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Abstract

Introduction: Debates about the evidence-base for social stories™ (SSs) have been ongoing and meta-analysis
studies show that SSs are not an evidence-based practice.

Method: We conducted a descriptive and meta-analysis research by evaluating studies in which SSs were used
both to increase appropriate behaviors and decrease inappropriate behaviors published until June 2020. We
reviewed seven studies, which used single-case designs and published in internationally peer-reviewed journals
and also met criteria for quality indicators for single-subject designs. We calculated the effect sizes of these seven
studies by using the improvement rate difference (IRD).

Findings: The results of our study show that the effect sizes of the included studies are large and SSs meet 5-3-20
rule by scarcely. The findings of our study also demonstrate that dependent variables of research examined the
effectiveness of social story were increasing appropriate behaviors. Moreover, the overwhelming majority of the
participants of the research were primary school age children and had autism spectrum disorders diagnosis.

Discussion: Our study demonstrate that social story is an evidence-based practice. However, future research is
required to examine the effectiveness of social story on individuals with different developmental disabilites, in
different age groups. Besides, there is still a need for qualified research to strengthen the evidence-base of SSs.

Keywords: Evidence-based practices, social stories, systematic review, meta-analysis, single-subject research
design.
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Introduction

Social Story (SS) was first developed by Carol A. Gray in 1991 for the purpose of telling about new
routines and changes, explaining the behaviors of other people, and teaching academic and socials skills to
individuals with Autism Spectrum Disorders (ASD) (Gray & Garand, 1993). As a technique, it has become
widespread overtime for teaching different skills such as self-care skills and safety skills for children with different
diagnoses including intellectual disabilities and learning disorders (Hagiwara & Smith-Myles, 1999; Kurt & Kutlu,
2019). Many studies have shown that SSs have positive effects on decreasing problem behaviors as well as on
teaching new skills such as academic, social, and safety skills (e.g., Agosta et al., 2004; Scattone, et al., 2002).
While SSs have been a sole intervention as an independent variable in some studies (e.g., Sansosti & Powell-
Smith, 2006; Scattone et al., 2006), other researchers examined the effectiveness of SSs combined with various
techniques and methods such as video modeling, response cost, and prompting (e.g., Bernad-Ripoll, 2007).

SSs, regarded as easy and practicable by different individuals such as teachers, families, peers and support
staff (Test et al., 2011), were mentioned as an evidence-based practice (EBP) in a National Standards Report
published by the National Autism Center (NAC) in 2009 and reports published by the National Professional
Development Center (NPDC) in 2014 and Steinbrenner et al. (2020). On the other hand, descriptive and meta-
analysis studies related to SSs have questioned whether SSs are an EBP or not (Ali & Frederickson, 2006; Kuoch
& Mirenda, 2003; Nichols et al., 2005; Sansosti et al., 2004). In a descriptive analysis of SSs, Kuoch and Mirenda
(2003) analyzed 10 SSs research articles published up to 2002 in which SSs were used, including case studies.
They reported that SSs were used together with other techniques in seven of the 10 studies; five of them did not
meet the criteria specified by Carol A. Gray and six were limited by case studies or an AB design. Similarly,
descriptive studies conducted between 1994-2015 emphasize that SSs research has limitations in terms of
methodological characteristics, primarily experimental control (Ali & Frederickson, 2006; Leaf et al., 2015;
Nichols et al., 2005; Sansosti et al., 2004), and there is a need for more research, especially research which is
rigorously designed to be able to count SS intervention as an EBP (Ali & Frederickson, 2006; Leaf et al., 2015).
The findings of the meta-analysis studies on the effectiveness of SSs are that SSs are in fact lacking an evidence-
base (EB); SS can be shown among promising practices, but more research is needed to establish an EB (Kokina
& Kern, 2010; Leaf et al., 2015; Reynhout & Carter, 2006; Sani-Bozkurt & Vuran, 2014; Test et al., 2011). These
studies emphasized that SSs are devoid of EB and qualitative indicators are regarded as a criterion only in three
meta-analysis studies, which examined whether they are met for research findings, which have been analyzed for
meta-analysis (Leaf et al., 2015; Qi et al., 2018; Test et al., 2011). Test et al. (2011) used the quality indicators
suggested by Horner et al. (2005), Leaf et al. (2015) and Qi et al. (2018) used the quality indicators suggested by
Kratochwill et al. (2013) for assessing the quality of studies conducted with single-subject research designs as
inclusion criteria for meta-analysis. In the other three meta-analysis studies (Kokina & Kern, 2010; Reynhout &
Carter, 2006; Sani-Bozkurt & Vuran, 2014), it can be seen that the studies included in the analysis were not only
studies in which experimental control was established, but were also single-subject studies and/or case studies in
which experimental control was weak and which had limitations in terms of qualitative indicators were examined,
so it is not possible to discuss the EB of such studies. Therefore, studies which meet the quality indicators for
meta-analysis, which makes it possible to discuss an EB of a practice. Horner et al.’s (2005) study was the first to
use quality indicators for single-subject research in 2005; it was followed by Reichow et al. (2008) and Kratochwill
et al. (2013). Although the common ground is provided in terms of qualitative indicators by groups of researchers,
some differences can also be observed in these studies. One of these differences concerns the collection of
treatment fidelity data in the research. Treatment fidelity takes place in the quality indicators determined by Horner
et al. (2005) and Reichow et al. (2008). However, efforts to establish EB are based on improving reliability and
credibility by increasing reproducibility, transparency, and openness in the exposition of the entire research
process (Cook et al., 2018). The collection of treatment fidelity data is therefore an important indicator. Reynhout
and Carter (2006), who stated that no treatment fidelity was reported in 12 of the 16 studies which they examined,
expressed this as a limitation in their study. It is therefore evident that indicators related to treatment fidelity should
be added to the indicators determined by Kratochwill et al. (2013).

