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ABSTRACT 

Peer relationship plays an important role in the social 

development of elementary school children. Children who 

experience interpersonal difficulties are at high risk of 

adjustment problems in later adolescence and adulthood. 

Research evidence suggests that these children can benefit 

from a social skills training program. It is suggested that 

the training component of instruction/rationale and guided 

practice in a coaching program serve different functions, 

respectively, of enhancing social knowledge and of promoting 

skill performance. The present study evaluates the relative 

effectiveness of these components on knowledge of 

conversational skills, conversational skill performance, 

verbal interaction with peers, peer acceptance, and feeling 

of loneliness of target children. Thirty-six 3rd- to 5th

grade children who were identified as at least mildly 

rejected or neglected by their peers and deficient in 

specific conversational skills were randomly assigned to one 

of three conditions: (1) instruction/rationale, (2) guided 

practice, and (3) control. Children in the instruction/ 

rationale condition temporarily increased their skill 

knowledge, whereas children in the guided practice and 

control conditions showed no change. Children in the guided 

practice condition showed a lasting improvement in their 



11 

conversational skill performance. Both of the skill 

training groups showed a delayed increase in their frequency 

of verbal interaction with peers, whereas children in the 

control group showed no change. Neither the control nor the 

skill-trained children changed significantly on sociometric 

and loneliness measures at both posttest and follow-up. 

Results are interpreted in terms of a cognitive-social 

learning viewpoint. 



12 

CHAPTER 1 

LITERATURE REVIEW AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Introduction 

Research suggests that friendships and peer 

interactions serve unique and important functions in 

childhood socialization: They facilitate appropriate 

assertiveness, prosocial behaviors, and social competencies 

involving reciprocal give-and-take relationships (Asher, 

aden, & Gottman, 1977; Hartup, 1970). Children who are 

rejected or neglected by their peers are at risk for a 

number of serious adjustment problems in later adolescence 

and adulthood, such as high incidence of school 

maladjustment (Gronlund & Anderson, 1963), low academic 

achievement (Bonney, 1971; Buswell, 1953), dropping out of 

school (Gronlund & Holmlund, 1958; Kuhlen & Collister, 1952; 

Ullmann, 1957), delinquency (Roff, 1975; Roff & Wirt, 1984), 

"bad conduct" discharges from military service (Roff, 1961), 

and adult mental health problems (Cowen, Pederson, Babigian, 

Izzo, & Trost, 1973; Kohn & Clausen, 1955; Roff, 1970; 

strain, Cooke, & Apolloni, 1976). On the other hand, well

accepted children are more likely to have higher academic 

and intellectual achievement (Dorman, 1973; Green, Forehand, 
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Beck, & Vosk, 1980; Kohn & Rosman, 1972) as well as 

appropriate interpersonal adjustment (Young & Cooper, 1944). 

Given the importance of peer relationships for a 

child's social and emotional development, it is of concern 

that a considerable number of children lack friends in 

school. For example, researchers have found that about 6% 

to 11% of third- through sixth-grade children in one school 

system have no classroom friends (Gronlund, 1959; Hymel & 

Asher, 1977) and an additional 12% of these children have 

only one classroom friend (Gronlund, 1959) as measured by 

sociometric questionnaires. Furthermore, there is some 

evidence to suggest that children's early patterns of peer 

interaction and their peer status remain relatively stable 

over time, especially with those children who are rejected 

by their peers (Asher & Hymel, 1981; Coie & Dodge, 1983; 

Waldrop & Halverson, 1975). Recognizing the importance of 

early peer relations and the seriousness of the problem, a 

growing number of researchers within clinical, 

developmental, and educational disciplines have sought to 

develop intervention strategies for assisting neglected, 

rejected, and friendless children. 

Researchers' ideas about the factors responsible for 

children's difficulties in peer relations and the means by 

which these problems may be resolved have changed over time. 

Early intervention efforts with unpopular children viewed 

low peer status as a consequence of the child's attributes 



and social behaviors and had relied on direct verbal 

instruction as the principal mean to teach children social 

interaction skills (e.g., Chittenden, 1942). 
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Then, in the 1950s and 1960s, investigators began to 

refer to unpopular children as "social isolates" which 

implies a lack of involvement and participation in the peer 

groups. These children are usually characterized by their 

low, if any, frequency of social interaction with peers. 

Accordingly, the aim of the intervention was to increase the 

isolate's frequency of interaction (e.g., Allen, Hart, 

Buell, Harris, & Wolf, 1964; O'Connor, 1969, 1972) or 

contact with higher status peers (e.g., Bonney, 1971). 

Behavior·contingencies such as tokens or verbal praise 

(e.g., Azrin & Lindsey, 1956; Allen et al., 1964), and 

symbolic modeling (e.g., O'Connor, 1969, 1972) were the 

major strategies employed and these were effective in 

increasing the frequency of children's social interactions 

with peers. 

Recently, most of the interventions are based on the 

hypothesis that unpopular children are deficient in social 

skills that foster peer acceptance and have taken the form 

of "coaching" children specific social skills (e.g., Bierman 

& Furman, 1984; Ladd, 1981; La Greca & santogrossi, 1980; 

aden & Asher, 1977). Research on these skill training 

programs reveals that some have been successful in 

increasing children's peer acceptance (e.g., aden & Asher, 
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1977) or social skills (e.g., La Greca & Santogrossi, 1980; 

Bierman & Furman, 1984), or both (e.g., Ladd, 1981). 

Despite the general success in intervention attempts, 

there are many unresolved issues that require further 

investigation. One of these issues involves the selection 

of target population for inclusion in training, that is, who 

are at risk and how they can be identified. To answer these 

questions one requires not only knowledge about the nature 

of and relations among peer acceptance, social skills, and 

anticipated developmental risks, but also the ability to 

develop sensitive instruments for selection purpose. 

Another issue in this literature involves the specification 

of target social skills for training. To select and define 

specific skills that correspond to the developmental needs 

of the target population is critical to the success of 

training program. Other important issues relate to the 

design of the training program and the evaluation of 

training effects. What kind of training components should 

be included in a training program and how to evaluate their 

effectiveness accurately are important research questions 

and the answers to them might contribute to the development 

of optimal training program in the future. 

The present chapter intended to look into these issues 

in detail by critically reviewing the children's social 

skills literature. First, the definitions of social skills 

and skill-deficits are examined in light of the findings 
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from peer acceptance literature. Then, approaches to social 

skills assessment are described and evaluated. Next, 

literature on social skills training procedures is discussed 

with a focus on "coaching" procedures. Finally, issues in 

the social skills literature are summarized and research 

hypotheses are proposed. 

social Skills and Skill-Deficits 

Definitions of Social Skills 

The definition and operationalization of social skills 

is an extremely complex task. A wide variety of constructs 

and behaviors have been included in defining social skills. 

Consider the following definitions of social skills: 

"the ability to interact with others in a given social 

context in specific ways that are socially acceptable or 

valued and at the same time personally beneficial, mutually 

beneficial, or beneficial primarily to others" (Combs & 

Slaby, 1977, p. 162); "a repertoire of verbal and nonverbal 

behaviors by which children affect the response of other 

individuals •.. acts like a mechanism through which children 

influence their environment by obtaining, removing, or 

avoiding desirable and undesirable outcomes in the social 

sphere" (Rinn & Markle, 1979, p. 108); "knowledge of what is 

appropriate and effective for various situations, contexts, 

and relationships and also how skillful the child is in 

applying that knowledge" (Oden, 1980, p. 182). 
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From the above-mentioned definitions, a couple of 

features of social skills can be summarized here: (1) social 

skills consist of various domains including knowledge, 

behavior, and self-evaluation; and (2) social skills, either 

verbal or nonverbal, are strategies a person uses to 

influence his or her social environment. These broad 

definitions, although serving as guides in developing 

research ideas, offer limited help in identifying specific 

skills to be trained in intervention. Many researchers have 

attempted to define social skills empirically by comparing 

frequencies of certain behaviors with measures of peer 

acceptance (Ladd & Asher, 1985). Behaviors which appear to 

be related to and predictive of peer acceptance are viewed 

as definitions of social skills. Regular efforts have been 

made to identify the behavioral characteristics of children 

who are either popular or unpopular in their peer group 

(e.g., Goldman, corsini, & DeUrioste, 1980; Gottman, Gonso, 

& Rasmussen, 1975; Hartup, Glazer, & Charlesworth, 1967; 

Koch, 1933; Lippitt, 1941; Marshall & McCandless, 1957). 

Behavioral Correlates/Antecedents of Peer Acceptance 

A variety of behaviors have been studied for their 

relation to sociometric status for various populations from 

preschoolers to adolescents. Examples of such behaviors are 

quantity and quality of interaction, number of peers with 

whom the child interacted, type of play (solitary, parallel, 
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reciprocal), and group entry behavior (behaviors exhibited 

when trying to join a group). A consistent pattern is 

emerging across these studies. For elementary school 

children, popularity is significantly related to the extent 

to which children initiate prosocial interaction (coie & 

Kupersmidt, 1983; Dodge, 1983; Dodge, Coie, & Brakke, 1982; 

Gresham, 1981; Putallaz & Wasserman, 1989), receive 

prosocial initiations from their peers (Dodge, 1983; 

Gresham, 1981; Putallaz & Wasserman, 1989), do not initiate 

or involve themselves in inappropriate aggression (Dodge, 

Schlundt, Schocken, & Delugach, 1983; Ladd, 1983; Lancelotta 

& Vaughn, 1989; Putallaz & Gottman, 1981), and maintain 

interactions with peers (Dodge, 1983). Popularity is also 

significantly related to amount of conversation or 

talkativeness (coie & Kupersmidt, 1983; Dodge, 1983) and 

effectiveness of referential communication (Gottman et al., 

1975), as well as responsivity when sought out by other 

children (Dodge, 1983; Gottman et al., 1975). 

Experimental evidence regarding the behavioral 

antecedents of sociometric status has also been generated 

(see Asher & Renshaw, 1981; Ladd & Asher, 1985). In a 

review, Ladd and Asher (1985) examined seven intervention 

studies. out of seven, four have shown long-term 

improvements in children's sociometric status as a result of 

intervention and, thus, provide support for the potential 

causal relationship between children's social skills and 
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their social status (e.g., Gottman, Gonso, & Schuler, 1976; 

Gresham & Nagle, 1980; Ladd, 1981; Oden & Asher, 1977). The 

skills which have been trained in those studies include 

participating (in games or activities), cooperating (e.g., 

taking turns and sharing materials), communicating (e.g., 

talking and listening), and validating or supporting (e.g., 

giving attention or help) (Oden & Asher, 1977); asking 

questions of peers, leading peers (i.e., offering useful 

suggestions or directions), and offering supportive 

statements to peers (Ladd, 1981); giving and receiving 

positive interaction, making friends, and taking the 

listener's role (Gottman et al., 1976). 

In summary, the literature suggests that a popular 

school-aged child, compared to his or her unpopular peers, 

may be described as a child who engages in (gives and 

receives) more prosocial and less inappropriate aggressive 

interactions; maintains longer interactions with peers; 

communicates (talks and listens) more effectively; is more 

cooperative, supportive, and responsive; and often takes a 

leader's role in the group. 

social skills Deficits 

The rationale of social skills training is based on the 

hypothesis that an unpopular child suffers from certain 

type(s) of skill deficiencies. Three types of skill

deficits have been identified in the literature. They are 
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knowledge deficit, performance deficit, and self-evaluation 

deficit. 

Knowledge deficit. Children who experience 

difficulties in peer relations may lack knowledge of 

appropriate social behavior (Asher & Renshaw, 1981), or may 

possess concepts atypical of their peer group (Ladd & Oden, 

1979). Research suggests that social norms concerning the 

appropriateness of specific behaviors for specific social 

situations develop within the peer culture. And children 

appear to develop skill concepts to represent this 

information and to guide their future behavior (Corsaro, 

1981; Ladd & Oden, 1979). At least three forms of social 

knowledge may be represented in a skill concept: (a) 

knowledge of appropriate goals for social interaction (Asher 

& Renshaw, 1981), (b) knowledge of appropriate strategies 

for reaching a social goal (Gottman et al., 1975; Puttalaz & 

Gottman, 1981), and (c) knowledge of the context(s) in which 

specific strategies may be appropriately applied (Ladd & 

Oden, 1979). Each type of social knowledge is viewed as 

necessary for effective social functioning. Children may 

encounter interpersonal difficulties if they act upon the 

basis of skill concepts that are deficient in one or more of 

these areas. Many social skills training studies have 

particularly focused on helping children acquire skill 

knowledge (e.g., Spivack & Shure, 1974). 
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Performance deficit. Unpopular children may lack the 

ability to produce or skillfully perform appropriate social 

behaviors (Goetz & Dweck, 1980). This deficit may be a 

result of insufficient or incorrect practice of the skills 

or secondary to the skill-knowledge deficit. Indeed, it is 

noted that there is a distinction between knowing about and 

being able to perform particular interpersonal behaviors 

(Weinman & Backlund, 1980). A number of social skills 

t~aining studies have particularly focused in helping 

children perfect useful, appropriate behavioral sequences 

(e.g., Bornstein, Bellack, & Hersen, 1977; Ladd, 1981). 

Self-evaluation deficit. Children who experience 

interpersonal difficulties may be deficient in giving 

themselves feedback about their interpersonal encounters. 

Specifically, these children may lack the ability to 

accurately evaluate skill performance and performance

related outcomes and maintain or adjust behavior accordingly 

(Asher & Renshaw, 1981; Goetz & Dweck, 1980; Wheeler & Ladd, 

1982). Only a few studies in social skills literature have 

incorporated components designed to target this kind of 

skill-deficit (e.g., Ladd, 1981). 

social Skills Assessment 

There are several assessment-related issues that need 

to be addressed in conducting social skills intervention 

studies. These issues are "who is at risk?" "what should be 
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trained?" and "Is training effective?" Investigators in 

this field, as expected, do not share common views about 

these issues. As a consequence, the choice of assessment 

tools varies greatly depending upon the explicit or implicit 

theoretical orientations of the researcher. This section 

presents a review of the assessment approaches and 

strategies employed in the literature in terms of: (1) 

selection and classification of children in need of 

intervention; (2) specification of skills/behaviors targeted 

for change; and (3) evaluation of treatment, in terms of 

either monitoring process changes or outcome evaluations. 

Identifying Target Children 

Two types of instruments have been commonly used in 

selecting children for social skills training. One type 

informant report -- includes the reports or ratings by 

peers, teachers, parents, staff, or any other "significant" 

members of the children's social environment. Information 

obtained from these significant others generally reflects 

their judgment of the appropriateness of the child's social 

behaviors. The other type -- sociometric methodology 

includes peer-nomination and rating-scale methods. 

Information received from sociometries provides an index of 

the child's relative social standing within a peer group 

such as the class. 
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Informant report. A review of intervention studies on 

withdrawn children shows that teachers have been a major 

source of screening criteria (e.g., Allen et al., 1964; 

strain & Timm, 1974). Judgments by teachers are often 

solicited through three kinds of techniques: nomination, 

ranking, and rating-scale. Teacher nomination procedure 

involves asking teachers to name three to five children in 

their classes who have interpersonal difficulties. Teacher 

rankings involves having teachers rank order all of the 

children in their classes in terms of their interpersonal 

difficulties. Both methods are cost-effective means in 

identifying potential subjects from a large pool of 

children. However, teachers' awareness of and sensitivity 

to social behavior deficits (e.g., aggression vs. 

withdrawal) as well as their willingness to refer potential 

problem children for further assessment are critical to the 

accuracy and utility of these two methods. Unfortunately, 

research indicates that teachers are much more likely to 

refer socially aggressive as opposed to withdrawn children 

for intervention (Evans & Nelson, 1977; Westbrook, 1970). 

Standardized rating scales or checklists completed by 

teachers offer a better source of information on child 

behaviors because they provide behavior descriptions that 

teachers can judge to be or not to be characteristic of the 

child. Although relatively time-consuming, the rating-scale 

method offers a more structured, standardized format for 
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judging children's behaviors and provides data for 

specifying behavioral deficits and selecting intervention 

targets. However, with a few exceptions (e.g., Hops et al., 

1978), most instruments of this type have not yet 

demonstrated a correspondence between the ratings and 

observed behavior deficits. 

Sociometric methodology. Sociometric methodology has 

been one of the primary means of identifying children 

without friends. The most commonly used variant of the 

methodology is the peer-nomination technique (Moreno, 1934). 

Investigators most often use positive nominations, in which 

children are asked to name classmates who meet certain 

criteria (e.g., friend, play partner, work partner). 

Negative nominations are sometimes included as well (e.g., 

Dunnington, 1957; Moore & Updegraff, 1964). Children are 

asked to name classmates whom they do not especially like or 

would not want as a friend or playmate. A child's score is 

based on the number of positive and/or negative nominations 

received from classmates. The nomination procedures have 

been found as a reliable and cost-effective mean of 

measuring social standing within a certain group. 

A different type of sociometric technique is the 

rating-scale measure in which children rate each classmate 

according to a particular criterion, such as how much they 

like to play or work with each peer. The child's score is 

the average rating received from the entire class or from 



same-sex peers (Oden & Asher, 1977). This type of 

sociometric method, in contrast to the nomination method, 

provides an indication of each child's perception of every 

classmate. 
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A combination of various sociometric methods are often 

used to classify children into status groups. For example, 

using positive- and negative-nomination methods together, 

children can be classified into five groups: popular, 

rejected, neglected, controversial, and average (Coie, 

Dodge, & Coppotelli, 1982). The rating-scale method has 

also been used in combination with the positive-nomination 

method for status classification when circumstances do not 

allow for the administration of a negative-nomination 

measure (Asher & Dodge, 1986). It is found that this 

alternative method can accurately identify a high percentage 

of rejected children (91.2%) and that the stability of 

rejected status, identified by this method, is similar to 

that obtained by traditional method of positive- and 

negative-nomination combination (Asher & Dodge, 1986). 

specifying Target Behavior 

Two types of behavioral methods designed to specify 

behavioral deficits and/or excess that will be targeted for 

change can be identified in the literature. One type 

behavior observation -- involves observing children's social 

interactions in natural settings or simulated situations. 



The other type -- behavior checklist and self-report -

involves measuring target behaviors by self or informant 

report. 
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Behavior observation. Behavior observation is one of 

the most commonly used assessment methods in this 

literature. There are two kinds of behavior observation 

methods: naturalistic observation and role-play test. 

Naturalistic observation is usually accomplished by having 

one or more observers record the frequency, duration, and/or 

quality of specific target behaviors. The target behaviors 

are "behaviorally defined" with clear, easily observable 

description to allow reliable and accurate observation. 

Observation usually take place in the settings like 

classrooms or play areas. This type of method might be the 

best choice for assessing behaviors of frequent occurrence, 

especially for subjects of limited cognitive ability. But 

it is relatively time-consuming and often suffers from the 

possibility of observer bias and drift. 

Role-play or simulated situations tests measure 

specific social responses of the child in settings contrived 

to represent actual interpersonal problem situations. 

First, the situations are presented to the child by 

videotape, narrator, or live model. Then, a prompt is 

delivered by a confederate who asks for the child's 

response. Later, the child's response is judged and rated 

on numerous verbal and nonverbal components to assess the 



level of social skills. By exposing subjects to identical 

prompts and role-play partner, this type of method allows 

the assessment of social skills in specific contexts in a 

standard manner. 
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Behavior checklist and self-report. Standardized 

behavior checklists or rating-scales completed by parents, 

teachers, peers, and so on are frequently used to collect 

information on how these "significant others" perceive the 

target child's social behavior. Example items from some of 

this type of instruments include "has few friends," "does 

not initiate interaction with peers," "move away when 

approached by peers," and "speak infrequently to peers" 

(Hops et al., 1978; Quay & Peterson,1967; Walker, 1970). 

This type of method provides an economical way to obtain 

information on child behaviors across different settings. 

However, the validity of many of these types of instruments 

has not been fully investigated (Strain & Kerr, 1981). 

Also, this method generally does not specify the antecedent 

and consequent conditions surrounding particular behavior 

patterns. 

Self-report measure provides information regarding 

one's knowledge of social skills, social perception, and 

self-perception of interpersonal skills. This method 

usually requires the child responding to a variety of social 

situations presented in a paper-and-pencil test and usually 

is administered in groups. For example, in the Children's 
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Assertiveness Behavior Scale (Michelson, Wood, & Flynn, 

1978), children are presented with several interpersonal 

situations in paper-and-pencil format. For each situation, 

there are a series of multiple choice options that describe 

potential responses varying in degree of assertiveness. 

Children are then required to respond to these situations by 

indicating their choice in the list of the potential 

responses in paper-and-pencil format. Due to the paper-and 

pencil format, this method is of limited use with young 

children or children with cognitive deficits. 

Evaluating Treatment Effects 

Many assessment approaches and strategies used to 

evaluate treatment effects have been reviewed in previous 

sections, for examples, behavior observation methods for 

evaluating behavior change and sociometric methodology for 

evaluating change in peer acceptance. Therefore, the 

following sections, instead repeating the same materials, 

focus on discussing issues involved in documenting the 

process of skill learning and effects of skill training. 

Process assessment. Efforts to document the learning 

process of social skills have been restricted by the limited 

number of skill domains within which investigators have 

looked for change. with the exception of the skill 

knowledge and self-perception measures used in a few studies 

(Bierman & Furman, 1984; Gresham & Nagle. 1980; La Greca & 



santogrossi, 1980; Mize & Ladd, 1990), nearly all of the 

process assessments used in past interventions have been 

designed to reflect change in children's overt behaviors 

toward peers. 
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In earlier studies (e.g., O'Connor, 1969, 1972) 

frequency or rate of interaction between target child and 

peers has been the dominant index of behavior change as a 

function of treatment. Naturalistic observation method was 

often repeatedly used in these studies to select target 

children before the training and then to examine the 

behavior change after training. This method is compatible 

with daily measurement and usually produces satisfactory 

estimates of observer agreement (strain, Cooke, & Apolloni, 

1976). However, there are some legitimate questions as to 

whether frequency/rate as a singular measure of social 

interaction provide an accurate representation of behavior 

repertoire. strain and Fox (1981) note that one fundamental 

issue is whether a low rate of interaction is problematic 

and whether a high rate of interaction should be equated 

with competent functioning. For examples, several studies 

have found that frequency/rate measures were neither 

correlated with sociometric status (Deutsch, 1974; Jennings, 

1975; Gottman, 1977a) nor related to social knowledge as 

measured in role-taking ability, moral judgement, knowledge 

of social norms, and perception of others' emotion 

(Jennings, 1975). 



30 

In contrast to the investigators who take quantity of 

children's peer interactions as index of behavior change, 

other researchers emphasize the quality of children's social 

interaction (e.g., Ladd, 1981; Oden & Asher, 1977). 

Children in these studies have usually been selected for 

training based on the criteria of social skills deficiencies 

(Gottman et al., 1976; Ladd, 1981). Global and/or specific 

social skills such as cooperating, participating, 

communicating, supporting (Oden & Asher, 1977), self

expression (e.g., Bierman & Furman, 1984), asking questions, 

offering suggestion or direction, providing supportive 

statements (e.g., Bierman & Furman, 1984; Ladd, 1981), and 

taking listener's role (Gottman et al., 1976) have been 

targeted for training in these studies. Behavior changes 

are evaluated in terms of the improvement of trained social 

skills through observation in naturalistic settings or 

contrived situations. 

Outcome assessment. Gain in sociometric status has 

been documented as evidence of the success of the social 

skills training program in some intervention studies (e.g., 

Oden & Asher, 1977; Ladd, 1981). In these studies children 

were first selected for inclusion in training based on their 

low sociometric status and then their status was reevaluated 

after training. However, interventions that include 

assessments of children's skill performance and peer 

relations are few in number, and evidence bearing on the 
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relationship between these variables is mixed. Some studies 

failed to yield evidence of behavior change even though 

subjects showed significant short- and long-term gains in 

peer status (e.g., Oden & Asher, 1977). Others failed to 

observe the anticipated change in peer status despite the 

behavioral gains (e.g., La Greca & Santogrossi, 1980). 

Conclusions 

Different assessment approaches and strategies have 

been employed in identifying target children, specifying 

target behaviors, and evaluating treatment effect in social 

skills literature. Each of these assessment procedures has 

its own advantages and limitations. Teacher nominations, 

rankings, and ratings can be used for children of all age 

range and are most cost-effective in identifying potential 

subjects from a large pool of children. However, their 

reliability and validity are susceptible to the sUbjectivity 

of individual teachers. Sociometric methodology, on the 

other hand, is useful in measuring popularity/friendship, 

has relatively satisfactory reliability and validity (Roff, 

Sells, & Golden, 1972), and is relatively stable over time 

for elementary school children (Asher & Dodge, 1986). But 

this methodology could not specify problem behaviors 

(Michelson, Sugai, Wood, & Kazdin, 1983) and is somewhat 

cumbersome for repeated assessment (Drabman & Lahey, 1974). 
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Naturalistic observation has advantages over other 

assessment procedures for its potential sensitivity, non

reactivity, specificity regarding antecedents and 

consequences of social interactions, and external validity. 

However, this method often fails in detecting infrequent but 

significant events (Asher & Hymel, 1981). In addition, the 

agreement between the observers is relatively poor compared 

to peer or teacher ratings (coie & Dodge, 1988). 

Observation in simulated situations, on the other hand, 

allow the assessment of social skills of infrequent 

occurrence in specific problem areas in a standard manner. 

Although the validity and observer accuracy in such 

situations have been questioned by Matson, Esveldt-Dawson, 

and Kazdin (1983), the seriousness of the validity problem 

directly related to how these contrived situations were 

designed and presented to the subjects. That is, the more 

similar the contrived situations to real situation, the more 

accurate the test results are. 

The use of standardized behavior checklist or rating

scales for self or informant report offer convenient, 

quantifiable, and economical means of collecting data on how 

children and their "significant others" perceive their 

social behaviors. Although this type of instrument has 

shown sensitivity in outcome evaluation and has satisfactory 

test-retest reliability, it fails to demonstrate 



correspondence with teacher ratings and children's 

performance on role-play tests (Michelson et al., 1978). 
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When used in combination, these above-mentioned 

measures usually help to yield a more complete picture of 

social skills. For example, behavior observation in 

combination with sociometric measures have been useful and 

reliable for subject selection and for outcome evaluation 

(e.g., Bierman and Furman, 1984; Ladd, 1981; La Greca & 

santogrossi, 1980). Indeed, a battery of measures (not yet 

clearly delineated) which consists of all the potential 

domains of social skills -- cognition, behavior, motivation, 

emotion, perception -- may be required to assess social 

skills adequately, given the complexity of interpersonal 

functioning (e.g., Ladd & Mize, 1983; Michelson et al., 

1983). 

