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Abstract: This study evaluated the effects of the cool versus not cool procedure for teaching three children
diagnosed with an autism spectrum disorder eight social skills. The cool versus not cool procedure is a social
discrimination program used to increase children’s ability to display appropriate social behaviors. In this study,
the cool versus not cool procedure consisted of the participants observing the researcher demonstrating a social
behavior either appropriately or inappropriately, followed by the participants discriminating whether the
researcher demonstration was “cool” (appropriate) or “not cool” (inappropriate). For some social skills the
participants role-played the social behavior following the researcher demonstration. Results indicated that
participants reached mastery criterion on 50% of targeted social skills with the researcher demonstration and
on an additional 37.5% of targeted social skills with researcher demonstrations plus role-plays. Only one
participant on one social skill (12.5%) was unable to reach mastery criterion although performance increased
from baseline.

Several behavior interventions have been im-
plemented to increase the social behavior of
children diagnosed with an autism spectrum
disorder (ASD). These interventions have in-
cluded: video modeling (e.g., Apple, Bil-
lingsley, & Schwartz, 2005, Charlop-Christy,
Le, & Freeman, 2000), the teaching interac-
tion procedure (e.g., Leaf et al., 2009; Leaf,
Dotson, Oppenheim, Sheldon, & Sherman,
2010), discrete trial teaching (e.g., Leaf &
McEachin, 1999; Lovaas, 1981, 1987), social
stories (e.g., Theimann & Goldstein, 2001),
and behavioral skills training (e.g., Stewart,
Carr, & LeBlanc, 2007). Researchers have
shown that these interventions can not only
improve the social behavior of individuals di-
agnosed with an autism spectrum disorder but

can also improve their overall quality of life
(e.g., Bauminger & Kasari, 2000; Ladd, Birch,
& Buhs, 1999; Stewart, Barnard, Pearson,
Hasan, & O’Brien, 2006).

A common component of several of the
above mentioned social skills interventions is
the teacher demonstrating the appropriate
behavior for the learner and/or the learner
role-playing the appropriate social behavior
with the teacher. For example, in video-mod-
eling, the learner watches a videotape of one-
self, a peer, or the teacher demonstrating the
appropriate social behavior prior to practicing
the social behavior with the teacher. Charlop
and Milstein (1989) evaluated the effects of
video modeling for increasing conversational
scripts for three young children diagnosed
with autism. In this study, two adults modeled
the appropriate conversational scripts, the
learner watched a videotape of that model,
and then the participant practiced the conver-
sational scripts with the researcher. Charlop
and Milstein utilized a multiple baseline de-
sign across the three participants and within
participants across two different conversa-
tional scripts, to evaluate the effects of the
video-modeling procedure. Results of the
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study indicated that all participants were able
to learn conversational scripts directly taught
to them, maintained the conversational scripts
during maintenance probes conducted 15-
months after intervention, and generalized
their conversational skills to different un-
trained conversational scripts.

Teacher demonstration and participant
role-plays are also an important component of
behavioral skills training (e.g., Stewart et al.,
2007). In behavioral skills training the teacher
labels the social behavior, describes how to
perform the task analyzed steps of the social
behavior, then models the social behavior
prior to having the learner role-play the same
behavior, followed by positive feedback for
correct modeling of the targeted behavior.
Hanley, Heal, Tiger, and Ingvarsson (2007)
evaluated a class-wide pre-school teaching pro-
gram that used behavioral skills training to
decrease problem behavior and increase pre-
school life skills (e.g., responding to their
name) for 16 preschool children. The behav-
ioral skills training consisted of the research-
ers modeling the appropriate pre-school life
skill to the participants and then the partici-
pants demonstrating that skill. The research-
ers utilized a multiple probe design to evalu-
ate the program. Results indicated that
participants were able to reduce their prob-
lem behaviors by 74% and were able to learn
the different preschool life skills that were
directly taught to them.