Regarding to publication years of the meta-analysis studies of SS, it is seen that studies conducted up to
2011 were included in the analyses, but approximately 20 SS studies have been carried out over the following
eight years (e.g., Kim et al., 2014). Because of the need to consider studies to establish an EB of SSs in descriptive
analysis and meta-analysis studies, it is thought that the inclusion of studies conducted between 2012 and 2020 in
the analysis is an important part of deciding whether SS is an EBP or not. Additionally, considering the updates
of the quality indicators proposed by Kratochwill et al. (2013) and SSs writing criteria by Gray (2010, 2015) are
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considered, it can be said that analysis of SSs studies carried out particularly in the years after 2010 is necessary
for both experimental and methodological rigor. As to effect size calculation techniques in the analysis of SS are
examined, it is seen that the percentage of non-overlapping data (PND) technique was used in all studies. There is
no consensus on the most appropriate non-parametric technique for analyzing single-subject research designs in
the relevant literature (Parker et al., 2011; Rakap, 2015; Tekin-iftar et al., 2018), but PND is often preferred
because it is a more highly consistent technique than other techniques and is easy to calculate. Meta-analysis
studies using different non-parametric techniques are needed to calculate the effect sizes of SSs interventions in
the literature. Based on all these points and the limitations of the previous meta-analysis studies, this current study
is conducted to provide a comprehensive descriptive and meta-analysis of the SSs studies.

For this purpose, we (a) analyzed studies which met the inclusion criteria by refining indicators related to
treatment fidelity on those set out by Kratochwill et al. (2013), (b) conducted a comprehensive descriptive analysis
of the studies, which met the quality indicators in terms of demographic, methodological, and outcome
characteristics, (c) calculated the effect sizes of those studies by using the improvement rate difference (IRD), and
(d) assessed studies to determine whether or not SSs intervention met the 5-3-20 criterion determined for EBP. It
is hoped that the findings of this study will provide an important response to the question of whether there is an
EB for SS, and will contribute to the points which have to be taken into consideration in SSs research.

Method
Preparation Process

Prior to the literature search, we met to decide how to collect data reliably and authentically and devised
the coding tables to be used for the analysis. We created five tables to use on (a) search procedures, (b) evaluation
procedures of “Single-Case Intervention Research Design Standards”, (c¢) procedures for conducting a
comprehensive descriptive analysis, (d) use of the software program UnGraph5, and (e) the intervention effect
calculation phases. We reviewed each item in the tables and reached an agreement on how to code the tables. Two
of us then independently coded three randomly selected studies. The reliability was calculated by using the formula
of “number of agreements of between coders / (number of agreements + number of disagreements between coders)
x 100” formula. We continued this process until our agreement reached 100% and then we began to collect and
code data.

Search Procedures

We aimed to identify all the studies related to SS, so we did not set a start date and we attempted to
identify all the studies published up to December 2018. We also wanted to evaluate the effectiveness of SS on
teaching skills and on decreasing the disruptive behaviors of individuals with different diagnoses, so we located
studies using Academic Search Complete, Article First, EBSCOhost, JSTOR, PsycINFO, ScienceDirect,
Worldcat.org and Web of Science using the keywords social stories, social skills, problem behaviors, intervention,
developmental disabilities, autism, autism spectrum disorder, intellectual disability, mental retardation,
developmental delay, and learning disability. Additionally, we reviewed the reference lists of the identified
research and meta-analysis studies which had examined the effectiveness of SSs to identify articles that we had
not identified on a prior search, but this did not add any unidentified studies. As a result of this search procedure,
92 studies were identified; 9 descriptive studies, 3 case studies, 16 experimental studies, 7 review studies, 4 meta-
analysis studies, and 53 single-subject studies. We evaluated the identified studies according to the inclusion and
exclusion criteria using the coding table.

