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Abstract 
Introduction:In recent years, many studies have focused on developing and implementing intervention 
programmes to improve ethical behaviours and values through physical activity and sports.Teaching Personal 
and Social Responsibility model is clearly one of the most well-developed models for promoting personal and 
social competencies in physical education.It is necessary also to studythe influence of the type of context in 
improving the aggressiveness and social responsibility of the students.The study’s aim was twofold: (a) to 
investigate the effects of a Teaching Personal and Social Responsibility programme within physical education on 
aggression and social responsibility; and (b) to compare these effects between lower-middle and upper-middle 
socioeconomic context schools.Material andMethods:Participants were 210 students (ages 10-12)from four 
primary schools in southern Spain.Two measures were used: (a) Physical and verbal aggression scale; and (b) 
Social responsibility behaviours’ record.A quasi-experimental design with three analysis of covariance 
(ANCOVA) tests were completed to analyse the results, and to study differences by socioeconomic context and 
gender. Results:Significant decreases in physical and verbal aggression total score (p = .028) and in verbal 
aggression (p = .003) were found in the lower-middle socioeconomic context experimental group. Verbal 
aggression was significantly reduced in girls (p = .022) from the experimental group. Regarding the social 
responsibility, improvements were shown in the intervention group. Conclusion: In conclusion, it has been 
reported that the applied programme is a useful tool to improve aggressive and prosocial behaviours in primary 
school students from ‘low-performing’ schools.Its implementation allows a systematic progression of the 
different responsibility levels, and leads to spaces for self-reflection in group. 
Keywords:school-based programmes, positive youth development, primary school, socioeconomic context, 
preadolescence. 
 
Introduction 

There is a growing concern about the lack of social values and the increase of violentbehaviours in 
many schools around the world(Martinek and Hellison, 2016). These facts may be motivated by the lack of 
emotional and social skills, conflicts of school coexistence, high levels of aggression, families’ fragility, or the 
increase in risky behaviours during youthdevelopment (Monzonís andCapllonch, 2014). These factors have 
alerted us about the need to address this problem from all educational levels. 

Consequently, we need to provide tools in schools to neutralize this influence, and avoid compromising 
the children’s emotional and social development(Sánchez-Alcaraz et al., 2019).  On the other hand, in an 
increasingly globalized, plural and multicultural society, the need to learn to live and interact with different 
people becomes evident. Therefore, the development of values and attitudes for the social and personal 
development will be neededin children and young people(Richards and Gordon, 2017). 

The positive youth development perspective assumes that unhealthy and disruptive behaviours (drug or 
alcohol use, failure in school, aggressiveness) are important barriers that hinder development. The best strategy 
to prevent these problems is to develop cognitive, social, emotional, and moral competencies (Escartí et 
al.,2012). 

In recent years, many studies have focused on developing and implementing intervention programmes 
to improve ethical behaviours and values through physical activity and sports (Martinek and Hellison, 2016). 
The programmes with the greatest impact have focused on: (a) the development of life skills (Danish et al., 
2005); (b) the use of sport for peace (Ennis, 1999); (c) socio-moral education (Miller et al., 1997); and (d) the 
development of personal and social responsibility (Hellison, 2011). 
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Teaching Personal and Social Responsibility (TPSR) model (Hellison, 2011) is clearly one of the most 
well-developed models for promoting personal and social competencies in physical education (PE; Pozo et al., 
2018).It encourages the gradual acquisition of prosocial behaviours such as help or cooperation, and reduces 
negative behaviours such as physical and verbal aggression, through a progression of levels (Martinek and 
Hellison, 2016). The TPSR model-based programmes have been field-tested for 40 years in different grades from 
primary and secondary education. They have been developed in different contexts (i.e. most studies had at-risk 
students), during PE classes, or in out-of-school sport and extended day programmes (Richards and Gordon, 
2017), and they has been adapted to the Spanish context (Escartí et al., 2005).  

The cornerstone of the TPSR model is that the students, in order to be socially adapted, have to be 
responsible for themselves and with others in physical activity settings, and to learn strategies to exercise control 
over their life (Richards and Gordon, 2017). The model interprets responsibility as a moral position with respect 
to oneself and others. In this sense, the values related to personal responsibility are effort and autonomy. The 
values related to social responsibility are respect for the feelings and rights of others, empathy, and social 
sensibility (Wrightet al., 2016). The basic premise of the TPSR model is that responsible behaviour and life skills 
can be taught to pupils through the goals or levels that they gradually achieve, and these skills can be transfer 
‘outside of the gym’ (Escartí et al., 2018). 

