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Introduction and Social Significance of Study 

Empirical evidence indicates that schools vastly under serve the school-age population with emotional 

and/or behavioral disorders (EBD) (Walker, Nishioka, Zeller, Severson, & Feil, 2000). Specifically, evidence 

suggests that over 20% of the school-age population demonstrate deficits that would qualify them for a psychiatric 

diagnosis; however, only about 1% of this population receives services under the EBD category (Walker, Ramsey, 

& Gresham, 2004; Hoagwood & Erwin, 1997). For the 1% of students that are identified for additional support 

based on the two-prong test of eligibility (i.e., disability and need), special education services are often delayed until 

early adolescence (United States Department of Education, 2001). By this time, the best we can hope for is 

amelioration of social skill deficits (Kazdin, 1987). In many ways, schools are failing when it comes to supporting 

the social and emotional welfare of students (Kauffman, Mock, & Simpson, 2007; Walker et al., 2000). As a result, 

students who exhibit emotional and behavioral difficulties that adversely impact their academic achievement often 

go unidentified and, consequently, receive no support until it is too late in their academic careers (Walker et al., 

1995). 

Longitudinal studies have indicated that children with poor social skills are at greater risk for poor school 

adjustment and adult psychopathology (Moffitt, Caspi, Harrington, & Milne, 2002; Newman et al., 1996; Patterson, 

Reid, & Dishion, 1992). Specifically, children and adolescents with poor social skills have been shown to be at 

greater risk for delinquency and antisocial behavior (Dishion, Loeber, Stouthamer-Loeber, & Patterson, 1984; 

Freedman, Rosenthal, Donahue, Schlundt, & McFall, 1978; Patterson et al., 1992); depression or social withdrawal 

(Christoff et al., 1985); poor academic performance (Hinshaw, 1992), and other serious emotional and behavioral 

disturbances (Newman et al., 1996) than youth with appropriate social skills. In contrast, successful acquisition of 

social skills is generally viewed as a developmental asset and is associated with a host of positive outcomes, 

including better social competence, higher academic achievement, and a greater likelihood of graduating high school 

(Caprara, Barbranelli, Pastorelli, Bandura, & Zimbardo, 2000; Chandler, Lubeck, & Fowler, 1992; Hinshaw, 1992).  

Given the number of students who are at-risk for developing EBD’s in adolescence, there is an urgent need 

for schools to proactively screen and identify those students entering, or currently in, the period of adolescence, who 

are in need of additional services and supports (Walker & Severson, 1990). Failure to intervene at this critical stage 

of early adolescence can potentially place students on a course toward detrimental adult outcomes (Moffitt et al., 

2002). 



The current study will significantly contribute to the extant literature in a number of ways. First, to date, no 

studies have experimentally manipulated the treatment validity of the skill-deficit model as a means of empirically 

linking assessment to intervention. Second, this study will focus on urban adolescents at-risk for EBD, which is a 

vastly under-researched population in the EBD field when it comes to SST research. Third, this research will 

evaluate the impact of SST when implemented by everyday school personnel. This is noteworthy considering that 

one of the primary weaknesses of the SST literature is the lack of effectiveness research that has evaluated the 

effects of SST with minimal participation by researchers. Fourth, no research has examined the use of functional 

assessment technology to concurrently determine the type of skill deficit a student possesses, and inform the 

development of SST strategies. Lastly, this investigation will attempt to fill the gap in the SST literature indicating 

poor generalization and maintenance of positive student outcomes produced by SST programs. It is hypothesized 

that with the use of the skill-deficit model to guide the development and implementation of SSTs, gains will 

generalize to novel settings and maintain after the SST program is terminated. Overall, the present study will 

contribute to the literature by examining a number of limitations that researchers have reported regarding the 

efficacy and effectiveness of SST for students with or at-risk for EBD. 

The primary purpose of the present is study is to evaluate the treatment validity of the social skill-deficit 

model for the development and implementation of SST for adolescents who are at-risk for developing an EBD. The 

hypothesis is that the social skill-deficit model will lead to improved social skills and decreases in competing 

problem behaviors that will be maintained long after the intervention has been terminated. In addition, such findings 

will further enhance and contribute to the extant literature regarding the most effective methodology to assess and 

deliver SST. 