Social Skills Training Procedures 

During the past two decades there has been a 

considerable body of research on the effectiveness of social 

skills training with children (see Conger & Keane, 1981; 

Ladd & Mize, 1983). A variety of training methods have been 

developed to help unpopular children to improve their social 

skills and/or social standing. In an attempt to categorize 

the existing literature in terms of the implicit or explicit 

assumptions about skill learning, this section organizes the 

available training procedures and data into three major 



categories: operant-conditioning approach, observational 

learning approach, and cognitive-social-Iearning approach. 
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Although the actual manipulations that constitute the 

various procedures in these three approaches reveal some 

redundancy across methods (Ladd & Mize, 1983), this 

tripartite taxonomy provides a useful way to categorize 

social skills training methodologies. First, it corresponds 

to the implicit or explicit assumptions regarding the cause 

of peer relation difficulties and the nature of skill 

learning in this field. Second, it provides a historical 

overview of the trend of training methodology in this 

literature. 

Operant-Conditioning Approach 

The procedures reviewed in this section have evolved 

from operant-conditioning paradigms and were designed to 

increase children's social interactions by reinforcing them 

to perform selected classes of behaviors. Most of the 

studies in this literature consist of presenting adult 

attention or pra,ise contingent upon children's spontaneous 

occurring social behaviors (e.g., Allen et al., 1964; Hart, 

Reynolds, Baer, Brawley, & Harris, 1968; Strain & Timm, 

1974). A small number of studies have used peers, instead 

of or in addition to adults, as reinforcing agents (e.g., 

Johnston & Johnston, 1972). In some studies only the target 

child was reinforced, while in others the whole peer group 
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including the target child were reinforced (Hops, Walker, & 

Greenwood, 1979). In other cases, the contingency procedure 

was supplemented with instruction or prompt prior to 

children's performance (e.g., Apolloni, Cooke, & Cooke, 

1977; strain, Shores, & Kerr, 1976). 

Adult reinforcers. Findings from several studies of 

single-subject design indicate that contingent teacher 

attention can be used to modify children's social behaviors. 

One of the first applications of the shaping and reversal 

procedures was a study by Allen et al. (1964). In this 

study, they found that teacher attention, when administered 

following approximations to social interaction, increased 

the proportion of time an isolated preschool child 

interacted with peers. Teachers initially shaped 

approximations to peer contact by attending when the child 

merely approached and watched peers play and later attended 

only to actual peer interaction. This contingent

reinforcement procedure resulted in a marked decline in 

isolate play, and a two- to three-fold increase in social 

play. During the reversal phase, teacher attention to 

solitary play resulted in a rapid return to baseline levels 

of isolate play. Reinstallment of the experimental 

treatment again resulted in increased peer interaction. As 

peer interaction was experimentally increased, the target 

child also stopped directing inappropriate vocalizations and 

complaints to adults. Unfortunately, the immediate return 
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to baseline levels of social interaction during the reversal 

phases in this study seems to indicate that the behaviors 

shaped in treatment were dependent to a great extent on the 

continuation of the adult-controlled contingencies. 

Rather than shaping overall amounts of peer 

interaction, Hart et al. (1968) successfully shaped 

cooperative peer interaction (e.g., working on a joint 

project, sharing) in a 5-year-old girl initially low in 

cooperative behaviors. When other children initiated 

cooperative interaction with the target child, she was 

reinforced initially for verbalizations when in the 

proximity of peers, then for participation in potentially 

cooperative situations, and finally only for actual 

cooperative play. In this study they also compared the 

effects of contingent and non-contingent teacher attention 

on positive social behavior. contingent reinforcement 

resulted in reliable increases in cooperative play, while 

randomly delivered non-contingent reinforcement failed to 

have an effect, whether presented intermittently or 

continuously. Again, the shaped behaviors remained highly' 

dependent on the immediate adult contingencies, changing 

rapidly as periods of contingent and non-contingent 

reinforcement were experimentally alternated. 

Pinkston, Reese, LeBlanc, and Baer (1973) successfully 

reduced the amount of physical aggression displayed by a 

highly aggressive preschool boy by instructing teachers to 
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ignore his aggressive behavior while attending instead to 

the victim of his aggression. Teachers first focused on 

reducing aggression and subsequently used contingent 

attention to increase his nonaggressive social interaction. 

In a comparison study, O'Connor (1972) employed a group 

design and follow-up assessments to examine the differential 

effect of modeling and shaping. He found that the rate of 

interaction between isolated preschoolers and their peers 

increased significantly during a shaping interval but fell 

to baseline levels when the reinforcement were discontinued. 

These findings suggest that procedures based on adult 

attention or praise may produce temporary rather lasting 

behavior changes. 

Peer reinforcers. Peers, rather than adults, were also 

used as reinforcing agents in several studies (Johnston & 

Johnston, 1972) and have demonstrated the relative, 

superiority of their reinforcing power to that of teacher. 

In a study on language training, Johnston and Johnston 

(1972) found that the correct articulation in a free play 

setting occurred only in the peer contingency condition. 

Wahler (1967) also observed that differential attention to 

target preschoolers by their peers resulted in changes in 

the target children's social behaviors. 

Individual versus group contingency. In other studies, 

reinforcements were provided to both the target child and 

that child's peer group rather than only to the target 
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child. Hops et ale (1979) compared a group contingency with 

an individual contingency in a study using token 

reinforcement to promote social play. The group reward was 

more powerful than an individual contingency, which produced 

changes in social play much more slowly and did not 

ultimately produce as much change. 

Prompting-pIus-reinforcement. Some studies employed 

adult instruction to induce or prompt the subject to perform 

target behaviors prior to receiving reinforcement. Strain, 

Shores, and Kerr (1976) temporarily increased the rates of 

social interaction among three language-delayed preschoolers 

by employing verbal and physical prompts in conjunction with 

reinforcement. Similar results were obtained by Apolloni et 

ale (1977). 

Conclusions. This group of interventions is primarily 

focused on young, especially handicapped, children who are 

either withdrawn, aggressive, or oppositional. The training 

program generally succeeded in immediately increasing 

positive social behavior in those children. The maintenance 

of the treatment effect, however, has not been documented 

due to the lack of adequate follow-up studies or 

unsatisfactory follow-up results (see Combs & Slaby, 1977). 

Nevertheless, one is impressed by the significance of 

including the peer group as target~ for reinforcement, as 

reinforcing agents themselves, and/or as participants in a 

structured activity with the target children. Thus, it 
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seems appropriate to recommend that adult reinforcement 

strategies be limited to initial intervention efforts, i.e., 

to increase any social initiation and responding. The 

second step in intervention would be to incorporate the peer 

group more actively as intervention agents for enhancing 

more sophisticated and enduring social interaction. 

Observational Learning Approach 

This approach is characterized by exposing the child to 

live or filmed models who perform the target behaviors. 

Investigators have hypothesized that this procedure could 

extinguish social fears in children and that children could 

learn new social behaviors by observing the model rather 

than actually engaging in the response directly or overtly. 

Filmed models. In the first of these studies, O'Connor 

(1969) selected a group of preschool children identified by 

teacher ratings and behavioral observations as socially 

withdrawn. Children were divided into two groups. The 

experimental group viewed a 23-minute film consisting of 11 

narrated scenes in a preschool setting. In the film, an 

initially withdrawn child model engaged in increasingly 

complex social interaction with peers and received 

reinforcing consequences after approaching and interacting 

with peers. The control group viewed a neutral film about 

nonhuman characters. Behavioral observations immediately 

following the film viewing indicated that experimental group 
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showed a significantly higher rates of social interactions 

in their classrooms than did control group. In addition, 

only one of the six children in the experimental group 

continued to be rated as socially withdrawn by the teachers, 

while the children in the control group remained withdrawn 

and isolated from their peers. 

Keller and Carlson (1974) used a similar procedure to 

train isolated preschoolers in four specific behaviors 

(i.e., imitating, smiling and laughing, token giving, and 

affectionately touching other children). Children in the 

modeling condition showed a significant increase in all 

three criterion measures of social behavior in the classroom 

immediately following intervention and also three weeks 

later. However, only those specific behaviors that had been 

most frequent in the children's pretreatment social skills 

increased in frequency. There were no increases in those 

behaviors that initially had occurred very infrequently. 

In a study to examine the subject variables that may 

moderate the effects of social skills training, Evers

Pasquale and Sherman (1975) found that the effect of 

O'Connor film was greater for children reporting a 

preference for peer-oriented activities (i.e., playing with 

peers) as opposed to nonpeer-oriented activities (i.e., 

playing with adult or alone), although both types of 

children made significant gains in social interaction. 
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In a further variation of O'Connor (1969) procedure, 

Jakibchuk and Smeriglio (1976) examined the types of 

narration used in modeling films: a "first person" peer 

model and a "third person" peer model voice. The use of a 

first person voice resulted in significantly greater 

increases in social behaviors than the use of a third person 

voice. However, as in the Keller and Carlson (1974) study, 

these gains were found only for behaviors that children 

performed most frequently prior to training. 

O'Connor (1972) conducted a study to compare the 

combined and separate effects of modeling and shaping 

procedures. The isolate preschool children first viewed 

either the modeling or the control film. Subsequently, half 

of the children in each film condition also received social 

reinforcement in the classroom contingent on social 

orienting and social interaction with peers. Thus, four 

conditions were formed: modeling only, shaping only, both 

modeling and shaping, and neither type of intervention 

(control). The results indicated that the combined 

procedures were no more effective at increasing social 

interaction than modeling alone. Similar findings were 

obtained in a replication study by Evers and Schwarz (1973). 

Live models. The use of live models in interventions 

for socially withdrawn children has also been reported in 

the literature (Peck, Cooke, & Apolloni, 1981). However, 

the live model, instead of being used as the only strategy 
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in the interventions, are usually part of a treatment 

package consisting of a live peer model and adult 

prompting/reinforcement of social responses. That is, 

children observed a peer in a one-to-one session followed by 

adult prompting of the target children's responses and 

contingent adult social reinforcement. Thus, the effect of 

live model alone has not been examined. 

Conclusions. Social skill training with children using 

observational learning approach has focused predominantly on 

"socially isolated" preschoolers (e.g., Evers & Schwarz, 

1973; Keller & Carlson, 1974; o'Connor, 1972; strain, 

Shores, & Timm, 1977). In general, the studies using filmed 

models have found significant increases in the children's 

rate of peer interaction immediately following viewing 

(Evers & Schwarz, 1973; Evers-Pasquale & Sherman, 1975; 

Gottman, 1977b; Jakibchuk & smeriglio, 1976; Keller & 

Carlson, 1974; O'Connor, 1969; 1972). However, the results 

with regard to maintenance of the increased interaction are 

mixed. Four studies (Evers & Schwarz, 1973; Evers-Pasquale 

& Sherman, 1975; Jakibchuk & smeriglio, 1976; O'Connor, 

1972) reported that isolated preschoolers' gains in social 

interaction were maintained as long as three to nine weeks 

after training and two studies (Gottman, 1977b; Keller & 

Carlson, 1974) failed to find an effect after 3 to 8 weeks. 

Moreover, even when modeling programs increase the rate 

of social interaction, it is not known whether these 
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behavior gains result in increased peer acceptance or not 

because sociometric data has generally not been collected in 

these studies. 

cognitive-Social Learning Approach 

The training procedures in this category generally 

consist of two major components one designed to convey 

skill information and the other to encourage the performance 

of the corresponding social behaviors. The studies reviewed 

here are divided into three groups to reflect th~ variations 

in the procedures employed. 

Verbal instruction. Included in this category are 

procedures that primarily employed verbal instruction to 

provide children with information regarding social goals, 

behavioral strategies, and help them connect the two. Often 

other techniques such as modeling, prompting, were also used 

to enhance knowledge acquisition as well as to help the 

translation of skill knowledge into performance. Children 

in these studies usually were encouraged to become more 

proficient rather than just more frequent performers of the 

trained skills. 

In a study conducted by Chittenden (1942), 19 preschool 

children were selected on the basis of high rate of 

dominative and low rate of cooperative behaviors observed in 

a structured play situation. Ten of these children were 

then assigned into a training group and met individually 
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with the experimenter for 11 sessions. In the first session 

the child was introduced to two dolls, "Sandy" and "Mandy." 

In the next ten sessions, the characters faced a series of 

limited resource situations which required them to play with 

a single toy. Initial sessions served to teach the children 

to discriminate unhappy outcomes, (e.g., fighting, anger, 

etc.), from happy outcomes, (e.g., sharing, having a good 

time, etc.). In later sessions, the dolls sometimes played 

successfully, thereby modeling appropriate behavior. At 

other times the dolls fought and the experimenter and child 

discussed possible ways of resolving conflicts the dolls 

faced. In still later sessions the child was asked to show 

the dolls what they could do to play more successfully. 

More than a week after training, children were again 

observed in the specially designed play situation. Results 

indicated that the trained children significantly decreased 

their amount of dominative behavior. They also increased in 

their level of cooperative behavior, but the increase was 

not statistically significant. A control group of children 

who received no training did not change from pretest to 

posttest on either measure. One of the strengths of 

Chittenden's study is the explicit attempt to help children 

to form a conceptual connection between social goals and the 

specific behavioral strategies designed to achieve those 

goals. Such an approach could be quite helpful in other 

social skills intervention as well. 
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A similar procedure was employed by Zahavi and Asher 

(1978) with overly aggressive preschoolers, except that no 

doll play or other modeling components were used. Another 

difference was that the training was carried out by the day 

care teacher rather than by an experimenter. The finding 

suggested that the trained children evidenced less 

aggression and more prosocial behavior toward peers. The 

potential advantage of this procedure is that the 

instructional procedure used required limited training and 

was easily implemented by the teacher. 

Social-problem-solving program. The studies grouped in 

this category employed verbal instruction along with 

evaluative feedback to teach children social problem-solving 

skills. The most widely cited exemplars of this approach 

are works by Spivack and Shure (e.g., spivack & Shure, 1974; 

Spivack, Platt, & Shure, 1976). 

In one study using this program, Spivack and Shure 

(1974) trained 113 preschool children to improve their 

problem-solving strategies. Children were first presented 

with commonly encountered social situations involving peers 

and adults and asked to enumerate potential solutions and 

probable consequences for those problem situations, and were 

then given evaluative feedback contingent upon their 

replies. A control group of children received no treatment. 

The results indicated that children in training condition 

learned more behavioral strategies than did children in the 



control condition. They also evidenced greater gains on 

social-adjustment ratings given by teachers. 
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In contrast, a similar investigation with third-grade 

children conducted by Weissberg et al. (1981) did not reveal 

a relationship between gains in the number of children's 

strategies and changes in social adjustment. 

The spivack and Shure (1974) program may have 

facilitated learning and retention by several measures. 

First, they conducted a large number of training sessions, 

i.e., approximately 46 sessions, each 20 to 30 minutes. 

Second, the validity of the training curriculum might have 

been enhanced by their presenting children with commonly 

encountered social situations and having peers suggest 

potential solutions. Finally, children were provided 

opportunities to identify a range of behavioral skills along 

with their likely functions in relation to a given context. 

Thus, they might have learned to think in terms of 

situation-specific strategies and broadened their range of 

behavioral strategies for each context. 

coaching. coaching is a multifaceted intervention in 

which instructions, behavioral rehearsal, and performance 

feedback are used to teach unpopular children specific 

social skills and thereby to increase their popularity. The 

studies grouped under this category, with some variation, in 

general apply a three-step coaching procedure in their 

intervention. 



In one of the first coaching studies, Oden and Asher 

(1977) provide a typical example of a coaching program. 
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They individually trained low-accepted third- and fourth

grade children in four broad classes of social interaction 

skills (i.e., participation, cooperation, communication, and 

validation/support). The entire coaching program, conducted 

over a four-week period, consisted of an initial play 

session followed by five 3D-minute coaching sessions. 

During each of the coaching sessions, children first 

received individual instruction in each of the four skill 

concepts from an adult. Next, children were provided an 

opportunity to practice the skills in a structured play 

situation with a non-isolate peer. Finally, a review 

portion of the session was provided for the child to 

evaluate the concepts with the adult trainer in light of the 

child's recent experience in the structured play situation. 

The study also included two comparison groups: a peer

pairing group was given the opportunity to play a game with 

a peer as many times as had the coached children, thereby 

controlling for peer-practice opportunities; and a control 

group played the games alone, receiving neither verbal 

instruction nor peer practice. Both behavioral observations 

and sociometric measures were employed to assess the effects 

of the interventions. The results of this study indicated 

that coaching increased the sociometric ratings for the 

child as a play partner, and this increase was maintained 



for at least one year. However, these gains were not 

evident on a behavioral measure of the trained skills. 
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To further examine the Oden and Asher (1977) procedure, 

Ladd (1981) trained three specific skills (i.e., asking 

questions, leading peers, offering supportive statements) 

with third-graders who were selected on the basis of low 

sociometric ratings and infrequent use of social skills in 

the classroom. Eight coaching sessions, lasting 40 to 50 

minutes each, were conducted over a three week period. 

Within the first six of the eight training sessions, 

children in dyads were first instructed by an adult in 

specific social skill concepts to promote an understanding 

of the target skills followed by an opportunity to rehearse 

the skills with each other under the instructor's 

supervision. The final two sessions were used to foster 

skill maintenance and generalization by encouraging children 

to initiate the skills independently in a semi-naturalistic 

situation with both familiar and unfamiliar peers, and by 

reviewing instances in which the children had attempted the 

skills in interactions with peers. 

Like Oden and Asher (1977), Ladd also included in this 

study a peer-pairing group and control group. The coaching 

procedure produced significant gains on two of the three 

trained skills (i.e., questions and suggestions/direction) 

at posttest and at one-month follow-up. Both peer-pairing 

and control groups remained at pretest levels on all 
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behavioral measures throughout the experiment. Furthermore, 

the coached children evidenced significant gains in 

sociometric status at posttest that were maintained on the 

follow-up assessment. Posttest sociometric gains were made 

by the peer-pairing group but were not maintained over four 

weeks. These results suggest a relationship between the 

trained skills and maintenance of sociometric status gains. 

Hymel and Asher (1977) investigated the effects of 

training unpopular third- through fifth-grade children with 

one of three procedures: a general coaching condition (the 

Oden and Asher procedure), an individualized coaching 

condition (procedure that emphasized specific skill concepts 

that the individual child was particularly deficient in), 

and a peer-pairing condition (procedure that paired children 

with a peer for play but provided no instruction). The 

results of this study were unexpected in that children in 

all three groups made sUbstantial gains in sociometric 

status at posttest and follow-up assessment conducted six 

months later. Because children in all three groups were 

selected on the basis of extreme scores and a no-treatment 

control group was omitted in the experimental design, Hymel 

and Asher (1977) were unable to ascertain whether the gains 

evidenced in sociometric status were the result of a 

regression toward the mean or possibly due to comparable 

treatment effects within the three groups. 
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Gresham and Nagle (1980) compared the effectiveness of 

a coaching procedure similar to that used by aden and Asher 

(1977) to two other types of interventions: modeling 

(procedure that entailed presenting each of the trained 

skills in a narrated film) and a combined modeling and 

coaching procedure. Unlike aden and Asher, Gresham and 

Nagle coached children in dyads and triads, rather than 

individually. A total of six training sessions were 

conducted and eleven different social skills were taught. 

within each session, children participated in a sequence of 

instruction, rehearsal, and performance reviews for each of 

these skills. Gresham and Nagle also assessed changes in 

children's social status and friendships with a battery of 

peer rating and nomination measures and observed children's 

behaviors in their classrooms. Children in all three 

treatment conditions improved in sociometric standing and 

displayed higher levels of positive interactions with 

classmates. Children in the coaching condition, compared to 

peers in the other experimental groups, showed the greatest 

decreases in negative interactions following the training. 

In a different coaching procedure developed by La Greca 

and santogrossi (1980), 30 low-accepted elementary school 

children (3rd to 5th graders) first watched narrated 

videotapes of peers demonstrating various social skills and 

then verbally reviewed and discussed each one as a strategy 

for use with classmates. Children then engaged in guided 
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rehearsals by role playing the trained skills. These 

attempts to enact the skills were videotaped and later used 

to provide suggestions about how to improve their 

performance. Finally, children were encouraged to employ 

the trained skills in external settings, such as the 

classroom, and were asked to review and discuss the outcomes 

of these "homework assignments" in subsequent sessions. The 

results of this study indicated that, compared to peers 

assigned to a control group, the trained children made 

greater gains in social knowledge and skill performance and 

also had higher levels of interactions with peers in school 

situations. No differences were obtained, however, on a 

measure of sociometric status. 

Using a coaching procedure, Bierman & Furman (1984) 

trained fifth- and sixth-graders on conversational skills. 

Unpopular children who showed few conversational skills were 

selected and randomly assigned to one of four treatment 

conditions: individual coaching, peer experience, group 

coaching, and control condition. In the individual coaching 

condition, the adult taught and encouraged the children 

individually to develop and use specific conversational 

skills. Children in both the peer experience and group 

coaching conditions participated in a series of cooperative 

activities with two familiar, nontarget, same-sex partners. 

In the peer experience condition, the adult directed the 

children in the activities but did not teach or encourage 
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them to use specific conversational skills. Children in the 

group coaching condition were coached to develop and use 

specific conversational skills when engaging in the same 

activities. Although coaching resulted in significant 

short-term and long-term improvement on both skill knowledge 

and skillful social interaction for both individual and 

group coaching groups, there was no significant sociometric 

gains after the intervention. 

Mize and Ladd (1990) attempted to apply coaching 

procedure to low-status and low-skilled preschool children. 

Thirty-three children were randomly assigned into a training 

group or to an attention-control group. Children in the 

training group were coached in four skills: leading peers, 

asking questions of peers, making comments to peers, and 

supporting peers. The results indicated that trained 

children showed a significant increase in their use of two 

trained skills (comments and leads) from pretest to 

posttest. Children in the control group showed no change. 

Neither control nor skill-trained children changed 

significantly on sociometric measures from pretest to 

posttest. Although the improvements in children's knowledge 

of friendly social strategies in the training group failed 

to reach a significant level, these improvements were 

correlated with increases in skill use in the classroom with 

peers from pretest to posttest. 
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Conclusions. Four of the seven coaching stu88dies 

reviewed above demonstrate that coaching children in social 

skills can positively affect their sociometric status 

(Gresham & Nagle, 1980; Hymel & Asher, 1977; Ladd, 1981; 

Oden & Asher, 1977). Five out of the six coaching studies 

that employed behavioral outcome measures evidence behavior 

change as the result of training (Bierman & Furman, 1984; 

Gresham & Nagle, 1980; Ladd, 1981; La Greca & Santogrossi, 

1980; Mize & Ladd, 1990). Further, two of the three studies 

that included social knowledge measures showed significant 

improvements in skill knowledge as a function of coaching 

(Bierman & Furman, 1984; La Greca & santogrossi, 1980). 

Therefore, despite some inconsistency in the findings, the 

coaching program has proven to be a quite successful 

training program for enhancing children's social skills. 

Several distinctive features can be identified in the 

intervention studies using the cognitive-social learning 

approach. First, this approach, compared to the other two, 

seems to be quite effective with school-aged children 

provided the fact that most of the coaching studies have 

selected unpopular elementary school children as sUbjects. 

Second, the adequacy of the subject selection process in 

this type of intervention study has been improved by 

including dual criteria of low sociometric status and 

observed behavioral deficiencies in the target social skills 

(e.g., Bierman & Furman, 1984; Mize & Ladd, 1990). The fact 
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that the investigators sought to identify subjects with low 

levels of peer acceptance and low levels of targeted social 

skills may have ensured that children who were deficient in 

social skills -- as opposed to those who were rejected or 

neglected for other reasons were targeted for training. 

Another advantage in this type of intervention, 

especially coaching studies, is to target a few specific 

social skills such as offering suggestions (Ladd, 1981) or 

conversational skills such as expressing self (Bierman & 

Furman, 1984), as opposed to training global social 

interactions (O'Connor, 1969; 1972). A final point about 

this literature concerns the type of assessment tools 

employed. Researchers in this field have usually included 

both behavioral and sociometric measures to document not 

only the behavior change and sociometric gains but also the 

relationship between these two variables. In addition, some 

investigators also included social knowledge measures or 

other process measures to assess the mechanisms of change 

during social skills training. 

statement of the Problem 

From the viewpoint of a cognitive-social learning 

approach (Ladd & Mize, 1983), socialization leads to the 

development of skill concepts that can be used to represent 

the information about social norms concerning the 

appropriateness of behaviors for specific social situations 
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within the peer culture (Ladd & aden, 1979). Children may 

experience interpersonal difficulties if they: (1) lack 

knowledge or concepts of appropriate social behavior (Asher 

& Renshaw, 1981), or possess concepts atypical of their peer 

group; or (2) lack the ability to produce or skillfully 

perform appropriate social behaviors (Goetz & Dweck, 1980). 

That is, effective social functioning among peers depends on 

the child's (1) knowledge of specific interpersonal 

behaviors and their likely functions within interpersonal 

situations; (2) ability to convert social knowledge into 

useful social behavior in interactive contexts; and (3) 

ability to accurately evaluate skill performance and 

performance-related outcomes and maintain or adjust behavior 

accordingly. 

Deficits, such as a lack of mastery or coordination of 

these areas, are thought to place the child "at risk" for 

interpersonal difficulties and would, therefore, be targeted 

for intervention. Thus, the principal objectives of skill 

training, according to Ladd and Mize (1983), should include 

(1) enhancing children's skill knowledge or concepts; (2) 

helping children translate these concepts into skillful 

behaviors; and (3) fostering skill maintenance and 

generalization in the social environment. It is suggested 

that the components of verbal instruction, guided practice, 

and feedback in a coaching program may contribute to 

achieving these objectives in an intervention. 
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First, verbal instruction provides a learner with 

information from which concepts of appropriate social 

behavior or a performance goal can be identified or 

acquired. Verbal instruction may serve two functions: (1) 

transmission of sUbstantive information or salient features 

about social behaviors (e.g., labeling or describing a 

behavior, providing examples of behavior, demonstrating how 

a behavior is performed, etc.) and (2) rationale and 

motivation, i.e., identification of performance goals or 

standards as a means of inducing or guiding the learner's 

subsequent performance (e.g., requesting or motivating a 

learner to.perform) (Marlatt, 1972; Parke, 1976). 

Second, guided practice provides opportunities for 

children to actually perform the requisite skills with peers 

in a context where instructor supervision is maximized and 

potential interpersonal risk are minimized. Children are 

allowed to repeatedly practice the skills until achieving a 

match between current performance and a standard (e.g., 

previously learned skill concept). This component serves to 

help children to achieve skillful performance. 

Finally, feedback provides information derived from 

performance so that a learner may evaluate the degree of 

match or mismatch between behavior and an internal or 

external standard. Feedback may be either evaluative or 

informative. Evaluative feedback does not specify the 

reasons for a match or mismatch between the learner's 
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performance and a behavioral standard, such as indicating a 

match between a child's performance and a criterion by 

verbal approval. Whereas informative feedback specifies 

ways in which the learner's behavior falls short of the 

criterion, such as redefining or presenting important 

features of a criterion behavior, describing conditions or 

rules for its reenactment, or highlighting consequences or 

situational outcomes of the behavior. 