At this point, the scientific community has wondered whether the application ofTPSRmodel-based 
programmes has a positive effect on the aggression levels or the improvement of social responsibility.Cecchini et 
al. (2011) studied the impact of an Hellison model-based programme on aggression. The results showed that the 
levels of instrumental and reactive aggressiveness decreased. Likewise, Escartí et al. (2006) concluded that there 
was a significant reduction in the students' aggressive and disruptive behaviour throughout a TPSR programme, 
while their behaviour with regard to collaborating and helping others remained unchanged.  

Pozo et al. (2018) suggested in their systematic review that students might reduce their aggressiveness 
and disruptive behavioursafter the implementation of TPSR model-based programmes in PE. However, they 
pointed outthat it becomes necessary to conductlonger studies, quantitative methodological designs, PE content 
adapted to the programme level, age group and social context, and larger samples (Pozo et al., 2018). 

Some authors highlighted the utility of the TPSR model as a method for teaching values to special groups, 
especially children and young people at risk (Wright et al.,2016). Thus, most studies using TPSR-based 
programmes have been aimed at students from low socioeconomic status neighbourhoods (Escartí et al., 2018; 
Wright and Irwin, 2018). Although there is some research with positive outcomes in middle-class 
neighbourhoods, there are no examples of studies that compare the same intervention programme in two 
socioeconomic areas (Pozo et al., 2019).It is necessary to study the influence of the type of context in improving 
the aggressiveness and social responsibility of the students. 

Basedon this background, the study’s aims were:(a) to analyse the effects of this TPSR programme on 
aggression and social responsibility in each group (comparison/control);and (b) to compare these effects between 
lower-middle and upper-middle socioeconomic context schools. 

 
Material &methods 

Research design 

The repeated measures design (pre and post-tests) with control group of the present study included 
quantitative analysis of data from the intervention and the comparison groups in four different schools. The data 
collection took place in the academic year 2016-2017.  

The study design considered the Spanish legal framework that regulates the protection of personal data 
according to Organic Law 15/1999 and the fundamental principles established by the Helsinki Declaration 
(reviewed in 2013, Brazil). Insofar as ethical rules are concerned, the study received the approval of the Pablo de 
Olavide University, and active parental consent was obtained from all research participants prior to conducting 
the fieldwork. 
 

Participants and Settings 

Participants were 210 students (100 boys) from four primary schools in southern Spain. Students’ age 
ranged from 10 to 12 years (M = 11.04, SD = .497), and the students had no prior experience with the TPSR 
programme. The socioeconomic context of each school differed; two schools were in upper-middle class 
neighbourhoods, whereas the other two schools were in lower-middle class neighbourhoods (classified by the 
Andalusian government as ‘low-performing schools’). Educational levels of parents were used to obtain the 
socioeconomic status of the families of the participants.All four schools, however, adopted the same PE content.  

A total of eight class sections were involved in the four schools, with a mean of 26.25 students per 
class. There were two intact class sections at each of the four schools; one was randomly assigned to the 
intervention group (n=103;55 from the upper-middle context, 48 from the lower-middle context) and the other to 
the comparison group(n=107; 57 from the upper-middle context, 50 from the lower-middle context).To recruit 
participants, teachers were invited to take a TPSR model course. Four voluntary PE teachers with a mean age of 
34.5 years (SD = 2.88) and more than 6 years of teaching experience in the school took part in this study. They 
identified with the programme’s philosophy and were motivated to learn and apply the programme.  
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Measures 

Physical and verbal aggression. Physical and Verbal Aggression Scale (Caprara and Pastorelli, 1993) is a 
20-item scale that evaluate child and young adolescents behaviour aimed at hurting others physically and 
verbally. It contains five control items and 15 items such as ‘I kick or punch’ or ‘I say bad things about other 
kids’. These items are grouped in a 3-point Likert scale, anchored by 1 (‘never’), 2 (‘sometimes’), and 3 
(‘always’). In this study we used the Spanish version which has demonstrated good psychometric properties (Del 
Barrio et al., 2001). The analysis of internal consistency indicated Cronbach’s alpha of .84. All the participating 
students completed the pre and post-tests related to the scale in their classrooms at the beginning (September) 
and end (June) of the programme. The instrument was administered by a member of the research team, without 
the presence of teachers in the classroom, to facilitate the spontaneity of the students in their answers. 
Participating students did so voluntarily and filled out the questionnaire anonymously. 

Social responsibility behaviours. Two sessions were recorded on video at the beginning (October) and at 
the end (June) of the programme, partially following the process designed by Escartí et al. (2006). Later, all the 
social responsibility behaviours observed during the sessions (‘Aggress’ (A), ‘Interrupt’ (I), ‘Do not collaborate’ 
(NC), and ‘Help’ (H)) were collected in a record sheet and dumped to a spreadsheet including the codes 
assigned. An overall view of the showed behaviours in the sessions were coded. Two observers proceeded to 
visualize the sessions on a computer, and performed, separately, the quantitative record of the observed 
behaviours. The registration was continuous, because the observers noted the occurrence of different behaviours 
throughout the observation session. To control the reliability of the observation, the two observers proceeded, 
once the registration of all the sessions was finished, to elaborate an inter-judge consensual record. Finally, to 
obtain the evolution of social responsibility behaviour throughout the intervention, the percentage of frequency 
of the registered behaviours in each session (agress, interrupt, do not collaborate and help) was calculated with 
relation to the total of the two class sessions observed. 
Procedure 

Teacher training course. The four PE teachers responsible for carrying out the intervention received 
an intensive, 30-hour course on TPSR principles and methodology (Escartí et al., 2005; Hellison, 2011) during 
September. This training consisted of 10 hours of theory-based learning and 20 hours of practice-based 
learning(Escartí et al., 2012). One teacher with 5 years of experience teaching the TPSR model provided the 
instruction.  

Description of the programme. All students participated in ‘normal’ PE for a few weeks (September); 
that time was used as a reference point before the intervention began. Students completed the questionnaires 
related to personal and social responsibility and values at the beginning and end of the programme. The TPSR 
programme was the same for the experimental group, and the PE contents were the same for all the classes. The 
programme was implemented over 56 lessons in 8 months during the twice weekly PE classes. Each lesson 
lasted 55 minutes.  

During the intervention period, continuous contact through 2-hour biweekly meetings with the teachers 
was maintained by the first researcher, with the objective of facilitating the teaching tasks as they conducted the 
programme’s strategies and PE content. The original TPSR model was adapted to our context following Escartí 
et al.’s work (2005). It was decided that shaping the programme to fit the specific context could enhance 
implementation without deviating from the TPSR’s key components. For instance, we introduced the 
responsibility levels with a logical progression throughout the course of the academic year and selected specific 
objectives to emphasise under each level. Anyway, each level can be worked independently. 

The structure and strategies of the model were applied to help students learn and practice behaviours 
and attitudes that will help them become responsible individuals. These responsibilities were presented as a 
progression of five levels. Teachers were instructed to operationalize these levels in relevant learning objectives 
and behaviours (Escartí et al., 2018).  Level I was ‘respecting the rights and feelings of others’ (e.g., peaceful 
conflict resolution, including all peers in the activities), it was carried out from October to November including 
physical condition, judo and body expression contents. Level II was ‘participation and effort’ (e.g., giving good 
effort, participating in planned activities even when they are not your favourite), it was carried out from 
December to January, including an athletics unit. Level III focused on ‘self-direction’ (e.g., setting short- and 
long-term goals, reflecting on and evaluating your own progress honestly), it was carried out on February, 
including football and volleyball units. Level IV was on ‘caring’ (e.g., helping others, taking on leadership 
roles), it was carried out on March, including acrosport, badminton and tennis units. Finally, level V 
concentrated on ‘transfer’ (e.g., thinking about and applying the learning from previous levels to other contexts 
such as the family, the playground, or the neighbourhood), it was carried out from April to May, including 
alternative games contents. 

The lessons were divided into four segments. The first, ‘awareness talk’ (5 minutes), was a group 
meeting to make the expectations of the class clear. The teacher explained the personal and social responsibility 
behaviours to be practiced that day. The day’s goal was always related to one of the levels. The second segment 
was ‘responsibility in action’ (35 minutes). In this part, the PE contents were taught at the same time the 
principles and methodological strategies for the development of responsibility were applied. The third segment, 
‘group meeting’ (10 minutes), allowed time for all students to share their perceptions and feelings about the 
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lesson development and how to improve the programme, while the last segment was ‘reflection time’ (3–5 
minutes). During this time, students reflected on their own behaviour in class and evaluated themselves on how 
they had fulfilled the level of responsibility by using a thumb gesture (up, horizontal, or down) to give a positive, 
neutral, or negative evaluation, respectively. 
 

Statistical analysis 

First, the descriptive statistics (mean and SD for continuous variables, and frequency and percentage for 
categorical variables) in pre-test and post-test were calculated according to the groups to which the students 
belonged. Then, the repeated measures method of the general linear model was used for differences in physical 
and verbal aggressiveness.  

Three analyses of covariance (ANCOVA) were completed adjusting by age. The first was a two 
(Groups: experimental/control) × two (Time) ANCOVA to analyse the effects of the intervention on the 
aggression results. The second was a two (Context) × two (Time) measure conducted only in the participants 
from the intervention group to analyse differences in the intervention effects by school socioeconomic context 
(upper-middle/lower-middle).  

The third was a two (Gender) × two (Time) measure conducted only in the participants from the 
intervention group to analyse differences in the intervention effects by gender (boys/girls). Gender analysis was 
included because we found statiscally significant Time × Group interaction. 

The data analysis was conducted using the statistical programme SPSS 21.0 (Armonk, NY). For all the 
analyses, a 95% confidence level was used (p < .05). Eta-squares were calculated to assess effect-size, defining 
small (2= .01), medium (2 = .06), and large (2= .14) effects (Cohen, 1988).  

 
Results 

The results of the two (Group) × two (Time) ANCOVA to analyse the intervention effects on the 
physical and verbal aggression resultsshowedno significant effects of the intervention programme. 

The results of the two (Context) × two (Time) ANCOVA on physical and verbal aggression are shown 
in Table 1. We found a positive effect of the intervention on the lower-middle socioeconomic context schools 
that, in comparison to upper-middle socioeconomic context schools, showed a significant decline in thevariable 
physical and verbal aggression total score (p = .028, 2= .045), and in the subscale verbal aggression (p < .005, 
2= .082). 

 
Table 1 
Descriptive Analysis and Results of ANCOVA two (Socioeconomic context) × two (Time) of Aggression in the 
experimental group. 

Variables and 
subscales Context 

Pre 
M(SD) 

Post 
M(SD) 

Context×Time 

p 2 1-β 

Physical and verbal 
aggression total score 

Lower-middle 1.395(.339) 1.331(.232) 
.028 .045 .598 

Upper-middle 1.301(.231) 1.357(.219) 

Physicalaggression 
Lower-middle 1.301(.342) 1.241(.269) 

.573 .003 .087 
Upper-middle 1.232(.235) 1.208(.260) 

Verbal aggression 
Lower-middle 1.476(.394) 1.410(.223) 

.003 .082 .862 
Upper-middle 1.361(.277) 1.488(.274) 

                Note: Standard deviations are represented in the parentheses. 
 

The results of the two (Gender) × two (Time) ANCOVA on the physical and verbal aggression are 
shown in Table 2. It presents a significant reduction of verbal aggressionin girls in comparison with boys (p = 
.022, 2= .049). 
 
Table 2 
Descriptive Analysis and Results of ANCOVA two (Gender) × two (Time) of Aggression in the experimental 
group. 

Variables and subscales Gender 
Pre 

M(SD) 
Post 

M(SD) 

Gender×Time 

p 2 1-β 
Physical and verbal 
aggression total score 

Boys 1.359(.290) 1.402(.235) 
.078 .029 .423 

Girls 1.335(.298) 1.282(.198) 

Physicalaggression 
Boys 1.285(.283) 1.260(.295) 

.563 .003 .089 
Girls 1.247(.308) 1.186(.223) 

Verbal aggression 
Boys 1.424(.363) 1.526(.255) 

.022 .049 .637 
Girls 1.413(.326) 1.366(.222) 

     Note: Standard deviations are represented in the parentheses. 
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According to the Social responsibility assessment, the number of aggressive behaviours increased in the 
control groups of upper-middle socioeconomic context schools. The number of interruptions decreased 
significantly in the intervention groups of the two types of context, while they increased in the control groups of 
the ‘low-performing’ schools. In the same line, the number of non-collaboration behaviours decreased 
significantly in the intervention groups of the two types of context, while they increased in the control groups of 
lower-middle socioeconomic context schools. Students’ behaviour with regard to providing help decreased over 
time in the upper-middle context groups, while it increased significantly in the intervention groups of lower-
middle context schools. 
 
Discussion 

The current study analysed the impact of a TPSR model-based programme in primary school within PE 
classes on students’ aggression and social responsibility behaviours. For this reason, a quasi-experimental design 
was employed to determine effects of the intervention and their differences by socioeconomic context schools 
and gender.  The results obtained showedthat the intervention was effective todecreasephysical and verbal 
aggression in the lower-middle socioeconomic context groups. Likewise, the effects on verbal aggression 
showed a reduction in girls in comparison with boys. 

The results showed non-significant differences between intervention and comparison groups. Sánchez-
Alcaráz (2014) also found non-significant improvements in the number of violent behaviours and indiscipline 
after a 4-month TPSR implementation with Spanish adolescents. However, these conclusions contrast with 
findings from similar studies in the TPSR model’s field with primary and secondary school students (Cecchini et 
al., 2011; Escartí et al., 2006). Escartí et al. (2006) reported a significant reduction in the students’ aggressive 
and disruptive behaviour, while their behaviour with regard to collaborating and helping others remained 
unchanged. In the same way, it has been showed improvements in aggressive and unsporting behaviours 
(Cecchini et al., 2011).The differences between the current study and similar ones may be due to some problem 
in the adaptation of the programme intervention or because there were few behaviour issues present in PE 
classes.An analysis of level I of the programme (‘respecting the rights and feelings of others’) would have 
helped to understand if a poor implementation of these concepts would have influenced on the results obtained. 

However, focusing on the type of context, physical and verbal aggression total score, and verbal 
aggression decreased significantly in the lower-middle socioeconomic context groupin comparison withthe 
upper-middle context group. However, it is important to point out that the significant change difference in verbal 
aggression (dimension) most probably cause the significant change difference in physical and verbal aggression 
(total score).These findings were consistent with other studies in the same line. Escartí et al. (2003, 2006) 
reported important reductions in aggressive behaviours and interruptions in at-risk adolescents. This is not 
surprising sincethe TPSR programme design is specifically aimed at underserved populations, and it is more 
adapted to the improvement of aggression and conflict situations that usually appear in PE classes.  

Attending to gender, we found a reduction in verbal aggression in girls in comparison to boys with the 
intervention.Rey and Extremera (2012)showed that males obtained higher mean scores than females in 
aggressive behaviours. Furthermore, differences in coping strategies employed could explain agreater tendency 
toward verbal and physical aggression in boys than in girls (Burton et al., 2007).Nevertheless, the results are not 
conclusive in this regard, since there are many studies with TPSR programmes that do not find significant 
differences between boys and girls (Sánchez-Alcaraz, 2014; Pertegal et al., 2015). 

According to the observation of the social responsibility behaviours, the intervention groups decreased 
the number of interruptions, the non-collaboration behaviours, and increased the helpbehaviours. The aggressive 
behaviours were reduced only in the intervention groups of lower-middle socioeconomic context. This isaligned 
with the results of the aggression questionnaire.The improvement of prosocial behaviour convergesalso with 
previous studies in TPSR field (Carreres et al., 2012; Pozo et al., 2019). Some authors found that these increases 
in social responsibility behaviours are related to other variables such as the reduction of antisocial and aggressive 
behaviours(McMahon et al., 2006). 

Among the limitations of the study we find that the observations have been an important measure for 
the study but a greater number of recordings are needed to provide more objective and reliable data. The use of 
varied instruments is also necessary to analyse sufficiently the fidelity and to ensure that the TPSR programme 
has been implemented faithfully. In addition, it would have been interesting to assess changes in aggressiveness 
and social responsibility afterwards in the students’ classrooms, in order to address transfer.Finally, it would 
have been of interest to collect follow-up data to determine if the positive changes reported in the participants 
lasted. Future studies should investigate in depth the causes of the results obtained, and justifygender and 
socioeconomic context differences. It also would be necessary to study the relationship between the variables 
aggression and social responsibility. For this, the use of other qualitative methods that complement the work 
could help. 
 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, the implemented TPSR programme has been a useful tool to improvephysical and verbal 
aggression, and social responsibilityin primary school students from ‘low-performing’ schools. Its 



RAQUEL PÉREZ-ORDÁS, PABLO POZO, ALBERTO GRAO-CRUCES 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
JPES ®      www.efsupit.ro  

1837

implementation allows a systematic progression of the different responsibility levels, and leads to spaces for self-
reflection in group.  

PE is an ideal setting in which students can develop social and emotional skills that can be applied to other 
life contexts. Physical educators should be aware of students’ developmental needs and the practices for 
developing their social and emotional growth. An emphasis on respect, cooperation and conflict resolution, are 
fundamentals for teaching these important life skills. 

It would be convenient to implement this type of intervention in ‘low-performing’ schools and with 
aggression problems, because we have proven that it is effective in these contexts.The construction of affective 
and empathic social relations is a step forward in the reduction of aggression and the promotion of prosocial 
behaviours. 
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