Research Questions 

The purpose of the present study was to evaluate the treatment validity of the social skill-deficit model for 

the development and implementation of SST for 10 adolescents (see demographics in Table 1) who were identified 

as at-risk for developing an emotional-behavioral disorder. Specifically, the type of social skill deficit the 

adolescents demonstrated was identified through teacher rating scales, direct observations, and functional behavioral 

assessment (FBA). Teachers completed the Social Skills Rating System (SSRS) for each student, and based on their 

ratings a hypothesis was developed regarding the type of skill deficit the student demonstrated (i.e., performance or 

acquisition). This hypothesis was further tested and validated through an FBA of the student’s target behavioral 



deficits (see Table 2). Based on the comprehensive behavioral assessment, participants were matched to a particular 

SST program based on their respective acquisition or performance deficits. In order to establish the treatment 

validity of the social skill deficit model, all students were first exposed to a non-skill deficit based SST program that 

is not based on the type of social skill deficit the students have. The following are the research questions that guided 

the study: 

1. Is a non-skill deficit based social skills training package an effective intervention for adolescent students at-

risk for EBD? 

2. Is social skills training more effective when matched to the type of social skill deficit (e.g., acquisition 

versus performance deficit) than a non-skill deficit based social skills training package? 

3. Are the hypotheses regarding students’ social skills deficits (acquisition and performance), as determined 

by the Social Skills Rating System (SSRS), confirmed through a functional behavioral assessment? 

4. Does social skills training based on the social-skill deficit model lead to generalized and maintained 

performance for students? 

The overall goal of this study was to determine if the use of the Social Skills-Deficit model in the 

remediation of social skills problems with at-risk adolescents would lead to better intervention outcomes beyond 

those obtained from a non-deficit based SST program. An additional goal was to determine the implementation 

utility of the Social Skills-Deficit model by everyday school personnel. To that extent, the uses of visual inspection 

(see Figures 1 - 3) and effect size estimation, percent change from baseline (PCB; see Table 3) and percentage of 

nonoverlapping data points (PND; see Table 4), were utilized to evaluate the results. Lastly, the inclusion of simple 

and effective progress monitoring, treatment integrity checks, and social validation procedures were used in the 

evaluation of treatment outcomes. 

Results 

Research Question One 

Based on the data gathered in the present study, evidence suggests that the non-deficit based SST produced 

stronger gains in improving student’s positive social interactions than reducing their disruptive behavior for the 

performance group (see Table 3 and 4). Moreover, visual inspection revealed a relative, not strong, functional 

relationship for the performance group on improving positive social interactions (see Figure 3) and reducing 

competing problem behavior. In contrast, visual inspection did not reveal a reliable functional relationship for the 



acquisition group on improving positive social interactions and reducing competing problem behavior (see Figure 

3). This lack of strong treatment effect for both groups may be attributed to the short duration of the non-skill-deficit 

based SST for both groups. It may be that six weeks is not enough to see a demonstrative effect on student 

outcomes.  

Research Question Two 

Another primary goal of the present study was to compare the effectiveness of SST programs that are 

deficit-based with those that are non-deficit-based. This comparison focused specifically on the reduction of 

disruptive behaviors and negative social interactions, while increasing positive social interactions. Prior to 

implementing the study, it was hypothesized that a moderate to large effect size, above that observed in the non-

deficit-based SST program, would show that SST programs matched to a student’s specific social skill deficit 

(acquisition or performance) would enhance gains in social skills, and effectively reduce competing problem 

behaviors.  

Data demonstrated that, for both the acquisition and performance groups, a skill-deficit based SST 

produced significant gains beyond those obtained from the non-deficit based SST. Specifically, all effect size 

measures obtained during the deficit-based SST were above and beyond those obtained during the non-deficit-based 

SST for both groups and all dependent measures. Identical findings were obtained for PND measures. All PND 

measures obtained during the deficit-based SST were greater than those obtained during the non-deficit-based SST 

for both groups and all dependent measures.  

In the present study, the acquisition group exhibited significantly lower positive social skills and more 

problem behaviors than the performance group on the SSRS. In addition, the acquisition group exhibited lower 

positive social interactions and greater total disruptive than the performance group on direct classroom observations. 

Given that the non-deficit based SST did not address the underlying deficits of the acquisition group, as a result, this 

group achieved minimal gains. In contrast, the performance group had an advantage entering the study. Specifically, 

they possessed the ability to interact well with adults and peers, but chose not to behave appropriately. 

Consequently, the basic strategies in the non-deficit based SST were sufficient to improve the social behavior of the 

performance group, but not the acquisition group. 

 

 



Research Question Three 

This study is an initial attempt at embedding functional assessment data with social skills training for 

adolescents at-risk for EBD. Specifically, historically FBA research and technology was developed originally for 

individuals with developmental disabilities and severe challenging behavior (Fox, Conroy, Heckaman, 1998). 

Moreover, literature reviews on school-based FBA (Ervin et al., 2001) demonstrate that approximately 71% of 

FBA’s are conducted with students with cognitive impairments, and only 18% with students with EBD. In a recent 

abstract and keyword literature search on PsychInfo, revealed no empirical studies involving social skills training 

and functional assessment with adolescents at-risk for EBD.  