Comparison of the components involved in a coaching 

program and determination of the components necessary for 

change may be useful for social skill intervention programs 

for several reasons. First, there has been a tendency in 

social skill intervention research to incorporate as many 

features of previous successful intervention as possible. 

This practice may not be cost-effective and efficient and 

may have limited clinical utility. 

Perhaps a more compelling reason for the component 

analysis of a coaching program is that some components may 

not contribute to or may even counteract the effectiveness 

of other components of the intervention and reduce the 

overall benefit to target children. For example, O'Connor 

(1972) and Evers and Schwarz (1973) found that the component 

of shaping failed to add any additional effect to a modeling 

program in social skills training. In studies using 

reinforcement component, Strain and Timm (1974) and Strain, 

Shores, and Kerr (1976) found that although adult attention 



immediately following the child's interaction with peers 

increased the frequency of social interaction, the same 

procedure also terminated the on-going interaction. 
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Despite the need for evaluating alternative procedures, 

few investigators in the social skills training literature 

have employed component analysis or dismantling techniques 

to document the functions of multiple training components or 

their contributions to the obtained treatment outcomes (see 

McFall & Twentyman, 1973). The few studies that have 

compared one or more components have often been 

methodologically inadequate or incomplete; thus, their 

results have been somewhat misleading. For example, 

O'Connor (1972) compared a modeling procedure (designed to 

enhance skill knowledge) with a shaping procedure (designed 

to promote skill performance) but failed to include measures 

of skill knowledge to allow the detection of possible 

differential functions of these two components. In another 

study, Gresham and Nagle (1980) compared a modeling with a 

coaching procedure. Modeling is a one-component procedure 

designed to enhance skill knowledge by means of modeled 

instruction. Whereas, coaching is a three-component 

procedure designed to enhance skill knowledge, skill 

performance, and maintenance/generalization by means of 

verbal instruction, behavioral rehearsal, and feedback. 

Thus, the result of this research is difficult to interpret. 

Because if this study was to compare the relative efficacy 
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of modeling and coaching procedure in enhancing skill 

knowledge, then, the other components (i.e., skill 

performance and maintenance/generalization) included in the 

coaching procedure are confounding the results. On the 

other hand, if the study intended to determine whether 

different component procedures serve different functions in 

training such as the component designed for enhancing 

knowledge as opposed to the one promoting performance, then, 

the knowledge manipulations used in this study should be 

kept constant instead different as in this study (i.e., 

modeled vs. verbal instruction). 

Purpose of the study 

The purpose of this study is to validate the 

hypothesized functions of two training components 

instruction/rationale and guided practice -- in a context of 

conversational skills training. These two components were 

derived from social skills literature, especially those 

involving coaching procedures. That is, procedures that 

have been designed to enhance children's skill knowledge are 

evaluated here separately from those designed to enhance 

children's skill performance to determine whether they 

actually have a differential impact on the attainment of 

social concepts and skill proficiency. 

Specifically, this study attempted to identify school

aged children who were experiencing at least mild peer 
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rejection or neglect and were deficient in conversational 

skills and provided them conversational skills training. It 

is expected that the components of instruction/rationale and 

guided practice will differentially contribute to enhancing 

their conversational skill knowledge and promoting their 

skill performance. 

The present study based its design, predictions, and 

interpretation on research in normal social-developmental 

processes. First, the assessment tools were selected to 

evaluate the treatment effects on several dimensions of 

social competence (conversational skill knowledge, skill 

performance, verbal interaction, peer acceptance, and self

perceptions) which have been suggested in previous 

developmental literature as distinct aspects of childhood 

social competence. Second, the targeted conversational 

skills were selected on the basis of the developmental 

literature indicating that these skills were important 

correlates of peer acceptance in childhood (e.g., Dodge, 

1983; Gottman et al., 1975). Considering the fact that the 

majority of social interactions involves verbal skills even 

when the subjects are of limited verbal repertoire, it is 

important to focus on verbal skills in social skills 

training especially for older children. Moreover, 

elementary school children were targeted in this study 

because evidence shows that sociometric status is not as 

stable in the early years as in the elementary years (e.g., 
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Hymel, 1983). Finally, the instruction/rationale and guided 

practice were selected for analysis because they are 

important components in a coaching program which has been 

demonstrated effective in training elementary school 

children social skills (e.g., Ladd, 1981). 

Analysis of Components 

Instruction/Rationale. This component (including 

verbal instruction, verbal rehearsal, and feedback) is 

designed to provide detailed information regarding social 

goals and skill concepts for the target children. It is 

conducted in five basic steps. First, the social skill 

instructor attempts to establish a rationale or perspective 

that can be used to organize skill information and motivate 

the children to learn skill concepts. This may include 

steps such as providing the children with a learning goal 

(e.g., "Let's talk about some ways to have fun with other 

kids when you talk to them"); translating the concept into 

specific skills (e.g., "One way to make a conversation go 

well is to take turns"); and pointing out the functional 

relevance of the skills (e.g., "When you take turns in a 

conversation, other kids will have fun and want to talk to 

you"). 

Second, the social skill instructor tries to help the 

children define the concept by aiding them to identify its 

attributes (e.g., "During a conversation, taking turns means 
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giving everyone chance to talk"). This step is intended to 

correct deficiencies and misconceptions in skill knowledge 

and eliminates the need for the children to infer a 

concept's meaning from its exemplars. 

Third, the instructor provides or encourages the 

children to identify a series of examples and/or counter

examples of the concept to illustrate various aspects of the 

skill and prevent over- and under-generalization (e.g., 

"Yes, waiting until others have finished talking before you 

begin to talk would be taking turns, but interrupting 

other's talking would not be taking turns"). 

Fourth, to facilitate retention and allow the 

instructor to monitor the children's understanding of the 

presented skill information, the children are encouraged to 

verbally rehearse and recall the information they have 

abstracted from concept instruction. 

Finally, the social skill instructor provides feedback 

about the ways in which the children's rehearsed 

conceptualizations do or do not correspond to the concept 

attributes and exemplars presented during instruction. In 

addition to corrective feedback, the instructor may 

encourage the children to consider the concept's 

relationship to other social concepts or its applications in 

alternative social contexts or settings. 

Guided Practice. This component (including prompting, 

behavioral rehearsal, and feedback) is designed to provide 
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opportunities for the target children to actually perform 

the requisite skills with peers in a context where 

instructor supervision (i.e., response guidance and 

feedback) is maximized and potential interpersonal risk 

(e.g., peer ridicule or rejection) are minimized. Three 

basic steps are followed. First, the children were 

presented with a minimum of skill instruction and no 

opportunity to identify and rehearse skill concepts. For 

example, advanced organizers are used to illustrate social 

goals and skill functions ("making friends is important"). 

Then, a progressive sequence of behavioral rehearsal was 

employed, that is, a series of graduated rehearsal contexts 

were presented to the children for practice under adult 

supervision. Finally, the children were provided with 

explicit performance standards and feedback about the match 

and/or mismatch between standards and their performance. 

corrective action such as skill modification was recommended 

and the children were required to engage in supervised 

practice until they could perform the trained skills 

proficiently. 

Attention-control condition. This condition is 

designed to serve as a baseline in this study. It attempts 

to control those factors, in addition to the experimental 

manipulation, which might affect the children's social 

behaviors, such as small group experience, privilege of 

being out of the classroom for a period of time, 
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experimenter bias, and so on. Neutral activities which are 

unrelated to conversational skills were provided to the 

children in this condition. 

Proposed Hypotheses 

It is anticipated that the instruction/rationale 

component and the guided practice component have 

differential effects on a set of outcome measures. The 

following hypotheses are proposed. 

Hypothesis 1. Since the instruction/rationale 

procedure is designed to convey information about skill 

concepts, the children who received the instruction/ 

rationale procedure are expected to show a greater 

improvement in conversational skill knowledge than the 

children who received the guided practice or control 

condition at both posttest and follow-up. 

Hypothesis 2. Since the guided practice procedure is 

designed to promote children's skill performance and 

proficiency, the children in this condition are expected to 

show a greater improvement in specific conversational skill 

performance than the children in the instruction/rationale 

condition or control condition at both posttest and follow

up. 

Hypothesis 3. As a generalized effect of guided 

practice procedure on the conversational skills, the 

children in guided practice condition are expected to show a 
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greater improvement in verbal interaction with peers on 

school playground than children in the instruction/rationale 

condition or control condition at both posttest and follow

up. 

Hypothesis 4. The deficit-hypothesis states that an 

effective social skills training could result in behavior 

change which in turn promotes peer acceptance. In this 

study, it is expected that only the guided practice 

procedures will result in improvement in conversational 

skill performance and playground verbal interaction. 

Therefore, improvement in peer acceptance is expected to be 

attained only by the children in the guided practice 

condition contingent upon the anticipated behavior change of 

these children at either posttest or follow-up. 

Hypothesis 5. If the feeling of loneliness is a result 

of poor peer relations, then, it is logical to predict that 

children in any of the three conditions will reduce their 

feeling of loneliness as long as an increase in peer 

acceptance is achieved. Since it is expected that a change 

in peer acceptance will only occur in the condition of 

guided practice, it is predicted that a concurrent change in 

loneliness scores will only occur in that condition at 

either posttest or follow-up. 
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CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

Subjects 

The initial sample consists of 460 children ranged in 

age from 82 to 153 months (M = 118 months). These children 

(251 boys, 209 girls) were from two elementary schools in a 

large city in southern Arizona. One of the schools consists 

of predominantly caucasian children (84% caucasian, 10% 

hispanic, 4% black, and 2% other minorities) from middle- to 

upper-class socioeconomic backgrounds. The other, a 

mainstream school with both regular and special classes, 

consists of approximately equal proportion of caucasian and 

minorities children (57% caucasian, 26% hispanic, 13% black, 

and 4% other minorities) from low- to middle-class 

socioeconomic ba~kgrounds. All of the 460 children 

completed sociometric measures (i.e., positive nominations 

and play rating scale) at the time of pretest, posttest, and 

follow-up. They were also rated by their teachers on their 

verbal interactions with their peers in the classrooms at 

pretest. A letter was sent out to the parents of these 460 

children to request permission for further participation in 

this study (see Appendix A for the sample letter and consent 

forms). Out of these 460 children, 127 were recruited. 
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Selection Procedure. One hundred and twenty-seven 

children were screened for inclusion in training if they 

were experiencing at least mild peer rejection or neglect on 

the sociometric mepsures and were considered deficient in 

the target social skills/interactions on the teacher 

ratings. First, positive nominations and play rating scales 

were administered by the classroom teachers in 19 third- to 

sixth-grade classes. Second, the Asher and Dodge (1986) 

method was used to make sociometric status classification. 

The frequencies of positive nominations and the lowest 

play rating scores (the frequencies of 1 ratings received 

from same-sex classmates in the play rating scales) for each 

child were computed and transformed into standardized liking 

(L) and disliking (D) scores. A L score was computed for 

each child by having the total number of positive 

nominations each child received from same-sex classmates 

divided by the number of same-sex classmates. A D score was 

computed for each child by averaging the 1-ratings each 

child received from same-sex classmates. Both the Land D 

scores were then transformed to standard scores by using the 

means and standard deviations for each sex group in each 

classroom in the computation. A social preference (SP) 

score was then computed as the standard L score minus the 

standard D score, and a social impact score (S1) was 

computed as the sum of the standard Land D scores. The SP 

and S1 scores were then standardized within each classroom. 
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Each child was then classified as fitting one of the 

following five status groups: (1) popular, consisting of all 

children who received a SP score greater than 1.0, a L score 

greater than 0 and a D score less than 0; (2) rejected, 

consisting of all children who received a SP score less than 

-1.0, a L score less than 0, and a D score greater than 0; 

(3) neglected, consisting of all children who received a SI 

score less than -1.0, a L score less than 0, and a D score 

less than 0; (4) average, consisting of all children who 

received a SP score between -0.5 and 0.5 and a SI score 

between -0.5 and 0.5; and (5) other, consisting of all 

remaining children. This procedure resulted in the 

classification of 24 popular, 31 rejected, 21 neglected, and 

12 average children. A total of 39 children could not be 

classified using this procedure. 

Preliminary analyses of differences on three dependent 

measures (i.e., conversational skill knowledge, 

conversational skill performane, and verbal interaction) 

among the status groups were conducted and showed that 

children identified as neglected did not differ 

significantly from children identified as rejected on any of 

these three variables. Furthermore, popular and average

status children did not differ significantly from each other 

on any variable. Thus, the rejected and neglected groups 

were combined into one low-status group. The average and 

popular groups were also combined into one high-status 
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group. Subsequent analyses were completed using only these 

two groups, low-status and high-status children. 

Children who had been classified as low status were 

further screened on the second criterion -- low verbal 

skills/interactions. All of the children were rated by 

their classroom teachers on the quality and quantity of 

their verbal interactions with their classmates. Those low

status children whose teacher rating scores fell below the 

mean for the whole class qualified for inclusion in the 

training. Random assignments to the skill training 

conditions or attention-control condition was made after 

matching on sex, age, and school. This procedure resulted 

in the assignment of 12 children to each of the three 

conditions. Thus, the final sample of this study consists 

of 36 children (18 boys, 18 girls). 

Selection checks. To assure that children who had 

qualified for training and who had not qualified differed 

from each other on sociometric scores and teacher rating 

scores, a selection check was conducted. Children who 

qualified for training had significantly lower standardized 

sociometric ratings (M = -0.57, SO = 0.67) than children who 

did not qualify (M = 0.25, SO = 0.93), E(l, 120) = 27.14, 

R<.OOOl. Qualifying children also received fewer positive 

nominations (M = -0.79, SO = 0.45) than those who did not 

qualify (M = 0.19, SO = 0.93), E(l, 120) = 44.90, R<.OOOl. 

As to verbal interactions with peers, qualifying children 
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were rated by their teachers as significantly lower (M = -

0.89, SD = 0.69) than non-qualifying children (M = 0.39, SD 

= 0.91), ~(1, 120) = 67.45, R<.OOOl. 

status stability. Two-way Chi Squares were conducted 

to test the association of status at the time of pretest, 

posttest, and follow-up. Only those children who had not 

participated in the training and whose status was not 

unclassifiable were included in the analyses. The results 

indicated that these children's sociometric status remained 

significantly stable from pretest to posttest, X~(l, N = 

154) 35.49, R<.OOl; from pretest to follow-up, X2 (1, N = 

126) = 20.18, R<.OOli and from posttest to follow-up, )(2(1, 

N = 161) = 82.69, R<.OOl. 

Measures 

Multiple assessment tools were included in this study 

for a comprehensive evaluation of the treatment effects. 

Sociometric measures. A modified positive nomination 

and play rating scale were used to assess children's peer 

status (Oden & Asher, 1977; see Appendix B). These measures 

were group administered in each classroom by the classroom 

teacher who introduced these as a project in the curriculum 

to learn about how children play together in the school. 

Each teacher was given a copy of written instruction and 

practiced the procedure individually with the researcher 

before administering the positive nomination and rating 
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scale. Children were asked first to name three of their 

same-sex classmates with whom they play the most and then to 

rate each of their same-sex classmates on a 5-point scale in 

response to the question: "How much do you play with this 

person at school?1I The anchors for this rating scale ranged 

from "do not play together at all" (1) to "play together the 

most - as much as with a best friend" (5). Children were 

instructed how to use the scale, and examples of a 5-point 

rating scale were given. Younger children (i.e., third 

graders) were provided with a 5-point scale with circles 

replacing numbers, ranging from a smaller to a larger 

circle, corresponding with the anchors described above. 

Negative nomination was not included in this study 

because the school administrators had viewed it as having 

potential harmful effects. For similar concern, the wording 

of the play rating scale has been modified so that children 

were asked to rate "how much they play with each of their 

classmates,". instead of "how much they like to play with 

each of their classmates" as appeared in the original play 

rating scale. Although these deviations in procedure may 

have some effect on the validity of the assessments, 

research indicate that the joint use of positive nomination 

and rating-scale measure could identify the same status 

groups as the combination of positive and negative 

nominations (Asher & Dodge, 1986). 
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The original positive nomination and play rating scale 

measure is reported to have a test-retest reliability of .82 

over a 6-week period (Oden & Asher, 1977) and some 

predictive validity (French & Tyne, 1982; Roff et al., 1972; 

Ullmann, 1957). 

Teacher ratings. The Social Interaction Rating Scale 

(Hops et al., 1978; see Appendix C) was completed by the 

classroom teachers for all the children in their classrooms. 

This scale consists of eight statements describing 

interactive behaviors among children. Teachers were asked 

to rate each child in the classrooms on each of the items 

along a 7-point scale ranging from "not descriptive" (1) to 

"very descriptive" (7) of the child's behavior .. In addition 

to a written instruction, each teacher was instructed 

individually to ensure their full understanding of the 

scale. Research indicates that each of the items correlates 

significantly with percentage of time engaged in social 

behavior, and the overall ratings accurately discriminate 

between children who are and those who are not referred for 

social behavior intervention (Hops et al., 1978). 

Conversational skill knowledge interview. The 

Conversational Skill Concept Scale designed by Bierman and 

Furman (1984) was modified and used to assess children's 

knowledge of conversational skills (see Appendix D). 

Children were presented with two problem situations (i.e., 

talking to peers at lunch and joining a game on the 
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playground) and were asked what they could say to peers in 

these situations. The situations were presented to each 

child individually and orally in a testing room by a female 

research assistant. Children were provided approximately 

15-20 minutes to generate as many responses as they could. 

Responses were audiotaped and analyzed later to identify 

four specific conversational skills: (1) initiation -- any 

relevant verbal initiation toward the simulated peers by the 

child, except social greetings; (2) referents --references 

to self, others, family, friends, school, sports, objects, 

entertainment, and affective reactions (expressions of like, 

dislike, embarrassment or boredom); (3) secondary 

adjustments -- whether the child used language not only to 

communicate but also to achieve a secondary purpose (i.e., 

to compliment, to cooperate, to teach, etc); and (4) 

greetings -- social greetings such as "Hi," "Hello," "How 

are you," "Bye," etc. A score for each aspect was computed 

and used in later analysis. 

All the children's protocols were analyzed by a trained 

coder who was blind to the conditions and trials that each 

child participated in. Approximately 15% of the protocols 

were randomly selected and scored by a second coder. Inter

coder reliability was estimated in two phases: (1) 

identification of valid initiation in the protocols and (2) 

analysis of the valid initiation in terms of the referent, 

secondary adjustments, and greeting categories. In the 
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first phase, the second coder independently identified all 

the valid initiation for each of the protocols selected. 

Then, a point-by-point comparison was made between the two 

codings. Agreements for identifying valid responses were 

counted when both coders had identified the same responses. 

Disagreements were counted when the second coder (a) did not 

identify an initiation that the principal coder did, or (b) 

did identify an initiation that the principal coder did not. 

Agreements and disagreements were tallied and summed for 

each child, and then used to calculate a % agreement using 

the following formula: % agreement = [agreements! 

(agreements + disagreements)] x 100%. 

In the second phase, the second coder analyzed only 

those initiation that had been identified by both coders as 

valid. Again, a point-by-point comparison was made between 

the two codings. An agreement was counted each time both 

raters identified the same categories for that initiation. 

Disagreements were counted when the second coder (a) did not 

identify a category that the principal coder did, or (b) 

identified a category the principal coder did not. 

Agreements and disagreements were tallied and summed for 

each child and inserted into the formula, [agreements! 

(agreements + disagreements)] x 100%. 

The percentages of agreement for identifying valid 

initiation ranged from 88-96% with a mean of 92% overall; 
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agreements for categorizing valid initiation ranged from 82-

95% with a mean of 89% overall. 

Conversational skills assessment. A modified procedure 

adopted from Ghezzi, Bijou, Umbreit, and Chao (1987) was 

used to assess children's conversational skills in a dyadic 

setting. Each target child was randomly paired with a non

isolated peer from a different classroom to form a dyad 

which remained unchanged throughout the three phases of 

assessment. Each dyad were escorted by a research assistant 

to an experimental room which was equipped with a video 

camera, a video cassette recorder, and a microphone. The 

research assistant introduced the children to each other and 

instructed them to sit down and "talk to each other for a 

few minutes" so that they could help her "learn how children 

at their age talk to each other." She then activated the 

camera, VCR, and microphone and told the children that they 

could "talk about anything they want," and that she would 

"be back when the time was up." After 5 minutes, the 

assistant reentered the room, turned off the equipmen"ts, 

thanked the children for their help, and escorted them back 

to their respective classrooms. 

All the dyadic conversations were videotaped and later 

analyzed according to the guidelines in the "Manual of 

Instructions for Identifying and Analyzing Linguistic 

Interactions: Part I and Part II" (Bijou, Chao, & Ghezzi, 

1988; Bijou, Umbreit, Ghezzi, & Chao, 1986; see Appendix E). 
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In applying the guidelines, some modifications were made in 

order to fit the needs of this study. Analysis of each 5-

minute videotape was accomplished in two phases. In the 

first phase, the principal coder identified all the 

linguistic interactions initiated by either child as the 

speaker. In the second phase, the coder analyzed all the 

speaker's initiations that had been identified in the first 

phase. 

The speaker's initiations were categorized into four 

major categories: (1) speaker's behaviors -- the duration of 

each of the speaker's initiations was recorded by noting to 

the nearest whole second the time elapsed when the speaker 

initiated a linguistic interaction to when he or she 

stopped; (2) referents -- each initiation was classified 

into referent categories (i.e., references to self, the 

partner, family, friends, school, sports, objects, 

entertainment, etc.) and feeling reactions (i.e., 

expressions of like, dislike, embarrassment, or boredom); 

(3) secondary adjustments -- each initiation was examined to 

determine whether the speaker used language not only to 

communicate but also to achieve a secondary purpose (i.e., 

complimenting, cooperating, teaching, persuading, and 

punishing); (4) greetings -- social greetings, such as "Hi," 

"Bye," "Hello," etc. 

A two-phase procedure (Ghezzi, Bijou, & Chao, 1991; see 

Appendix E) was used for training two graduate assistants to 
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code the videotaped conversations. All the videotaped 

conversations were scored by a principal coder who was blind 

to the conditions and trials that each child was in. In 

determining agreement for analysis of linguistic 

interactions, a second trained coder randomly selected from 

approximately 15% of the videotaped conversation sessions 

coded by the principal coder. Inter-coder agreement was 

assessed first for the identification of the linguistic 

interactions (Phase 1 of the analysis) and, second, for the 

categorization of identified interaction (Phase 2 of the 

analysis). After the second coder had independently 

identified all the linguistic interactions between the two 

children for each of the sessions selected, a point-by-point 

comparison was made with the principal coding. Agreements 

were counted when both coders had identified the same 

linguistic interaction. Disagreements were counted when the 

second coder (a) did not identify a linguistic interaction 

that was identified by the principal coder, or (b) did 

identify a linguistic interaction that was not identified by 

the principal coder. The number of agreements and 

disagreements were tallied and summed for each dyad, and 

then inserted into the formula, [agreements/(agreements + 

disagreements)] x 100%. 

The same sessions upon which agreement for identified 

linguistic interactions were based also served for checks on 

inter-coder agreement on the Phase 2 analysis. As with 
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identified linguistic interactions, a point-by-point 

comparison was made between the two coders' analysis. In 

the case of duration of the speaker's initiation, agreement 

was counted when both codings were within one second of each 

other; when the discrepancy was greater than that, a 

disagreement was counted. For all other measures, an 

agreement was counted each time both pairs of codings scored 

the corresponding items for each interaction. Disagreements 

were counted when the second coder (a) did not score an item 

that was scored by the principal coder, or (b) scored an 

item that was not scored by the principal coder. Agreements 

and disagreements were treated in the same way as were the 

identified interactions and inserted into the formula, 

[agreements/(agreements + disagreements)] x 100%. 

The percentages of agreement for identifying the 

linguistic interactions ranged from 69-93% with a mean of 

80% overall; agreements for analyzing the linguistic 

interactions ranged from 75-94% with a mean of 81% overall. 

Playground observations. A social interaction coding 

system (see Appendix F) adopted from Hops et al. (1978) was 

used to observe children in socially interactive situations 

such as at recess. This is a five-second, five-category 

interval coding system designed for observing and recording 

individual child's social interactions. Five code 

categories of target behaviors were identified in this 

system: (1) positive social interactions (PS) - record all 



aspects of positive social behavior; (2) talking behaviors 

(T) - record all unstructured verbal interactive behavior 

exhibited by the child being observed; (3) listening 

behaviors (L) - record any behavior of the observed child 

who is listening to peers' talking; (4) negative social 

interactions (NG) - record all aspects of social behavior 

which are negative and/or aggressive; (5) alone (AL) -

record all aspects of nonsocial behavior. This coding 

system thus provides data on the following interactive 

behaviors: frequency of positive social interaction, 

frequency of talking, frequency of listening, frequency of 

negative social interaction, and frequency of being alone. 
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All the target children were obs~rved at either morning 

or afternoon recess for 6 minutes. Two undergraduate 

assistants who were unaware of the purpose of the study and 

who were blind to the conditions each target child 

participated in served as observers/coders for the behavior 

observation on the playground. The teachers were asked to 

tell the classes that the assistants would be wandering 

around the playground watching how children play and that 

the children should not disturb them. To remain 

inconspicuous, the observers also tried to look at other 

children as well as the target child in the hope that this 

might suggest to the children that the target child was not 

the only one being observed. 
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Both assistants received extensive training in which 

they were required to (1) review the written instructions; 

(2) observe the researcher's demonstration of coding 

children's behaviors in videotaped and live situations; and 

(3) practice coding children's behaviors in both videotaped 

and live situations. Training continued until the inter

observer agreement among the assistants reached 90% for 

three consecutive practice trials in live situations. 

In determining agreement between the two observers/ 

coders, approximately 15% of the target children were 

randomly selected and observed independently but at the same 

time. Then, an interval-by-interval comparison between the 

two codings was conducted. Agreements were counted when 

both observers had identified the same behavior category in 

the same interval. Disagreements were counted when the two 

observers identified different behavior category in the same 

interval. Agreements and disagreements were tallied and 

summed for each child, and then inserted into the formula, 

[agreements/(agreements + disagreements)] x 100%. The 

percentages of agreements ranged from 67-100% with a mean of 

82% overall. 

Children loneliness scale. A 24-item questionnaire 

designed by Asher et al., (1984) was used to assess 

children's feelings of loneliness and social dissatisfaction 

(see Appendix G). In this scale 16 items focused on 

children's feelings of loneliness (e.g., "I'm lonely"), 
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feelings of social adequacy versus inadequacy (e.g., "I'm 

good at working with other children"), or sUbjective 

estimations of peer status (e.g., "I have lots of friends"). 

The other eight items focused on children's hobbies or 

preferred activities (e.g., "I like to paint and draw"; "I 

watch TV a lot"). These eight "filler" items were included 

to help children feel more open and relaxed about indicating 

their attitudes about various topics. Children responded to 

each of the 24 items by indicating on a 5-point scale how 

much each statement was a true description of themselves 

(i.e., always true, true most of the time, true sometimes, 

hardly ever true, not true at all). The scale was 

administered individually to each child in a testing room by 

a female undergraduate assistant. Each child was first 

trained in use of the rating scale by responding to several 

activity preference statements (e.g., "I like roller 

skating"). After the child understood the task, the 

assistant read aloud each of the 24 items, waiting for the 

child to record his or her ratings for each item before 

going on to the next item. 