The teaching interaction procedure is iden-
tical to behavioral skills training except for the
addition of rationales. Rationales include rea-
sons why the learner should engage in the
social behavior and, sometimes, cues and
characteristics for when the learner should
engage in the social behavior. Like behavioral
skills training, teacher demonstration and
role-playing are a critical component of the
teaching interaction procedure. Leaf and col-
leagues (2010) implemented the teaching in-
teraction procedure in a group setting for five
young children diagnosed with ASD. In this
study, the researchers taught four different
social skills (i.e., showing appreciation, giving
a compliment, making an empathetic state-
ment, and changing the game) to each of
the five participants. The researchers demon-
strated appropriate and inappropriate exam-

ples of each of the four social skills within the
teaching interaction. Following the teacher
demonstration, the researchers asked the par-
ticipants to identify whether the social skill
had been modeled appropriately or inappro-
priately and why the demonstration was ap-
propriate or inappropriate. Next, the partici-
pants had the opportunity to role-play the
social skill the appropriate way. Leaf and col-
leagues utilized a multiple probe design across
skills and replicated across participants; the
results showed that participants were able to
learn and generalize the four social skills
taught to them with the teaching interaction
procedure.

Another procedure that utilizes teacher
demonstration and can include participant
role-play is the cool versus not cool procedure
(Taubman, Leaf, & McEachin, 2011). The
cool versus not cool procedure is a social dis-
crimination program used to teach children
and adolescents to discriminate between ap-
propriate (“cool”) and inappropriate (“not
cool”) social behaviors. During the cool versus
not cool procedure a teacher demonstrates
either a socially appropriate behavior (e.g.,
raising hand to gain teacher’s attention) or a
socially inappropriate behavior (e.g., yelling
out to gain teacher’s attention) and asks the
learner to state whether the demonstrated be-
havior was “cool” (socially appropriate) or
“not cool” (socially inappropriate). This is fol-
lowed by the teacher asking the learner why
that demonstration was “cool” or “not cool”
and the teacher providing feedback to the
learner for correct discrimination. After the
teacher is done demonstrating the social skill,
the learner typically has the opportunity to
role-play the social skill appropriately followed
by the teacher providing feedback for correctly
role-playing the targeted social behavior.

Although the cool versus not cool proce-
dure is similar to the above described behav-
ioral interventions, there are variations. The
cool versus not cool procedure varies from
behavioral skills training and the teaching in-
teraction procedure in that it does not pro-
vide a description of the behavior, a rationale
of why the learner should engage in the be-
havior, and does not provide cues and char-
acteristics about when the learner should dis-
play the appropriate social behavior. The cool
versus not cool procedure varies from prior
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research on video modeling in that all dem-
onstrations are done in vivo, and that cool
versus not cool involves discrimination train-
ing and not merely the modeling of appropri-
ate alternatives.

The cool versus not cool procedure has
been clinically implemented with numerous
children and adolescents diagnosed with ASD
(Taubman et al., 2011); however, to date,
there has been no empirical investigation on
its effectiveness. Additionally, it is not known
how effective the cool versus not cool proce-
dure would be with just the teacher demon-
stration alone, without the addition of the
learner role-play. The purpose of the current
study was twofold: (1) to conduct the first
empirical evaluation of the cool versus not
cool discrimination procedure to children di-
agnosed with ASD and (2) to evaluate if chil-
dren can learn a variety of social skills utilizing
the cool versus not cool discrimination proce-
dure alone or if it would additionally require
implementation of role-play for the partici-
pants to learn the various social skills.

Method

Participants

Dante was a 9-year-old boy diagnosed with
Autistic Disorder. Dante had a Wechsler Intel-
ligence Scale for Children IV (WISC IV) In-
telligence Quotient (IQ) score of 80, a
Vineland Adaptive Composite Behavior Score
of 90, a Social Skills Rating Score-Parent
(SSRS-P) standard score of 116 (82nd percen-
tile), and a Social Skills Rating Score-Teacher
(SSRS-T) standard score of 105 (63rd percen-
tile). Dante received 30 hours of behavioral
intervention per week which included sup-
porting him in his general education class-
room.

Marc was an 8-year-old boy diagnosed with
Autistic Disorder. Marc had a WISC IV Full IQ
Score of 127, a Vineland Adaptive Score of
105, a Social Skills Improvement System
(SSiS) Rating Scale (Parent) standard score of
93 (30th percentile), and a SSiS-Teacher stan-
dard score of 81 (10th percentile). Marc re-
ceived 8.5 hours of behavioral intervention a
week and attended general education class-
room with supports.

Donald was a 4-year-old boy diagnosed with

Autistic Disorder. Donald had a Wechsler Pre-
school and Primary Scales of Intelligence-
Third Edition Full Scale IQ score of 88, a
Vineland Adaptive Score of 77, a SSRS-P stan-
dard score of 104 (61st percentile), and a
SSRS-T stand score of 102 (55th percentile).
Donald received 35 hours of behavioral inter-
vention per week and attended a general ed-
ucation classroom with supports.

Setting

The researchers conducted all research ses-
sions in a room at a private behavioral agen-
cy’s clinic in Southern California. The agency
provides behavior intervention services to
children and adolescents diagnosed with
ASD. The room contained toys, chairs, and
other educational materials. Participants par-
ticipated in research anywhere from one to
five days per week. Each experimental session
lasted approximately 60 min including probes
and teaching.

Skills Taught

The researchers identified areas of social def-
icit for each participant by asking the partici-
pant’s clinical supervisor what social skills
needed to be taught and through direct ob-
servations of the participant. The researchers
identified two to three targets for each partic-
ipant and either task analyzed the social skills
into smaller behavioral components or oper-
ationally defined the skills. Table 1 provides
information for each of the social skills taught
to the three participants.

Measurement

The researchers measured each of the eight
social skills during naturalistic probes. During
naturalistic probes, the researchers simply en-
gaged in a behavior that set the occasion for
the participant to display one of the target
social skills. For example, when measuring the
social skill of changing the conversation when
a person gets bored the researcher and par-
ticipant would engage in a conversation and at
some point the researcher would appear to be
bored (e.g., looking away or looking at his or
her watch) and see if the participant would
change the conversation. The researchers did
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not prime, prompt, reinforce, or provide con-
sequences to the participants during natural-
istic probes.

For the social skills that were task analyzed
(i.e., interrupting appropriately, joint atten-
tion, changing the conversation, abduction
avoidance, and changing the game), the par-
ticipants had one opportunity to display the
social skill per naturalistic probe. During the
naturalistic probe, the researchers recorded
whether the participant engaged or did not
engage in each of the components of the task
analysis for each skill.

For the social skill of appropriate greetings,
Dante had five different opportunities to dis-
play the social skill during the naturalistic
probe. During each one of these opportuni-
ties the researchers scored if Dante displayed
the skill correctly or incorrectly. For Donald’s
target of maintaining eye contact, a 10 s mo-
mentary time sampling procedure was imple-
mented. During this probe the researcher en-
gaged in a two-minute conversation and at the
end of each 10 s interval the researcher scored
if Donald was making eye contact. The re-

searchers set mastery criterion for each of the
social skills at 80% or above of the behavioral
steps, opportunities, or intervals for three con-
secutive naturalistic probes.

Experimental Design and General Procedure

To evaluate the effectiveness of the cool versus
not cool procedure, the researchers imple-
mented a multiple baseline design across so-
cial skills and replicated it across participants.
The research consisted of four distinct phases:
an initial baseline, intervention, maintenance,
and a booster session condition.

Initial baseline condition. An initial baseline
condition occurred prior to the teaching of
any of the social skills for each participant.
Each session in this condition began with the
researcher implementing naturalistic probes
for each of the social skills. The order of the
naturalistic probes was randomly determined
ahead of time. After all naturalistic probes
were conducted, the participant resumed on-
going activity in his regular setting; an hour
later the researcher pulled the participant out

TABLE 1.

Skills Taught

Participant Skill Taught Operational Definition

Dante Interrupting Wait for a break, say excuse me, state person’s name, say sorry for
interrupting, state what they needed to say, and walk away.