Results of the FBA (see Table 2) showed that the students’ social skill deficits, as determined by the SSRS, 

were confirmed through the FBA for nine of ten students. Data indicates that acquisition-hypothesized students 

exhibited lower levels of initiating behaviors than performance-hypothesized students. Moreover, the social 

interactions that were initiated by the acquisition-hypothesized students were typically negative. In addition, 

acquisition-hypothesized students responded more negatively to peers than the performance-hypothesized students. 

This is consistent with an acquisition-deficit profile. In contrast, performance-hypothesized students initiated and 

responded more positively to peers than the acquisition-hypothesized students. However, the performance-

hypothesized students frequency of negative initiating and responding behaviors was higher than their positive 

behaviors. This is consistent with a performance-deficit profile. Overall, results from the FBA confirmed the 

hypotheses regarding students’ social skills deficits (acquisition and performance), as determined by the SSRS. 

However, researchers have questioned the internal and external validity of functional assessment 

technology with students with or at-risk for emotional behavioral disorders (Sasso, Conroy, Stichter, & Fox, 2001). 

However, recent research by Alter, Conroy, Mancil, and Haydon, (2008) indicates that direct assessment procedures 

(ABC functional behavioral assessment) agreed with the results of systematic experimental functional analyses. 

Specifically, their results support the use of FBA process with students at-risk for or with EBD as a time efficient 

technology to assess the underlying deficits students exhibit. Consequently, this study contributes significantly to the 

EBD adolescent literature regarding the treatment utility of FBA with social skills training program as a means of 

improving socially significant outcomes. 

 

 



Research Question Four 

Lastly, this study examined how well gains in positive social skills and reductions in problem behaviors 

maintain over time. A frequently cited limitation and concern with SST is that students do not maintain gains over 

time and rarely generalize to novel situations (Quinn, Kavale, Mathur, Rutherford, & Forness, 1999). The SST 

practices used in this study were carefully designed to promote maintenance and generalization (Elliott & Gresham, 

1991).  

Ongoing assessment during the intervention process and assessment two months after termination of the 

SST were conducted to see how successful the SST was for maintenance and generalization of positive social skills. 

Data from multiple measures showed that students that responded to the intervention maintained their gains across 

time and generalized their skills at home and other school settings. Specifically, during and after the SST programs 

students: 

• Joined the school choir 

• Enrolled in the after-school social club called “The Cougars Den” 

• Made the school honor roll 

• One students made the Principal’s honor roll and began attending church with his mother 

• One student joined the school’s running club.  

• At the conclusion of the SST program a student began to attend group therapy for adolescents with 

Asperger’s Syndrome, a group that he had refused to attend for the past 2 years. 

Conclusions 

When considering the possible efficacy of a deficit-based model to SST, precise assessment and skill 

matching should not be the only variables considered when developing SST for at-risk adolescents. Rather, the type 

of instructional training delivered during SST should match the type of social skill deficit should be considered. 

Specifically, promoting social skill acquisition requires the systematic use of social modeling, coaching, behavioral 

rehearsal, and social problem solving (Elliott & Gresham, 1991). In contrast, enhancing social skill performance 

requires the systematic use of prompting and cuing, peer-initiated and group-oriented strategies, behavioral 

contracting, and differential reinforcement (Elliott & Gresham, 1991).  

The present findings will enhance the literature in that an analysis of the efficacy and effectiveness of a 

deficit-based SST program for at-risk adolescents has not yet been addressed in the literature (Cook, Gresham, Kern, 



Barreras, Thornton, & Crews, 2008; Gresham, 1998). Specifically, the current study significantly contributed to the 

extant literature in a number of ways. First, to date, no studies have experimentally manipulated the treatment 

validity of the skill-deficit model as a means of empirically linking assessment to intervention (Barreras, 2008).  

Second, this study focused on urban adolescents at-risk for EBD, which is a vastly under-researched 

population in the EBD field when it comes to SST research. Specifically, as previously discussed, the majority of 

SST research has been conducted with younger elementary-aged populations at-risk for EBD. In addition, in a recent 

abstract literature search on PsychInfo, no published SST studies were found that targeted urban adolescents at-risk 

for EBD.  

Third, this research evaluated the impact of SST when implemented by everyday school personnel. This is 

noteworthy considering that one of the primary weaknesses of the SST literature is the lack of effectiveness research 

that has evaluated the effects of SST with minimal participation by researchers (Gresham, Cook, Crews, & Kern, 

2004).  

Fourth, no research has examined the use of functional assessment technology to concurrently determine 

the type of skill deficit a student possesses, and inform the development of SST strategies (Barreras, 2008). Lastly, 

this investigation attempted to fill the gap in the SST literature indicating poor generalization and maintenance of 

positive student outcomes produced by SST programs. Results demonstrated that the majority of the students 

generalized the skills they learned during SST and maintained those gains after the SST program is terminated.  