All the 16 loneliness items were used to compute a 

total loneliness score for each child. Responses to each of 

the loneliness items were scored such that a high score was 

indicative of greater loneliness or social dissatisfaction. 

Responses for each of the 16 items were then summed to 



create a total loneliness score for each child that could 

range from 16 (low loneliness) to 80 (high loneliness). 
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The primary 16-item scale was found to be internally 

consistent (Cronbach's ~= .90) and internally reliable 

(split-half correlation between forms = .83; Spearman-Brown 

reliability coefficient = .91; Guttman split-half 

reliability coefficient = .91) (Asher et al., 1984). A 

significant negative relationship was also found between 

loneliness and both friendship nominations, ~ = -.25, and 

play ratings, ~ = -.31, received from same-sex peers (Asher 

et al., 1984). The internal consistency calculated based on 

the data set of this study is also satisfactory (Cronbach's 

~ = .85). 

Settings 

The setting was a room in each of the two public 

elementary schools. The room provided in one school, a 

larger campus, is built and decorated specifically for 

research purpose. Training and part of assessments (i.e., 

videotaped conversation, loneliness scale, conversational 

skill concept interview) were conducted in this room. The 

room had two distinct areas, a larger area, approximately 

3.2 m x 3 m, and a smaller area, approximately, 2 m x 0.9 m. 

The two areas were separated by a light-weight construction 

and curtains. In the larger area there were six child-size 

chairs, one adult-size chair, and a portable blackboard when 
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it was used for group training. When the room was used for 

videotaping, the small area included a video cassette 

recorder (VCR) and a video camera with a lens protruding 

about 1 inch through the curtain toward the larger area 

where two child-size chairs were set against the wall in 45 

degree. When used for individual testing, the larger area 

of the room contained one desk and two chairs. The room 

provided in the other school, a smaller campus, is a multi

purpose room, approximately 4.3 m x 3 m. This room, 

furnished with a child-size table and chairs and a 

blackboard, was used for the training sessions and 

individual testing sessions. Videotaping was conducted in a 

smaller room, approximately 3.3 m x 2 m. The room was 

divided by a curtain creating a smaller part for setting the 

camera and VCRi and a larger part for seating the children. 

Pretraining Assessment 

For each of the 36 target children, scores for all the 

measures were obtained before the training. Training began 

within a week after the completion of pretraining 

assessment. 

Treatment and Control Conditions 

The 36 low-status, low-skilled children were randomly 

assigned to one of three conditions with the constraints 

that children in each condition were matched for their sex, 

age, and school. six groups of six children were formed, 



one for each condition in each of the two schools. This 

resulted in two instruction/rationale groups, two guided 

practice groups, and two control groups. 
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Children in all three conditions participated in six 

3D-minute sessions held three times a week during the school 

day. They met in groups of six with an adult trainer and 

were told that the purpose of the group is to learn how 

children their age talk with their peers and to learn better 

ways of talking with other people. 

To standardize the expectations of the parents and 

teachers, they were all blind to the condition assignments 

of the children. All the procedures used in the study had 

been tested in a pilot group of six 8- to 11-year-old 

children (two boys and four girls). Modification of the. 

preliminary procedures was made based upon the result of 

this pilot study. 

Two treatment conditions -- instruction/rationale and 

guided practice, were designed for conversational skills 

training. The conversational skills taught included: (1) 

initiating a conversation -- greeting, introducing popular 

topics; (2) active listening -- responding to the 

initiations of others; (3) maintaining on-going 

conversation; (4) complimenting -- saying something nice. A 

different skill was taught each session. "Initiating" was 

taught on the first session, followed by "listening," 
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"maintaining," and "compliment" in that order. In the last 

two sessions all the skills taught were reviewed. 

Instruction/rationale condition. Children in this 

condition received instruction on conversational skill 

concepts and rationales. Four conversational skill concepts 

were emphasized: initiating a conversation, active 

listening, maintaining on-going conversations, and 

compliments. Four reasons were given to stress the 

advantages of having conversations with other children: (1) 

getting to meet and learn about new people and even make new 

friends; (2) having a chance to tell other children about 

things that you like; (3) not being left out of what is 

going on; (4) having a chance to learn about things that are 

interesting and important that they did not know about. And 

four reasons were given to stress the disadvantages of not 

having conversations with other children: (1) not getting a 

chance to meet new and interesting people; (2) losing a 

chance to share your thoughts and interests with others; (3) 

missing out what is going on; (4) being left out of other 

activities, such as games, parties, and so on. 

In the first session, children learned the ways to 

initiate a conversation with other people. During the 

second session, children learned the ways to be a good 

listener in a conversation. In the third session, children 

learned to keep a conversation going. And in the fourth 

session, children learned to say something nice to other 
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people. Each session followed identical procedure. The 

trainer introduced the concept of the target skill and 

suggested that such skill is a good way to make conversation 

go well and to make peer to become better friends. The 

trainer defined the skill by giving behavioral examples and 

encouraged the children to generate a list of behavioral 

examples of the skill. The trainer prompted the children 

until a comprehensive list was developed. In the fifth and 

sixth sessions, children reviewed all the conversational 

skill concepts and rationales by reviewing the instructions 

and more behavioral examples for each skill concept (see 

Appendix H for detailed training scripts). 

Guided practice condition. Children in this condition 

were provided with the opportunities to practice specific 

conversational skills in the group without much instructions 

or rationales. It involved the trainer guiding and 

prompting the children to perform each conversational skill, 

followed by immediate feedback regarding their performance. 

Four conversational skills were learned in the following 

sequence: initiating conversations, actively listening, 

maintaining on-going conversations, and complimenting. Each 

session followed identical procedures. First, the trainer 

provided behavioral examples of each skill to the children 

who then took turns practicing these behaviors. As the 

children practiced, the trainer socially reinforced all the 

correct attempts by the children, prompted them when 
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necessary, and corrected any mistake made by the children. 

In the fifth and sixth sessions, children practiced each of 

the four conversational skills. The trainer prompted and 

socially reinforced their appropriate skill performance and 

corrected their errors (see Appendix H for detailed training 

scripts). 

Attention-control condition. Children in this 

condition were taken out of their classrooms for the same 

amount of time, stayed in the same room, and were" given the 

same reasons for participating in the study as the children 

in treatment conditions. They were shown an educational 

film about mathematics and problem solving on TV for about 

20 minutes and then were asked to fill out a questionnaire 

about the film. Their opportunities for peer interactions 

were minimized and the trainer neither provided them any 

instructions regarding conversational skills nor reinforced 

any conversational skills (see Appendix H for detailed 

scripts) • 

The film used in this condition, "The challenge of the 

unknown," is a 7-part film series to introduce the fun of 

mathematics and problem solving. Each part consists of a 

documentary and comedy segments for different math and 

problem-solving concepts and can be shown as independent 

units. The experimenter randomly selected six parts of the 

film series to show, one for each session. The running time 

for each part ranged from 18 to 21 minutes. 
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Trainer training. Three female undergraduate students 

were randomly assigned to one of the three conditions to 

serve as trainers. They were first asked to memorize a 

written script and then role-played with the experimenter. 

The role-playing session was videotaped and their 

performances were evaluated against the following criteria: 

eye contact, loudness of voice, speed of speech, gestures, 

time control, and following the script on a 5-point scale 

(i.e., 1 for poor, 2 for dissatisfactory, 3 for neither good 

nor poor, 4 for satisfactory, and 5 for good; see Appendix 

H). Then, the experimenter and the trainers reviewed the 

videotapes together and discussed the results of the 

evaluations and ways to improve their performance. They 

were required to repeat the role-playing session until they 

at least satisfied all of the criteria. In order to 

minimize the possibility that the treatment effect might be 

a function of the trainers, they were kept blind to the 

expected differential results of the training and only 

received limited information regarding the purpose of the 

study. A post-training debriefing interview showed that all 

of the three trainers believed that their role was to help 

children improve their conversational skills. Moreover, the 

review of the audiotaped training sessions indicated that 

the trainers faithfully followed the scripts. 
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Posttraining and Follow-up Assessments 

Posttraining assessments were conducted immediately 

after the training. All of the assessment tools were 

administered again, i.e., sociometric measures, teacher 

rating, conversational skill concepts interview, playground 

observation, dyadic conversation, and loneliness scale. 

A follow-up assessment was conducted eight weeks later 

after the conclusion of the training. The same assessment 

procedures were repeated. All of the pretraining, post 

training, and follow-up assessments were conducted by the 

same assistants who were not involved in the training and 

who were blind about the group assignment of the target 

children. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

The results are presented in four sections. The first 

section describes the scoring and data reduction procedures 

used. Next, a comparison of low- and high-status groups at 

pretest are presented. Then, experimental group equivalence 

at pretest are examined. Finally, treatment effects are 

evalua~ed at both the time of posttest and follow-up. 

scoring and Data Reduction 

Conversational skill knowledge measure. Four scores 

(initiation, referent, secondary adjustments, and greeting) 

were derived from each of the two situations in the 

conversational skill concept interview (see Table 1 for 

detailed description of these four categories). The 

frequency for each of the four categories was computed for 

each child at each time of assessment by summing the total 

number of occurrences coded within each category in each 

situation. 

Two measures, secondary adjustments and greeting, were 

excluded from further analyses because they occurred very 

infrequently at each time of assessment (i.e., the mean 

occurrence for secondary adjustments was, respectively, 0.75 
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at pretest, 0.86 at posttest, 0.80 at follow-up; for 

greeting, 0.83 at pretest, 0.80 at posttest, 0.74 at follow

up). 

Table 1 

categories in Conversational Skill Knowledge Measure 

category 

Initiation 

Referent 

Secondary 

adjustments 

Greeting 

Description 

Any relevant verbal initiation toward the 

simulated peers by the child except 

greeting. 

Any persons, things, and events referred in 

each initiation by the child, classified 

into predetermined categories (e.g., self, 

others, family, friends, school, sports, 

objects, entertainment, feelings, etc.) 

Response that not only serves to communicate 

but also to achieve a secondary purpose 

(e.g., to compliment, to cooperate, to 

teach, etc.) 

Social greetings such as "Hi," "Hello," "How 

are you," "Bye," etc. 
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Conversational skill performance measure. Dyadic 

conversation yielded nine scores: initiation, duration, 

referent, referent category, flexibility, secondary 

adjustments, greetings, incomplete interaction, and failure 

to react for each child at each time of assessment (see 

Table 2 for detailed description of these nine categories). 

The scores for initiation, duration, referent, referent 

category, secondary adjustments, greetings, incomplete 

interaction, and failure to react were computed by summing 

the total number of occurrences within each category for the 

target child. The flexibility score was derived by dividing 

the total number of referents the target child referred to 

by the total number of referent categories. For example, 

during a 5-minute conversation, a child might refer to 

topics related to school five times, to family three times, 

and to sports one time. The total number of referents is, 

therefore, nine (i.e., 5 + 3 + 1 = 9) and the total number 

of referent categories is three (school, family, and 

sports). The flexibility score is then three (i.e., 9/3 

3) in this case. 

Two measures, secondary adjustments and greeting, were 

excluded from further analyses because they occurred very 

infrequently at each time of assessment (i.e., the mean 

occurrence for secondary adjustments was 0.03 at pretest, 

0.09 at posttest, 0.06 at follow-up; and for greeting was 

0.06 at pretest, 0.06 at posttest, 0.00 at follow-up). 
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Table 2 

categories in Conversational Skill Performance Measure 

category 

Initiation 

Duration 

Referenta 

Referent 

category! 

Flexibility 

Secondary 

adjustments 

Greeting 

Incomplete 

interaction 

Failure to 

react 

Description 

Any verbalizations/gestures by the child 

that introduces a referent(s) and followed 

by a relevant reaction by the peer. 

Length of each initiation. 

Persons, things, and events referred in 

each initiation by the child. 

A set of categories used to classify the 

referents in each initiation. 

An index to estimate the continuation of 

conversation on the same referent(s). 

Response that not only serves to communicate 

but also to achieve a secondary purpose. 

Social greetings, such as "Hi," "Bye." 

An initiation by the child which does not 

receive a relevant reaction from the peer. 

A lack of relevant reaction from the child to 

an initiation by the peer. 

aThe scores from these categories were used in the 

computation for the score of flexibility. 
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Playground observation. Thirty 5-s intervals were 

observed for each child. Five behavior categories (positive 

social interaction, talking, listening, negative social 

interaction, and alone) were used to code children's 

behavior on the playground during recess (see Table 3 for 

details). The frequency for each of the five behavior 

categories was computed for each child at each time of 

assessment by summing the total number of behaviors coded 

within each behavior category. 

Table 3 

categories in Playground Observation Measure 

category 

positive social 

interaction 

Talking 

Listening 

Negative social 

interaction 

Alone 

Description 

positive nonverbal social behavior 

exhibited by the child toward peers. 

unstructured verbal interactive 

behavior by the child toward peers. 

Verbal/nonverbal behavior by the child 

when listening to peers' talking. 

Negative/aggressive behavior by the 

child toward peers. 

All aspects of nonsocial behavior. 
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One measure, negative social interaction, was excluded 

from further data analyses because it occurred very 

infrequently at each time of assessment (i.e., the mean 

percentage of occurrence were, respectively, 4% at pretest, 

0% at posttest, 2% at follow-up). Another measure, positive 

social (nonverbal) interaction, was also excluded from 

further analysis because nonverbal interaction was not the 

concern of the present study. 

pociometric measures. Two sociometric scores were 

derived by averaging the positive nominations and play 

ratings given to each child by same-sex classmates. Same

sex nomination and ratings were used as they tend to provide 

a valid and reliable estimate of peer acceptance at this age 

(Oden & Asher, 1977). For the nomination measure, a 

proportion score was computed for each child, operationally 

defined as the number of same-sex nominations received 

divided by the number of same-sex classmates. For the 

rating-scale measure, a child's score was computed as the 

average rating received from same-sex classmates, with a 

higher score indicative of greater peer acceptance. To 

permit comparison of scores across classrooms, these average 

nomination and rating scores were converted to standard 

scores, using the means and standard deviations for each sex 

group in each classroom in the computations. 



Loneliness measure. A loneliness score was computed 

for each child at each time of assessment. Responses for 

each of the 16 items were summed to create a total 

loneliness score for each child. The scores could range 

from 16 to 80, with a higher score indicating greater 

loneliness. 
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Factor scores. All of the dependent measures scores 

from the pretest were subjected to factor analysis using the 

principal-components method. Analyses yielded a five~factor 

solution that was rotated to Varimax criterion of simple 

structure. Table 4 presents the factor loading of the 

items. These five factors were selected because each of 

them had an eigenvalue greater than 1.00. Sixty-nine 

percent of the variance was accounted for by the five 

principal factors, with the Skill Performance factor 

contributing 23% of the variance, the Skill Knowledge factor 

17% of the variance, the Peer Acceptance factor 12%, the 

Verbal Interaction factor 10%, and the Loneliness factor 8%. 

All the pretest, posttest, and follow-up data were 

transformed into factor scores using unit weighing of 

standard scores for those variables with factor loading of 

.70 or higher. Factor scores were then used in subsequent 

analyses. 



Table 4 

Factor structure of All Dependent Measures 

Conversational Conversational Verbal Peer 

Item skill knowledge skill performance interaction acceptance 

Initiation Aa .95' .06 .03 .12 

Referent Aa .95' .04 .01 .04 

Initiation Bb -.02 .94' .06 -.03 

F lexibil i tl -.03 .85' .02 -.13 

Referent Bb .15 .80' .12 .13 

Durationb .05 .78' .03 .23 

TalkingC .16 .09 .85' -.04 

ListeningC -.15 .09 .83' .15 

Positive 

nomi nat i ond -.04 .10 .03 .84' 

Play Ratingd .02 -.02 -.05 .83' 

Lonel iness· -.05 -.02 .13 -.06 

Lonel i

ness 

-.13 

-.12 

.02 

.02 

-.04 

- .01 

-.12 

.06 

-.12 

- .30 

.80' 

'The variables loaded sufficiently on the factor. altem derived from the conversational 

skill concept interview. bltem derived from the measure of dyadic conversation. Cltem 

derived from playground observation. d ltem derived from sociometric measures. ·Item 

derived from the Children Loneliness Scale. 
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status Group Differences at Pretest 

Preliminary analyses were conducted on pretest data to 

determine whether low-status (neglected/rejected) children 

who had been selected for inclusion in the training differed 

from high-status (popular/average) children on any of the 

dependent measures in addition to the sociometric measures. 

Data from all of the children who had been selected for 

inclusion in the training and those children who have been 

classified as high-status were used. Since some children 

had failed to complete some measurements due to the time 

limit and/or scheduling problems, their data were excluded 

testwise from the following analyses. A series of one-way 

univariate analyses of variance (ANOVAs) were conducted on 

the composite variables of conversational skill knowledge, 

conversational skill performance, verbal interaction, peer 

acceptance, and loneliness. As shown in Table 5, high

status children had significantly higher scores than did 

their low-status counterparts on conversational skill 

knowledge, conversational skill performance, and peer 

acceptance. However, low- and high-status children did not 

differ in their frequency of verbal interaction with peers 

on the playground or in their feeling of loneliness. 
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Table 5 

Means and Standard Deviations for Low-Status and High-Status 

Children at Pretest 

Skill 

M 

SD 

Skill 

M 

SD 

Measure 

knowledge 

Low status 

(nl=36) 

-0.80 

1.36 

performance8 

-1.16 

3.21 

Verbal interactionb 

M 0.07 

SD 2.00 

Peer acceptance 

M -1. 35 

SD 1.20 

Loneliness 

M 0.21 

SD 1.16 

High status 

(n2=34 ) 

0.34 

2.02 

0.60 

3.50 

0.52 

1.60 

1.53 

1.21 

-0.16 

0.73 

7.70 .007 

4.65 .034 

1.01 ns 

99.72 .000 

2.57 ns 
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Experimental Group Equivalence at Pretest 

Before examining the data for effects of the 

experimental manipulations, a series of 3 (group) x 3 (age) 

x 2 (sex) x 2 (school) univariate analyses of variance 

(ANOVAs) were conducted to determine whether there were 

differences among children on dependent measures by group, 

age, sex, and school at pretest. Multiple ANOVAs were 

conducted without a preceding preliminary MANOVA because the 

multiple-ANOVAs approach is more appropriate for addressing 

this research question and because the dependent variables 

are conceptually and empirically independent (Huberty & 

Morris, 1989). Due to the schedule problem and equipment 

failure, 2 of the 36 target children in different groups 

were unable to complete one measurement used in this study. 

Instead of completely excluding their data set from 

analyses, group means were inserted for the missing data. 

The result indicated that there were no significant main or 

interaction effects involving factors of group, age, sex, 

and school on any of the dependent measures at pretest. The 

summary tables of these preliminary analyses are presented 

in Appendix I. 

Treatment Effects and Follow-up 

Subsequent analyses were based on the data of 35 target 

children which were pooled across ages, sexes, and schools. 

Given the small sample size and the fact that groups were 
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run in each school and children were assigned to one of the 

groups by random selection from matched trio, it was not 

practical to do analyses without pooling data across ages, 

sexes, and schools. The data on one child was excluded in 

the analyses because she had transferred to another school 

after the intervention and resulted in an incomplete data 

set for this child at the time of posttest and follow-up. 

The means and standard deviations of the five dependent 

measures for these 35 children in the three experimental 

conditions at each assessment interval are presented in 

Table 6. 

A series of 3 (group) x 2 (trial: posttest vs. follow

up) repeatsd measures analyses of covariance (ANCOVA) using 

mUltivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) procedures, 

with pretest scores as covariates, were conducted to assess 

differences on the dependent measures. Each of the planned 

hypotheses was tested by a series of a priori F-tests. 

Then, in order to examine the hypothesized linear trend 

increase in conversational skill knowledge, skill 

performance, and verbal interaction from pretest to posttest 

to follow-up in the instruction/rationale or guided practice 

condition, a 3 (group) x 3 (trial: pretest vs. posttest vs. 

follow-up) repeated measures AN OVA was performed, followed 

by a priori linear trend contrast. Next, post hoc 

comparisons using Newman-Keul's procedure were conducted on 

posttest and follow-up data separately to examine the 



Table 6 

Means and Standard Deviations for Experimental Groups on 

Dependent Measures at Pretest, Posttest, and Follow-up 

Pretest Post test Follow-up 

Measure M (SO) M (SO) M (SO) 

------------------------------------------------------------------
Skill knowledge 

Instruction 0.17 (2.30) 1.08 (2.70) 0.55 (1. 93) 

Practice -0.32 (1. 75) -0.39 (1. 51) 0.19 (2.03) 

Control 0.15 (1. 90) -0.60 (1. 23) -0.69 (1. 25) 

Skill Performance 

Instruction -0.28 (4.04) -0.66 (3.37) -0.42 (2.27) 

Practice 0.58 (3.24) 1.33 (2.01) 1.95 (2.35) 

Control -0.30 (3.43) -0.56 (3.30) -1.43 (3.21) 

Verbal interaction 

Instruction 0.68 (2.47) 0.17 (1.49 ) 0.47 (1.77) 

Practice -0.70 (0.69) 0.56 (2.00) 0.70 (2.30) 

Control 0.02 (1. 57) -0.72 (1. 53) -1.13 (0.74) 

Peer acceptance 

Instruction -1.82 (1. 34) -1.01 (1. 05) -1.10 (1. 20) 

Practice -1.09 (1. 07) -0.23 (1.15 ) -0.11 (1.37) 

Control -1.08 (1.13 ) -0.79 (1. 04) -0.57 (1. 39) 

Loneliness 

Instruction 0.32 (1.25) 0.08 (1.17) -0.01 (1. 02) 

Practice -0.10 (0.94) 0.24 (0.97) 0.02 (1.17) 

Control -0.22 (0.74) -0.31 (0.85) -0.01 (0.87) 
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Note. All data were presented in standard scores. Instruction/rationale 

group had only 11 subjects at posttest and follow-up. 
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differences between group pairs. Finally, post hoc linear 

trend contrasts from pretest to posttest to follow-up were 

conducted to test linear trend in conversational skill 

performance and verbal interaction in control condition and 

in peer acceptance across the three conditions. 

Skill knowledge. The ANCOVA on conversational skill 

knowledge revealed a nonsignificant but approaching to 

significant effect for group, ~(2, 31) = 3.11, R=.06; as 

well as a nonsignificant main effect for trial, ~(1, 32) = 

0.00; and for the group by trial interaction, ~(2, 32) = 

1.42. The main effect of group accounted for 8% of variance 

in conversational skill knowledge. A priori F-tests were 

conducted on posttest and follow-up data separately to test 

the planned hypotheses that children in instruction/ 

rationale group showed significantly greater conversational 

skill knowledge than children in guided practice and control 

group at posttest and follow-up. The result, partially 

supporting the hypotheses, showed that instruction/rationale 

group demonstrated significantly greater conversational 

skill knowledge than guided practice and control groups at 

posttest, ~(1, 31) = 10.67, R<.Ol; but this contrast was not 

maintained at follow-up, ~(1, 31) = 1.57. 

The planned a priori linear trend contrast from pretest 

to posttest to follow-up indicated that there was no 

significant linear trend in instruction/rationale condition, 

~(1, 64) = 1.86. specific comparisons using Newman-Keul's 
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procedure on follow-up data indicated that there were no 

significant differences on conversational skill knowledge 

between group pairs at follow-up. Figure 1 shows the mean 

skill knowledge at pretest, posttest, and follow-up for the 

three experimental conditions. 

Skill performance. The ANCOVA on conversational skill 

performance revealed a significant main effect for group, 

~(2, 31) = 4.22, p<.05; but no significant main effect for 

trial, ~(1, 32) = 0.00; or for the group by trial 

interaction, ~(2, 32) = 0.77. The main effect of group 

accounted for 13% of variance in conversational skill 

performance. A priori F-tests were conducted on posttest 

and follow-up data separately to test the planned 

hypotheses: children in the guided practice condition 

performed significantly better in conversational skills than 

children in the instruction/rationale condition and control 

condition at the time of posttest and follow-up. The 

result, supporting the hypotheses, indicated that there was 

a nonsignificant but approaching to significant planned 

contrast among the three groups at posttest, ~(1, 31) = 

3.64, p<.10; and that the guided practice group outperformed 

the instruction/rationale and control groups at follow-up, 

~(1, 31) = 12.96, p<.Ol. 

The planned a priori linear trend contrast from pretest 

to posttest to follow-up indicated that there was no 

significant linear trend in guided practice condition, ~(1, 
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64) = 1.99. Specific comparisons using Newman-Keul's 

procedure were conducted on follow-up data and the test 

indicated no significant differences on conversational skill 

performance between the instruction/rationale group and the 

control group at follow-up. The post hoc linear trend 

contrast from pretest to post test to follow-up revealed 

that there was no significant linear trend in control 

condition, ~(1, 64) = 1.35. Figure 2 shows the mean skill 

performance at pretest, posttest, and follow-up for the 

three experimental conditions. 



(J) 

b.O 
"0 

(J) 
r-I 

~ 
0 

~ 
~ 
ro 
Q) 

~ 

106 

3 

2 

1 

0 

Control 

-1 

-2 

-3 ~----------~----------~------------~----------~ 
Pretest Posttest Follow-up 

Time of Assessment 

Figure 1. Mean skill knowledge for instruction/rationale. 

guided practice. and control conditions at pretest. 

posttest. and follow-up. 
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Figure 2. Mean skill performance for instruction/rationale 

guided practice. and control conditions at pretest. 

posttest. and follow-up. 
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Verbal interaction. The ANCOVA on verbal interaction 

revealed a significant main effect for group, ~(2, 31) = 

4.46, ~<.05; but no significant main effect for trial, ~(1, 

32) = 0.00; or for the group by trial interaction, ~(2, 32) 

= 0.46. The main effect of group accounted for 16% of 

variance in verbal interaction with peers. A priori F-tests 

were conducted on posttest and follow-up data separately to 

test the planned hypotheses: children in the guided practice 

condition engaged in significantly more verbal interactions 

with peers than children in the instruction/rationale 

condition and control condition at the time of posttest and 

follow-up. The result failed to support the hypotheses and 

revealed that there was neither significant planned contrast 

among the three groups at posttest, ~(1, 31) = 2.01; nor at 

follow-up, ~(1, 31) = 2.76. 

The planned a priori linear trend contrast from pretest 

to posttest to follow-up indicated a significant linear 

trend in guided practice condition, ~(1, 64) = 5.47, ~<.05. 