Changing the game Asked to play a different game when the other person looked bored, asked
the person what new game they wanted to play, agreed to play it, got the
materials needed, play the game, and refrain from any negative or rude
comments.

Appropriate
greetings

Made a general greeting statement, stated the person’s name, and asked a
personal inquiring question.

Marc Interrupting Wait for a break, say excuse me, state person’s name, say sorry for
interrupting, state what they needed to say, and walk away.

Joint attention Stop engaging in preferred activity, look towards the person who made the
comment, look in the direction the comment is being direct too, make a
positive comment about what the other person was doing.

Changing the
conversation

Changed the topic when the other person looked bored by making a
comment about a different topic, wait for the person to respond, make a
second comment about the new topic, wait for the person to respond.

Donald Abduction
prevention

Say no to the strangers request to go with them, make a statement that
they do not know the person, did not follow the stranger, restate they
will not go with the stranger, walk away from the stranger, tell the
teacher about what just occurred.

Eye contact The participant looked at the conversational partner in the eye or face at
the 10 second interval.
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of his regular setting and probed all of the
social skills again.

Intervention condition. During the interven-
tion condition, the researchers taught one of
the social skills while the other two social skills
were either in the baseline or maintenance
condition. Each research session began with
the researcher implementing naturalistic
probes for the social skill that was in the in-
tervention condition, the social skill(s) in the
baseline condition, and during some research
sessions the social skill(s) that were in main-
tenance. The order of the naturalistic probes
was randomly determined ahead of time. A
short break (5 to 30 min) followed the natu-
ralistic probes. After the break, the researcher
implemented the cool versus not cool proce-
dure (described below) for the skill currently
in intervention. Following the implementa-
tion of the cool versus not cool procedure, the
researcher placed the participant back in his
regular setting. During most days, at least an
hour after the cool versus not cool procedure
was implemented, the researcher again pulled
the participant out of his regular setting and
implemented naturalistic probes for the skill
in the intervention condition, the skills in the
baseline condition, and, during some re-
search sessions, skill(s) that were in mainte-
nance. The second set of naturalistic probes
was occasionally not conducted due to daily
scheduling issues.

Maintenance condition. Once a participant
reached mastery criterion on a given social
skill the researchers placed that social skill
into maintenance. Once a skill was put on
maintenance the researchers randomly
probed the skill during various research ses-
sions and the skill did not receive further
intervention.

Booster session condition. The researchers
implemented booster sessions for targeted
skills that participants had reached mastery
criterion during teaching or were displaying
an average accuracy of 50% or less during
maintenance. These skills were then placed in
the booster condition. During booster ses-
sions the researchers implemented naturalis-
tic probes for each of the skills placed in the
booster condition. If the participant displayed
the social skill correctly during the naturalistic
probe the researchers provided social praise
to the participant. If the participant displayed

the social skill incorrectly during the natural-
istic probe the researchers provided corrective
feedback and implemented the cool versus
not cool procedure.

Teaching Procedures

Cool versus not cool discrimination procedure
(teacher demonstration only). The teaching pro-
cedure consisted of six total teaching trials
(three trials of the appropriate behavior and
three trials of the inappropriate behavior).
The order of each trial was randomly deter-
mined ahead of time. A trial began with the
researcher demonstrating either the appropri-
ate behavior or the inappropriate behavior.
For example, if the researcher was demon-
strating the appropriate version of changing
the conversation when someone is bored, the
researcher would talk to another teacher
about a certain topic (e.g., shopping) and
once that other teacher appeared bored (e.g.,
sighing, looking away, looking at his or her
watch) the researcher would make a state-
ment or ask a question about another unre-
lated topic (e.g., baseball). If, however, the
researcher was demonstrating the inappropri-
ate version, the researcher would continue
talking about the original topic (e.g., shop-
ping) even after the other teacher gave a sig-
nal (e.g., sighing, looking away, looking at his
or her watch) that he or she was bored.

After the researcher demonstrated the be-
havior she asked the participant if the demon-
stration was “cool” (appropriate) or “not cool”
(not appropriate). If the participant answered
correctly the researcher provided social
praise; however, if the participant answered
incorrectly the researcher provided corrective
feedback. Next, the researcher asked the par-
ticipant why the demonstration was either
“cool” or “not cool.” If the participant an-
swered correctly the researcher provided
praise to the participant. If, however, the par-
ticipant answered incorrectly the teacher pro-
vided corrective feedback and told the partic-
ipant why the demonstration was appropriate
or inappropriate.

Cool versus not cool procedure (teacher demon-
stration plus participant role-play). If after 10
naturalistic probes the participant had not
reached mastery criterion or did not have a
score of 80% or above on the 10th naturalistic
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probe, the researchers implemented the cool
versus not cool discrimination procedure plus
role-playing. This phase was identical to the
cool versus not cool procedure (described
above) with one major addition, the partici-
pant role-playing the appropriate social be-
havior. After the six trials of researcher dem-
onstration the participant role-played the
social behavior. The role-plays consisted of the
researcher telling the participant that it was
his turn to practice the skill the “cool” way.
Next, the researcher would engage in a behav-
ior that set the occasion for the participant to
display the social skill (similar to naturalistic
probes). After the participant role-played the
behavior the researcher asked the participant
if they displayed the skill “cool” or “not cool”
and why the performance was “cool” or “not
cool.” If the participant role-played and an-
swered the questions correctly, the researcher
provided social praise. If the participant role-
played incorrectly but answered the questions
correctly, the researcher praised the partici-
pant for answering the questions correctly but
had the participant role-play the behavior
again. If the participant role-played incor-
rectly and answered the questions incorrectly
the researcher provided corrective feedback
and provided further explanation on why the
demonstration was “cool” or “not cool.” Par-
ticipants role-played until they were able to
correctly role-play the behavior on two consec-
utive trials. Participants were never asked to
role play an inappropriate version.

Reliability and Treatment Fidelity

The researcher scored participant behavior
during all research sessions. A second re-
searcher independently scored participant be-
haviors via videotape on 26% of naturalistic
probes across the eight social skills. Interob-
server agreement was calculated by totaling
the number of times observers agreed on the
scoring of each skill step or occurrence of the
behavior divided by the total number of agree-
ments and disagreements on scoring each
skill step or occurrence of the behavior. This
was converted to a percentage of agreement
per each skill. Percentage agreement across
all naturalistic probes was 96% (range, 71–
100%).

To assess treatment fidelity, an independent

observer recorded planned researcher behav-
iors during 25% of time when the researcher
was implementing the teaching procedure.
Planned researcher behaviors during the cool
versus not cool procedure were the teacher:
(a) demonstrating the behavior appropriately
for three trials; (b) demonstrating the behav-
ior inappropriately for three trials; (c) having
the participant state whether the demonstra-
tion was “cool” or “not cool” during every trial;
(d) having the participant state why the be-
havior was “cool” or “not cool”; and (e) having
the participant role-play the social behavior
when applicable. The independent observer
scored that the researchers implemented the
procedure correctly 100% of the time.

Results

Across the three participants a total of eight
social skills were taught with the cool versus
not cool procedure. Across the three partici-
pants, mastery criterion (i.e., 80% correct dur-
ing three consecutive naturalistic probe ses-
sions) was reached for 50% of the skills taught
using the cool versus not cool procedure with
teacher demonstration only and 37.5% of the
social skills using the cool versus not cool
procedure with role-plays. Only one social
skill, for one participant, did not reach mas-
tery criterion. Figures 1 to 3 show these re-
sults.

Dante reached mastery criterion for two so-
cial skills (i.e., interrupting appropriately and
changing the game when someone was bored)
with the cool versus not cool discrimination
procedure alone and reached mastery crite-
rion for one social skill (appropriate greet-
ings) using the discrimination procedure plus
role-plays (see Figure 1). Prior to intervention,
Dante displayed an average of 0%, 0%, and
5.3% for interrupting appropriately, changing
the game when someone was bored, and
greetings, respectively. Dante reached mastery
criterion in 11 naturalistic probes, 3 naturalis-
tic probes, and 24 naturalistic probes for in-
terrupting appropriately, changing the game
when someone was bored, and greetings, re-
spectively. During the assessment of mainte-
nance on naturalistic probes, Dante main-
tained an average of 21%, 85%, and 60% of
steps for interrupting, changing the game,
and greetings, respectively. Since Dante’s
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maintenance of interrupting appropriately
was below 50%, a booster condition was im-
plemented.

Marc reached mastery criterion for one
social skill, interrupting appropriately, with
the cool versus not cool discrimination pro-
cedure alone and reached mastery criterion
for two skills, joint attention and changing
the conversation when someone was bored,
using the discrimination procedure plus
role-plays (see Figure 2). Prior to interven-
tion, Marc displayed an average of 0%, 5%,
and 2% for interrupting appropriately, joint

attention, and changing the conversation
when someone was bored, respectively. Marc
reached mastery criterion in 13 naturalistic
probes, 25 naturalistic probes, and 15 natu-
ralistic probes for interrupting appropri-
ately, joint attention, and changing the con-
versation when bored, respectively. During
the assessment of maintenance on natural-
istic probes, Marc correctly performed an
average of 50%, 75%, and 100% of steps for
interrupting, joint attention, and changing
the conversation when someone was bored,
respectively. Since no skill dropped below

Figure 1. Skills Taught to Dante.
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50% the booster condition was not imple-
mented for Marc.

Donald reached mastery criterion for one
social skill, abduction avoidance, with the cool
versus not cool discrimination procedure
alone and did not reach mastery criterion for
the other social skill, eye contact, even after
the role-playing was implemented (see Figure
3). Although Donald did not reach mastery
criterion for eye contact, he did increase his

ability to display eye contact during naturalis-
tic probes from an average of 18.7% during
baseline to an average of 31% and 57.5% dur-
ing the cool versus not cool discrimination
procedure alone and the cool versus not cool
discrimination procedure plus role-plays, re-
spectively. Prior to intervention, Donald dis-
played an average of 0% for abduction avoid-
ance. Donald reached mastery criterion in 12
naturalistic probes for that skill. During the

Figure 2. Skills Taught to Marc.
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assessment of maintenance, on naturalistic
probes, Donald maintained 72% and 63% of
steps for abduction avoidance and eye contact
respectively. Since the mastered skill did not
fall below 50% during maintenance, the
booster condition was not implemented for
Donald.

Discussion

Results of this study indicated that partici-
pants were able to reach mastery criterion on
four out of eight social skills with the cool
versus not cool procedure. Participants re-
quired role-playing to reach mastery criterion
for an additional three social skills targets, one
participant, Donald, was unable to reach mas-
tery criterion on one of his targets, even after
role-playing was implemented. Thus, partici-
pants reached mastery criterion on 50% of the

targeted social skills with the cool versus not
cool procedure alone and participants
reached mastery criterion on an additional
37.5% of social skills with the addition of role-
playing.

Results of the study have several implica-
tions pertaining to instruction in the social
area for children with ASD. Results of the
study indicate that the cool versus not cool
procedure may be an effective procedure
when teaching social discrimination to chil-
dren with ASD. The three social skills targets
(i.e., interrupting, abduction prevention, and
changing the game) that did reach mastery
criterion with the cool versus not cool discrim-
ination procedure alone were targets that re-
quired the participants to merely make a so-
cial discrimination such as “Is this person a
stranger?”, “Is this person bored?”, or “Is this
an appropriate time to interrupt?” as opposed

Figure 3. Skills Taught to Donald.
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to learning multi-step social interaction skills.
Conversely, with the majority of those skills
that did require multi-step interactional com-
petencies (e.g. greetings and joint attention),
the study illustrated that the combination cool
versus not cool and role play procedure may
be effective for teaching those skills.