Overall, the present study contributed to the literature by examining a number of limitations that 

researchers have reported regarding the efficacy and effectiveness of SST for students with or at-risk for EBD 

(Mathur, Kavale, Quinn, Forness, & Rutherford, 1998; Quinn et al., 1999). 

 

 



References 

Alter, P.J., Conroy, M.A., Mancil, G.R., & Haydon, T. (2008). A comparison of functional behavior assessment 
methodologies with young children: Descriptive methods and functional analysis. Journal of Behavioral 
Education, 17, 200-219. 

 
Barreras, R.B. (2008). An experimental analysis of the treatment validity of the social skills-deficit model for at-risk 

adolescents. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. 
 
Capara, G.V., Barbaranelli, C., Concetta, P., Bandura, A., & Zimbardo, P.G. (2000). Prosocial foundations of 

children’s academic achievement. Psychological Science, 11, 302-306. 
 
Chandler, L.K., Lubeck, R.C., & Fowler, S.A. (1992). Generalization and maintenance of preschool children’s 

social skills: A critical review and analysis. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 25, 415-428. 
 
Christoff, K.A., Scott, W.O., Kelley, M.L., Schlundt,D., Baer, G., & Kelly, J.A. (1985). Social skills and social 

problem-solving training for shy young adolescents. Behavior Therapy, 16, 468-477.  
 
Cook, C.R., Gresham, F.M., Kern, L., Barreras, R.B., Thornton, S., & Crews, S.D. (2008). Social skills training for 

secondary students with emotional and/or behavioral disorders: A review and analysis of the meta-analytic 
literature. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders. doi:10.1177/1063426608314541 

 
Dishion, T.J., Loeber, R., Stouthamer-Loeber, M., & Patterson, G.R. (1984). Skill deficits and male adolescent 

delinquency. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 12, 37-54. 
 
Eliott, S.N., & Gresham, F.M. (1991). Social skills intervention guide: Practical strategies for social skills training. 

Circle Pines, MN: American Guidance Service. 
 
Erwin, R.A., Radford, P.M., Bertsch, K., Piper, A.L., Ehrhardt, K.E., & Poling, A. (2001). A descriptive analysis 

and critique of the empirical literature on school-based functional assessment.  School Psychology Review, 
30(2), 193-210. 

 
Fox, J., Conroy,M., & Heckaman, K. (1998). Research issues in functional assessment of the challenging behaviors 

of students with emotional and behavioral disorders. Behavioral Disorders, 24(1), 26-33. 
 
Freedman, B.J., Rosenthal, L., Donahue, L.P., Jr., Schlundt, D.G., & McFall, R.M. (1978). A social-behavioral 

analysis of skill deficits in delinquent and nondelinquent adolescent boys. Journal of Consulting and 
Clinical Psychology, 46, 1448-1462. 

 
Gresham, F.M. (1998). Social skills training: Should we raze, remodel, or rebuild? Behavioral Disorders, 24,19-25. 
 
Gresham, F.M., Cook, C.R., Crews, S.D., & Kern, L. (2004). Social skills training for children and youth with 

emotional and behavioral disorders: Validity considerations and future directions. Behavioral Disorders, 
30, 32-46. 

 
Hinshaw, S.P. (1992). Externalizing behavior problems and academic underachievement in childhood and 

adolescence: Causal relationships and underlying mechanisms. Psychological Bulletin, 111, 127-155. 
 
Hoagwood, K., & Erwin, H.D. (1997). Effectiveness of school-based mental health services for children: A 10-year 

research review. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 6, 435-451. 
 
Kauffman, J.M., Mock, D.R., & Simpson, R.L. (2007). Problems related to underservice of students with emotional 

and behavioral disorders. Behavioral Disorders, 33 (1), 43-57. 
 
Kazdin, A.E. (1987). Treatment of antisocial behavior in children: current status and future directions. Psychological 

bulletin, 102, 187-203. 



Mathur, S.R., Kavale, K.A., Quinn, M.M., Forness, S.R., & Rutherford, R.B. (1998). Social skills interventions with 
students with emotional and behavioral problems: A quantitative synthesis of single-subject research. 
Behavioral Disorders, 23, 193-201. 

 
Moffitt, T.E., Caspi, A., Harrington, H., & Milne, B.J. (2002). Males on the life-course-persistent and adolescence-

limited antisocial pathways: follow-up at age 26 years. Development and Psychopathology, 14, 179-207. 
 
Newman, R.S. (2006). Students’ adaptive and nonadaptive help seeking in the classroom: Implications for the 

context of peer harassment. In S.A. Karabenick & R.S. Newman’s (Eds.). Help seeking in academic 
setting: Goals, groups, and contexts (pp. 225-258). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

 
Patterson, G.R., Reid, J.B., & Dishion, T.J. (1992). Antisocial boys. Eugene, OR: Castalia. 
 