Specific comparisons using Newman-Keul's procedure were 

conducted on posttest and follow-up data separately. The 

test indicated that there were no significant differences on 

verbal interaction with peers between group pairs at 

posttest. However, both instruction/rationale and guided 

practice groups engaged in significantly more verbal 

interactions with their peers than control group at the time 

of follow-up. The post hoc linear trend contrast from 
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pretest to post test to follow-up revealed that there was a 

nonsignificant but approaching to significant linear trend 

in control condition, ~(1, 64) = 3.69, R<.10. The mean 

verbal interactions at pretest, posttest, and follow-up for 

the three experimental conditions are presented in Figure 3. 

Peer acceRtance. The ANCOVA on peer acceptance showed 

no significant main effects for group, ~(2, 31) = 1.15; for 

trial, ~(1, 32) = 0.20; or for the group by trial 

interaction, ~(2, 32) = 0.27. A priori F-tests were 

conducted on posttest and follow-up data separately to test 

the planned hypotheses that children in the guided practice 

condition, compared to those in instruction/rationale and 

control condition, received significantly greater peer 

acceptance at either posttest or follow-up provided that 

significant behavior change was achieved. The result 

revealed that there was neither significant differences 

among the three groups at posttest, ~(1, 31) = 1.05; nor at 

follow-up, ~(1, 31) = 0.05. 

The post hoc linear trend contrast from pretest to post 

test to follow-up indicated a significant linear trend 

across the three conditions, ~(1, 64) = 4.93, R<.05. The 

mean peer acceptance for the three experimental conditions 

at pretest, posttest, and follow-up are presented in Figure 

4. 
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Figure 3. Mean verbal interaction for instruction/rationale, 

guided practice, and control conditions at pretest, 

posttest, and follow-up. 
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Figure 4. Mean peer acceptance for instruction/rationale 
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Loneliness. The ANCOVA on loneliness revealed a 

nonsignificant main effect for group, ~(2, 31) = 0.70; and 

for trial, ~(1, 32) = 0.00; as well as a nonsignificant but 

approaching to significant effect for the group by trial 

interaction, ~(2, 32) = 3.14, R=.06. A priori F-tests were 

conducted on posttest and follow-up data separately to test 

the planned hypotheses that children in the guided practice 

group condition, compared to those in the instruction/ 

rationale and control condition, showed a significantly 

reduction in their feeling of loneliness at either posttest 

or follow-up provided that a significant increase in peer 

acceptance was achieved. The result showed that there was 

no significant planned contrast among the three groups at 

either posttest, ~(1, 31) = 0.72; or at follow-up, ~(1, 31)= 

0.05. 

The mean loneliness for the three experimental 

conditions at pretest, posttest, and follow-up are presented 

in Figure 5. 
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CHAPTER 4 

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 

The results of this study in general support the 

hypotheses that the two intervention components examined 

here had positive and differential effects on the 

conversational skills of the target children. That is, 

children in the instruction/rationale condition, as 

expected, showed greater conversational skill knowledge, as 

measured in a skill concept interview, than children in the 

guided practice or the control condition. Guided practice, 

on the other hand, promoted children's skill performance as 

observed during a dyadic conversation. Both manipulations 

also increased the children's frequencies of verbal 

interaction with peers on the playground. 

Mechanisms Responsible for Treatment Effects 

As the children in the attention-control condition did 

not show change over time on any of the dependent measures, 

the gains achieved by the children in skill training groups 

cannot be contributed to the effects of such factors as 

experimenter attention, separation from the classroom, and 

small group experience. Indeed, the findings provide direct 

support for the cognitive-social learning model of social 

skills training/learning. 
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Differential treatment effects. Coaching programs are 

based on the theoretical premise that unaccepted children 

lack the social skills necessary to make friends. When 

children are given instruction and practice in these skills, 

they are expected to use these skills increasingly in their 

peer interactions and thereby acquire greater peer approval. 

The instruction and practice components in a coaching 

program are designed to serve different training functions, 

with instruction designed to enhance skill knowledge and 

practice designed to promote skill performance. 

In the present study, a series of measures provided an 

opportunity to examine the differential effects of the 

instruction and practice components along a gradient of 

generalization. First, the conversational skill concept 

interview was employed to assess children's skill concepts. 

Changes were observed on this conversational skill concept 

measure immediately after receiving instruction/rationale, 

but no change was found on this measure in the guided 

practice and control conditions. Second, the dyadic 

conversation method was used to evaluate children's skill 

performance. Improvement was found on this conversational 

skill performance measure both immediately as well as 8 

weeks after receiving guided practice, but no change was 

found on this measure in the instruction/rationale and 

control conditions. Thus, the instruction/rationale and the 



guided practice components seemed to contribute to 

conversational skills training differently. 
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The third measure, verbal interaction with peers 

observed on the playground, provided an estimate of the 

extent to which children generalized their skill learning to 

real social situations. positive effects for both the 

instruction/rationale and the guided practice components 

were found on this measure at the follow-up assessment. The 

fact that there was a differential effect of instruction/ 

rationale and guided practice on skill knowledge and skill 

performance as well as the fact that both components had a 

delayed effect on verbal interaction on the playground 

suggests a complicated picture of skill learning mechanism 

that warrants an integrated interpretation. 

The children in the instruction/rationale condition 

received organized information regarding social concepts and 

rationale of appropriate social behaviors in specific 

situations and they acquired the knowledge immediately after 

the training. However, they were not able to successfully 

translate this knowledge into social behavior nor to 

skillfully apply them to social situations because they did 

not have opportunities to practice them in the training 

sessions. In fact, their knowledge may have started to fade 

after several weeks due to lack of use or practice. On the 

other hand, since they had been taught the importance of 

exercising conversational skills in social contexts, the 
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finding of increased frequency of verbal interaction with 

peers may be a result of such a emphasis on rationale for 

conversational skills training (e.g., "When you have 

conversations with other children, you get to meet and learn 

about new people and even make new friends"). 

In contrast, children who were provided with 

opportunities to practice target social skills with peers 

under adult supervision in a relatively low-threat 

environment may have gradually reduced their social 

fear/anxiety. In addition, the feedback they received from 

the trainer and/or peers about their performance may help to 

correct or refine their skills as well as reinforce their 

use of these skills. Since the children in the guided 

practice condition did not receive instruction on skill 

concepts, they needed to abstract from their experience to 

form a set of concepts about social skills, and might 

therefore experience difficulty in so doing (as suggested by 

their relatively less improvement in skill knowledge 

compared to the instruction/rationale group). It is also 

possible that without organized skill concepts to guide or 

prompt these children's social behaviors, the improvement in 

their skill performance and interaction rate occurred slower 

than expected. 

Although partially unexpected, the findings that both 

skill training groups engaged in significantly more verbal 

interaction with their peers at the time of follow-up were 
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somewhat consistent with previous research (e.g., Gresham & 

Nagle, 1980; La Greca & Santogrossi, 1980). This result, 

along with the above-mentioned evidence, suggests that these 

two components might complement and facilitate each other 

and may both be essential parts in a coaching training 

program. 

Peer acceptance and behavior change. The absence of 

found differences among groups in peer acceptance as a 

result of skill training is partially consistent with the 

social skill-deficit hypothesis. That is, the failure to 

find significant changes in sociometric status may be a 

function of the ineffectiveness of the training components 

in teaching children new conversational skills such as the 

case of instruction/rationale condition. However, the 

children in the guided practice condition learned the 

targeted skills and applied them in their interactions with 

peers, yet remained unaccepted by their peers. There are 

several possible explanations of this unexpected finding. 

One possibility concerns the issue of subject selection 

and developmental changes in the relationship between social 

skills and peer acceptance during elementary school years. 

Two out of three coaching studies which failed to find 

changes in sociometric status along with the observed gains 

in social skills (Bierman & Furman, 1984; La Greca & 

Santogrossi, 1980) included older children (5th or 6th 

graders) as the subjects for training. In the present 
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study, twelve out of 36 children are 5th graders. It is 

possible that older children were faced with peer groups 

that were less willing to allow them to change their long

standing negative reputations. In addition, perhaps 

conversational skills are not a primary cause of peer 

rejection at this age; instead, peer attitude may be 

controlled by factors other than the target children's 

conversational skills. 

The absence of the treatment effect on peer acceptance 

also could be explained by limitations in the validity of 

the assessment of peer acceptance. The sociometric 

procedures used in this study were modified because of 

ethical considerations. That is, classmates were asked to 

rate the target children in terms of "how much do you play 

with this child," instead of "how much do you like to play 

with this child." This modification may have affected the 

sensitivity of this measure in detecting meaningful changes 

in a child's peer relationships. For example, the change in 

the likability of the target children may have been 

underestimated. 

A third possible explanation of the lack of treatment 

effect on peer acceptance may have to do with the length of 

follow-up period. It may take longer for peers to notice 

and accept the behavior change of the target children. 

Given the delayed improvement on skill performance and 

verbal interaction after training, it is likely that a 8-
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week follow-up in this study is not sufficient to manifest 

the change in peer attitudes toward the target children. 

Indeed, Oden and Asher (1977) in their year-long follow-up 

study found that those children who had received social 

skills training, compared to those in the control group, 

continued to improve their social status even one year after 

the training. Thus, it is important for future researchers 

to collect long-term follow-up sociometric data in order to 

determine the longstanding effects of social skills training 

on peer acceptance. 

Finally, the evidence from studies of group entry 

behavior (Putallaz, 1983) suggests that social skills 

training may not help the children to gain peer acceptance 

in the original group, but will help to establish their 

popularity when they enter a new group. Perhaps further 

investigation on the developmental appropriateness of the 

training, assessment procedures for peer acceptance, and the 

generalization/maintenance of training effects would help to 

clarify these issues. 

Feeling of loneliness. In addition to the lack of 

significant findings regarding peer acceptance, skill 

training did not affect children's feelings of loneliness. 

This finding is consistent with previous research in which 

skill training did not affect children's perception of 

social self-efficacy (Bierman & Furman, 1984). However, in 

this same study, peer involvement under cooperation goals 
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(i.e., group experience with nontarget peers) had some 

effect on feelings of social efficacy. As Bierman and 

Furman suggest, children's self-perception may not be based 

primarily on their actual behavioral abilities but instead 

they may be based on their perceptions of peer responses. 

If so, changes in feelings of loneliness may be more likely 

to occur in programs where peers are involved and their 

responses have been modified to become more positive than in 

other treatments where only the identified children's 

behavior has been altered. 

It is also possible that the Children Loneliness Scale 

is not as valid as suggested by Asher et ale (1984) given 

the evidence that it failed to discriminate between low- and 

high-status children at pretest and that it correlated with 

sociometric measures poorly (respectively, ~ = -0.12 with 

positive nomination and ~ = -0.30 with play rating) in this 

study. since this measure has not yet been widely used in 

social skills training literature, further studies are 

needed to clarify its relationship to peer acceptance and 

social skills. 

Limitations of the study and suggestions for Future Research 

Sample size. The fact that there were only 12 children 

in each of the conditions in this study resulted in 

relatively low power to detect any training effects. 

Despite this small sample size, the significant treatment 
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effects obtained for both the instruction/rationale and the 

guided practice conditions suggest that the manipulations 

produced relatively large effects. It is recommended that 

future studies use larger sample sizes in order to allow for 

more powerful significance tests as well as the study of 

moderator variables such as sex and age. 

Assessment. In order to address the issue of what 

functions or combination of functions can be achieved by 

specific manipulations such as the instruction/rationale and 

the guided practice, a variety of assessment tools were 

included in this study. For example, measures of 

conversational skill knowledge and conversational skill 

performance were employed to document the process of skill 

training. sociometric measures, behavior observation, and 

questionnaire were used to evaluate the training outcome, 

the generalization effect, and children's affective states. 

The inclusion of skill knowledge and skill performance 

measures in this study has furthered our understanding of 

the differential mechanisms involved in the two training 

components (i.e., instruction and practice). Nevertheless, 

other measures such as sociometric measures, playground 

observation, and the Children Loneliness Scale were not 

successful in detecting much differences among the 

experimental groups. The absence of any treatment effects 

on the verbal interaction measure and loneliness measure may 

be a function of the validity of these measures. For 
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example, the playground observation method had suffered from 

the reactivity of the children who were observed. Moreover, 

very few studies have employed these two methods and their 

reliability and validity are relatively unknown. 

One of the pressing needs in this literature is the 

development of adequate assessment tools for evaluating the 

hypothesized processes, the direct outcome, and the 

generalized effect of skill training (Ladd, 1985). 

Presently, very few instruments have been developed for such 

a comprehensive assessment. Most studies reviewed in this 

paper have mainly relied on outcome measures alone (e.g., 

frequency of interaction, sociometric status) to assess the 

effectiveness of their training procedures. 

One solution is to adopt measures developed in related 

areas and to use them in children's social skills studies. 

For example, techniques from the social-cognition literature 

could be adapted to evaluate children's ability to monitor 

and draw inferences about performance outcomes. Also, 

methods for assessing skill proficiency could be adapted 

from adult social skills literature for use with children 

and incorporated as an integral part of the investigator's 

battery of skill-assessment procedures. 

Developmental considerations in treatment programs. 

Another important consideration in this research area is the 

fit between the individual needs of the target children and 

the developmental appropriateness of the training 



124 

methodology. Children in the study were selected based on 

their poor sociometric status and poor social skills. 

However, they are not a homogeneous group because both 

neglected and rejected children were pooled together to form 

the low-status group. Moreover, their poor social skills 

might have been a result of various social skill-deficits. 

For future investigators, it is important to tailor 

intervention programs to the developmental level and 

individual need of the target child (Keane & Conger, 1981). 

In order to select appropriate training objectives and 

intervention methodology for a training program, the 

investigator should have knowledge of (1) the behavior 

patterns that lead to acceptance within the target child's 

peer culture; (2) how the target child's behavior deviates 

from the norms; and (3) the importance of each dimension of 

social skills in the target child's peer group (see Putallaz 

& Gottman, 1981). For example, conversational skills may be 

relatively less important for preschoolers than for 

elementary school children. They should also base these 

decisions on an assessment of the individual child's 

characteristics prior to training. For example, with 

children of limited verbal or cognitive ability (e.g., 

younger children or children with language handicaps), the 

investigator may wish to place greater emphasis on 

demonstration (e.g., modeled examples of behavior) as 
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opposed to verbal instruction as a means of conveying skill 

information. 

Trainer-learner relationship. Another limitation of 

this study is the confounding of the trainer with the 

training method. This study, however, could only arrange 

one trainer for each of the three conditions because of the 

limitation in the availability of the trainers and subjects. 

Several measures had been taken to minimize the influence of 

the trainer by condition interaction in this study. First, 

the three trainers used in this study were matched for their 

sex, age, education, and ethnic background. Second, these 

trainers were trained vigorously to follow the training 

scripts before they conducted any groups. Therefore, it is 

unlikely that the confounding of the trainer with the 

training method would have much influence on the treatment 

outcome in this study. Nevertheless, the use of multiple 

trainers for each of the treatment conditions would 

counterbalance possible interaction effects between the 

trainer and the manipulation in any intervention studies. 

Indeed, the characteristics of the trainer as well as 

the relationship between the trainer and the child play 

important roles in the success of a social skills training 

program. It is known that good rapport can facilitate the 

effectiveness of social skills training. However, few 

researchers have addressed this issue or even noted its 

importance in the skill-training process. Research findings 
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from related areas have documented that factors such as 

teacher characteristics (e.g., warmth, enthusiasm) 

(Flanders, 1970; Rosenshine & Furst, 1973) or teaching style 

(e.g., directiveness) (Soar, 1968) may affect children's 

learning and other learning-related variables such as 

anxiety level, attitudes toward learning, self-concepts, and 

so on. Therefore, it is recommended that future research 

and intervention take the variables of the trainer-child 

relationship into consideration when formulating a training 

program. 

Conclusions 

One purpose of this study was to examine the 

hypothesized functions of each individual component in a 

coaching program for social skills training. The results of 

this study supported a cognitive-social learning perspective 

of skill training/learning in which children form a concept 

of behavior(s) from informative experiences such as 

listening to verbal instructions or observing a model. On 

subsequent occasions, children may use these concepts as 

patterns or guides for performance. They then learn how to 

perform these behaviors when provided opportunities for 

practicing and experiencing favorable consequences for 

behavior or receiving feedback regarding the discrepancy 

between newly learned behaviors and standards. Finally, 

children's concepts and performance may be modified or 
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adjusted as a result of response outcome. In this study, 

children in the instruction/rationale condition, as opposed 

to those in guided practice condition, received instruction 

on knowledge regarding social goals and social skill 

concepts and improved their knowledge level as a result of 

this informative experience. On the other hand, children in 

the guided practice condition, compared to those in the 

instruction/rationale condition, had opportunities to 

practice specific social skills with their peers and 

enhanced their performance as a result of experiencing 

favorable consequences and receiving informative feedback 

for their behaviors. Therefore, this study provided 

evidence for the validation of the hypothesized processes of 

skill training/learning suggested by the cognitive-social 

learning theory. 

A second purpose of this study was to determine if 

conversational skills training is relevant and applicable 

towards school-aged children. Children in this study were 

able to learn and apply those skills in the experimental 

settings. However, it is less clear if they could 

generalize these skills to other situations. 

In summary, this study not only provided empirical 

support for the cognitive-social learning perspective of the 

skill learning but also contributed to the clinical 

implications for designing or selecting appropriate training 

components for specific intervention purposes. Moreover, 
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the results of this study suggest a need for greater 

consideration of the developmental levels and individual 

needs of the target child in designing an intervention 

program. Lastly, this study provided indirect support as to 

the utility of a coaching program (i.e., including both 

components of instruction and practice) in social skills 

training with elementary school children. 
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APPENDIX A 

CONSENT LETTER/FORMS AND HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL LETTER 

Dear Parent: 

Your child's participation is requested in a research project that 
will help to better understand children's social and language 
development. The study is particularly interested in ways to improve 
the conversational skills of children. 

The study will begin with an assessment of social interactions 
among children for the purpose of selecting children who will receive 
conversational skills training. Thus, your child's participation is 
requested in either the assessment process, or both assessment and 
training. In the training, your child would be assigned to participate 
in group activities which are designed to enhance your child's 
conversational skills. Videotaping might be used in different stages of 
the study for the purpose of assessment and training, but all 
information about your child will be kept strictly confidential. 
Participation in the assessment will involve a total of 30 to 45 
minutes. Training will involve 2 to 3 meetings per week for three to 
four weeks, for approximately 30 minutes each meeting. The schedule 
will be arranged so that your child will not miss instructions in basic 
subjects by participating in this training. 

For the purpose of this research, some of the selected children 
will serve as "Control." That is, they will be removed from the 
classroom but will not take part in the conversational skills training 
in the initial phase of the study. These children will be provided with 
special educational activities during the 3 hours of their 
participation. In addition, the final phase of the research is planned 
to provide them with conversational skills training so that they will 
get the same benefit as other children. 

This research will be conducted by me, a doctoral student at The 
University of Arizona, under the direction of professors in the 
Department of Psychology. The project does not create any potential 
discomfort or risk for your child. I hope that you will seriously 
consider giving your permission and allow your child to participate in 
this project. Should you wish further information, feel free to contact 
me at 621-7822 or 621-1705. I appreciate your consideration and hope 
you and your child elect to participate in this research project. 

Sincerely, 

Chi a-Chen Chao, M.S. 
Doctoral Candidate, 
Department of Psychology 
The University of Arizona 
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Parent Consent Form 

I have read the above "Parental Consent Letter." The 
nature, demand, risks, and benefits of the project have been 
explained to me. I understand that I may ask any questions 
and that I am free to withdraw from the project at any time 
without incurring ill will. I also understand that this 
consent form will be filed in an area designated by the 
Human Subjects Committee with access restricted to the 
principal investigator or authorized representatives of the 
particular department. A copy of this consent form is 
available to me upon request. 

Parent or Guardian's signature Date 

Minor Subject's Assent Form 

Your mother/father told me that it was okay for you to 
help us. We're from the University and are doing a study to 
find out about how children your age play and talk with each 
other, and how they can better learn to talk with other 
people. To do this, we have to do two things. First, I'll 
ask you some questions and have you write or mark down your 
answers on the answer sheet(s). Second, I'll videotape your 
conversation with some other kid in this room. We will do 
all this in the next few days; it won't take too long. If 
we find you could benefit from our group activity, and if 
you and your parents say it is okay , you can help us again 
several times over next 3 to 4 weeks. At the end of our 
study we will ask you some questions and videotape your 
conversation again. Do you have any question? Is it OK? 

Your Name (Subject's signature) Date 



The University of Arizona 
Human SIJIJJI~cts CCHlllf!llfflf' 

160!! N Willl/'n (11111111111f1 :!201.llllorn II? 

T(Jc~,un AlIlfJllil "~124 

(60:>1626·6721 1lI1i26· 7575 

Chia-Chen Chao, M.S. 
Department of Psychology 
MAIN CAMPUS 

Dear Ms. Chao: 
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30 April 1987 

We have received your project, "Conversational Skills Training with 
Elementary School Children: Effectiveness of Instruction/Rationale and Guided 
Practice", which was submitted to this Committee for review. The procedures 
to be followed in this study pose no more than minimal risk to the minor 
subjects participating. Regulations issued by the U.S. Department of Health 
and Human Services (45 CFR Part 46, Subpart D) auth~rize approval of this type 
project, with the condition' that adequate. provisions are .made to secure the 
consent of the subjects' parents.and, ~here'possible, the assent of the subjects 
themselves .. ";r, Althoughvfull'l colimdttae:\1revfew·::iII ... not.·::·raqu1red~". a'~;brief' .SUllllMry , ,'p." ", •. .,. • . .'. . ... ~ ..... ,' e ............. , ...... ",.. .... • • '. . ' •• • 

of the prC)J~t procedures' is submittedi-to-the 'Committee for'their, information 
and comment, if any, after administrative approval is granted. This project 
is approved effective 30 April 19B7. 

Approval is granted with the understanding that no changes will be made 
either to the procedures to be followed or to the assent and consent formes) 
to be used (as submitted with the request for approval) without the knowledge 
and approval of the Departmental/College Committee and the Human Subjects 
Committee. 

A university policy requires that all signed subject consent forms be 
kept in a permanent file in an area designated for that purpose by the Department 
Head or comparable authority. This will assure their accessibility in the 
e'/ent that university officials require the information and the principal 
investigator is unavailable for some reason. 

MN/jm 

cc: Departmental/College Review Committee 

Sincerely yours, 

Hilan Novak, M.D., Ph.D. 
Chairman . 
Human Subjects Committee 
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APPENDIX B 

POSITIVE NOMINATION AND PLAY RATING SCALE 

Directions 

The positive nomination and play rating scale are to be 

administered by the classroom teachers. The teacher, 

instead relating the sociometric measures to the present 

research, should introduce them as a classroom activity such 

as a project for social study. Tell the students that the 

purpose of doing this is to learn about how much the 

students play with each other at school. It is not used to 

test their ability and will not affect their grade in any 

way. 

Hand out the paper to each of the students and ask them 

to write the names of three kids in the class with whom they 

play the most. Then, start to explain how to use the rating 

scale: 

"On this paper we have the numbers 1 through 5. 

Before we do more, let me explain how to use these numbers. 

Each number has a different meaning. Let me put this on the 

board. 

1 

Not At All 

2 

A Little Bit 

3 

Sometime 

4 5 

A Lot All The Time 
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For example, if I ask you 'How much do you eat ice 

cream?', and you circle number 1, that means you never eat 

ice cream at all; if you circle number 2, that means you eat 

ice cream a little bit; if you circle number 3, that means 

you sometimes eat ice cream; if you circle number 4, that 

means you eat ice cream a lot; if you circle number 5, that 

means you eat ice cream all the time. 

Now we have either boys' or girls' names on this paper. 

I'd like you to circle a number to show how much you play 

with each of them at school. Remember each number has a 

different meaning. [Change the meanings of the numbers on 

the board as follows] 

1 
Do not 
Play 

Together 
At All 

2 
Play 

Together 
A Little 

Bit 

3 
Sometimes 

Play 
Together 

4 
Play 

Together 
A Lot 

5 
Play 

Together 
The Most-
As Much As 

with 
A Best Friend 

Circle Number 1 means you never play with this person 

at all. circle Number 2 means you play with him or her a 

little bit. Circle Number 3 means you sometimes play with 

him or her. Circle Number 4 means you play with him or her 

a lot. Circle Number 5 means you play with him or her the 

most just like your best friend. 

Now look at each name on the paper and circle the 

number after that name to show me how much you play with him 

or her at school." 
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Boys Mr. Smith 

Name 3 boys in the class you play with the most: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Look at each of the following names and circle the number 

after that name to show how much you play with him or her at 

school: 

Do Not Play sometimes Play Play 
Play Together Play Together Together 

Together A Little Together A Lot The Most--
At All As Much As 

with 
A Best Friend 

John 1 2 3 4 5 

Adam 1 2 3 4 5 

Michael 1 2 3 4 5 

Brian 1 2 3 4 5 

Steven 1 2 3 4 5 

Jerry 1 2 3 4 5 

Robert 1 2 3 4 5 

Jason 1 2 3 4 5 
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Girls Mr. smith 

Name 3 girls in the class you play with the most: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Look at each of the following names and circle the number 

after that name to show how much you play with him or her at 

school: 

Do Not Play sometimes Play Play 
Play Together Play Together Together 

Together A Little Together A Lot The Most--
At All As Much As 

with 
A Best Friend 

Judy 1 2 3 4 5 

Angie 1 2 3 4 5 

Michelle 1 2 3 4 5 

Brandie 1 2 3 4 5 

Susan 1 2 3 4 5 

Jenny 1 2 3 4 5 

Mary 1 2 3 4 5 

Jean 1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX C 

SOCIAL INTERACTION RATING SCALE 

Directions 

Please read each statement on the reverse side of this 

page carefully and circle the corresponding number that is 

descriptive or representative of the child's behavior during 

the last four weeks. The numbers 1 through 7 are a 

continuous scale. Circling number 1 indicates that the 

statement is not descriptive or true of the child, circling 

number 4 states that the statement is moderately descriptive 

or true of the child, and circling number 7 indicates that 

the statement is very descriptive or true of the child. 

For example, an item may read as follows: 

6. Spoke to peers about some aspect of his/her life outside 

of school. 

not 
descriptive 

or true 

moderately 
descriptive 

or true 

very 
descriptive 
or true 

1 ..... 2 ..... 3 ..... 4 ..... 5 ..... 6 ..... 7 

If you feel the child does not speak to other children, 

then by circling number 1 you would indicate that the 

statement is not descriptive or true of that child. If you 

feel the child does this some of the time, then by circling 
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number 4 you indicate that the statement is moderately 

descriptive or true. If you feel this happens most of the 

time, then by circling number 7 you would indicate that the 

statement is very descriptive or true of the child. 

otherwise, circle the number (2, 3, 4, or 6) that most 

closely indicates your rating of the item. 

DO NOT MAKE MARKS BETWEEN THE NUMBERS--CIRCLE THE 

NUMBER THAT BEST DESCRIBES YOUR OPINION OF THE CHILD'S 

BEHAVIOR. 



SOCIAL INTERACTION RATING SCALE 

Child's Name 

School 

Date 

1. Verbally responds to a 

Teacher 

Grade 

Not 
descriptive 

or true 

Moderately 
descriptive 
or true 

Very 
descriptive 
or true 

child's initiation. 1 ••• 2 ••• 3 ••• 4 ••• 5 ••• 6 ••• 7 

2. Engages in long conversations. 
(more than 30 seconds). 1 ••• 2 ••• 3 ••• 4 ••• 5 .•• 6 ••• 7 

3. Shares laughter with 
classmates. 1 ••• 2 ••• 3 ••• 4 ••• 5 ••• 6 ••• 7 

4. spontaneously contributes 
during a group discussion. 1 ••• 2 ••• 3 ••. 4 ••• 5 ••• 6 ••• 7 

5. Volunteers for "show and 
tell." 1 ••• 2 ••• 3 ••• 4 ••• 5 ••• 6 ••• 7 

6. Freely takes a leadership 
role. 1 ••• 2 ••• 3 ••• 4 .•. 5 ••• 6 ••• 7 

7. Spontaneously works with a 
peer(s) on projects in class. 1 ••. 2 ••• 3 ••. 4 ••• 5 ••• 6 ••• 7 

8. Verbally initiates interaction 
with a peer(s). 1 ••• 2 ••• 3 ••. 4 ••• 5 ••• 6 ••• 7 

TOTAL SCORE: 

138 
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APPENDIX D 

CONVERSATIONAL SKILL CONCEPT SCALE 

Name Teacher Date 

Grade School Experimenter 

Directions: Read the story at the top of each page. 
Pretend you 
Then make a 
of that you 

are in the situation described in the story. 
list of as many different things you can think 
could say in that situation. 

situation One: 

Let's say that you are at lunch one day. You are 
sitting with some kids who are in the same grade, but you 
don't know them very well. You'd like to become better 
friends. 

What are some things that you could say to them, so you 
could have a nice conversation. For example, what could you 
say to make them interested in what you are talking about, 
to get them to know you better, etc. (List as many things as 
you can that you could say in this situation.) 

situation Two: 

Let's say that you are on the playground one day. You 
see some kids who are in your grade playing a game. You 
want to participate in the game, but you don't know them 
very well. 

What are some things that you could say to them, so 
they could let you join the game and have a good time? (List 
as many things as you can that you could say in this 
situation. ) 
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scoring Instructions 

The analysis of conversational skill concepts includes 

two phases. In the first phase, the rater identifies each 

of the subject's relevant verbal initiations according to 

the guidelines presented in the following section titled 

"Identifying the verbal initiations" and using Data Sheet-l. 

In the second phase, the rater analyzes all of the 

identified initiations by following the guidelines in the 

section titled "Analyzing the verbal initiations" and using 

Data Sheet-2. 

Identifying the verbal initiations 

In the first phase, the rater identifies each verbal 

initiation by using the Data-Sheet-1 and applying the 

following guidelines: 

(A) An initiation is identified when the subject 

verbally introduces a referent except social greetings 

toward the imaginary peer(s). 

(B) Any verbal statements in which the subject 

describes what he or she would say to the imaginary peer(s) 

are counted as verbal initiations. For example, "I would 

tell them my name," "I would ask them if I could play the 

game." 

(e) Any verbal description of actions that are 

addressed toward the tester or teacher and are not related 
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to initiating a conversation with the imaginary peer(s) are 

excluded. For example, "I just play with them," "I wait for 

them to ask me to play." 

The rater numbers these identified initiations in 

sequence and then proceeds to the next phase of analysis. 

Analyzing the verbal initiations 

In the second phase, the rater evaluates each of the 

identified initiations by using Data Sheet-2. The analysis 

focuses on the referent and the secondary adjustments: 

Referent. The items included in the referent category 

(1-26) are specific to this research. Categories for 

classifying the referent pertain to two general dimensions, 

each with subparts: Items 1-22 to the particulars (i.e., 

himself or herself, the imaginary peer(s), other people, 

school, objects, animals, or activities) of what the subject 

says; and items 23-27 to feeling components (i.e., liking, 

disliking, etc.) of what the subject says. 

When classifying the subject's referent, indicate the 

particulars (Items 1-22) and the feeling components (Items 

23-27) only when they clearly apply. For each initiation, 

check all categories that apply. For example, if the 

subject talks about himself or herself, the imaginary 

peer(s), and an object (e.g., a watch), check all three 

categories (i.e., #1, #3, and #13). 



1. Self (the subject). If the subject's referent is 

about himself or herself, check the space provided. 
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2. Self's (the subject's) family. If the subject's 

referent is about individual family members, or his or her 

family as a unit, check the space provided. 

3. Peer(s) (the imaginary peers). If the subject's 

referent is about the peer(s), check the space provided. 

4. Peer's family. If the subject's referent is about 

the peer's family members, or the peer's family as a unit, 

check the space provided. 

5. Friends. If the subject's referent is about the 

subject's or the peer's friends, check the space provided. 

6. School. If the subject's referent is about his or 

her school and can not be classified in the following 

categories, check the space provided. 

7. Teacher/Staff. If the subject's referent is about 

teachers or staff in his or her school, check the space 

provided. 

8. Schoolmates. If the subject's referent is about his 

or her schoolmates, check the space provided. 

9. Grade/Class. If the subject's referent is about the 

grade or class of the school, check the space provided. 

10. Academic. If the subject's referent is about 

academic activities in the school (e.g., subject matters, 

work, project, band, and shop), check the space provided. 



11. Non-academic. If the subject's referent is about 

the extracurricular activities in the school (e.g., 

basketball team, club, parties, etc.), check the space 

provided. 
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12. Lunch/Recess. If the subject's referent is about 

the lunch or recess in the school, check the space provided. 

13. Objects. If the subject's referent is about 

inanimate things, check the space provided. 

14. sports/Recreation. If the subject's referent is 

about activities related to sports and/or recreation (e.g., 

visits to the zoo or museum, camping trips, picnics or 

family outings, athletic contests, parties, etc.), and these 

activities are not school related, check the space provided. 

15. Entertainment. If the subject's referent is about 

activities related directly to entertainment (i.e., movies, 

music, television, videos, video games, or show business 

personalities), check the space provided. 

16. Hobby. If the subject's referent is about 

activities related directly to hobbies (i.e., reading, 

building models, painting, etc.), check the space provided. 

17. Holiday/Trip. If the subject's referent is about 

activities related directly to holidays or vacation (i.e., 

Christmas, Thanksgiving, Halloween, Easter, Summer vacation, 

any trips), check the space provided. 

18. Animals/Pets. If the subject's referent is about 

animals, including his/her pet(s), check the space provided. 
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19. Time/Date. If the subject's referent is about a 

period of time (i.e, 30 minutes, 2 hours, 6 months), or any 

specific date or time (i.e., birthday, anniversary, date in 

history), check the space provided. 

20. Place. If the subject's referent is about any 

places (i.e., home, church, basketball court, etc.), check 

the space provided. 

21. Other People. If the subject's referent is about 

people other than those listed above, check the space 

provided. 

22. Miscellaneous. If the subject's referent is about 

any activities, things, events that are not included 

previously (Items 1-21); check the space provided. 

23. Feeling. If the subject clearly indicates any 

feeling components in the initiation that can not be 

classified in the items 24-27, check the space provided. 

24. Like. If the subject clearly indicates a liking for 

something, someplace, or someone, check the space provided. 

25. Dislike. If the subject clearly indicates a dislike 

for something, someplace, someone, check the space provided. 

26. Embarrassment. If the subject clearly indicates 

embarrassment about something, someone, or some event, check 

the space provided. 

27. Boredom. If the subject clearly indicates boredom 

about something, someplace, or someone, check the space 

provided. 
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Secondary adjustments. Secondary adjustments are 

defined as a speaker's verbal behavior, in addition to its 

communicative function, has an additional or secondary 

effect on the listener, for example, to amuse, teach, 

persuade, and so on. Ideally, secondary adjustments should 

be identified by evaluating the effect on the listener's 

behavior. However, in the simulated situations the subject 

talks to an imaginary peer, making it impossible to examine 

the listener's behavior in this case. The rater should 

exercise good judgement and examine each identified 

initiation carefully for evidence of a secondary adjustment 

by the subject. If applicable, check the space provided. 

Check more than one item if more than one secondary 

adjustment is apparent in a particular initiation. Items 

28-32 are the categories of secondary adjustments. 

28. Compliment. If the subject compliments the 

imaginary peer(s) (e.g., by praising, encouraging, 

supporting, etc.), check the space provided. 

29. Cooperate/Share. If the subject induces the 

imaginary peer(s) to share some item or to cooperate on some 

task (e.g., to playa game, construct something, etc.), 

check the space provided. 

30. Teach. If the subject teaches the imaginary peer(s) 

(e.g., by instructing, suggesting, modeling, etc.), check 

the space provided. 



146 

31. Persuade. If the subject induces the imaginary 

peer(s) to exchange goods or services, or to accept some 

belief (e.g., by promising, using fear tactics, etc.), check 

the space provided. 

32. Punish. If the subject admonishes the imaginary 

peer(s), (e.g., by using sarcasm, ridiculing, threatening, 

etc.), check the space provided. 

Greeting. Social greetings such as "Hi," "So long," 

"Bye," "Hello," are included under this heading. If 

applicable, check the space provided. 



Subject: 

Slluation 

INITIATION 

REFERENT 

1. Salt 

2. Family 

3. Poor(s) 

4. Family 

5. Friends 

II. School 

7. Teachers/Stall 

B. Schoolmates 

9. Grade/CIa6S 

10. Academic 

11. Non·academlc 

12. LunchiRecess 

13. Objects 

14. Sports/Rec. 

15. Entertainment 

16. Hobby 

17. HolidaylTrlp 

1 B. Anlmals/Pets 

19. Time/Date 

20. Place 

21. Other People 

22. Miscellaneous 

23. Fooling 

24. LIke 

25. OlsllkelHale 

2B. Embarrassment 

27. Boredom 

SECONARY 
AruUSlMENT 

2B. Compliment 

29. Cooperation/Share 

30. Toach 

31. Persuade 

32. Punish 

GREEft.JG 
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DATA SHEET 2--Conversatlon Sldll Concept Scale 

Raler:~ ____ _ 

Oale: ______ _ 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Group: 

Session: 

1 

Pre 

2 

Posl 

3 

RJ 

% 

10 11 12 13 14 15 Tolal Mean 



APPENDIX E 

CONVERSATIONAL SKILLS ASSESSMENT 

Guidelines for Identifying and Analyzing 

Linguistic Interactions 
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This study adopted the Bijou et ale (1986, 1988) method 

to analyze the linguistic interactions between the targeted 

child (hereafter designated as A) and his or her same-sex 

peer (hereafter designated as B). For the purpose of the 

present study, the focus of analysis has been restricted to 

the linguistic interactions of A. A rater's task is 

accomplished in two phases. 

Identifying Linguistic Interactions 

In the first phase, the rater identifies each of A's 

linguistic interactions according to 14 guidelines described 

in the Manual of Instructions for Identifying and Analyzing 

Referential Interactions (Bijou et al., 1986) and using Data 

Sheet-i. The first five guidelines describe interchanges 

between A (speaker) and B (listener) that qualify as A's 

linguistic interactions. The other describe interchanges 

that do not meet the essential criteria, and hence do not 

count as interactions by A. All 14 are summarized here: 

1. A introduces a referent and B reacts relevantly. 

2. A introduces a referent to which B reacts 



relevantly, but introduces another referent before B 

completes his or her reaction to A's first referent. 

3. A changes B's referent and B reacts relevantly. 

4. A changes his or her own referent and B reacts 

relevantly to the change. 
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5. A introduces a referent suggesting that A and B 

adhere to certain rules in their conversation and B reacts 

relevantly. A then introduces a referent within the agreed 

upon plan and B reacts relevantly. 

6. A introduces a referent and B does not react 

relevantly. 

7. A reacts relevantly to B' referent. 

S. A introduces a referent and B indicates that he or 

she did not hear what A said. 

9. A makes self-corrections in discussing his or her 

referent without prompts from B. 

10. A is talking while B is making "tracking" or 

monitoring reactions to all or parts of A's speech. 

11. A makes stereotypical linguistic responses to which 

B reacts in kind. 

12. A or B makes responses that are not sufficiently 

intelligible to rate. 

13. A makes a nonsensical speech utterance or B makes a 

nonsensical reaction. 

14. A or B merely vocalizes (e.g.,"ugh") and nothing 

more occurs. 
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Analyzing Linguistic Interactions 

In the second phase of the analysis, the rater 

evaluates the identified interactions by using Data Sheet-2. 

The analysis in this phase focuses on the speaking (A's 

behavior), the referent, A's secondary adjustments, greeting 

behavior, and the listening (B's behavior). Some variations 

have been made to accommodate the needs of the present 

study. For example, the items included in Data Sheet-2 are 

specific to the interest of this study. Also, each and 

every interaction from each of the 5-minute conversation 

sessions was analyzed. Instructions for analyzing 

linguistic interactions between A and B using Data Sheet-2 

follow: 

Speaking (A's behavior). Items 1-3 are measures 

regarding speaker's (A's) linguistic behaviors. 

1. # of initiations. When A introduces a referent that 

is followed by a relevant reaction by B, the rater records 

it as one initiation by A on Data Sheet-1. The total number 

of such initiations is recorded in the space provided here. 

2. Duration. Record to the nearest whole second the 

length or duration of each of A's linguistic behaviors. 

Begin timing at the moment A starts speaking, and end at the 

moment he or she stops. If B interrupts A, record the 

duration of A's entire linguistic response as if B did not 

interrupt. 
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3. # of incomplete responses. When A introduces a 

referent that is not followed by an appropriate reaction by 

B, the rater records it as one incomplete response on Data 

Sheet-I. The total number of such incomplete responses is 

recorded in the space provided here. 

Referent. The items included in the referent category 

(4-34) are specific to this research. categories for 

classifying the referent pertain to two general dimensions, 

each with subparts: Items 4-29 to the particulars (i.e., 

himself or herself, the participating peer, other people, 

school, objects, animals, or activities, etc.) of what A 

says; and items 30-34 to feeling reactions (i.e., liking, 

disliking, etc.) of what A says. 

When classifying A's referent, indicate the particulars 

(Items 4-29) and feeling reactions (Items 30-34) only when 

they clearly apply. For each initiation, check all 

categories that apply. For example, if A talks about 

himself or herself, the peer, and an object (e.g., a watch), 

check all three categories (i.e., #4, #6, and #18). 

4. Self (A). If A's referent is about himself or 

herself, check the space provided. 

5. Self-Family (A's family). If A's referent is about 

individual family members, or his or her family as a unit, 

check the space provided. 

6. Partner (B). If the A's referent is about his or 

her partner (B), check the space provided. 
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7. Partner-Family (B's family). If A's referent is 

about B's family members, or B's family as a unit, check the 

space provided. 

8. Friends. If A's referent is about A's or B's 

friends whose sex is not identified, check the space 

provided. 

9. Same-sex friends. If A's referent is about any 

same-sex friends of A or B, check the space provided. 

10. Other-sex friends. If A's referent is about any 

other-sex friends of A or B, check the space provided. 

11. School. If A's referent is about his or her school 

and can not be classified in the following school-related 

categories, check the space provided. 

12. Teacher/Staff. If A's referent is about teachers 

or staff in his or her school, check the space provided. 

13. Schoolmates. If A's referent is about his or her 

schoolmates, check the space provided. 

14. Academic. If A's referent is about academic 

activities in the school (e.g., subject matters, work, 

project, band, and shop), check the space provided. 

15. Non-academic. If A's referent is about the 

extracurricular activities in the school (e.g., basketball 

team, club, parties, etc.), check the space provided. 

16. Lunch/Recess. If A's referent is about the lunch 

or recess in the school, check the space provided. 



17. UA study. If A's referent is about this present 

study, check the space provided. 

18. Objects. If A's referent is about inanimate 

things, check the space provided. 
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19. sports/Recreation. If A's referent is about 

activities related to sports and/or recreation (e.g., visits 

to the zoo or museum, camping trips, picnics or family 

outings, athletic contests, parties, etc.), and these 

activities are school-related, check the space provided. 

20. Entertainment. If A's referent is about activities 

related directly to entertainment (i.e., movies, music, 

tel~vision, videos, video games, or show business 

personalities), check the space provided. 

21. Hobby. If A's referent is about activities related 

directly to hobbies (i.e., reading, building models, 

painting, etc.), check the space provided. 

22. Holiday/Trip. If A's referent is about activities 

related directly to holidays or vacation (i.e., Christmas, 

Thanksgiving, Halloween, Easter, Summer vacation, any 

trips), check the space provided. 

23. Animals/Pets. If A's referent is about animals 

including his or her pet(s), check the space provided. 

24. Plants. If A's referent is about any plants, check 

the space provided. 

25. Space. If A's referent is about any space, check 

the space provided. 
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26. Time. If A's referent is about a period of time 

(i.e., 30 minutes, 2 hours, 6 months), or any specific date 

or time (i.e., birthday, anniversary, date in history), 

check the space provided. 

27. Place. If A's referent is about any natural or 

man-made physical surroundings, such as a buiiding or 

locality used for a particular purpose (i.e., home, church, 

basketball court, playground, etc.), check the space 

provided. 

28. Other people. If A's referent is about people 

other than those listed above, check the space provided. 

29. Miscellaneous. If A's referent is about any 

activities, things, events that are included previously 

(Items 4-28), check the space provided. 

30. Feeling. If A's referent is about any feelings 

that can not be classified in the items 31-34, check the 

space here. 

31. Like. If A clearly indicates a liking for 

something, someplace, or someone, check the space provided. 

32. Dislike/Hate. If A clearly indicates a dislike for 

something, someplace, or someone, check the space provided. 

33. Embarrassment. If A clearly indicates 

embarrassment about something, someone, or some event, check 

the space provided. 

34. Boredom. If A clearly indicates boredom about 

something, someplace, or someone, check the space provided. 
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Secondary Adjustments. Secondary adjustments are 

defined as a speaker's verbal behavior, in addition to its 

communicative function, has an additional or secondary 

effect on the listener, for example, to amuse, teach, 

persuade, and so on. Items 35-39 present the categories of 

secondary adjustments. Secondary adjustments should be 

identified by evaluating the effect on the listener's 

behavior. In any case, examine each interaction for clear 

evidence of a secondary adjustment by A. If applicable, 

check the space provided. Check more than one item if more 

than one secondary adjustment is apparent in a particular 

interaction. 

35. Compliment. If A compliments B (e.g., by praising, 

encouraging, supporting, etc.), check the space provided. 

36. Cooperate/Share. If A induces B to share some item 

or to cooperate on some task (e.g., to playa game, 

construct something, etc.), check the space provided. 

37. Teach. If A teaches B (e.g., by instructing, 

suggesting, modeling, etc.), check the space provided. 

38. Persuade. If A induces B to exchange goods or 

services, or to accept some belief (e.g., by promising, 

using fear tactics, etc.), check the space provided. 

39. Punish. If A admonishes B, (e.g., by using 

sarcasm, ridiculing, threatening, etc.), check the space 

provided. 
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Greeting. social greeting by A such as "Hi," "So 

long," "Bye," "Hello," are included under this category. If 

applicable, check the space provided. 

Listening (B's behaviors). Item 40 and 41 are some 

gross measures about listener's (B's) behaviors. 

40. # of reactions. Any relevant reaction by B 

following an initiation by A is tallied and then recorded in 

this item. 

41. # of failures to respond. Any irrelevant reaction 

or no reaction by B following an initiation by A is tallied 

and then recorded in this item. 
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DATA SHEET l-Identlfled Llngylstlc Interactions 

Speaker:.;.,.. ____ ..l.(--/ Session: Rater,;,..: ______ _ 

Listener,;,,: ____ .... (--/ Start: Date;",: ______ _ 

Incomplete Response Speaker's Initiation Listener's Reaction 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Total 



DATA SHEET 2-Analyzed Linguistic Interactions 
Subjecl: _____ .....l( ..... .1..) Raler: Group: 1 

Partner: () Dale: Session: Pre 
Tapeff: ______ _ 

2 
Posl 
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Procedure for Rater Training 

The training procedure includes two phases. In the 

first phase, a trainee learns to identify and record the 

interaction in a videotaped conversation between two 

persons. In the second phase, the trainee is taught to 

analyze the interactions that have been identified in the 

first phase of training. specifically, they are asked to 

examine the behavior of the speaker and listener, the 

characteristics or components of the referent, the 

categories of secondary adjustments, and social greeting. 

Each phase consists of four steps: 

1. Demonstration/guided observation; 

2. Coached performance; 

3. Fading out the coaching; 

4. Independent performance with reliability check. 

Phase One 
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The first phase of training begins with the trainee 

familiarizing him or herself with the "Manual of 

Instructions for Identifying and Analyzing Linguistic 

Interaction: Part I and Part II" (Bijou et al., 1986; 1988). 

The trainer reviews with the trainee the items on the Data 

Sheets and the instructions in the Manuals, paying 

particular attention to the section in the first Manual 
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(Bijou et al., 1986, pp.494-511) that include the 14 

guidelines for identifying referential interactions. 

Answering questions, clarifying uncertainties, and giving 

detailed explanations are an integral part of this aspect of 

training. Upon completion of these orientational 

preliminaries, the trainer focuses training only on 

identifying and recording language interactions in an 

experimental session. This requires learning the criteria 

for initiation of referent by the subjects, as explicated in 

the Manual, and the identification and marking of the 

beginning and the ending points of each of the identified 

initiations and reactions. The trainer then begins a four

step teaching/learning process. 

step 1: Demonstration and guided observation. The 

The trainer and trainee review together a training tape. 

trainer demonstrates the evaluation and data recording 

process in the identification of sUbject-initiated language 

interactions and subsequent entries on the Data Sheets. The 

trainer begins by filling in all information on the Data 

Sheets (i.e., subject number, session number, etc.) and 

proceeds to tape evaluation. First, the whole 5-minute tape 

is reviewed at one time to acquaint the trainee with the 

tape. Then, the trainer guides the observation of the 

trainee to specific responses, interval by interval, and 

gives explicit verbal descriptions and explanations. The 
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trainer also guides the trainee's attention to his or her 

use of the Data Sheets and entries and have them practice at 

the same time. The trainee is encouraged to ask questions 

regarding response evaluation, data entry, use of the video 

equipment, and so on, as the trainer may start or stop the 

tape as needed for explanation. Upon completion of the 

tape, the trainer summarizes his responses and entries on 

the Data Sheets. 

Step 2: Coached performance. The trainer now instructs 

the trainee to obtain blank Data Sheets, view the same tape 

as completed previously (Training Tape #1--TT1), and 

identify and record the sUbject-initiated responses on the 

Data Sheet-1 as demonstrated by the trainer. 

The trainer may "coach" the trainee step-by-step 

through the entire process by giving specific instructions, 

such as: 

Start the tape. Put it in the pause mode 
when the session and subject information 
appear and fill in those blanks on the Data 
Sheet-1. After completing that, restart the 
tape and begin identifying and recording 
subject-initiated responses. If you are 
not sure how to score a possible response, 
rewind the tape and view it again. Record 
the subject's response and use the Manual 
to help answer questions you may have. Also, 
verbally describe what your question is to 
me and the process you are using to find an 
answer. If you need help, I will give you 
assistance with the identification procedure. 

The trainer remains with the trainee during step 2 to 

clarify, re-instruct, or provide additional demonstrations. 
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step 3: Fading out the coaching. After the trainee has 

completed TTl, the step 2 process is repeated with tapes 

(TT2, TT3) that the trainee has not reviewed before but have 

been previously evaluated by an experienced rater. The 

trainer fades out his or her "coaching" assistance during 

viewing of TT2 and TT3 dependent on the trainee's responses. 

At the completion of each tape, the trainer compares the 

trainee's Data Sheet-1 with that of the experienced rater. 

Disagreements are discussed in the light of guidelines in 

the Manual. 

step 4: Independent performance with reliability check. 

The trainee is now given another training tape and asked to 

identify the language interactions on it without any 

assistance from the trainer. Upon completion of this 

assignment, the trainer reviews the trainee's entries on the 

Data Sheet-1 and compares them with those made by an 

experienced rater. Points of disagreement are discussed in 

the light of guidelines in the Manual. This procedure is 

repeated until the trainee shows 90 percent or better 

agreement with the ratings of an experienced rater on three 

consecutive training tapes. When the trainee reaches this 

level of proficiency, he or she is ready for Phase 2 

training. 

Phase Two 

In the second part of training, the trainee learns how 
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to analyze the speaker's language initiations that have been 

identified in a session and to enter his or her judgments on 

Data Sheet-2. Training begins with the trainer rating (a) 

the speaker's behavior in terms of the length of language 

responses; (b) the referent(s) in terms of particulars of 

the referents and feeling reactions; (c) the secondary 

adjustments, that is, whether the speaker's language 

behavior has an additional or secondary effect on the 

listener, for example, to compliment or ridicule; and (d) 

social greeting, i.e., "Hi," "Bye," "Hello." 

The four-step teaching/learning process in Phase 1 also 

is followed by the trainer in Phase 2. 

step 1: Demonstration and guided observation. Using 

TTl, the trainer demonstrates the analysis and recording of 

language interactions on Data Sheet-2. The trainer again 

guides the trainee's observations of his responses with 

verbal descriptions and explanation of his or her entries. 

step 2: Coacned performance. The trainer instructed 

the trainee to view TTl and fill in Data Sheet-2 as 

demonstrated in step 1. The trainer may demonstrate, re

instruct, or coach as necessary. After the trainee has 

completed TTl, this procedure is repeated with training 

tapes that the trainee has not reviewed (e.g., TT2, TT3, 

etc.). 
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step 3: Fading out the coaching. The trainer fades out 

his or her "coaching" assistance during viewing of TT2 and 

TT3, dependent on the trainee's responses. At the 

completion of each tape, the trainer compares the trainee's 

entries with those of the experienced rater. Disagreements 

are discussed in the light of guidelines in the Manual. 

step 4: Independent performance with reliability check. 

The trainee is asked to rate, without supervision or 

assistance, the same dimensions on identified language 

interactions from a training tape. Upon completion of this 

task, the trainer reviews the trainee's entries on Data 

Sheet-2 and compares them with those made by an experienced 

rater. Points of disagreement are discussed in the light of 

guidelines in the Manual. This procedure is repeated until 

the trainee shows 90 percent or better agreement with the 

ratings of an experienced rater on three consecutive 

training tapes. When this is accomplished, the trainer 

congratulates the trainee and smiles. 

In the final part of training, the trainee rates all 

aspects of three training tapes at 90 percent or better 

agreement without the assistance of a trainer. 
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APPENDIX F 

SOCIAL INTERACTION CODING SYSTEM (SICS) 

Behavior Code Definitions 

The following are definitions and examples for each of 

the code categories used in the SIC recording system. 

positive social CPS). This code category is used to 

record all aspects of positive social behavior. Included: 

1. Socially interactive behaviors directed at others 

which may be both verbal and nonverbal, e.g., talking, 

touching, or smiling. 

2. Game-related behaviors under situations which 

require continuous involvement in a social activity but not 

necessarily continuous interaction, such as when playing a 

baseball game. 

