltikangas-Järvinen and Kangas
1988). In fact, without any education, not just the children but also the adults lack
the necessary skills to see the alternative solutions and making positive choices
(Deutsch 1994; Johnson and Johnson 1995). For this reason, it is important to teach
children what they should do while stating what they should not do. The conflict
resolution training programs reduce aggression by teaching resolving conflicts,
presenting concrete examples, and demonstrating children how they should behave.

Childhood aggression is not only a process experienced in school years and
impeding learning; the problem also continues when the children grow up to be
adults; therefore, early interventions are important. Findings of the research indicate
that the aggressive behaviors are quite stable. For example, in a seven years’ longi-
tudinal study (Keltikangas-Järvinen 2001), children, ages 10–11 years, were divided
into two categories as aggressive and sociable based on peer ratings and then they
were reevaluated in their adolescence ages. The results showed that 80% of the stu-
dents stayed in their own categories, the aggressive children became aggressive
adolescents and the sociable children became sociable adolescents. The author
emphasized that it is almost impossible to move from the aggressive category to the
sociable.

In a similar manner, the social information processing model suggests that aggres-
sive behaviors are controlled by the social problem-solving patterns shaped in early
ages. If we do not teach constructive conflict resolution strategies in childhood, it
would be harder to change destructive behaviors in adulthood. Researchers (Clayton,
Ballif-Spanvill, and Hunsaker 2001) have emphasized that the educational programs
designed to prevent violence should be administered in elementary school ages
because the individual and social skills targeted by violence prevention programs
begins to be shaped during elementary school ages and children are more likely to be
influenced by adult figures, such as teacher and parents, compared to adolescents.

It appears that school-based prevention programs are successful in reducing
school violence. Not just the aggressive children but all the students to attend
conflict resolution training programs are very important. According to the social
learning theory, the possibility of reoccurrence increases when aggression is
rewarded. Aggressive behaviors of the aggressive child will be reinforced with the
submission of the other children. Since school-based conflict resolution programs
aim to teach constructive conflict resolution instead of submission to all the
students, the risk of reinforcing the aggression of aggressive children by their peers
is inhibited.

Limitations of the study and future directions

There are a number of limitations of the present study that need to be acknowl-
edged. First, ‘We Can Resolve Our Conflicts’ program was administered by trained
psychology students. We believe that the education would be more effective if it
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was administered by the classroom teachers. They spend more time with their stu-
dents; therefore, they have more chance to motivate the students to practice the
skills, to apply the knowledge to real conflicts in school, and to remind students the
principles of conflict resolution. Second, the parents were not involved in the con-
flict resolution program. To increase the effectiveness of the training, parents should
also be educated on how to resolve their conflicts with their children constructively.
Third, we did not collect follow-up data on whether positive outcomes of the pro-
gram were sustained long term. Further replication studies should be conducted to
determine the long-term effectiveness of the program in reducing aggression.
Finally, in the present study we have used a quantitative approach rather than
qualitative. Further, research using a qualitative approach is needed to understand
teachers' and children's own evaluations of the conflict resolution training.

In general, the findings of this study pointed out that ‘We Can Resolve Our
Conflicts’ education program enhanced the conflict resolution skills and social com-
petencies of the students and reduced the level of their aggressive behaviors, even
in a short amount of time. In our opinion, providing a more sophisticated conflict
resolution education depending on the cognitive and social development of the stu-
dents for 12 years will enable the children to internalize conflict resolution princi-
ples and to practice the constructive conflict resolution skills.

The Turkish educational system is highly competitive; therefore, academic skills
of the students have been more focused rather than their social and emotional skills.
The contemporary educational programs targeting to develop social and emotional
skills of the students are not well known and still traditional methods such as giving
advice, refereeing between two parties, or punishments are used. It is clear that
achieving academic success in an insecure environment is not possible. Our educa-
tional system requires reducing the violence in schools and providing a safe, secure,
and caring environment. There is, therefore, a great need to develop culturally
appropriate violence prevention programs, such as conflict resolution, bullying
prevention, peer mediation, and anger management, and to train pre-service and
in-service teachers and school principals how to implement these programs in the
classroom and school. Violence prevention and intervention programs should be a
part of educational system. In this way, it will be possible to create peaceful
societies composed of individuals who internalize the culture of peace.
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