Quinn, M.M., Kavale, K.A., Mathur, S.R., Rutherford, R.B., & Forness, S.R. (1999). A meta-analysis of social skill 

interventions for students with emotional or behavioral disorders. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral 
Disorders, 7, 54-64. 

 
Sasso, G.M., Conroy, M.A., Stichter, J.P., & Fox, J.J. (2001). Slowing down the bandwagon: the misapplication of 

functional assessment for students with emotional or behavioral disorders. Behavioral Disorders, 26, 282-
296. 

 
United States Department of Education. (2001). Twenty-third annual report to Congress on the implementation of 

Individuals with Disabilities of Education Act. Jessup, MD: Education Publications Center. 
 
Walker, H.M., Colvin, G., & Ramsey, E. (1995). Antisocial behavior in schools: Strategies and best practices. 

Pacific Grove, CA: Brookes/Cole. 
 
Walker, H.M., Nishioka, V., Zeller, R., Severson, H., & Feil, E. (2000). Causal factors and potential solutions for 

the persistent under-identification of students having emotional or behavioral disorders in the context of 
schooling. Assessment for Effective Intervention, 26, 29-40. 

 
Walker, H.M., Ramsey, E., & Gresham, F.M. (2004). Antisocial behavior in school: Evidence-based practices. (2nd 

ed). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth/Thompson Learning. 
 
Walker, H. M., & Severson, H. H. (1990). Systematic Screening for Behavior Disorders (SSBD): User's guide and 

technical manual. Longmont, CO: Sopris West. 
 
 

 
 



 

 F
re

dd
y 

P
  M
 

H
 

12
-1

 

7 N
o 

 Ju
li

o 

P
  M
 

H
 

12
-9

 

8 N
o 

R
ig

ob
er

to
 

P
  M
 

H
 

13
-4

 

8 N
o 

L
ev

i 
P

  M
 

C
 

13
-8

 

8 N
o 

M
oh

am
m

e

d 
P

  M
 

A
-A

 

13
-1

0 

8 N
o 

Jo
ey

 

A
  M
 

C
 

13
-2

 

8 

A
D

H

D
 

Ja
co

b 

A
  M
 

H
 

12
-1

0 

7 N
o 

B
ry

an
 

A
  M
 

C
 

11
-1

0 

7 

A
U

T
 

O
sc

ar
 

A
  M
 

H
 

12
-9

 

7 E
D

 

S
tu

de
n

ts
 

K
yl

e 

A
  M
 

C
 

13
-3

 

8 N
o   

T
ab

le
 1

 

St
ud

en
t C

ha
ra

ct
er

is
ti

cs
 

V
ar

ia
bl

es
 

 G
ro

up
 

D
em

og
ra

ph
ic

s 

   
  G

en
de

r 

   
  E

th
ni

ci
ty

 

   
  A

ge
 

   
  G

ra
de

 

   
  S

pe
ci

al
 E

du
ca

ti
on

 E
lig

ib
il

it
y 

N
ot

e.
 G

ro
up

 i
s 

de
fi

n
ed

 a
s 

fo
llo

w
s:

 (
A

) 
A

cq
u

is
it

io
n

 a
nd

 (
P

) 
P

er
fo

rm
an

ce
. 

E
th

n
ic

it
y 

is
 d

ef
in

ed
 a

s 
fo

llo
w

s:
 (

C
) 

C
au

ca
si

an
; 

(H
) 

H
is

pa
n

ic
; 

(A
-A

) 
A

fr
ic

an
-A

m
er

ic
an

. 

 

 



SS
R

S 
H

yp
ot

he
si

ze
d 

Sk
ill

 D
ef

ic
it 

 

A
cq

ui
sit

io
n 

Pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

 

A
cq

ui
sit

io
n 

A
cq

ui
sit

io
n 

Pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

 

H
yp

ot
he

si
ze

d 
So

ci
al

 S
ki

ll 
D

ef
ic

it 

A
cq

ui
sit

io
n:

 P
oo

r 
re

sp
on

di
ng

 a
nd

 p
os

iti
ve

 
so

ci
al

 in
te

ra
ct

io
ns

. P
IB

 5
%

, 
PR

B
 1

0%
, N

IB
 5

5%
, N

R
B

 
30

%
 

Pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

:  
In

iti
at

es
 

po
si

tiv
e 

pe
er

 b
eh

av
io

r, 
ch

oo
se

s w
he

n 
to

 b
eh

av
e.

 
PI

B
 2

0%
, P

R
B

 2
5%

, N
IB

 
25

%
, N

R
B

 3
0%

. 

A
cq

ui
sit

io
n:

 P
oo

r 
re

sp
on

di
ng

 a
nd

 p
os

iti
ve

 
in

te
ra

ct
io

ns
. P

IB
 2

%
, P

R
B

 
4%

, N
IB

 2
8%

, N
R

B
 6

6%
. 

A
cq

ui
sit

io
n:

 L
ac

ks
 p

os
iti

ve
 

po
or

 so
ci

al
 in

te
ra

ct
io

ns
. P

IB
 

4%
, P

R
B

 6
%

, N
IB

 7
5%

, 
N

R
B

 1
5%

 

Pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

:  
In

iti
at

es
 

po
si

tiv
e 

pe
er

 in
te

ra
ct

io
ns

, 
ch

oo
se

s w
he

n 
to

 b
eh

av
e.

 
PI

B
 1

8%
, P

R
B

 2
2%

, N
IB

 
36

%
, N

R
B

 2
4%

. 

 
C

on
se

qu
en

ce
 

Pe
er

s 
ye

ll 
ba

ck
, 

te
ac

he
r 

re
pr

im
an

d,
 p

ee
rs

 
pu

sh
 st

ud
en

t 

Pe
er

s 
te

as
e 

ba
ck

, 
se

nt
 o

ut
 o

f c
la

ss
, 

pe
er

s 
la

ug
h,

 

R
ed

ire
ct

ed
 b

y 
te

ac
he

r, 
re

ce
iv

es
 

pe
er

 a
nd

 te
ac

he
r 

at
te

nt
io

n 

Pe
er

s 
re

je
ct

 a
nd

 
te

as
e 

at
te

m
pt

s 
to

 
so

ci
al

iz
e,

 
te

ac
he

r 
re

pr
im

an
ds

 

Se
nt

 o
ut

 o
f 

cl
as

sr
oo

m
, p

ee
rs

 
te

as
e 

an
d 

m
ak

e 
fu

n 
of

 h
im

 

 
B

eh
av

io
r 

Ta
lk

s 
to

 p
ee

rs
, o

ut
 o

f 
hi

s, 
in

te
rr

up
tin

g 
te

ac
he

r l
es

so
n,

 te
as

in
g 

pe
er

s 

B
ul

lie
s p

ee
rs

, t
ak

es
 

m
at

er
ia

ls
 a

w
ay

 fr
om

 
pe

er
s,

 sh
ar

es
 m

at
er

ia
ls

 
ta

lk
s r

es
pe

ct
fu

lly
 

B
ot

he
rs

 a
nd

 te
as

es
 

pe
er

s,
 g

et
s o

ut
 o

f s
ea

t, 
w

al
ks

 a
ro

un
d 

cl
as

sr
oo

m
 

In
te

rr
up

ts
 p

ee
r a

nd
 

ad
ul

t c
on

ve
rs

at
io

ns
, 

ha
ra

ss
es

 p
ee

rs
, t

al
ks

 
ba

ck
 to

 p
ee

rs
 a

nd
 

ad
ul

ts
 

Te
as

es
 a

nd
 b

ul
lie

s 
pe

er
s,

 d
ef

ia
nt

 to
 

te
ac

he
r d

ire
ct

iv
es

 

 
A

nt
ec

ed
en

t 

Pe
er

s 
pr

es
en

t, 
Te

ac
he

r n
ot

 in
   

pr
ox

im
ity

, 
di

ff
ic

ul
t 

as
si

gn
m

en
t 

Pe
er

s 
pr

es
en

t, 
fa

vo
rit

e 
pe

er
s,

 
en

jo
ys

 c
la

ss
w

or
k 

Pe
er

s 
pr

es
en

t, 
di

ff
ic

ul
t 

as
si

gn
m

en
t 

Pe
er

s 
an

d 
te

ac
he

r 
pr

es
en

t, 
di

ff
ic

ul
t 

as
si

gn
m

en
t 

Pe
er

s 
pr

es
en

t, 
fa

vo
rit

e 
pe

er
s,

 
en

jo
ys

 c
la

ss
w

or
k,

 
di

ff
ic

ul
t w

or
k 

Pr
es

en
tin

g 
Pr

ob
le

m
 

D
is

ru
pt

iv
e,

 
Pe

er
 R

ej
ec

tio
n,

 
Po

or
 P

ee
r 

R
el

at
io

ns
hi

ps
 

D
is

ru
pt

iv
e,

 
D

ef
ia

nc
e,

 
V

er
ba

l 
A

gg
re

ss
io

n 
 

V
er

ba
l a

nd
 

Ph
ys

ic
al

 
A

gg
re

ss
io

n,
 

Pr
of

an
ity

, 
D

ef
ia

nc
e 

D
is

ru
pt

iv
e,

 
Po

or
 P

ee
r 

R
el

at
io

ns
hi

ps
 

D
is

ru
pt

iv
e,

 
D

ef
ia

nc
e,

 P
oo

r 
Pe

er
 

R
el

at
io

ns
hi

ps
 

Ta
bl

e 
2 

Fu
nc

tio
na

l B
eh

av
io

ra
l A

ss
es

sm
en

t R
es

ul
ts

 fr
om

 A
-B

-C
 A

na
ly

sis
 

 St
ud

en
t 

B
ry

an
 

Fr
ed

dy
 

Ja
co

b 

Jo
ey

 

 Ju
lio

 

No
te

: P
os

iti
ve

 in
iti

at
in

g 
be

ha
vi

or
s (

PI
B

), 
po

si
tiv

e 
re

sp
on

di
ng

 b
eh

av
io

rs
 (P

R
B

), 
ne

ga
tiv

e 
in

iti
at

in
g 

be
ha

vi
or

s (
N

IB
), 

an
d 

ne
ga

tiv
e 

re
sp

on
di

ng
 b

eh
av

io
rs

 
(N

R
B

). 



SS
R

S 
H

yp
ot

he
si

ze
d 

So
ci

al
 S

ki
ll 

D
ef

ic
it 

 

A
cq

ui
sit

io
n 

Pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

 

Pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

 

A
cq

ui
sit

io
n 

Pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

 

H
yp

ot
he

si
ze

d 
So

ci
al

 S
ki

ll 
D

ef
ic

it 

Pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

: C
om

pl
et

es
 

w
or

k,
 in

iti
at

es
 p

ee
r 

in
te

ra
ct

io
ns

. P
IB

 1
5%

, 
PR

B
 1

2%
, N

IB
 4

5%
, N

R
B

 
38

%
. 

Pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

: C
ho

os
es

 
w

he
n 

to
 b

eh
av

e 
an

d 
co

m
pl

et
e 

w
or

k,
 in

iti
at

es
 

pe
er

 in
te

ra
ct

io
ns

. P
IB

 
15

%
, P

R
B

 2
0%

, N
IB

 3
5%

, 
N

R
B

 3
0%

. 

Pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

: C
ho

os
es

 
w

he
n 

to
 b

eh
av

e 
an

d 
co

m
pl

et
e 

w
or

k,
 in

iti
at

es
 

pe
er

 in
te

ra
ct

io
ns

. P
IB

 
22

%
, P

R
B

 1
6%

, N
IB

 3
8%

, 
N

R
B

 2
4%

. 

A
cq

ui
sit

io
n:

 L
ac

ks
 

po
si

tiv
e 

so
ci

al
 sk

ill
s;

 
in

iti
at

es
 p

oo
r s

oc
ia

l 
in

te
ra

ct
io

ns
. P

IB
 3

%
, P

R
B

 
2%

, N
IB

 4
5%

, N
R

B
 5

0%
. 

Pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

: C
ho

os
es

 
w

he
n 

to
 b

eh
av

e 
an

d 
co

m
pl

et
e 

w
or

k,
 in

iti
at

es
 

pe
er

 in
te

ra
ct

io
ns

. P
IB

 
23

%
, P

R
B

 1
9%

, N
IB

 3
4%

, 
N

R
B

 2
4%

. 

 
C

on
se

qu
en

ce
 

Se
nt

 to
 a

no
th

er
 

pa
rt 

of
 th

e 
ro

om
 o

r 
ou

t o
f c

la
ss

, 
as

si
gn

m
en

t i
s 

re
m

ov
ed

 

Pe
er

s 
ta

lk
 a

nd
 

la
ug

h 
w

ith
 h

im
, 

te
ac

he
r r

ep
rim

an
ds

 
an

d 
pr

ov
id

es
 1

:1
 

he
lp

 

Se
nt

 o
ut

 o
f t

he
 

cl
as

sr
oo

m
, 

as
si

gn
m

en
t i

s 
re

m
ov

ed
, p

ee
rs

 
la

ug
h 

Se
nt

 o
ut

 o
f t

he
 

cl
as

sr
oo

m
, 

as
si

gn
m

en
t i

s 
re

m
ov

ed
, p

ee
rs

 
ha

ra
ss

 a
nd

 te
as

e 

Se
nt

 o
ut

 o
f c

la
ss

, 
cl

as
sw

or
k,

 
de

te
nt

io
n,

 p
ee

rs
 

la
ug

h 
w

ith
 h

im
 

 
B

eh
av

io
r 

D
ef

ia
nt

 to
 te

ac
he

r 
di

re
ct

iv
es

, d
oe

s 
no

t c
om

pl
et

e 
an

y 
cl

as
sw

or
k,

 
bo

th
er

s p
ee

rs
 

Ta
lk

s 
to

 p
ee

rs
, 

in
te

rr
up

ts
 te

ac
he

r 
le

ss
on

s,
 

re
qu

es
tin

g 
he

lp
 o

n 
w

or
k 

th
at

 h
e 

ca
n 

do
 

Ta
lk

s 
to

 p
ee

rs
, 

in
te

rr
up

ts
 te

ac
he

r 
le

ss
on

s,
 d

oe
s n

ot
 

co
m

pl
et

e 
as

si
gn

ed
 

w
or

k 

Y
el

ls
 a

nd
 s

cr
ea

m
s 

at
 p

ee
rs

 a
nd

 
ad

ul
ts

, t
hr

ow
s 

m
at

er
ia

ls
  

D
oe

s n
ot

 
co

m
pl

et
e 

as
si

gn
ed

 
w

or
k,

 d
ef

ia
nt

 to
 

te
ac

he
r, 

in
te

ra
ct

s 
po

si
tiv

el
y 

w
ith

 
fa

vo
rit

e 
pe

er
s 

 
A

nt
ec

ed
en

t 

Pe
er

s 
an

d 
te

ac
he

r p
re

se
nt

, 
di

ff
ic

ul
t 

as
si

gn
m

en
t 

Pe
er

s 
pr

es
en

t, 
te

ac
he

r n
ot

 
pr

es
en

t, 
di

ff
ic

ul
t o

r e
as

y 
w

or
k 

Pe
er

s 
pr

es
en

t, 
fa

vo
rit

e 
pe

er
s,

 
en

jo
ys

 
cl

as
sw

or
k 

Pe
er

s 
pr

es
en

t, 
Te

ac
he

r n
ot

 in
   

pr
ox

im
ity

, 
di

ff
ic

ul
t 

as
si

gn
m

en
t 

Pe
er

s 
pr

es
en

t, 
fa

vo
rit

e 
pe

er
s,

 
en

jo
ys

 
cl

as
sw

or
k 

Pr
es

en
tin

g 
Pr

ob
le

m
 

D
is

ru
pt

iv
e 

D
ef

ia
nc

e 

V
er

ba
l 

A
gg

re
ss

io
n,

 
D

is
ru

pt
iv

e 

D
is

ru
pt

iv
e,

 
Te

as
in

g/
 

B
ul

ly
in

g 
Pe

er
s 

D
ef

ia
nc

e,
 

Ly
in

g,
 

C
he

at
in

g,
 

V
er

ba
l 

A
gg

re
ss

io
n 

D
is

ru
pt

iv
e,

 
Ph

ys
ic

al
 

A
gg

re
ss

io
n 

Ta
bl

e 
2 

co
nt

in
ue

d 
 St

ud
en

t 

K
yl

e 

Le
vi

 

M
oh

am
m

ed
 

O
sc

ar
 

R
ig

ob
er

to
 

No
te

: P
os

iti
ve

 in
iti

at
in

g 
be

ha
vi

or
s (

PI
B

), 
po

si
tiv

e 
re

sp
on

di
ng

 b
eh

av
io

rs
 (P

R
B

), 
ne

ga
tiv

e 
in

iti
at

in
g 

be
ha

vi
or

s (
N

IB
), 

an
d 

ne
ga

tiv
e 

re
sp

on
di

ng
 

be
ha

vi
or

s (
N

R
B

). 



 

Table 3 

Group Percent Change from Baseline by Phase for TDB, NSI, and PSI 

Group Phase 

 Variable Non Deficit Based Deficit Based Follow-Up 

Acquisition     

 TDB 7.69 27.79 30.80 

 NSI -0.33 19.28 21.92 

 PSI -70.47 -229.33 -58.53 

Performance     

 TDB 12.00 33.20 1.31 

 NSI 11.42 41.36 31.27 

 PSI -39.13 -81.18 -13.26 

 



 

Table 4 

Group Percent Nonoverlapping Data (PND) Points by Phase for TDB, NSI, and PSI 

Group Phase 

 Variable Non Deficit Based Deficit Based Follow-Up 

Acquisition     

 TDB 58.33% 93.75% 0% 

 NSI 50.0% 68.75% 50.0% 

 PSI 83.33% 93.75% 25.0% 

Performance     

 TDB 66.67% 81.25% 0% 

 NSI 75.0% 100% 0% 

 PSI 83.33% 93.75 0% 



 

 

 

Figure 1. Multiple-baseline with phase change graph for acquisition and performance groups on total disruptive 
behavior (TDB), and corresponding trendlines for baseline and non-deficit phases. 



 

 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Multiple-baseline with phase change graph for acquisition and performance groups on negative social 
interactions (NSI), and corresponding trendlines for baseline and non-deficit phases. 



 

 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3. Multiple-baseline with phase change graph for acquisition and performance groups on positive social 
interactions (PSI) and corresponding trendlines for baseline and non-deficit phases. 