3. Waiting-in-line to playa group game is also coded 

as PS because it indicates social intent or involvement. 

For example, a child may elect to play 4-square, a game 

involving other children. However, assume that there is a 

surplus of children wishing to get into the game and they 

must get into line and wait their turn to play. The waiting 

is coded PS because the game involves other children. 

Excluded: Waiting-in-line to playa solitary activity, 

such as playing on the swings or slides. Neither of these 
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activities involves other people and they are not coded PS. 

The next two categories are used to record components 

of social interaction which are considered important 

indicators of social skills. The codes are used to record 

only verbal behaviors that are not directly game-related. 

The codes are never used to record verbal behaviors that are 

part of a structured activity or that require the behaviors 

to be performed in a standardized manner in order for the 

activity or game to be completed. 

Talk (T). This category is used to record all 

unstructured verbal interactive behavior exhibited by the 

child being observed. Talk behavior may be either an 

initiation or a response. Talks are recorded whether or not 

the peer to whom the behavior is directed responds. It is 

important to make the distinction between Talk necessary to 

conduct a structured activity and Talk which is not so 

predetermined. Only those behaviors that are not 

predetermined by the structure of a game are recorded. Talk 

behavior may be double- or triple- coded, i.e., coded in the 

same interval as PS or NG and/or L when they occur 

simultaneously. 

Listen (L). This code is used to record any behavior 

of the observed child who is listening to peers' talking. L 

is recorded only when the peers' talking behavior is 

directed to the observed child and the child clearly shows 
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interest in what is said. This can be judged by the eye 

gazing, smiling, or gestures from the child. Here, too, L 

is not recorded when Listen behavior is required by the 

structure of the game or activity. Listen behavior may be 

doubled- or triple- coded, i.e., coded in the same interval 

as PS or NG and/or T when they occur simultaneously. 

Negative social eNG). This code is used to record all 

aspects of social behavior which are negative and/or 

aggressive. In other words, NG is used to indicate that the 

behavior the child is displaying during the interval is 

social but not positive. 

Alone (AL). This code is used to record all aspects of 

nonsocial behavior. For example, playing alone, walking 

alone, playing a solitary game (e.g., in the sand box, on 

the swing or monkey bar, etc.). 
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APPENDIX G 

CHILDREN LONELINESS SCALE* 

The following statements on both sides of this paper 

describe children's hobbies and preferred activities. 

Please read each of the statements carefully and circle the 

corresponding number that best describes you. The numbers 1 

through 5 are used here. circling number 1 means that you 

always do or feel the way described in that statement, 

circling number 2 means that most of the time you do or feel 

the way described in that statement, circling number 3 means 

that you sometimes do or feel the way described in that 

statement, circling number 4 means that you hardly ever do. 

or feel the way described in that statement, and circling 

number 5 means that you never do or feel the way described 

in that statement. 

For example, an item may read as follows: 

1. I like roller 
skating. 

Always True most True Hardly ever Not true 
true of the time sometimes true at all 

1 ••••••••• 2 •••••••••• 3 ••••••••••• 4 •••••••••• 5 

If you always like roller skating, then by circling 

number 1 you would tell us that the statement is always true 

of you. If you like roller skating most of the time but not 
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always, then by circling number 2 you would tell us that the 

statement is true of you most of the time. If you sometimes 

like roller skating and sometimes not, then by circling 

number 3 you would tell us that the statement is sometimes 

true of you. If you hardly ever like roller skating, then 

by circling number 4 you would tell us that the statement is 

hardly ever true of you. If you do not like roller skating 

at all, then by circling number 5 you would tell us that the 

statement is not true of you at all. 

Is this clear? Do you have any question about how to 

do this? Let's practice once. 

*Children Loneliness Scale was presented to the subjects as 
Children Hobby Questionnaire. 



CHILDREN HOBBY QUESTIONNAIRE 

Name ______________________ _ School Date __________________ _ 

Grade ________ __ Teacher ____________________ _ Experimenter ______________ _ 

Read the following statement and circle the number that you think best describes 
you: 

Always True most True Hardly ever Not true 
true of the time sometimes true at all 

11. I like math. 1 •••••••••• 2 •••••••••• 3 •••••••••• 4 •••••••••• 5 

Which number do you think that best describes you? please circle that number. 
Good! Do you have any question? OK, let's begin. 

Always True most True Hardly ever Not true 
true of the time sometimes true at all 

1. It's easy for me to make 
new friends at school. 1 .......... 2 .......... 3 .......... 4 .......... 5 

2. I like to read. 1 .......... 2 .......... 3 .......... 4 .......... 5 

3. I have nobody to talk to. 1 .......... 2 .......... 3 ..•....... 4 ....•..... 5 

4. I'm good at working with 
other children. 1 .......... 2 .......... 3 .......... 4 .......... 5 

5. I watch TV a lot. 1 .......... 2 .......... 3 .......... 4 .......... 5 

6. It's hard for me to make 
friends. 1 .......... 2 .......... 3 ..•....... 4 .......... 5 

7. I like school. 1 ...... . . .2 •••••••••• 3 •••••••••• 4. . ....... .5 

B. I have lots of friends. 1. ......... 2 •••••••••• 3 •••••••••• 4 ••••••••• .5 

9. I feel alone. 1 ...... •• • • 2 •••••••••• 3 •••••••••• 4 ••••.•••• . 5 

10. I can find a friend when 
I need one. 1 .......... 2 .......... 3 ..•....... 4 .......... 5 

11. I play sports a lot. 1 .......... 2 .......... 3 .......... 4 .......... 5 

12. It's hard to get other 
kids to like me. 1. ......... 2 .•••.•.... 3 .....•..•. 4 ..•....... 5 

13. I like science. 1. ......... 2 .......... 3 .......... 4 .......... 5 
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14. I don't have anyone to 
play with. 

15. I like music. 

16. I get along with other 
kids. 

Always True most True Hardly ever Not true 
true of the time sometimes true at all 

1 •••••••••• 2 •••••••••• 3 •••••••••• 4 •••••••••• 5 

1 •••••••••• 2 •••••••••• 3 •••.•••••• 4 •••••••••• 5 

1 •••••••••• 2 •••••••••• 3 •••••••••• 4 •••••••••• 5 

17. I feel left out of things. 1 .......... 2 .......... 3 .......... 4 .......... 5 

18. There's nobody I can go 
to when I need help. 1 .......... 2 .......... 3 ...•...... 4 .......... 5 

19. I like to paint and draw. 1 .......... 2 .......... 3 .......... 4 .......... 5 

20. I don't get along with 
other children. 1 •••••••••• 2 •••••••••• 3 •••••••••• 4 •••••••••• 5 

21. I'm lonely. 1 •••••••••• 2 •.•••••••• 3 •••••••••• 4 •••••••••• 5 

22. I am well-liked by the 
kids in my class. 1 •••••••••• 2 •••••••••• 3 •••••••••. 4 •••••••••• 5 

23. I like playing board games 
a lot. 1 .......... 2 .......•.. 3 .......... 4 .......... 5 

24. I don't have any friends. 1 .......... 2 .......... 3 .......... 4 .......... 5 

Total Score: 

~. Items 2, 5, 7, 11 13, 15, 19, and 23 were classified as hobby or 

interest items. Responses for these items were not scored. 

~. Response order for items 3, 6, 9, 12, 14, 17, 18, 20, 21, 24 was 

reversed in scoring. 
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APPENDIX H 

TRAINING SCRIPTS AND RECORDING FORMS 

Introduction and Orientation to Trainers 

This training takes place over three-to-four weeks with 

two-to-three training sessions each week. About 25-30 

minutes will be needed to complete each session. 

Conversational skills taught include: (1) initiating a 

conversation -- greeting, introducing popular topics; (2) 

active listening -- responding to the initiations of others; 

(3) maintaining on-going conversation; (4) compliment -

saying something nice. A different skill is taught each 

session. "Initiating" is taught on the first session, 

followed by "listening," "maintaining," and "compliment" in 

that order. In the last two sessions all the skills taught 

will be reviewed. 

Preparation Requirements 

1. Read the materials. 

2. Know what to say to the children, and know what 

parts serve as instructions for you. Underlined sections 

indicate either a desired emphasis on the underlined words, 

or a piece of missing information to be filled in, such as a 

name. 
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3. Proceed through the scripts with the children of 

the appropriate age who are available or an adult taking the 

role of a child before using the materials in an actual 

training setting. 

4. Role play the whole procedure with the supervisor 

who will videotape the role-playing and give critique and 

feedback based on the tape. Keep practicing the script 

until satisfying the criterion in role-playing. 

Behavioral Techniques 

1. Focus child's attention. If the child is to learn 

from the training, it is essential that he/she attends 

closely to the actions of the trainer and other children. 

If necessary, prompt the child's attention before a task 

presentation. 

2. Praise correct responses. The following suggestions 

should be followed in praising children's correct responses: 

-- Always precede a praise statement with the name of 

the child you are praising. 

-- Make your praise behavior-specific, i.e., mention to 

the child the behavior you are praising. ("Tina, you named 

all the parts -- good for you!") 

Make your praise enthusiastic, but not overly so. 

Most importantly, make your praise contingent, i.e., 

it must be delivered immediately after correct responses (or 

partially correct responses, if you are shaping toward 
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larger correct responses). 

3. Correct incorrect responses. If any part of the 

child's response is incorrect, that is, does not conform to 

the characteristics outlined in the feedback section for 

proper performance of the skill: 

Model the correct responses, then repeat the cue. 

If the response is still incorrect, break the task 

down into its component parts and model one component at a 

time, having the child imitate each part. 
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General Script to All the Conditions 

Introduce yourself and then give a simple purpose for 

conducting the training. 

"Hi, my name is , I'm a student from the 

University of Arizona. I'm working on a project to learn 

more about the things that children your age do together and 

talk about as well as the way to help children your age talk 

better. I picked you from a list of children in your 

classroom because I thought you could help me out in my 

project. What I'd like to do is to meet with you six times 

over the next two weeks, each time for about 30 minutes, and 

do some activities together. Is that clear? Do you have 

any questions?" 

"Well, before we begin today's activities I would like 

to take some time to get to know you. Let's begin with your 

names. Let's start with you (start with the child sitting 

to your left).~' 

(Let children take turns saying their names. In the 

meantime, add information about their grades and classes. 

Do not let each child talk too much about themselves. write 

down children's names on the recording sheets.) 

"Very good. Now let's go on to what we have to do 

today." 
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script for Instruction/Rationale Condition: session One 

General "In school, it's fun to talk to other 

Introduction children during recess, lunch, and at other 

times. To have conversations with other 

children is not only fun but also important. 

Why is it important? Because when you have 

conversations with other children, first, you 

get to meet and learn about new people and 

even make new friends. Second, you have 

chance to tell other children about things 

that you like. Third, you aren't left out of 

what is going on. And fourth, you can learn 

about things that are interesting and 

important that you didn't know about. On the 

other hand, if you do not have conversations 

with other children, first, you don't get the 

chance to meet new and interesting people. 

Second, you lose the chance to share your 

thoughts and interests with others. Third, 

you miss out what is going on. And finally, 

you could end up being left out of other 

activities, such as games, parties, and so 

on. Therefore, for the next two weeks we are 

going to get together to talk about different 
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ways that children talk together to have fun 

as well as make a conversation go well. I 

will give you some ideas, then you're going 

to help to get more ideas. Today we are going 

to talk about starting a conversation with a 

person." 

"What are you going to talk about today?" 

(Wait for children to answer. If they are 

right, praise them: "Right -- to start a 

conversation, very good i '; if they are wrong 

or do not answer in 5 seconds, tell them the 

answer, then ask them again: "You are going 

to talk about starting a conversation. NOw, 

tell me what you're going to talk about?" 

Repeat until correct. If only one or two 

children answer, calIon the other children 

and ask them again.) 

"Right, you're going to talk about starting a 

conversation -- good for you." 

"Why is it important to start a conversation 

with a person?" 

(Wait for children to answer. Anyone of the 

reasons mentioned above is acceptable. If 

they are right, praise them; if they are 

wrong, tell them the answer, then ask them 
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again. Repeat until correct. Go through 

every child to make sure they can all answer 

correctly without any help.) 

"There are some things that you can do to 

start a conversation with someone. When it's 

time to talk, first find a boy or girl to 

talk with." 

"What is the first thing you do in starting a 

conversation with someone?" 

(Accept 'finding a boy or girl to talk with' 

or some variations. Praise acceptable 

answer; correct unacceptable answers by 

stating the right answer and repeating the 

question to the child who answered 

incorrectly. ) 

"Right, the first thing you do is find 

someone to talk with." 

"The second thing you do to begin a 

conversation with a boy or girl is to ask his 

or her name or call that person by name if 

you already know his or her name." 

"What is the second thing you do?" 

('Ask his or her name' is correct. Praise 
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and correct.) 

"Good for you -- you ask his or her name." 

"Listen carefully. We're going to put both 

of the things together now. The first two 

things you do in starting a conversation with 

a person are 'find a boy or girl to talk 

with' and 'to ask his or her name'. 

"What are the first two things you do in 

starting a conversation with a person?" 

(Accept 'find someone to talk with' and 'ask 

his or her name'. If correct, praise as 

before; if incorrect -- child does not state 

both components correctly -- correct as 

follows. Name the first component for the 

child, and ask him/her to name the second. 

If this does not work, name both components, 

then have the child name them. Always praise 

correct answers; always require the child to 

give the entire answer independently before 

proceeding. ) 

"Right again, you find someone and then you 

ask his or her name. Good!" 
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"The third thing you do in staring a 

conversation with a boy or girl is to ask him 

or her to talk. Tell that person what you 

would like to do by saying, 'Would you like 

to talk about ?', 'Can I talk to you?', 

or 'Let's talk.' Remember -- the third thing 

you do is to ask that person to talk." 

"What is the third thing you do?" 

"Good for you -- Ask that person to talk. 

You're really learning a lot today." 

('Ask that person to talk' is correct. 

Praise and correct.) 

"Listen carefully. We're going to put all 

three things together now. The three things 

you do in starting a conversation with 

another boy or girl are to 'find a boy or 

girl to talk with', 'ask his or her name', 

and 'ask him or her to talk.' 

"This is the hard one. What are the three 

things you do in starting to talk with a 

person?" 

(Accept 'find a boy or girl to talk with', 

'ask his or her name', and 'ask him or her to 

talk', and correct as before, requiring a 
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complete, independent answer from the child 

before proceeding.) 

"Good for you, you know all of the things to 

do in starting a conversation with a person!" 

"If you are going to be the person who starts 

a conversation, you'll really have to have 

something to talk about. Let's see what 

kinds of things that children your age like 

to talk about. I've noticed something some 

children do when they're talking with other 

children. It's a really friendly thing to do 

and it helps conversations go really well -

and that's telling about yourself. You can 

tell lbts of different things about yourself, 

like what your favorite things are or your 

interests or hobbies, or you can tell about 

your family or anything like that. It's a 

really friendly thing to do because it helps 

others get to know more about you, so they 

can be better friends with you. I'm going 

to write 'Tell About You' on the top of this 

paper (or the blackboard) and we'll come back 

and talk about this more later." 



"What is a good topic to start to talk 

about?" 
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(Accept 'tell about you'. Praise and correct 

as before.) 

"Good for you -- to talk about yourself. 

Tell me why 'Tell About You' is a good 

topic?" 

(Praise acceptable answers; correct 

unacceptable answers by stating the right 

answer and repeating the question to the 

child who answered incorrectly.) 

"Good -- so they can know you better and be 

better friends." 

"Another thing to do that's really friendly 

and makes conversations go well is to ask 

other children about themselves. That's a 

good thing to do because then you can find 

out more about them and become better friends 

with them. I'm going to put 'Ask About Them' 

on this paper (or the blackboard) too so that 

you can come back and talk it more later." 

"What is another good topic to start to talk 

about?" 



('Ask about them' is correct. Praise and 

correct. ) 
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"Good -- ask about them. Why is it good to 

ask about them?" 

(Praise acceptable answers; correct 

unacceptable answers as before.) 

"Good -- so you can know them better and be 

better friend with them." 

"Now I'd like you to help me think up a whole 

list of different things that you could start 

to talk about with other children, so that 

you could have an enjoyable conversation. 

I'd like you to take turns to give me some 

ideas. Let's begin with you. (Pick· one child 

at random to start with.)" 

(If any child fails to say any topic, prompt 

him/her by saying "Don't you think 

a good topic?" Encourage them to say any 

topics. Shape the list as it is made by 

contributing topics that the children may 

omit. Movies, TV programs, sports, for 

examples, are good entries. Help the 

children organize similar topics into a 

single item. This procedure repeats until 

is 
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the list has at least 6 (or 12) different 

items. ) 

"~ou've learned a lot today! Today you 

talked about how to start a conversation. 
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The three things you should do in starting a 

conversation are 'find a person to talk to', 

'say hi and ask that person's name', and 'ask 

him or her to talk'. You also talked about 

what kinds of topics you can talk about so 

that you can be friendly and have fun in 

conversation with a person. You can talk 

about yourself, the other person, school, 

movies, sports, (Go over the list). And 

most important, you learned about why it is 

important to have nice conversations with 

other children. Because when you have 

conversations with other children, first, you 

get to meet and learn about new people and 

even make new friends. Second, you have 

chance to tell other children about things 

that you like. Third, you aren't left out of 

what is going on. And fourth, you can learn 

about things that are interesting and 

important that you didn't know about. On the 
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other hand, if you do not have conversations 

with other children, first, you don't get the 

chance to meet new and interesting people. 

Second, you lose the chance to share your 

thoughts and interests with others. Third, 

you miss out what is going on. And finally, 

you could end up being left out of other 

activities, such as games, parties, and so 

on." 

"That's all you're going to do for today. We 

will meet again on Monday and talk about 

another thing that will make a conversation 

go well. Thank you for coming. See you next 

time." 



Recording Form for Instruction/Rationale Condition 

Session # Date 

Location H M Trainer 

Total # of participants: 

Settings: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Child's 
Name 

T 

Cl 
Theme Why Cl C2 C2 C3 

C1C2 
C3 Tl Why T2 Why 

*Use + to ind~cate success, - to ind~cate failure ~n tr~als. 

C = Concept; T = Topic. 
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script for Guided Practice Condition: Session One 

General "In school, it's fun to talk to other 

Introduction children during lunch, recess, and at other 

time. For the next two weeks you are going 

to get together to practice different ways 

that children talk together to have fun. I 

will show you what to do and then you're 

going to help each other practice. Today you 

are going to practice starting a conversation 

with a person." 

Check-out 

specific 

Skills 

"What are you going to practice today?" 

(Wait for children to answer. If they are 

right, praise them; if they are wrong, tell 

them the answer, then ask them again. Repeat 

until they give correct response. If only 

one or two children answer, calIon the other 

children and ask them again.) 

"Right, you're going to practice starting a 

conversation -- very good." 

"There are some things that you can do to 

begin a conversation with a person. Now 

I'm going to let you take turns practicing 
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starting a conversation with someone here." 

(Pick one child (A) at random from the group 

to start. Instruct him/her to begin a 

conversation with the child (B) sitting next 

to him/her. Instruct B to help the practice 

and the rest of children to sit quietly and 

pay attention.) 

"Let's begin with you, (A's name). I want 

you to practice starting a conversation with 

(B's name). Then, (B's name), you practice 

with (C's name), (C's name) with (D's name), 

(D's name) with (E's name), (E's name) with 

(F's name), and (Fts name) with (A's name). 

Okay? When someone is practicing, I'd like 

the rest of you to watch them closely." 

"Now, (A's name), I want you to start to talk 

to (B's name) by saying 'Hi, what's your 

name?' (B's name), I want you to help (A's 

name) to practice. Okay? Go ahead, (A's 

name)." 

(Praise the child for practicing the task 

correctly. If the child fails, prompt or 

correct him/her. Then, repeat the practice. 

Repeat this procedure by having everyone take 

turns practicing as instructed above. Make 
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sure that all the children have the 

opportunity to practice.) 

"Now, let's take turns practicing asking a 

person to talk." 
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(Pick one child e.g., 0, at random to begin 

with. Instruct him/her to practice with the 

child e.g., E, sitting next to him/her. 

Instruct E to help with the practice and the 

rest of children to watch them.) 

"Let's start with you, (D's name). You 

practice with (E's name). Then, (E's name), 

you practice with (F's name). (F's name) 

with (A's name); (A's name) with (S's name); 

(S's name) with (C's name); and (C's name) 

with (D's name). Okay? When someone is 

practicing, I'd like the rest of you to watch 

them closely." 

"Now, (D's name), I want you to start to talk 

to (E's name) by saying 'Would you like to 

talk?' or 'Can I talk to you?' or 'Let's 

talk.' (E's name), I want you to help (E's 

name) to practice. Okay? Go ahead, (E's 

name)." 

(Praise the child for practicing the task 
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correctly. If the child fails, prompt or 

correct him/her, then, repeat the practice. 

Repeat this procedure by having everyone take 

turns practicing as instructed above. Make 

sure that all the children have the 

opportunity to practice.) 

"Listen carefully. Now I'm going to let you 

practice more talking. I'd like you to take 

turns doing this." 

(Pick one child e.g., F, at random to begin 

with. Instruct him/her to practice with the 

child e.g., A, sitting next to him/her. 

Instruct A to help with the practice and the 

rest of children to watch them.) 

"Let's start with you, (F's name). You 

practice with (A's name). Then, (A's name), 

you practice with (B's name). (B's name) 

with (C's name); (C's name) with (D's name); 

(D's name) with (E's name); and (E's name) 

with (F's name). Okay? When someone is 

practicing, I'd like the rest of you to watch 

them closely." 

(Select one practice task from a list of 

popular topics. In each case, make the task 



specific before suggesting it to the 

children. For example, 'Tell two things 

about yourself' or 'Ask two things about 

John.' For each task, give brief, but 

explicit, instructions.) 
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"(F's name), I want you to talk to (A's name) 

about two things about yourself. (A's name), 

I want you to help (F's name) practice." 

(Praise the child for appropriate 

performance, prompt appropriate response if 

necessary. If inappropriate -- model the 

response (e.g., "I am 10 years old, I have 

two brothers."), then repeat the task. 

Repeat the same procedure for every child in 

the group practicing the same topic.) . 

"(A's name), I want you to say two things 

about yourself to (8'5 name). (8'5 name), I 

want you to help (A's name)." 

(Repeat this procedure until each child has 

practiced the same topic.) 

(start with another child on a new topic, 

repeat the practice procedure as described 

above. Make sure that each child has the 

opportunity to be the first one to practice 

on a new topic. continue the practice until 
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three complete, unprompted, appropriate 

performance on three tasks are achieved. If 

any child fails to reach the criterion, model 

the practice task and have him/her repeat the 

task until he or she satisfies the 

criterion.) 

"You've learned a lot today! Today you 

practiced starting a conversation. You 

practiced 'saying Hi,' 'asking another 

person's name,' and 'asking them to talk.' 

You also practiced talking about different 

topics so that you can be friendly and have 

fun in conversation. You practiced talking 

about yourself, talking about the other 

person, school, movie, sports, .•. (go over 

the list). But the most important thing is 

you practice with each other here, and you 

will practice more when we meet again." 

"That's all you're going to do for today. We 

will meet again on Wednesday and practice 

another way that will make a conversation go 

well. Thank you for coming. See you next 

time." 



Recording Form for Guided Practice Condition 

Session # -----------------
Location H M 

Total # of participants: 

Settings: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Child's 
Name Theme C1 

Date ______________________ __ 

Trainer 

T 

C2 T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 

*Use + to indicate success, - to indicate failure in trials. 

C = Component; T = Topic. 
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Script for Control Condition: session One 

"For the next two weeks you are going to 
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Instruction watch some movies together to learn something 

from them and have fun. I will show you some 

interesting movies and, then, I'm going to 

ask you a few questions about them. Today 

you are going to watch 'situation.' There 

are four parts in this movie I'd like you to 

pay attention to. They are 'The Doorman,' 

'The Race,' 'The Wind Power,' and 'The Sun 

Sculpture.' Okay, let's watch the movie 

now. " 

(Show the children the film.) 

(When the movie is over, turn off the VCR and 

TV, then, hand out the paper to the children. 

Give them the following instruction, read the 

questions on the paper, and make sure they 

all understand the questions.) 

"Okay, the movie is over. I'm going to give 

you a sheet of paper. First, I'd like you to 

fill out the information at the top of this 

paper. write down your name, school, grade, 

teacher, and today's date. Today is 

Then, I'd like you to answer the 
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questions on this paper in 5 to 10 minutes. 

I'd like you to tell me what you learned from 

the movies and how you feel about them." 

(When they finish the questions, collect the 

papers. ) 

"You've learned a lot today! In the movie 

the four parts you saw: 'The Doorman,' 'The 

Race,' 'The Wind Power,' and 'The Sun 

Sculpture' tell you how to identify the 

situation so that you could solve the 

problem." 

"That's all we're going to do for today. We 

will meet again on Wednesday and watch 

another movie that will help you to learn 

something too. Thank you for coming. See 

you next time." 

(Avoid conversation throughout the session.) 



Recording Form for Control Condition 

Session # __________________ __ Date 

Location H M Trainer --------------------
Total # of participants: 

Settings: 

T 

Child's Name Child's Behavior* Trainer's Reaction-

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

*Record here any specific behavior of the children and your 

reaction to their behavior (be specific). 
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Checklist of Trainer Performance 

1. Eye contact 

2. Loudness of Voice 

3. Speed of Speech 

4. Gesture 

S. Time Control 

6. Following the 
Script 

poor 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

dissatis
factory 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

neither good 
nor poor 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

satis
factory 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
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good 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

7. Other comments (e.g., behavioral techniques: praise, prompt, model, 
etc. ) 



APPENDIX I 

PRELIMINARY ANALYSES OF GROUP EQUIVALENCE AT PRETEST 

Table 1 

Summary Table: Four-Way Between-Subjects ANOVA of Conversational 

Skill Performance at Pretest 

Source of 

Variation 

Group 

Age 

Sex 

School 

Group x Age 

Group x Sex 

Group x School 

Age x Sex 

Age x School 

Sex x School 

Group x Age x 
Sex 

Group x Age x 
School 

Group x Sex x 
School 

Age x Sex x 
School 

Group x Age x 
Sex x School 

Error 

Total 

Sum of 

Squares 

9.76 

4.24 

4.02 

18.87 

30.76 

62.99 

11.91 

2.16 

19.43 

7.86 

60.47 

13.02 

49.31 

3.13 

9.94 

51.13 

359.00 

OF 

2 

2 

1 

1 

4 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

4 

3 

2 

2 

1 

4 

35 

Mean 

Square 

4.88 

2.12 

4.02 

18.87 

7.69 

31.50 

5.95 

1.08 

9.72 

7.86 

15.12 

4.34 

24.65 

1. 57 

9.94 

12.78 

F 

.38 

.17 

• 31 

1.48 

• 60 

2.46 

.47 

.08 

.76 

.61 

1.18 

.34 

1.93 

.12 

.78 

Signif 

of F 

n.s. 

n.s • 

n.s. 

n.s • 

n.s. 

n.s. 

n.6. 

n.6. 

n.s. 

n.s. 

n.s. 

n.s. 

n.6. 

n.s. 

n.6. 
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Table 2 

Summary Table: Four-Way Between-Subjects ANOVA of 

Conversational Skill Knowledge at Pretest 

Source of Sum of Mean Signif 

variation Squares DF Square F of F 

-----------------------------------------------------------------
Group .39 2 .19 .06 n.s. 