We included in the review studies which met the following criteria; (a) published in English and Turkish
in national and international peer-reviewed journals, (b) had participants who had at least a diagnosis, (¢) examined
the effectiveness of SSs on teaching different skills or decreasing disruptive behaviors, and (d) used the single-
case research method. We excluded studies which (a) used other research methods (e.qg., narrative research and
group experimental research), (b) used SSs combined with other procedures, (c) compared the effectiveness of
different procedures, and (d) did not present graphed data for visual analysis. 39 studies that did not use a single-
subject research methodology were eliminated because they did not meet the inclusion criteria. Since the full text
of one of the 53 studies conducted with a single-subject research methodology (Hanley-Hochdorfer et al., 2010)
could not be reached, it was not taken into further analysis in this study. Of 52 studies, 20 were not included in the
further analysis because fifteen had used SSs in conjunction with other interventions (e.g., Litras et al., 2010), four
had compared SSs with different interventions (e.g., Acar et al., 2017), one (Burke et al., 2004) had been conducted
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with participants without disabilities. The remaining 32 studies were included in further analysis. The whole

process is shown in Figure 1.

Evaluation Procedures

We evaluated the quality indicators and demographic parameters of the selected studies which met the

inclusion criteria in this phase.
Figure 1
Procedures Followed During the Search
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Evaluating Studies by Single-Case Intervention Research Design Standards

We first evaluated the studies according to the inclusion and exclusion criteria for further analysis. We
used the quality indicators recommended by Kratochwill et al. (2013) with the addition of two further criteria,
‘collection of procedural fidelity data’ and ‘procedural fidelity index’ located in other rubrics (Odom et al., 2005;
Reichow et al., 2008). We used a final form of the coding table which comprised the quality indicators and the
additional criteria. There were 10 criteria: (a) systematic manipulation of the independent variable(s), (b) collection
of inter-observer data for at least 20% of all sessions, (c) inter-observer agreement on at least 80% of all sessions,
(d) collection of procedural fidelity data for at least 20% of all sessions, (€) procedural fidelity of at least 80% of
all sessions, (f) at least three demonstrations of effect, (g) at least five data points per condition, (h) at least three
data points per condition, (i) clarification of design standards, and (j) clarification of evidence for effectiveness in
the coding table. We coded the criteria (a) to (i) as ‘yes’ (Y) or ‘no’ (N) and we used trio decoding for the (i)
criterion, or more clearly “clarification of design standards.” We coded those studies which met all of the (a) to (h)
criteria as ‘meet standards’ (MS) and those which met the (a) to (h) criteria but not the (g) criterion as ‘meet
standards with reservation’ (MS-R). Studies that did not meet any of the (a) to (h) criteria except for (g) were
coded as ‘do not meet standards’ (n-MS). We coded the (j) criterion (‘clarification of evidence for effectiveness”)
based on the results of visual analysis of the studies coded as MS and MS-R. We analyzed six features of the
graphics of the studies in terms of their level, trend, variability, the immediacy of effect, overlap, and consistency
across similar phases (Kratochwill et al., 2013).

Studies which met all of the characteristics listed above were coded as ‘strong effect’ (evidence); studies
which presented at least three demonstration of effect but did not present in one situation as ‘moderate effect’ and
other studies were coded as ‘no effect’ (no evidence). We calculated the intervention effect of studies coded as
strong effect and moderate effect after visual analyses.

Conducting the Comprehensive Descriptive Analysis

We conducted comprehensive descriptive analysis of the studies coded as MS or MS-R using the single-
case intervention research design standards. We evaluated each study in terms of five demographic characteristics:
(a) characteristics of participants (e.g., number, age, gender, and so on), (b) target behaviors (skills taught or
decreased behaviors), (c) measurement of behaviors, (d) the criterion for target behaviors, and (e) instructional
setting, and in terms of eight methodological characteristics and results: (a) research design, (b) characteristics of
SS, (c) instruction, (d) implementer, (e) social validity, (f) maintenance, (g) generalization, and (h) general effect.
We used the descriptive analysis coding table developed by us for this purpose.