Despite the positive findings in this study
there were still limitations. One limitation of
this study is the time it took participants to
reach mastery criterion. Across all eight social
skills it took participants a range of 3 to 24
probes to reach mastery criterion. However,
conducting probes twice during a research
session resulted in numerous probes being
conducted prior to a skill reaching mastery
and fewer teaching sessions being conducted.
Additionally, the cool versus not cool proce-
dure does fall in the range of efficiency of
several other commonly implemented social
skills interventions including: the teaching in-
teraction procedure (e.g., Leaf et al., 2009,
2010), social stories (Kokina & Kern, 2010),
and script fading (e.g., Stevenson, Krantz, &
McClannahan, 2000).

A second limitation of this study is that one
participant did not reach mastery criterion on
one of his skills. Although this participant did
not reach mastery criterion on one skill, this is
also seen in other behavioral interventions
(e.g., social stories and the teaching interac-
tion procedure) (e.g., Kokina & Kern, 2010;
Leaf et al., 2010). Future researchers should
continue to evaluate the cool versus not cool
procedure to determine the parameters of its
effectiveness.

Even with the limitations of the current
study there are several reasons why clinicians
may choose to implement the cool versus not
cool procedure. For one, the cool versus not
cool procedure provides the learner the op-
portunity to observe both a correct demon-
stration and incorrect demonstration of the
desired social skill. Having the learner observe
the teacher demonstrating such contrasting
alternatives may be beneficial as it allows the
learner to view how he or she should display
the desired behavior and how he or she may
be displaying the social skill. This can be very
helpful when the learner is not displaying the
subtle nuances of a social skill.

A second reason why clinicians may choose
to implement cool versus not cool is the flex-

ibility of the procedure. In this study the re-
searchers implemented the cool versus not
cool with teacher demonstration alone for
some skills and both teacher demonstration
and participant role-play for other social skills;
these are only two ways that the procedure can
be implemented. Clinicians can implement
the procedure as a matching program, a re-
ceptive program, or by having peers demon-
strate the behavior.

A third reason why clinicians may choose to
implement the cool versus not cool procedure
is that it requires little to no materials to set up
prior to teaching, unlike social stories, which
require the clinician to write a story and create
a book prior to intervention, or video-model-
ing, which requires the clinician to create vid-
eotapes prior to intervention. Though cer-
tainly involving planning, the cool versus not
cool procedure does not requires such exten-
sive material development prior to teaching.
Therefore, clinicians can implement the cool
versus not cool procedure spontaneously.

Finally, clinicians can implement the cool
versus not cool procedure prior to using other
behavioral interventions (e.g., the teaching in-
teraction procedure, video modeling, behav-
ioral skills training) for social skills that need
to be taught. If the skill entails a straightfor-
ward social discrimination, then there may be
no need to implement the more labor inten-
sive procedures. If, however, the learner is not
able to learn the skill with just the cool versus
not cool procedure, for example, with a multi-
step interactional skill, then the cool versus
not cool procedure may help expedite learn-
ing with the other behavioral interventions.
Future researchers should evaluate whether
implementation of the cool versus not cool
procedure prior to the implementation of
other behavioral interventions accelerates
learning. Research should also examine if the
cool versus not cool procedure alone is effec-
tive in addressing social skill needs beyond
social discriminations.

This study found that the cool versus not
cool procedure alone and in combination
with role play was an effective intervention for
improving the social behaviors of three young
children diagnosed with ASD. Future re-
searchers should continue to evaluate this
procedure to determine how effective it is for
other children and adolescents diagnosed
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with ASD, how effective it is when imple-
mented in various instructional formats, the
use of the combined demonstration and role
play procedures with social interactional skills
of a complexity greater than those examined
in this study, and how effective, efficient, and
preferred cool versus not cool is when com-
pared to other commonly implemented social
skills interventions (e.g., social stories, video
modeling, script fading). In doing so clini-
cians may have a new effective procedure to
implement when teaching social skills to chil-
dren and adolescents diagnosed with ASD.
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