Age 6.63 2 3.32 1.01 n.s. 

Sex 5.03 1 5.03 1.53 n.8. 

School 17.93 1 17.93 5.46 n.s. 

Group x Age 3.53 4 .88 .27 n.s. 

Group x Sex 9.91 2 4.95 1.51 n.s. 

Group x School 11.56 2 5.78 1. 76 n.s. 

Age x Sex 12.03 2 6.01 1.83 n.s. 

Age x School 4.73 2 2.36 .72 n.s. 

Sex x School 6.50 1 6.50 1.98 n.s. 

Group x Age x 
Sex 10.92 4 2.73 .83 n.s. 

Group x Age x 
School 15.04 3 5.01 1.53 n.s. 

Group x Sex x 
School 13.15 2 6.57 2.00 n.s. 

Age x Sex x 
School 25.37 2 12.69 3.86 n.s. 

Group x Age x 
Sex x School 5.41 1 5.41 .27 n.s. 

Error 51.13 4 12.78 

Total 199.26 35 
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Table 3 

Summary Table: Four-Way Between-Subjects ANOVA of 

Peer Acceptance at Pretest 

Source of Sum of Mean sign1£ 

Variation Squares OF Square F of F 

----------------------------------------------------------------
Group 11.74 2 5.87 .95 n.s. 

Age 5.30 2 2.65 .43 n.s • 

Sex .09 1 • 09 .01 n.s. 

School 3.71 1 3.71 .60 n.e. 

Group x Age 13.03 4 3.26 .53 n.s. 

Group x Sex 10.50 2 5.25 .85 n.e. 

Group x School 17.01 2 8.50 1.38 n.s. 

Age x Sex 9.49 2 4.75 .77 n.s. 

Age x School 10.61 2 5.30 .86 n.e . 

Sex x School • 31 1 .31 .05 n.s. 

Group x Age x 
Sex 10.46 4 2.61 .42 n.s. 

Group x Age x 
School 12.02 3 4.01 .65 n.s. 

Group x Sex x 
School 3.50 2 1. 75 .28 n.s. 

Age x Sex x 
School 4.63 2 2.32 .38 n.s. 

Group x Age x 
Sex x School 4.19 1 4.19 .46 n.s. 

Error 51.13 4 12.78 

Total 167.72 35 
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Table 4 

Summary Table: Four-Way Between-Subjects ANOVA of 

Verbal Interaction at Pretest 

Source of Sum of Mean signif 

Variation Squares DF Square F of F 

----------------------------------------------------------------
Group 5.17 2 2.58 1.40 n.s. 

Age .39 2 .19 .10 n.s. 

Sex .23 1 .23 .13 n.B. 

School 4.84 1 4.84 2.62 n.s. 

Group x Age 8.96 4 2.24 1.21 n.s. 

Group x Sex 11.21 2 5.60 3.04 n.s. 

Group x School 16.08 2 8.04 4.36 n.s. 

Age x Sex 1.60 2 .80 .43 n.s. 

Age x School 4.29 2 2.15 1.16 n.s. 

Sex x School .21 1 .21 .11 n.s. 

Group x Age x 
Sex 4.93 4 1.23 .67 n.s. 

Group x Age x 
School .52 3 .17 .09 n.s. 

Group x Sex x 
School 7.99 2 4.00 2.17 n.s. 

Age x Sex x 
School .84 2 .42 .23 n.s. 

Group x Age x 
Sex x School .01 1 .01 .95 n.s. 

Error 51.13 4 12.78 

Total 118.40 35 
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Table 5 

Summary Table: Four-Way Between-Subjects ANOVA of 

Loneliness at Pretest 

Source of Sum of Mean Signif 

Variation Squares DF Square F of F 

----------------------------------------------------------------
Group 8.46 2 4.23 3.32 n.s. 

Age 6.35 2 3.17 2.49 n.s • 

Sex .02 1 .02 • 02 n.s • 

School 1.01 1 1.01 • 79 n.s • 

Group x Age 3.25 4 .81 • 64 n.s • 

Group x Sex 1. 76 2 .88 • 69 n.s • 

Group x School .11 2 .06 • 04 n.s • 

Age x Sex 2.43 2 1.22 • 96 n.s. 

Age x School 5.23 2 2.62 2.05 n.s • 

Sex x School .55 1 .55 • 43 n.s. 

Group x Age x 
Sex 17.54 4 4.38 3.44 n.s. 

Group x Age x 
School 3.63 3 1.21 .95 n.s. 

Group x Sex x 
School 1.28 2 .64 .50 n.s. 

Age x Sex x 
School .89 2 .44 .35 n.s. 

Group x Age x 
Sex x School 1.95 1 1.95 .28 n.B. 

Error 51.13 4 12.78 

Total 105.59 35 



204 

REFERENCES 

Allen, K. E., Hart, B., Buell, J. S., Harris, F. R., & Wolf, 
M. M. (1964). Effects of social reinforcement on isolate 
behavior of a nursery school child. Child Development, 
35, 511-518. 

Apolloni, T., Cooke, S. A., & Cooke, T. P. (1977). 
Establishing a normal peer as a behavioral model for 
developmentally delayed toddlers. Perceptual and Motor 
Skills, 44, 231-241. 

Asher, S. R., & Dodge, K. A. (1986). Identifying children 
who are rejected by their peers. Developmental 
Psychology, 22, 444-449. 

Asher, S. R., & Hymel, S. (1981). Children's social 
competence in peer relations: Sociometric and behavioral 
assessment. In J. D. Wine & M. D. Smye (Eds.), Social 
competence (pp. 125-157). New York: Guilford. 

Asher, S. R., Hymel, S., Renshaw, P. D. (1984). Loneliness 
in children. Child Development, 55, 1456-1464. 

Asher, S. R., Oden, S. L., & Gottman, J. M. (1977). 
Children's friendship in school settings. In L. G. Katz 
(Ed.), Current topics in early childhood education (Vol. 
1, pp. 32-61). Norwood, NJ: Ablex. 

Asher, S. R., & Renshaw, P. D. (1981). Children without 
friends: Social knowledge and social-skill training. In 
S. R. Asher & J. M. Gottman (Eds.). The development of 
children's friendship (pp. 273-296). Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 

Azrin, N. H., & Lindsey, o. R. (1956). The reinforcement of 
cooperation'between children. Journal of Abnormal and 
Social Psychology, 52, 100-102. 

Bierman, K. L., & Furman, W. (1984). The effects of social 
skills training and peer involvement on the social 
adjustment of preadolescent. Child Development, 55, 151-
162. 

Bierman, K. L., Miller, C. L., & Stabb, S. D. (1987). 
Improving the social behavior and peer acceptance of 



205 

rejected boys: Effects of social skills training with 
instructions and prohibitions. Journal of Consulting and 
Clinical Psychology, 55, 194-200. 

Bijou, S. W., Chao, C.-C., & Ghezzi, P. M. (1988). Manual of 
instructions for identifying and analyzing referential 
interactions II. The Psychological Record, 38, 401-414. 

Bijou, S. W., Umbreit, J., Ghezzi, P. M., & Chao, C.-C. 
(1986). Manual of instructions for identifying and 
analyzing linguistic interactions. The Psyuhological 
Record, 36, 491-518. 

Bonney, M. E. (1971). Assessment of efforts to aid 
socially isolated elementary school pupils. Journal of 
Educational Research, 64, 359-364. 

Bornstein, M. R., Bellack, A. S., & Hersen, M. (1977). 
Social-skills training for unassertive children: A 
multiple-baseline analysis. Journal of Applied Behavior 
Analysis, 10, 183-195. 

Buswell, M. M. (1953). The relationship between social 
structure of the classroom and the academic successes of 
the pupils. Journal of Experimental Education, 22, 37-
52. 

Chittenden, G. F. (1942). An experimental study in 
measuring and modifying assertive behavior in young 
children. Monographs of the Society for Research in Child 
Development, 2(1, serial No. 31). 

coie, J. D., & Dodge, K. A. (1983). continuities and changes 
in children's social status: A five-year longitudinal 
study. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 29, 261-282. 

coie, J. D., & Dodge, K. A. (1988). Multiple sources of 
data on social behavior and social status in the school: 
A cross-age comparison. Child Development, 59, 815-829. 

Coie, J. D., Dodge, K. A., & coppotelli, H. (1982). 
Dimensions and types of social status: A cross-age 
perspective. Developmental Psychology, 18, 557-570. 

Coie, J. D., & Kupersmidt, J. B. (1983). A behavioral 
analysis of emerging social status in boys' groups. Child 
Development, 54, 1400-1416. 

Combs, M. L., & Slaby, D. A. (1977). Social skills training 
with children. In B. Lahey & A. Kazdin (Eds.), Advances 



206 

in clinical child psychologv (Vol. 1, pp. 161-201). New 
York: Plenum. 

Conger, J. C., & Keane, S. P. (1981). Social skills 
intervention in the treatment of isolated or withdrawn 
children. Psychological Bulletin, 90, 478-495. 

Corsaro, W. A. (1981). Friendship in the nursery school: 
Social organization in a peer environment. In S. R. Asher 
& J. M. Gottman (Eds.), The development of children's 
friendships. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Cowen, E. L., Pederson, A., Babigian, H., Izzo, L. D., & 
Trost, M. A. (1973). Long-term follow-up of early 
detected vulnerable children. Journal of Consulting and 
Clinical Psychology, 41, 438-446. 

Deutsch, F. (1974). Observational and sociometric measures 
of peer popularity and their relationship to egocentric 
communication in female preschoolers. Developmental 
Psychology, 10, 745-757. 

Dodge, K. A. (1983). Behavioral antecedents of peer social 
status. Child Development, 54, 1386-1399. 

Dodge, K. A., coie, J. D., & Brakke, N. P. (1982). Behavior 
patterns of socially rejected and neglected 
preadolescent: The roles of social approach and 
aggression. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 10, 
389-409. 

Dodge, K. A., Schlundt, D. C., Schocken, I., & Delugach, J. 
D. (1983). Social competence and children's sociometric 
status: The role of peer group entry strategies. Merrill
Palmer Ouarterly, 29, 309-336. 

Dorman, L. (1973). Assertive behavior and cognitive 
performance in preschool children. The Journal of Genetic 
Psychology, 123, 155-167. 

Drabman, R. S., & Lahey, B. B. (1974). Feedback in classroom 
behavior modification: Effects on the target and her 
classmates. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 2, 591-
598. 

Dunnington, M. J. (1957). Behavioral differences of 
sociometric status groups in a nursery school. Child 
Development, 28, 103-111. 

Evans, I. M., & Nelson, R. o. (1977). Assessment of child 



207 

behavior problems. In A. R. ciminero, K. S. Calhoun, & H. 
E. Adams (Eds.), Handbooks of behavioral assessment. New 
York: Wiley. 

Evers, W. L., & Schwarz, J. C. (1973). Modifying social 
withdrawal in preschoolers: The effects of filmed 
modeling and teacher praise. Journal of Abnormal Child 
Psychology, ~, 248-256. 

Evers-Pasquale, W., & Sherman, M. (1975). The reward value 
of peers: A variable influencing the efficacy of filmed 
modeling in modifying social isolation in preschoolers. 
Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, d, 179-189. 

Flanders, N. A. (1970). Analyzing teacher behavior. Reading, 
Ma: Addison-Wesley. 

French, D. C., & Tyne, T. F. (1982) The identification and 
treatment of children with peer-relationship 
difficulties. In J. P. Curran & P. M. Monti (Eds.), 
Social skills training: A practical handbook for 
assessment and treatment (pp. 280-308). New York: 
Guilford. 

Ghezzi, P. M., Bijou, s. W., & Chao, C.-C. (1991). A 
manual for training raters to identify and analyze 
referential interactions. The Psychological Record, 41, 
473-486. 

Ghezzi, P. M., Bijou, s. W., Umbreit, J., & Chao, C.-C. 
(1987). Influence of age of listener on preadolescent' 
linguistic behavior. The Psychological Record, 37, 109-
126. 

Goetz, T. E., & Dweck, C. S. (1980). Learned helplessness in 
social situations. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 39, 246-255. 

Goldman, J. A., Corsini, D. A., & DeUrioste, R. (1980). 
Implications of positive and negative sociometric status 
for assessing the social competence of young children. 
Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, ~, 209-220. 

Gottman, J. M. (1977a). Toward a definition of social 
isolation in children. Child Development, 48, 513-517. 

Gottman, J. M. (1977b). The effects of a modeling film on 
social isolation in preschool children: A methodological 
investigation. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 2, 
69-78. 



Gottman, J. M., Gonso, J., & Rasmussen, B. (1975). Social 
interaction, social competence, and friendship in 
children. Child Development, 46, 709-718. 

208 

Gottman, J. M., Gonso, J., & Schuler, P. (1976). Teaching 
social skills to isolated children. Journal of Abnormal 
Child Psychology, ~, 179-186. 

Green, K. D., Forehand, R., Beck, S. J., & Vosk, B. (1980). 
An assessment of the relationship among measures of 
children's social competence and children's academic 
achievement. child Development, 51, 1149-1156. 

Gresham, F. M. (1981). Assessment of children's social 
skills. Journal of School Psychology, 19, 120-133. 

Gresham, F. M., & Nagle, R. J. (1980). Social skills 
training with children: Responsiveness to modeling and 
coaching as a function of peer orientation. Journal of 
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 48, 718-729. 

Gronlund, N. E. (1959). sociometry in the classroom. New 
York: Harper. 

Gronlund, N. E., & Anderson, L. (1963). Personality 
characteristics of socially accepted, socially neglected, 
and socially rejected junior high school pupils. In J. M. 
Seidman (Ed.), Educating for mental health. New York: 
Crowell. 

Gronlund, N. E., & Holmlund, W. S. (1958). The value of 
elementary school sociometric status scores for 
predicting pupils' adjustment in high school. Educational 
Administration and Supervision, 44, 225-260. 

Hart, B. M., Reynolds, N. J., Baer, D. M., Brawley, E. R., & 
Harris, F. R. (1968). Effect of contingent and non
contingent social reinforcement on the cooperative play 
of a preschool child. Journal of Applied Behavior 
Analysis, l, 73-76. 

Harter, S. (1982). The perceived competence scale for 
children. Child Development, 53, 87-97. 

Hartup, W. W. (1970). Peer interaction and social 
organization. In P. H. Mussen (Ed.), Carmichael's manual 
of child psychology Vol. II, (3rd ed., pp. 361-456). New 
York: Wiley. 

Hartup, W. W., Glazer, J. A., & Charlesworth, R. (1967). 



Peer reinforcement and sociometric status. Child 
Development, 38, 1017-1024. 

209 

Hops, H., Guild, J. J., Fleischman, D. H., Paine, s. c., 
Street, A., Walker, H. M., & Greenwood, C. R. (1978). 
PEERS: Procedures for establishing effective relationship 
skills. Eugene: Center at Oregon for Research in the 
Behavioral Education of the Handicapped, University of 
Oregon. 

Hops, H., Walker,H. M., & Greenwood, C. R. (1979). PEERS: A 
program for remediating social withdrawal in the school 
setting: Aspects of a research and development process. 
In L. A. Hamerlynck (Ed.), The history and future of the 
developmentally disabled: Programmatic and methodological 
issues. New York: Brunner/Mazel. 

Huberty, C. J., & Morris, J. D. (1989). Multivariate 
analysis versus multiple univariate analysis. 
Psychological Bulletin, 105, 302-308. 

Hymel, S. (1983). Preschool children's peer relations: 
Issues in sociometric assessment. Merrill-Palmer 
Quarterly, 29, 237-260. 

Hymel, S., & Asher, S. R. (1977). Assessment and training of 
isolated children's social skills. Paper presented at the 
biennial meeting of the Society for Research in child 
Development, New Orleans. 

Jakibchuk, Z., & Smeriglio, V. L. (1976). The influence of 
symbolic modeling on the social behavior of preschool 
children with low levels of social responsiveness. Child 
Development, 47, 838-841. 

Jennings, K. D. (1975). People versus object orientation, 
social behavior, and intellectual abilities in children. 
Developmental Psychology, 11, 511-519. 

Johnston, J. M., & Johnston, G. T. (1972). Modification of 
consonant speech-sound articulation in young children. 
Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, ~, 233-246. 

Keane, S. P., & Conger, J. C. (1981). The implications of 
communication development for social skills training. 
Journal of Pediatric Psychology, Q, 369-381. 

Keller, M. F., & Carlson, P. M. (1974). The use of symbolic 
modeling to promote social skills in preschool children 
with low levels of social responsiveness. Child 



210 

Development, 45, 912-919. 

Koch, H. L. (1933). Popularity in preschool children: Some 
related factors and a technique for its measurement. 
Child Development, ~, 164-175. 

Kohn, M., & Clausen, J. (1955). Social isolation and 
schizophrenia. American Sociological Review, 20, 265-273. 

Kohn, M., & Rosman, B. (1972). Relationship of preschool 
social-emotional functioning to later intellectual 
achievement. Developmental Psychology, "11, 445-452. 

Kuhlen, R. G., & Collister, E. G. (1952). Sociometric status 
of sixth- and ninth-graders who fail to finish high 
school. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 12, 
632-637. 

Ladd, G. W. (1981). Effectiveness of a social learning 
method for enhancing children's social interaction and 
peer acceptance. Child Development, 52, 171-178. 

Ladd, G. W. (1983). Social networks of popular, average, and 
rejected children in school settings. Merrill-Palmer 
Quarterly, 29, 283-307. 

Ladd, G. W. (1985). Documenting the effects of social skill 
training with children: Process and outcome assessment. 
In B. H. Schneider, K. H. Rubin, & J. E. Ledingham 
(Eds.), Children's peer relations: Issues in assessment 
and intervention (pp. 243-269). New York: springer
Verlag. 

Ladd, G. W., & Asher, S. R. (1985). Social skill training 
and children's peer relations. In L. L'Abate & M. A. 
Milan (Eds.), Handbook of social skills training and 
research (pp. 219-244). New York: Wiley. 

Ladd, G. W., & Mize, J. (1983). A cognitive-social learning 
model of social-skill training. Psychological Review, 90, 
127-157. 

Ladd, G. W., & Oden, S. L. (1979). The relationship between 
peer acceptance and children's ideas about helpfulness. 
Child Development, 50, 402-408. 

La Greca, A. M., & santogrossi, D. A. (1980). Social skills 
training with elementary school students: A behavioral 
group approach. Journal of Consulting and Clinical 
Psychology, 48, 220-227. 



211 

Lancelotta, G. X. & Vaughn, s. (1989). Relation between 
types of aggression and sociometric status: Peer and 
teacher perceptions. Journal of Educational Psychology, 
81, 86-90. 

Lippitt, R. (1941). Popularity among preschool children. 
Child Development, 12, 305-332. 

Marlatt, G. A. (1972). Task structure and the experimental 
modification of verbal behavior. Psychological Bulletin, 
78, 335-350. 

Marshall, R. J., & McCandless, B. R. (1957). A study in 
prediction of social behavior of preschool children. 
Child Development, 28, 149-159. 

Matson, J. L., Esveldt-Dawson, K., & Kazdin, A. E. (1983). 
Validation of methods for assessing social skills in 
children. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 12, 174-180. 

McFall, R. M., & Twentyman, C. T. (1973). Four experiments 
on the relative contributions of rehearsal, modeling, and 
coaching to assertive training. Journal of Abnormal 
Psychology, 81, 199-218. 

Michelson, L., Sugai, D. P., Wood, R. P., & Kazdin, A. L. 
(1983). Social skills assessment and training with 
children: An empirically based handbook. New York: 
Plenum. 

Michelson, L., Wood, R., & Flynn, J. M. (1978). Development 
and evaluation of an aggressiveness training program for 
elementary school children. Paper presented at annual 
meeting of the Association for Advancement of Behavior 
Therapy. 

Mize, J., & Ladd, G. W. (1990). A cognitive-social learning 
approach to social skill training with low-status 
preschool children. Developmental Psychology, 26, 388-
397. 

Moore, S. G., & Updegraff, R. (1964). sociometric status of 
preschool children related to age, sex, nurturance
giving, and dependency. Child Development, 35, 519-524. 

Moreno, J. L. (1934). Who shall survive? Washington, DC: 
Nervous and Mental Disease Publishing Company. 

O'Connor, R. D. (1969). Modification of social withdrawal 
through symbolic modeling. Journal of Applied Behavior 



212 

Analysis, ~, 15-22. 

O'Connor, R. D. (1972). Relative efficacy of modeling, 
shaping, and the combined procedures for modification of 
social withdrawal. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 79, 
327-334. 

Oden, S. L. (1980). A child's social isolation: Origin, 
prevention, intervention. In G. Cartledge & J. F. Milburn 
(Eds.), Teaching social skills to children. New York: 
Pergamon. 

Oden, S., & Asher, S. R. (1977). Coaching children in social 
skills for friendship making. Child Development, 48, 495-
506. 

Parke, R. D. (1976). Social cues, social control~ and 
ecological validity. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 22, 111-
123. 

Peck, C. A., Cooke, T. P., & Apolloni, T. (1981). 
utilization of peer imitation in therapeutic and 
instructional contexts. In P. S. strain (Ed.), The 
utilization of classroom peers as behavior change agents. 
New York: Plenum. 

Pinkston, E. M., Reese, N. M., Leblanc, J. M., & Baer, D. M. 
(1973). Independent control of a preschool child's 
aggression and peer interaction by contingent teacher 
attention. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, Q, 115-
124. 

putallaz, M. (1983). Predicting children's sociometric 
status from their behavior. Child Development, 54, 1417-
1426. 

Putallaz, M., & Gottman, J. M. (1981). Social skills and 
group acceptance. In S. R. Asher & J. M. Gottman (Eds.), 
The development of children's friendships (pp. 116-149). 
cambridge: Cambridge university Press. 

Putallaz, M., & Wasserman, A. (1989). Children's 
naturalistic entry behavior and sociometric status: A 
developmental perspective. Developmental Psychology, 25, 
297-305. 

Quay, H. C., & Peterson, D. R. (1967). Manual for the 
problem behavior checklist. Mimeographed, University of 
Illinois. 



213 

Rinn, R. C., & Markle, A. (1979). Modification of social 
skill deficits in children. In A. S. Bellack & M. Hersen 
(Eds.), Research and practice in social skills training. 
New York: Plenum. 

Roff, M. (1961). Children social interactions and young 
adult bad conduct. Journal of Abnormal and Social 
Psychology, 63, 333-337. 

Roff, M. (1970). Some life history factors in relation to 
various types of adult maladjustment. In M. Ross & D. 
Ricks (Eds.), Life history research in psychopathology 
(vol. 1, pp. 265-287). Minneapolis, MN: University of 
Minnesota Press. 

Roff, M. (1975). Juvenile delinquency in girls: A study of a 
recent sample. In R. D. wirt, G. Winokur, & M. Roff 
(Eds.), Life history research in psychopathology (Vol. 4, 
pp. 135-151). Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota 
Press. 

Roff, M., Sells, S. B., & Golden, M. M. (1972). Social 
adjustment and personality development in children. 
Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press. 

Roff, J. D., & Wirt, D. (1984). Childhood aggression and 
social adjustment as antecedents of delinquency. Journal 
of Abnormal Child Psychology, 12, 111-126. 

Rosenshine, B., & Furst, N. F. (1973}. The use of direct 
observation to study teaching. In M. W. Travers (Ed.), 
Second handbook of research on teaching. chicago: Rand 
McNally. 

Soar, R. S. (1968). optimum teacher-pupil interaction for 
pupil growth. Educational Leadership, 26, 275-280. 

Spivack, G., Platt, J. J., & Shure, M. B. (1976). The 
problem-solving approach to adjustment. San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass. 

Spivack, G., & Shure, M. B. (1974). Social adjustment of 
young children. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Strain, P. S., & Cooke, T. P., & Apolloni, T. (1976). 
Teaching exceptional children. New York: Academic. 

Strain, P. S., & FOx, J. E. (1981). Peers as behavior change 
agents for withdrawn classmates. In A. E. Kazdin & B. B. 
Lahey (Eds.), Advances in clinical child psychology (Vol. 



214 

4, pp. 167-198). New York: Plenum. 

strain, P. S., & Kerr, M. M. (1981). Modifying children's 
social withdrawal:Issues in assessment and clinical 
intervention. In (Eds.), Progress in behavior 
modification (Vol. 2, pp. 203-248). New York: Academic. 

Strain, P. S., Shores, R. E., & Kerr, M. M. (1976). An 
experimental analysis of "spillover" effects on the 
social interaction of behaviorally handicapped preschool 
children. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, ~, 31-40. 

strain, P. S., Shores, R. E., & Timm, M. A. (1977). Effects 
of peer initiation on the social behavior in withdrawn 
preschoolers. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 10, 
289-298. 

strain, P. S., & Timm, M. A. (1974). An experimental 
analysis of social interaction between a behaviorally 
disordered preschool child and her classroom peers. 
Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 2, 583-590. 

Ullmann, C. A. (1957). Teachers, peers, and tests as 
predictors of adjustment. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 48, 257-267. 

Wahler, R. G. (1967). Child-child interactions in free-field 
settings: Some experimental analyses. Journal of 
Experimental Child Psychology, ~, 278-293. 

Waldrop, M. F., & Halverson, C. F. (1975). Intensive and 
extensive peer behavior: Longitudinal and cross-sectional 
analysis. Child Development, 46, 19-26. 

Walker, H. M. (1970). The Walker problem behavior 
identification checklist (Test and Manual). Los Angeles, 
CA: Western Psychological Service. 

Weinman, J. M., & Backlund, P. (1980). Current theory and 
research in communicative competence. Review of 
Educational Research, 50, 185-199. 

Weissberg, R. P., Gesten, E. L., Rapkin, B. D., Cowen, E. 
L., Davidson, E., Flores de Apodaca, R. F., & McKim, B. 
J. (1981). Evaluation of a social-problem-solving 
training program for suburban and inner-city third-grade 
children. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 
49, 251-261. 

Westbrook, A. (1970). Teachers recognition of problem 



215 

behavior and referrals of children to pupil personnel 
services. The Journal of Education Research, 63, 391-394. 

Wheeler, V. A., & Ladd, G. W. (1982). Assessment of 
children's self-efficacy for social interactions with 
peers. Developmental Psychology, 18, 795-805. 

Young, L. L., & Cooper, D. H. (1944). Some factors 
associated with popularity. The Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 35, 513-535. 

Zahavi, S. & Asher, S. R. (1978). The effect of verbal 
instructions on preschool children's aggressive behavior. 
Journal of School Psychology, 16, 146-153. 