Intervention Effect Calculations

We calculated the intervention effect for studies coded as MS or MS-R and ‘strong effect’ or ‘moderate
effect’ using the single-case intervention research design standards. We used the “improvement rate difference
(IRD)” technique for calculating the intervention effect, which distinguishes our study from other meta-analyses
conducted on studies of the effectiveness of SSs. IRD is the feed ratio between baseline and intervention. IRD has
the following advantages: (a) it can easily be calculated manually, (b) it corresponds to visual analysis, and (c) it
has a confidence interval because of the existence of a known sampling distribution (Parker et al., 2009). We
calculated the intervention effect using the calculation tool available in the link http://www.singlecaseresearch.org
(Vannest et al., 2011). We considered the intervention effect as ‘small” when the effect size scored under 50%, as
‘moderate’ when the effect size scored between 50% and 70%, and as ‘large’ when effect size scored 70% or
above (Parker et al., 2009). We calculated the intervention effects separately for each tier in the study. For this
purpose, we converted the data in each tier into digitized data using the UnGraph5 software which is effective for
digitalizing graphical data. One of us exported the digitized data in each tier into a Microsoft Excel file for further
analysis (Tekin-iftar et al., 2018).

Determination of Evidence Base for Using SSs

We used the three criteria known as the 5-3-20 rule (Kratochwill et al., 2013) as the base for evaluating
whether SSs interventions were EB or not. These criteria were determined as (a) five studies classified as ‘strong’
or ‘moderate’ effect and MS or MS-R, (b) practice conducted by at least three groups of researchers with no
overlapping authorship from three different geographic regions, and (c) the total number of participants in all the
included studied equaled at least to 20.
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Reliability

We made reliability calculations for each phase in the study: (a) inclusion and exclusion procedures, (b) procedures
for evaluating studies by single-case intervention research design standards, (c) procedures for conducting comprehensive
descriptive analysis, (d) digitalizing data using UnGraph5, and (e) IRD calculations. For this purpose, two of us coded all the
studies independently. As already explained, consistency between the coders was achieved by using the formula ‘number of
agreements of between coders / (number of agreements + number of disagreements between coders) x 100> (Tekin-iftar et al.,
2018). We set an acceptable criterion for reliability between coders as at least 80%. For the inclusion and exclusion criteria,
the inter-coder reliability was set at 95.74% (range = 85.71-100); reliability for the descriptive analysis of the single-subject
interventions model standards was 96.10% (range = 90.9-100); the reliability of the descriptive analysis was 96.10% (range =
90.9-100), the reliability of the digitized data by UnGraph 5 was 99.52% (range = 97.2-100) and the reliability of the IRD
calculations was 100%.

Results
Quality Indicators of Single-Case Studies

As already described and as shown in Figure 1, we found 32 studies that met the inclusion criteria for our meta-
analysis. As can be seen in Table 1, of these 32 studies, 20 (62.5%) did not meet the criteria for quality indicators. Of these 20
studies, we coded one as nMS because the inter-observer reliability ratio was under 80% (Dodd et al., 2008), procedural fidelity
data were not collected or were under 80% in eight studies (e.g., Khantreejitranon, 2018; Moudry-Quilty, 2007), three
demonstrations of experimental effect could not be shown in two studies (e.g., Hung & Smith, 2011) and eight studies did not
meet more than one criterion. We did not include these 20 studies in the visual analysis. Of the 12 studies which met the criteria
for quality indicators, we coded one study (3.57%) as MS and 11(28.57%) as MS-R and included them in the visual analysis.
Of these 12 studies, we coded seven (58.33%) which met all the criteria determined for visual analysis as ‘strong effect’
(evidence), and the remaining five (41.67%) as ‘no effect’. We calculated effect size for the seven studies coded as ‘strong
effect’.

Descriptive Analysis of SSs Studies
Demographic Features of SSs Studies

Numbers and Ages of Participants. As can be seen in Table 2, each of the 12 studies analyzed had been conducted
with three participants, so the total number of participants was 36. The ages of these 36 participants ranged from 2 to 17, and
we examined three age categories: pre-school, aged between birth and 5; primary school, aged between 6 and 11; and secondary
school, aged 12 or over. Five participants (13.8%) in three studies (Bosnak & Turan, 2020; Kurt & Kutlu, 2019; Thompson &
Johnston, 2013) were of pre-school age, 19 (52.7 %) were primary school age (e.g., Delano & Snell, 2006; Ozdemir, 2008b),
and 12 (33.3%) were secondary school age (e.g., Graetz et al., 2009).

Gender and Disability. Of the 36 participants, three were female (8.4%) and 33 were male (91.6%). Of the 12
studies, participants were diagnosed with ASD (N = 26, 72.2%) in nine studies (e.g., Olcay-Giil &Tekin-iftar, 2016; Ozdemir,
2008b;), with Asperger’s syndrome in two studies (Sansosti & Powell-Smith, 2006; Scattone et al., 2006), with severe
intellectual disability in only one study (Kim et al., 2014) and with mild intellectual disability in one study (Bicak¢1 & Olgay-
Giil, 2019).

Target Behaviors. The dependent variables of the 12 studies could be separated into two groups, increasing
appropriate behaviors and decreasing inappropriate behaviors. The dependent variables of nine studies (75%) were increasing
appropriate behaviors (e.g., Delano & Snell, 2006; Sansosti & Powell-Smith, 2006), and two studies (16.6%) were decreasing
inappropriate behaviors (Ozdemir, 2008b; Scattone et al., 2002). The dependent variables of the one remaining study (%8.4)
were both decreasing the inappropriate behaviors of the participants and increasing their academic engagement level (Kim et
al. 2014)

When the dependent variables of studies were examined separately, it could be seen that especially increasing social
interaction and social skills within the context of increasing appropriate behaviors were targeted. These target behaviors were
sharing toys with peers (Bosnak & Turhan, 2020); social interaction with peers, seeking attention, initiating comments,
initiating requests and making contingent responses (Delano & Snell, 2006); following direction independently within 15
seconds when given verbal direction (‘stand up’ or ‘get up’), using appropriate vocal pitch when talking with peers or adults,
keeping the hands down and keeping materials away from the lips when seated in the classroom (Graetz et al., 2009); greeting
skills, expressing happiness or needs appropriately in response to others’ behaviors or comments and asking permission to have
snacks or various items (Olgay-Giil & Tekin-Iftar, 2016); teaching kind behaviors, holding conversations and engaging in group
activities (Sansosti & Powell-Smith, 2006); staying seated during circle time and snack-time activities, engaging in tactile play
activities with no more than one initial verbal prompt (Thompson & Johnston, 2013) were determined as target behaviors.
Besides, target behaviors were verbal, physical, or gestural initiation or responsing to a peer, commenting, or asking questions
related to the activity or conversation; continued engagement in the same activity as the peer; a response to a peer’s comment
or question with a comment related to the conversation; an initiated comment or question related to the conversation; and a
physical gesture such as nodding to indicate approval or disagreement in one study (Scattone et al., 2006). Additionally, safety
skills were dependent variables in two studies as crossing skills (Bigak¢i1 & Olgay-Giil, 2019) and abduction-prevention skills
(Kurt & Kutlu, 2019).
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Table 1
Coding Studies According to Kratochwill et al. (2013) Criteria

2 . 5 S 8 o 2 “ o
Studies S <2 £ S8 8 % =g g B8 Zs%
§ 25 5 &8 5 £5 TS 3S &5 £3d
E & 8 wo = g2 28 Bz E¥ &°>3
g2 < < = w 3 T FE o o ©
& e &
Adams et al. (2004) Y Y Y N N Y Y Y nMS -
Almutlag & Martella (2018) Y N N Y Y N Y Y nMS -
Beh-Pajooh et al. (2011) Y Y Y N N N Y Y nMS -
Bigakg1 & Olgay-Giil (2019) Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y MS-R Strong
Bledsoe et al. (2003) Y Y Y N N N Y Y nMS -
Bosnak & Turhan (2020) Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y MS-R evi'c;leonce
Crozier & Tincani (2007) Y Y Y Y Y N N N nMS -
Delano & Snell (2006) Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y MS-R evi'c\il:nce
Dodd et al. (2007) Y Y N Y Y Y N Y nMS -
Graetz et al. (2009) Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y MS-R Strong
Hagiwara & Myles (1999) Y Y Y N N Y Y Y nMS -
Hung & Smith (2011) Y Y Y Y N N Y Y nMS -
Ivey et al. (2004) Y Y Y Y N Y N Y nMS -
Karayazi et al. (2014) Y Y Y Y N N N Y nMS -
Khantreejitranon (2018) Y Y Y N N Y Y Y nMS -
Kim et al. (2014) Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y MS-R Strong
Klett & Turan (2012) Y N N N N Y N Y nMS -
Kurt & Kutlu (2019) Y Y Y N N Y Y Y nMS -
Kuttler et al. (1998) Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y MS-R Strong
Lorimer et al. (2002) Y Y Y N N N N Y nMS -
Moudry-Quilty (2007) Y Y Y Y N Y Y Y nMS -
Norris & Dattilo (1998) Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y nMS -
Olgay-Giil & Tekin-iftar (2016) Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y MS-R Strong
Ozdemir (2008a) Y Y Y N N Y N Y nMS -
Ozdemir (2008b) Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y MS-R Strong
Reichow & Sabornie (2009) Y Y Y N N N N Y nMS -
Sansosti & Powell-Smith (2006) Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y MS evizt)nce
Scattone et al. (2006) Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y MS-R evizt)nce
Scattone et al. (2002) Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y MS-R Strong
Thompson & Johnston (2013) Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y MS-R Strong
Vandermeer et al. (2015) Y Y Y N N Y N Y nMS -
Wright & McCathren (2012) Y Y Y Y N Y Y Y nMS -

Note: Demonst. = demonstration; IOA = inter observer agreement; IV = independent variable; Man.= manipulation; MS = meeting standards;
MS-R = meeting standards with reservations; N = no; nMS = not meeting standards; PF = procedural fidelity; Y = yes.
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The dependent variables of studies in which the aim was to decrease inappropriate behaviors were off-
task behaviors (such as leaving seat or classroom without permission, turning the head away from the teacher,
looking at peers or engaging in motor movements such as nail-biting); disturbing others and making disruptive
noises (Kim et al., 2014); using a loud voice, such as raising the voice above the typical level in class, chair tipping,
cutting in the lunch line and disturbing other students nearby by pushing them (Ozdemir, 2008b); chair tipping,
shouting and staring at a female for three consecutive seconds or more (Scattone et al., 2002).

Measurement of Behaviors. Researchers collected data related to dependent variables by using
continuous and sampling recording methods selected according to behavior characteristics. Partial interval
recording was used in all of the studies to examine the effects of SSs on decreasing inappropriate behaviors (Kim
et al., 2014, Ozdemir, 2008b; Sansosti & Powell-Smith, 2006; Scattone et al., 2002). In studies which sought to
increase social interaction, social skills, and appropriate behaviors, event and duration recording (Delano & Snell,
2006), controlled event recording (Bosnak & Turhan, 2020; Olgay-Giil & Tekin-Iftar, 2016), momentary time
sampling (Thompson & Johnston, 2013) and partial interval recording (Scattone et al., 2006) were used. Interval
recording and duration recording were used together in one study (Graetz et al., 2009). Task analysis was used in
two studies (Bigake1 & Olgay-Giil, 2019; Kurt & Kutlu, 2019).

Criteria for Target Behaviors. Delano and Snell (2006) determined criteria for instruction sessions as
(a) an increase in level, (b) an accelerated slope, (c) an increase in the median, and (d) little or no overlap with
baseline data, and they started instruction sessions with the next participant when each participant had met these
conditions. The criteria was performing target behaviors 100% at least three consecutive sessions in two studies
(Bigak¢1 & Olgay-Giil, 2019; Kurt & Kutlu, 2019). There were no data about teaching criteria in the remaining
studies analyzed (e.g., Graetz et al., 2009).

Instructional Settings and Teaching Format. The settings were different areas in schools in all of the
studies except for two. Olgay-Giil and Tekin-Iftar (2016), conducted their study in the participants’ homes. Kurt
and Kutlu (2019) conducted instruction sessions in home for one of three participants. Training and probe trials in
all of the studies were conducted in a 1:1 instructional arrangement.

Methodological Characteristics

Research Design. Studies predominantly used a single-case multiple baseline design across participants
(N = 6; 50%; e.g., Graetz et al., 2009; Ozdemir, 2008b). Three studies (25%) used a multiple probe design across
participants (Bosnak & Turhan, 2020; Delano & Snell, 2006; Kim et al., 2014) and in two studies (16.6%) a
multiple probe design across dyads was used (Bigak¢1 & Olgay-Giil, 2019; Olgay-Giil & Tekin-iftar, 2016). One
study used concurrent multiple baseline design across participants (Kurt & Kutlu, 2019).

Characteristics of SSs. We regarded SSs in two parts, the format and the design of the SS. As it is shown
in Table 3, the hard-copy book format was used in nine studies (e.g., Graetz et al., 2009) and a tablet-assisted SSs
format was used in three studies (Bosnak & Turhan, 2020; Kim et al., 2014; Kurt & Kutlu, 2019). SSs were written
individually regarding the target behaviors for the participant. Symbolic pictures were used combined with texts
in five studies (e.g., Delano & Snell, 2006). Four studies (e.g., Graetz et al., 2009) used participants’ photographs
in stories. Kurt and Kutlu (2019) used peer’s modeled photographs. Delano and Snell (2006) used text-only SSs
for one participant. There was no information about the characteristics of the SSs in the remaining three studies
(e.g., Scattone et al., 2006).

There was no information about whether the researchers had used any criteria for designing SSs in three
studies (Kurt & Kutlu, 2019; Olcay-Giil & Tekin-iftar, 2016; Sansosti & Powell-Smith, 2006), whereas the
researchers in the other nine studies stated that they had used the criteria for designing the SSs developed by Gray.
Gray and Garand’s (1993) criteria were used in one study (Graetz et al., 2009) and Gray’s (1998) criteria were
used in four studies (Kim et al., 2014; Ozdemir, 2008b; Scattone et al., 2006; Scattone et al., 2002). Bigak¢1 and
Olgay-Giil (2019) and Delano and Snell (2006) used Gray’s (2000) criteria; Bosnak and Turhan (2020) used Gray’s
(2002) criteria and Thompson and Johnston (2013) used SSs 10.0 proposed by Gray (2004).

Instruction. We collected data about instructional procedures. This included the presentation of SS,
frequency of reading SS, comprehension questions, whether feedback on participants’ answers after
comprehension questions was given or not, and the fading procedures of SSs under the title ‘implementation of
SS’.
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Table 2
Demographic and Methodological Characteristics of Studies

Intervention:

Settings/ Target behavior/ Presentation of social

Participant characteristics: Age,

. I teaching criteria for target Research - . - . General
Studies number, gender, label, cognitive format behavior/ assessment model stpry, prompt, Interventionist Social validity Main. Gen. offect
level reinforcement,
procedures .
reinforcement schedule
Bigake1 & Oleay- 7 9 gy gD, 1D, 11011202 SChool IAB; %100 MPDAD  HC, MP, SOR, ND Peers  INterviewpeers + et
Giil (2019) 11 & participants
Bé%“;é‘)& Turhan 5-6, 2M 1F, ASD, ND Sclh_go' IAB, ND, FR MPDAP  TA, ND, SOR, ND SEP OA, teachers ~ + - et
Dé'ggg)& Snell 6-9, 3 M, ASD, ND Sclh_go' IAB + DR-FR MPDAP  HC,ND,ND,ND  Experimenter sc + + it
Graetz etal. (2009) 12-13, 2M 1F, ASD, ND¥3- 422 Sclhgo' IAB,ND, IR-DR  MBDAP  HC, ND, ND, ND SEP OA'SSEGSET' + + "
Kim et al. (2014) 17; 2M 1F; ID, 49%- 732- 76° Sclhio' DIB-IAB,ND,PIR  MPDAP TA, MP, TS, ND SET OéAE'TPalr_eS”és' + + +t
Kurt & Kutlu (2019) 7-4-12, 3M, ASD, 81%, 1142, 9p3 School and IAB, %100  NonMBDAP TA, MP,SOR,ND  Experimenter _ OFv Parents - - -
home and participants
Oleay-Gill & Tekin- 15 16 ap1 ASD, ND Home IAB,ND,CER  MPDAD  HC,VP,SOR,ND Mothersand — SC, OA, + + T+t
Iftar (2016) 11 sister parents
Ozdemir (2008b) 7-9; 3M, ASD, 621-861.743 Sclh_go' DIB + PIR MBDAP  HC, ND, ND, ND Teachers  OA teachers  + ND 4t
Sansosti & Powell- School .
amith (2006) 9-11, 3M, AS, ND T IAB, ND, PIR MBDAP  HC,ND,ND,ND  Caregivers sC + ND 4
S(Czaétgg)e etal. 8-13, 3M, AS, 40!-ND- 822 S‘f_‘olo' IAB, ND, PIR MBDAP  HC,ND,ND,ND  SET,SEP IRP,SET-SEP ND ND e
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Table 2 (continued)
Target Intervention:
Participant characteristics: Settinas/teachin behavior/criteria for Research Presentation of Social General
Studies Age, number, gender, label, 9 9 target Story, prompt, Interventionist Social validity Main.  Gen.
- format . model . effect
cognitive level behavior/assessment reinforcement,
procedures reinforcement schedule
Scattone et al. (2002)  7-15, 3M, ASD, 671-742-953 Sclhgol DIB, ND, PIR MBDAP HC, ND, ND, ND SET, SEP SVC SET-SEP  ND ND +++
Thompson & Johnston School IAB:
3-5, 3M, ASD, ND . IAB + MTS MBDAP HC, ND, ND, ND oT OA + + +++
(2013) 1:1 SR: 44

Note: ASD = autism spectrum disorder; AS = asperger syndrome; CER = controlled event recording; DIB = decreasing inappropriate behavior; DR = duration recording; FR = frequency recording; Gen = generalization;
HC = hardcopy; IAB = increasing appropriate behavior; ID = intellectual disability; IRP = intervention rating profile; LSC = licensed school counselor; Main = maintenance; MBDAP = multiple baseline design across
participants; MP = model prompting; MPDAD = multiple probe design across dyads; MTS = momentary time sampling; ND = no data; OA = objective assessment; OT = occupational therapist; PIR = partial interval
recording; SC = social comparison; SEP = special education personnel; SET = special education teacher; SLP = speech and language therapist; SOR = social reinforcement; SR = self-regulation; TA= tablet assisted; TS

= token system; VP = verbal prompt.
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The researchers read SSs to participants in two study (Delano & Snell, 2006; Kurt & Kutlu, 2019), while family
members read SSs to participants in two studies (Olgay-Giil & Tekin-Iftar, 2016; Sansosti & Powell-Smith, 2006). It was stated
that interventionists or staff read SSs in three studies (Bosnak & Turhan, 2020; Graetz et al., 2009; Thompson & Johnston,
2013). In four of the studies, instruction sessions were arranged for the participants who were literate read stories after
instructors had read them first, whereas only instructors had read stories in all sessions for illiterate participants (Kim et al.,
2014; Ozdemir, 2008b; Scattone et al., 2002; Scattone et al., 2006). Peers read SSs only in one study (Bigak¢1 & Olgay-Giil,
2019). There was no information about the frequency of reading SSs in five studies (e.g., Delano & Snell, 2006; Kim et al.,
2014); SSs were read to each participant at least twice in one study (Graetz et al., 2009). Stories were read twice a day for each
participant in two studies (Bigak¢1 & Olgay-Giil, 2019; Sansosti & Powell-Smith, 2006) and once a day for each participant in
another three studies (Bosnak & Turhan, 2020; Kurt & Kutlu, 2019; Scattone et al., 2006). In one study, stories were read twice
a day for two participants, and once a day for one participant (Ozdemir, 2008b). Although there was no information about the
frequency of reading stories, it was indicated in one study that the participants had opportunities to access the SSs on off-time
(Scattone et al., 2002).

Although interventionists asked comprehension questions about stories in most of the studies, only one study
provided no information about this (Ozdemir, 2008b). It was stated in one study that stories and strategies were discussed with
participants at the end of the story (Thompson & Johnston, 2013). Four studies (Bigak¢1 & Olgay-Giil, 2020; Kim et al., 2014;
Kurt & Kutlu, 2019; Ol¢ay-Giil & Tekin-iftar, 2016) presented feedback information, stating that participants’ correct
responses were reinforced and incorrect responses resulted in re-reading stories and error-correction. In one study correct
responses were reinforced but there was no information about feedback for the incorrect responses (Bosnak & Turhan, 2020).
However, six studies did not present information about feedback. Researchers did not mention about feedback but indicated
that stories were read until the participants responded to comprehension questions with 100% accuracy in 1 study (Scattone et
al., 2006).

Fading procedures arranged in six studies (e.g., Delano & Snell, 2006). Delano and Snell (2006) specified a fading
criterion as performing 40% of target behaviors on four of the last six data points after 15 instruction sessions compared with
a baseline for the first fading and they read SSs once in every two sessions. They began a second fading procedure after
participants had achieved 40% of the target behaviors on four of the last six data points over the baseline and read SSs once in
every three sessions. When participants reached the criterion, researchers began a ‘no story phase’. Ozdemir (2008b) used the
same fading criterion as Delano and Snell (2006) but it was conducted with a slight difference. They continued reading the
story without directive sentences after the first criterion for fading and she read stories once in every two sessions through the
second fading until the same criterion was met. Then she began a ‘no story phase’ and collected data for five sessions. Olcay-
Giil and Tekin-iftar (2016) made arrangements for both content of stories and reading time. Arrangements on the content of
SSs were made in three phases: (a) directive sentences were excluded from stories; (b) only the title, first and last sentences
were read, and (c) the SSs book was shown to participants before entering the setting in which the target behavior was observed.
They also extended the time between reading time and performing time of the target behavior. Similarly, Kurt & Kutlu (2019)
extended the time between reading SSs time and performing time. Bigak¢i and Olgay-Giil (2019) removed the directive
sentences in the first phase of fading process and reminded participants by saying “Don’t forget the story” in the second phase.
Sansosti and Powell-Smith (2006) faded stories two weeks after instruction sessions; SSs were read once a day for the first
fading week and once every other day in the second fading week, unlike the instruction sessions in which SSs were read twice
a day.

Implementer. The first authors (researcher, special education teacher, and occupational therapist) of three studies
had conducted instruction sessions (e.g., Delano & Snell, 2006). The second author conducted instruction sessions in one study
(Kurt & Kutlu, 2019). Instructional sessions were conducted by special education teachers or teaching assistants in three studies
and by special education staff member (paraprofessional) in two studies (e.g., Scattone et al., 2006). Families conducted
instruction sessions in one study (e.g. Olgay-Giil & Tekin-iftar, 2016) and peers conducted in one study (Bigak¢1 & Olgay-Giil,
2019).

Social Validity. Social validity data were collected in all of the studies. Subjective evaluation was used in nine
studies by interviewing or using rating scales with parents, specialists or peers (e.g., Kim et al., 2014). Data were collected also
from participants in two studies (Kurt & Kutlu, 2019; Bigak¢1 & Olgay-Giil, 2019). The social comparison was used in two
studies (Delano & Snell, 2006; Sansosti et al., 2006). Social validity data were collected using both social comparison and
subjective evaluation in one study (Olgay-Giil & Tekin-iftar, 2016).

Maintenance and Generalization. Maintenance data about dependent variables were collected in ten studies
(e.g., Delano & Snell, 2006), however it were not collected in two studies (Scattone et al., 2002; Scattone et al., 2006). Also
Bigake1 and Olgay-Giil (2019) could not collect maintenance data one of three participants. