
This study analyses the psychometric proprieties of a Portuguese version of the social competence scale
from the School Social Behavior Scales (SSBS-2, Merrell, 2002). It is a rating instrument of children
and adolescents behavior, to be used by teachers and other school personnel. This scale includes 3
subscales: self-management/compliance, peer relations and academic behavior. In our first sample, 175
teachers rated 344 students from grade 1 through 12. On the second sample 13 teachers rated 251 3rd
and 4th grades students. The results from the Portuguese adaptation support the multidimensional
structure of the social competence scale from the SSBS-2, although an alternative model demonstrated
a better fit to the data than the model originally proposed by the author. The scale showed good internal
consistency and good intercorrelations between subscales, as well as between subscales and the total
scale. The final model was well replicated in the second sample. These results encourage us to pursue
the SSBS-2 Portuguese adaptation, in order to provide a useful and validated instrument for the assessment
of social competence and for educational interventions.
Keywords: social competence, assessment, validation, School Social Behavior Scales.

El presente estudio analiza las características psicométricas de la versión portuguesa de la escala
School Social Behavior Scales (SSBS-2, Merrell, 2002). Se trata de un instrumento de calificación del
comportamiento de los niños y adolescentes, para ser utilizado por los maestros y por otro personal
educativo. Esta escala incluye tres subescalas: autocontrol/conformidad, las relaciones entre pares y el
comportamiento académico. En nuestra primera muestra, 175 maestros calificaron 344 estudiantes del
1º al 12º grado escolar. En la segunda muestra, 13 profesores calificaron 251 estudiantes de 3º y 4º
grado escolar. Los resultados de la adaptación portuguesa apoyan la estructura multidimensional de
la escala de competencia social del SSBS-2, a pesar de un modelo alternativo demostrar un mejor
ajuste a los datos que el modelo propuesto originalmente por el autor. La escala reveló una buena
consistencia interna y una buena correlación entre las subescalas, así como entre las subescalas y la
escala total. El modelo final se replicó bien en la segunda muestra. Estos resultados nos incentivan a
proseguir la adaptación portuguesa del SSBS-2, a fin de proporcionar un instrumento útil y validado
para la evaluación de la competencia social y para las intervenciones educativas.
Palabras clave: competencia social, evaluación, validación, School Social Behavior Scales.
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Social competence plays a key role in the adaptive
school functioning of children and adolescents, influencing
relations with teachers, peer acceptance, and academic
achievement (Lemos & Meneses, 2002). Social competence
and social skills also have a great impact on human
development, particularly in the success and adjustment in
adulthood (Merrell, 1993b, 2002).

Despite the increasing focus of research and
intervention on the pro-social behavior, current models of
social behavior still concentrate too much on the
pathological and non-normative development of youth,
making it difficult to assess social behavior in a manner
that is reliable, efficient and generalizable (Crowley &
Merrell, 2003; Cummings, Kaminski, & Merrell, 2008).
However, the existence of social skills assessment
instruments that are practical, low cost, easy to implement,
and have good psychometric properties is a prerequisite
to the development of effective interventions targeting
social behavior (Merrell, 2001, 2002).

Social Competence

Social competence is a complex, multidimensional,
interactive construct (Merrell, 2002) that encompasses social,
attitudinal, cognitive and emotional factors (Consortium on
the School-Based Promotion of Social Competence, 1996;
Lemos & Meneses, 2002). Different definitions of this
construct can be found in literature, depending on the
theoretical perspectives adopted about social functioning
and development (Lemos & Meneses, 2002). Defining social
competence became even more complicated when some
authors started to include in the definition both the skills
and the outcomes of individual actions appropriate to a
specific situation (Consortium on School-Based Promotion
of Social Competence, 1996).

The majority of social skills definitions emphasize social
validity (Caldarella & Merrell, 1997), influencing the
construction of assessment tools that measure these skills,
such as the ones developed by Gresham and Elliott (1990)
and Merrell (2002). This definition privileges the subject’s
behavior in specific situations that predict and/or are related
to positive social outcomes, such as peer acceptance,
popularity and the judgment of behavior by significant
others (Gresham & Elliott, 1984).

Socially competent individuals are those who have the
skills necessary to solve problems in such a way that allows
them to choose and activate appropriate social behaviors
(Bierman & Welsh, 1997; as cited in Cummings et al.,
2008), which can be learned (Lemos & Meneses, 2002).
Caldarella and Merrell (1997) developed a taxonomy of
social skills of children and adolescents based on published
empirical studies, manuals and assessment tools. Eighteen
of the 19 studies analyzed mention at least one of the five
dimensions put forth by the authors as core social skills:
(1) peer relations, (2) self-management, (3) academic, (4)

compliance and (5) assertion. Although all social skills are,
to some degree, interdependent, they can be grouped into
distinct categories (Caldarella & Merrell, 1997).
Social competence: antecedents and impact on

adjustment. Children’s early life experiences contribute to
the development of a competent social functioning towards
adults and peers in their socio-cultural context (Feldman
& Masalha, 2010). Parental modeling of emotional
expression, the way parents manage children’s emotions
(Denham, Mitchell-Copeland, Stranberg, Auerbach, & Blair,
1997), family cohesion (Feldman & Masalha, 2010),
parental psychopathology, family stress and other childhood
adversities (DeMulder, Denham, Schmidt, & Mitchell, 2000)
are important predictors of social competence (Denham et
al., 1997; Feldman & Masalha, 2010).

The children of emotionally positive parents (Denham
et al., 1997), children with a secure attachment to the mother
and children with low family stress (DeMulder et al., 2000)
show greater social competence and fewer behavioral
problems (DeMulder et al., 2000; Schmidt, DeMulder, &
Denham, 2002). In contrast, poverty, low socio-economic
status, residing in high-crime neighborhoods and parental
conflict or divorce are significant ecological predictors of
behavioral problems in children and adolescents, indirectly
influencing the relationship between parents and children
and affecting children’s exposure to peer groups with
deviant behavior (Granic & Patterson, 2006).

But it is also possible to promote social competence in
children and adolescents via universal or selective
intervention programs implemented inside or outside the
school. The effectiveness of these programs is supported
by several studies (Catalano, Berglung, Ryan, Lonczak, &
Hawkins, 2002; Durlak, Weissberg, Dymnicki, Taylor, &
Schellinger, 2011; Durlak, Weissberg, & Pachan, 2010;
Greenberg, Domitrovich, & Bumbarger, 2001).

Developing adjusted social competences leads to
positive and effective interactions with others (Consortium
on the School-Based Promotion of Social Competence,
1996; Gresham & Elliott, 1990; Lemos & Meneses, 2002),
academic success (Gresham & Elliott, 1990) and buffers
against relationships that promote socially unacceptable
behaviors (Lemos & Meneses, 2002). Furthermore, social
deficits in childhood can lead, in the short and long-term,
to academic difficulties and poor school adjustment, school
dropout, rejection by peers (Cummings et al., 2008;
Merrell, 1993b, 2002), depression and anxiety, juvenile
delinquency, mental health problems, development of
antisocial behavior patterns (Cummings et al., 2008;
Merrell, 1993b, 2002; Walker, Colvin, & Ramsey, 1995,
as cited in Caldarella & Merrell, 1997), unemployment,
underemployment, inadequate social support and
unsatisfactory interpersonal and family relationships
(Merrell, 1993b, 2002). All these negative consequences
carry a high cost to the individuals, their families and the
society (Merrell, 2002).
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Social Skills Evaluation

Merrell (2001) identifies six primary methods of
assessing the social skills of children and adolescents:
behavior rating scales, behavioral observation, interviewing,
self-report instruments, projective-expressive techniques,
and sociometric techniques.

The behavior rating scales provide a standardized format
for making judgments about the characteristics of social
behavior in children and adolescents. These scales are focused
on estimates based on daily observations of youth while they
are in their natural environment (e.g., school, home) over a
period of time, by people who know the youth well (e.g.,
parents and teachers). These scales have advantages over
other methods of evaluation. Compared to interviews and
observations, behavior rating scales are less expensive, less
time consuming and require less training for application.
Unlike behavioral observation, they permit the evaluation of
low frequency but very relevant behaviors. Finally, they have
advantages over self-report scales because they can be used
to assess children who cannot readily provide information
about themselves. In short, behavior rating scales are a
valuable and cost-effective method of screening and assessing
the socio-emotional behavior of children and youth (Crowley
& Merrell, 2003; Merrell, 2001).

However, rating scales only measure behavioral
competence in a specific point in time and are less sensitive
to changes in behavior or learning (Cummings et al., 2008),
rending them difficult to use for characterizing young
people’s trajectories of growth and development.

Rating scales based on teachers’ reports are one of the
most widely used methods of assessing social behavior in
young people (Caldarella & Merrell, 1997; Merrell, 1993b),
especially social skills (Cummings et al., 2008). Their main
strength resides in their being based on large samples of
observed behavior, during extended periods of time (Lemos
& Meneses, 2002).

The School Social Behavior Scales — SSBS-2

The SSBS-2 is an improved version of the original
instrument published in 1993 (SSBS; Merrell, 1993a)
developed specifically for screening and assessing social
competence and antisocial behavior of students from 1st
to 12th grade. It was designed to facilitate the development
of appropriate prevention and intervention programs and
for evaluating the effectiveness of interventions. The SSBS-
2 includes two behavior rating scales for teachers and other
school-based raters: the Social Competence Scale and the
Antisocial Behavior Scale. The SSBS-2 Social Competence
Scale describes adaptive or positive behaviors that are likely
to lead to positive personal and social outcomes for students.
The SSBS-2 Antisocial Behavior Scale describes common
social-related behavioral problems of children and youth
(Merrell, 2002).

Several studies concerning the instrument’s psychometric
properties, reported in SSBS-2 manual and subsequent
publications, have demonstrated a satisfactory internal
consistency, test-retest reliability at 3-week intervals and
interrater reliability. Validity of the scales has been
demonstrated in several ways, including convergent and
discriminant validity with other behavior rating scales,
evidence of strong sensitivity to theoretically-based group
differences (e.g., special education, gifted students, at-risk
children) and intervention programs evaluation, as well as
convergence with other types of assessment such as
sociometric procedures, self-report instruments and behavioral
observations (Cummings et al., 2008; Merrell, 2001, 2002).

Crowley and Merrell (2003) analyzed the original scale
factor structure through confirmatory factor analysis. Item
packets, testlets or mini-scales of three or four items were
used for each subscale, in a total of ten. The final model
fit indices showed acceptable values, thus supporting the
scale use for the assessment of social competence.

The SSBS-2 instrument was translated into several
languages and has been object of research in several
countries (K. Merrell, personal communication, 26th
September, 2010). In the literature there is only reference
to a Turkish version of SSBS with children from the 1st
and 2nd grades (Yukay-Yuksel, 2009). The author concluded
that the Turkish version of the SSBS was appropriate for
evaluating the student’s level of social competence in the
1st and 2nd grades (elementary school), since it had
acceptable validity and reliability. Confirmatory factor
analysis of the original structure of the instrument revealed
weaknesses, however, the author still chose to keep it.

There are other technically appropriate rating scales with
good psychometric qualities that have proven useful to assess
children’s and adolescents’ social behavior (Merrell, 2002),
such as the Walker-McConnell Scale of Social Competence
and School Adjustment – SSCSA (1988, as cited in Merrell,
1993b), the Social Skills Rating System – SSRS by Gresham
and Elliott (1990), and the Social Skills Improvement System
– Rating Scales – SSIS, by Gresham and Elliott (2008),
which is a more recent and improved version of SSRS.
However the SSBS have unique advantages for assessing
the wider social behavior because they include items related
to social competence and antisocial behavior assessment in
a similar proportion (Merrell, 1993b). As for the SSCSA,
it does not include an assessment of behavioral problems
and the SSIS and SSRS were built with a special focus on
positive social behaviors although they allow for a brief
assessment of behavioral problems (Merrell, 1993b).

In Portugal, the assessment of social competence has
received increasing attention in the last decade, but the
publication of studies related to the development and/or
adaptation of Portuguese assessment tools continues to fall
short. Social competence rating scale adaptation studies
using confirmatory factor analysis methodology are unheard
of in our country, despite it being considered the most
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appropriate methodology when a specific structure was
already found for a given assessment tool and the
researchers wish to analyze that structure with different
samples (Crowley & Merrell, 2003). So far we only have
two published adaptations, both of the Social Skills Rating
System – SSRS (Gresham & Elliott, 1990), with acceptable
results in the validation studies (reliability and validity):
the teachers version (hetero-report) for elementary and
middle school (1st to 6th grade) by Lemos and Meneses
(2002), with participants from the 3rd and 6th grades; and
the students version (self-report) for middle and high school
students (7th to 12th grade) by Pedro and Albuquerque
(2007), with students from the 7th, 8th and 9th grades. It
is also worth mentioning the adaptation and validation
studies of a social skills and behavior problems assessment
tool for Portuguese preschoolers, the Preschool and
Kindergarten Behavior Scales – 2 (PKBS-2, Merrell, 2002),
which are still ongoing but have confirmed the good
psychometric properties of the PKBS-2 (teachers’ and
parents’ versions) in a sample of children from three to six-
year-olds (Major, 2007; Major & Seabra-Santos, 2009).

Gomes (2008) conducted a research to examine whether
the Social Competence Scale of the Portuguese version of
the SSBS-2 would be an effective tool to differentiate
children considered at risk from children who are not
considered at risk in a matched sample in terms of gender
and age. The results showed that the children from the first
group had significantly lower levels of social competence
than children from the second group. In both groups, girls
had higher levels of social competence than boys. The results
also showed the instrument effectiveness in classifying
children within each group, based on the teachers’ responses.

The present study

Taking into account the limited amount of research of
this nature in Portugal, and the need to make available for
research and intervention an assessment tool adapted to the
Portuguese school population from the 1st to the 12th
grades, this study aims to present the first steps of the
School Social Behavior Scales – 2 (SSBS-2; Merrell, 2002)
adaptation and validation. The present research focuses only
on the Social Competence scale evaluation, since the
Antisocial Behavior Scale of SSBS-2 research evaluation
will be mentioned in a future publication.

Method

Participants

Two samples (sample one and sample two) were
gathered for this study. The first sample was used to study
the sensitivity, validity and reliability of the Social
Competence scale while the second sample was used for
cross-validation of the same scale. Participants in both
samples differ in many respects. The sample 1 consists of
175 teachers, mostly female (81.1%), from public (74.3%),
private (12.6%) and nonprofit private schools (13.1%) of
seven districts of mainland Portugal. Teachers completed
a total of 344 scales, one per student, 187 male and 157
female, aged six to 18 (M = 12.13, SD = 3.37). Students
attended 1st to 12th grades1. Sample 2 was comprised of
13 teachers, mostly female (92.3%), from six public schools
from the Lisbon district. These teachers completed a total
of 251 scales, one per student, 133 male students and 118
female students, aged eight to 14 (M = 9.32, SD = .78).
Students attended the 3rd (3.2%) or the 4th (96.8%) grades.

Measure

Items of the SSBS-2 Social Competence Scale were first
translated from English to Portuguese by two researchers
with a psychology degree and proficient in English, after
obtaining authorization, for the Portuguese adaptation, from
the author of the scale. A professional translator made the
retroversion of both Portuguese translations into English
and the items more faithfully translated from the original
version were selected. The 32 items that make up the scale
assess the frequency of students’ positive social behaviors
likely to occur in the school context, from the 1st to the
12th grades. Behaviors are assessed using a Likert response
scale from 1 (never) to 5 (very often).

The Social Competence Scale is organized into three
empirically derived subscales: Peer Relations (14 items), Self-
Management (10 items) and Academic Behavior (eight items).
The Peer Relations subscale refers to items that measure social
skills or characteristics that are important in establishing positive
relationships with and gaining social acceptance from peers
(e.g., “Offers help to other students when needed”, “Invites
other students to participate in activities”). The Self-Management
subscale includes items which measure social skills related to

1 Despite the apparent age differences in the development of social competence (Conger & Keane, 1981; Eisenberg & Harris, 1984)
and the difficulty in finding assessment tools with good psychometric qualities that evaluate the same theoretical constructs throughout
different developmental stages (Denham, Wyatt, Bassett, Echeverria, & Knox, 2009), the option for a sample with such a vast range of
ages was due to the fact that literature seems to point to the inexistence of significant age differences regarding social competence. In
the analysis made by Caldarella and Merrell (1997), none of the 19 published studies about social abilities found significant differences
between older and younger children and the majority of these studies identified similar factors or dimensions throughout age. Moreover,
in Merrell’s (2002) study with the original sample of the SSBS-2, the effect size of the differences on social competence between the
1st to the 6th grades group and the 7th to the 12th grades group, was close to 0 (.02).
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self-restraint, cooperation, and compliance with the demands
of school rules and expectations (e.g., “Remains calm when
problems arise”, “Responds appropriately when corrected by
teachers”). The Academic Behavior subscale consists of items
related to competent performance and engagement on academic
tasks (e.g., “Completes school work without being reminded”,
“Produces work of acceptable quality for his/her ability level”).

In its original version this scale demonstrated good
psychometric properties, showing a strong internal consistency
(.91 to .98), good accuracy in a test-retest interval of three
weeks (.76 to .83) and good inter-rater agreement (.72 to
.83). In confirmatory factor analysis of the original scale
indices of adjustment of the final model revealed acceptable
values (χ2(29) = 389.55, p < .001, χ2/df = 14.433; CFI = .97;
GFI = .93; RMSEA = .11) (Crowley & Merrell, 2003).

Procedure

Samples were obtained from different methodological
choices, since they were selected for two separate studies
using the Social Competence Scale of SSBS-2, with
different purposes. Thus, for the collection of data from
sample 1 (n = 344) each teacher received two copies of the
scale to complete, regarding two students: the 5th and the
10th from the list of students in their class, which was
ordered alphabetically. This was done to prevent biased
choices (either for positive or negative reasons) regarding
the students the teachers were going to evaluate. Each
teacher was asked to complete the scales and to give them
back to the investigator in a sealed envelope. Sample 2 (n
= 251) was obtained by having teachers evaluate all the
students in their class. This sample was also used to assess
the impact of a socio-emotional learning program
implemented in the 4th grade. In this study, sample 2 was
only used as a cross-validation sample of the final model.

Statistical Analysis

The database of the present study was built using the
SPSS program (version 17.0) that had also been used to
analyze the sensitivity and reliability of the Social
Competence Scale of the SSBS-2. The study of the factorial
validity of the scale, as well as the cross-validation to test
the invariance of the model, was conducted using the
AMOS software (version 7.0). The sensitivity of the items
was assessed by the coefficients of skewness and kurtosis.
It was considered that skewness coefficient values above
three and kurtosis coefficient values below seven represented
significant deviation from normality (Kline, 1998).

In the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), the same
procedure Crowley and Merrell (2003) used for the original
scale was followed. A combination of items (testlets),
between two and four, was used, creating mini-scales (three
to four sets of items per subscale). The use of mini-scales,
suggested by Collins and Gleaves (1998), was adopted as
a way to overcome the reduced reliability associated with
the items when considered individually in a CFA (Floyd &
Widaman, 1995).

Next, the factorial validity of the tri-factorial measurement
model was tested. First, it was adopted a strictly confirmatory
approach to test the adequacy of the data to the model.
Second, there was an attempt to improve the model and,
finally, a factorial invariance analysis was conducted using
a multigroup confirmatory factor analysis. The following
indices of goodness-of-fit were used: the chi-square (X2), the
chi-square and degrees of freedom ratio (χ2/df), the
comparative fit index (CFI), the goodness-of-fit index (GFI)
and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA).

The quality of alternative models was also assessed in
comparative terms, using the Jχ2 and the JCFI2. For the
purpose of comparing alternative models it was considered
that the model with lower value of χ2 is what has better
quality of adjustment. The refinement of the model was
based on modification indices calculated by AMOS, pursued
only if they were adequate from the statistical and substantive
points of view (Byrne, 2010). Trajectories were changed
and/or items were eliminated in the presence of modification
indices above 11 [χ2 (1) = 10.86, p = .001] (Maroco, 2010).

The reliability was assessed with Cronbach’s alpha for
each of the three factors and for the total scale. The Pearson
correlation coefficient between mini-scales and subscales
and between subscales and total scale was also used to
analyze the internal consistency. The robustness of the final
model was further analyzed with the AMOS program by
using a cross-validation with a multigroup confirmatory
factor analysis, which included two independent samples
(sample 1 and sample 2). This analysis permitted a test of
the factorial invariance (measurement and structural model),
i.e., the extent to which the mini-scales of the Scale of
Social Competence of the SSBS-2 operate in a similar
manner in both samples and whether the factorial structure
remains the same (Byrne, 2010). To test the invariance of
the model it was used the Jχ2and the ∆CFI, i.e., the
difference in χ2 and in CFI between the configural model
and the measurement and structural models, respectively.

Finally, an analysis of variance (oneway ANOVA) of
the means and standard deviations was made for the total
scale and subscales in terms of socio-demographic variables.

2 It was considered that CFI and GFI values above 0.95, RMSEA values below .06 (Hu & Bentler, 1999) and χ2/df values equal to
or below 3 (Segars & Grover, 1993) were good model fits. RMSEA values between .06 and .08 were considered acceptable, between
.08 and .10 tolerable, and unacceptable when they were above .10 (Browne & Cudeck, 1992).

https://doi.org/10.5209/rev_SJOP.2012.v15.n3.39431 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.5209/rev_SJOP.2012.v15.n3.39431


Results

Sensitivity, Validity and Reliability of the Social
Competence Scale of SSBS-2

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics, for sample 1,
of the 10 mini-scales that constitute the Social Competence
Scale of the SSBS-2: the average (M), the standard deviation
(SD), the skeweness (Sk) and the kurtosis (Ku). All of them
have symmetry and pointyness values very close to the
normal distribution. The values obtained in all these
indicators are adequate and do not recommend the removal
of any of the mini-scales from the scale.

Factorial validity was tested through a confirmatory
factor analysis of the final model proposed by Crowley and
Merrell (2003).

Some of the goodness-of-fit indices show that the
factorial validity of the original structure of the scale in
sample 1 ranges from tolerable (χ2/df) to unacceptable
(RMSEA) [χ2 (29) = 139.753, p < .001, χ2/df = 4.819; CFI
= .969; GFI = .923; RMSEA = .106] (see Figure 1),
although some indices (CFI and GFI) present acceptable
values of adjustment and the factorial loadings of all mini-
scales except one are higher than .59. Based on these
goodness-of-fit scores, some changes in the model were
introduced following the modification indices provided by
AMOS. For this reason, mini-scale Peers3 was eliminated
from the Peer Relations dimension, as the modification
indices suggested a correlation of its measurement error
with several measurement errors from other mini-scales in
the same or in other dimensions. The goodness-of-fit values
for this first modified model [χ2 (21) = 51.706, p < .001,
χ2/df = 2.462; CFI = .990; GFI = .969; RMSEA = .065]
show a substantial improvement [Jχ2 (8) = 88.047, p <
.01], although the factorial loadings of Peers1 mini-scale,
which load both on Peer Relations (.59) and on Self-

Management (.30) subscales, are bellow the other factorial
loadings. All the remaining values are equal or higher than
.75. Self1 is a mini-scale that is associated with self-
management in social interactions, and for this reason it is
also expected to load on the subscale Peer Relations. This
led to its elimination and, as a result, the correlation between
measurement errors of Peers1 and Self1 disappeared.

In line with the options made by the author of the
original scale (Crowley & Merrell, 2003), and considering
that the measurement errors are often the result of the
perceived redundancy in the content of the items (Byrne,
2010), the correlation between the measurement errors of
mini-scales Acad1 and Acad3 was allowed. This association
is justified as both mini-scales include items related to
classroom tasks. The goodness-of-fit values of this new
model are good [χ2 (16) = 31.034, p = .013, χ2/df = 1.940;
CFI = .994; GFI = .978; RMSEA = .052] and significantly
better than those of the first modified model [Jχ2 (5) =
20.672, p < .01], attesting the high factorial validity of the
final modified Social Competence Scale of the SSBS-2 (see
Figure 2).

In the final modified model, for sample 1, the Cronbach
alpha values for the factors Peer Relations (three mini-scales),
Self-Management (two mini-scales) and Academic Behavior
(three mini-scales) were .91, .83 and .91, respectively. The
Cronbach alpha for the total scale is .94. The correlations
between each mini-scale and the respective subscales range
between .90 and .96; the correlations of each mini-scale and
the total score of the scale are between .71 and .90.

Cross-Validation of the Social Competence Scale of
the SSBS-2

A second independent sample was collected (sample 2)
and used in this study as a cross-validation sample for the
final modified model. The goodness-of-fit values of this
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Table 1
Sensibility of Item Packets of the Social Competence Scale of the SSBS -2

Item Packets M SD Skewness Kurtosis Minimum Maximum

Peers1 10.19 2.50 –.222 –.350 3 15
Peers2 10.16 2.47 –.314 –.258 3 15
Peers3 13.54 3.42 –.164 –.572 5 20
Peers4 13.82 2.99 –.176 –.413 5 20
Self1 10.94 2.25 –.382 –.093 4 15
Self2 10.65 2.70 –.365 –.282 3 15
Self3 11.32 2.43 –.506 –.327 3 15
Acad1 10.55 3.04 –.206 –.806 3 15
Acad2 11.32 2.55 –.317 –.518 3 15
Acad3 7.02 1.89 –.192 –.653 2 10

!ote. Peers1 = Peer Relations 1; Peers2 = Peer Relations 2; Peers3 = Peer Relations 3; Peers4 = Peer Relations 4; Self1 = Self-Control
1; Self2 = Self-Control 2; Self3 = Self-Control 3; Acad1 = Academic Behavior 1; Acad2 = Academic Behavior 2; Acad3 = Academic
Behavior 3.
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Figure 1. Final model for Social Competence Scale proposed by Crowley and Merrell (2003).
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Figure 2. Modified final model for Social Competence Scale of the SSBS-2.
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last model regarding sample 2 are less adequate [χ2 (16) =
56.211, p < .001, χ2/df = 3.513; CFI = .983; GFI = .949;
RMSEA = .100], but they are still quite acceptable. In this
sample the reliability of the factors Peer Relations (three
mini-scales), Self- Management (two mini-scales) and
Academic Behavior (three mini-scales), given by the
Cronbach alpha, is .94, .87 and .91, respectively, and .96
for the total scale.

The data on table 2 reveal the invariance of the model
regarding the factor loadings of the mini-scales on the
factors (Jχ2 (5) = 9.060, p = .107; JCFI < .001), i.e.,
measurement invariance. However, the results relative to
the structural invariance revealed by J χ2 and JCFI are
contradictory. The invariance is confirmed if ∆CFI is
considered (∆CFI = .004 < .01), but not if J χ2 is taken
into account (Jχ2 (11) = 30.832, p < .01). Cheung and
Rensvold (2002) recommend the use of JCFI (< .01)
instead of J χ2 (> .05), because the first measure is
independent of the complexity of the model and of sample
size.

This cross-validation with two samples to test the
invariance of the proposed model has shown both structural
and measurement invariance for the Social Competence
Scale of the SSBS-2. The final modified model presents a
good fit to the data and an adequate approximation to both
samples.

Table 3 presents the means and standards deviations
obtained for the total scale and the subscales in sample 1,
considering the socio-demographic variables. Oneway
ANOVA tests revealed significant gender differences, with
girls presenting significantly higher levels of social
competence (F(1, 342) = 5.569, p = .02, ηp

2 = .02) and
self-management (F(1, 342) = 15.752, p < .01, ηp

2 = .04)
than boys, although the effect size is small. Age groups did
not produce any significant difference in these means and
there was only one marginally significant educational level
effect: students from elementary school tend to present
more positive levels of peer relations when compared with
students from other educational levels (F(3, 340) = 2.521,
p < .06, ηp

2 = .02).
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Table 2
Goodness-of-Fit of Multigroup Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Model χ2 df p Jχ2 Jdf p CFI ∆CFI

Configural 87.245 32 .000 —–— — —— .989 ——
Measurement 96.306 37 .000 9.060 5 NS .989 .000
Structural 118.077 43 .000 30.832 11 .001 .985 .004

Table 3
Mean Values (M) and Standard Deviation (SD) of the Social Competence Scale and Subscales regarding Gender, Age and
Educational Level

Socio-demographic Variables
Social Competence Peer Relations Self - Control Academic Behavior

M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Gender
Female (n = 157) 10.93 (1.93) 11.57 (2.32) 11.53 (2.03) 9.88 (2.14)
Male (n = 187) 10.38 (2.31) 11.24 (2.56) 10.53 (2.55) 9.42 (2.47)

Age
6-9 (n = 87) 11.10 (2.11) 11.96 (2.41) 11.30 (2.27) 10.10 (2.40)
10-12 (n = 110) 10.50 (2.17) 11.18 (2.36) 10.76 (2.49) 9.64 (2.33)
13-15 (n = 75) 10.40 (2.31) 11.10 (2.76) 10.89 (2.47) 9.36 (2.44)
16-18 (n = 72) 10.51 (2.00) 11.34 (2.27) 11.06 (2.23) 9.32 (2.09)

Educational Level
Elementary (n = 104) 11.04 (2.13) 11.89 (2.38) 11.17 (2.38) 10.11 (2.39)
Early Middle (n = 82) 10.32 (2.26) 11.03 (2.62) 10.73 (2.50) 9.33 (2.37)
Late Middle (n = 91) 10.42 (2.11) 11.10 (2.44) 10.87 (2.29) 9.44 (2.29)
High (n = 67) 10.66 (2.09) 11.47 (2.31) 11.18 (2.35) 9.51 (2.19)

!ote. Elementary = Elementary School; Early Middle = Early Middle School; Late Middle = Late Middle School; High = High School.
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Discussion

This study proposed to analyze the psychometric
characteristics of the Portuguese version of the Social
Competence Scale of the SSBS-2. Two samples with188
teachers from public schools, private for-profit schools and
private nonprofit schools, from seven different districts of
Portugal, evaluated a total of 595 students, aged six to 18,
from 1st to 12th grades. The study aimed to offer an
adaptation of a valid assessment measure of social
competence, whether for research or intervention purposes
in this area, both in clinical and educational contexts.

The study of the sensitivity of the mini-scales of the
SSBS-2 Scale of Social Competence shows an adequate
distribution of results, differentiating the participants based
on their social competence. As for the factorial validity, the
results of this study support the multidimensional structure
of social competence held by the author of the original
scale (Crowley & Merrell, 2003; Merrell, 2002), although
the final structure has not been exactly replicated. The
factorial structure found in the Portuguese sample presents
more appropriate goodness-of-fit values than the original
structure of the scale proposed by the authors, although it
was necessary to remove items from the scale.

Regarding reliability, the results show internal consistency
indices for the mini-scales and the total scale ranging from
good to very good, similar to results reported by Gomes
(2008) in another Portuguese study using the Social
Competence Scale of the SSBS-2. The relationships found
between the subscales of the Social Competence Scale are
very similar to those found by the author of the original scale
(Crowley & Merrell, 2003), suggesting a strong relationship
between the constructs represented by each subscale (Merrell,
2002), particularly between the academic behavior subscale
and the remaining subscales. According to DiPerna (2006)
the academic competence encompasses not only academic
skills, i.e., the basic and complex cognitive abilities (e.g.,
math, reading, critical thinking) that constitute the main target
of academic instruction, but also the academic facilitators,
i.e., the attitudes and behaviors that facilitate students’
participation in academic instruction (e.g., interpersonal skills,
study skills, motivation and commitment). In this sense, it
is not surprising to find that some skills necessary for a
positive interaction between peers during childhood and
adolescence are also essential to succeed in school (Caldarella
& Merrell, 1997). Peer relations can serve as facilitators in
that they promote new learning contexts and motivate students
to commit themselves to learning activities and to socially
appropriate behaviors (Wentzel & Watkins, 2002).

Regarding the model’s test of invariance, the fact that
the structural invariance has been confirmed by only one
indicator (∆CFI) is justifiable because a different
methodology for collecting data for sample 2 was adopted.

Gender differences found in the first sample — girls
showing higher mean values on social competence than

boys — support the data obtained by the author of the scale
(Merrell, 2002), as well as those referred by Gomes (2008).
The absence of significant differences according to
educational level corroborates the results obtained by
Merrell (2002) with the North American sample.

Considering the results as a whole, it may be concluded
that the scale presents good psychometric properties, both
in terms of its validity and reliability and of its level of
invariance of measurement and structure in two different
samples, which validates the relevance of the Social
Competence Scale of the SSBS-2 as an evaluation tool for
children and youth.

The SSBS-2 scales offer some unique advantages. They
focus specifically on social functioning (Crowley & Merrell,
2003; Merrell, 2002) and include social skills and anti-
social behavior problems that are typical, general and
common, and not psychopathological symptoms or
psychiatric disorders. They are easy to apply and to quote
and they are brief (Merrell, 2001, 2002), but comprehensive
enough to afford a detailed screening of social and anti-
social behavior. Furthermore, the SSBS-2 are written in an
accessible language for evaluators (teachers) (Merrell, 2002)
and, together with the Home and Community Social
Behavior Scales (HCSBS-2, Caldarella & Merrell, 2002)
—, completed by parents or by other elements of the
community — make up a battery of instruments designed
to assess the social and antisocial behavior in a variety of
contexts and by different informants (Merrell, 2001, 2002).

Limitations and Future Studies

Despite these promising results, it should be noted that
the samples collected in this study were convenience
samples and, as such, are not necessarily representative of
the Portuguese population. In addition, each teacher rated
several children, not just one, otherwise the sample size
would be insufficient for the analysis carried out.

Further research is recommended, particularly regarding
the analysis of the scale’s validity (e.g., criterion validity,
convergent and discriminant validity) and reliability based
on other indicators (e.g., test-retest method), to continue to
demonstrate the relevance and appropriateness of the use
of the SSBS-2 in the Portuguese context. It is also important
to pursue the study of scale invariance. This could be done,
for instance, by collecting data for a cross-validation sample
with a procedure similar to the collection of data from
sample 1. Specifically regarding the study of scale invariance,
it is important to carry out further investigations to test for
variables such as gender, age and ethnicity allowing for a
better understanding of its strengths and limitations (Crowley
& Merrell, 2003). It should also be considered the
importance of conducting studies with broader samples to
examine developmental differences (Caldarella & Merrell,
1997) and to allow for the development of norm references
for age and gender. This is particularly relevant for national
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research given the lack of studies on the assessment of social
competence with a broad spectrum of age groups. The
Portuguese studies published to date (Gomes, 2008; Lemos
& Meneses, 2002; Pedro & Albuquerque, 2007) focused
only on specific age groups.
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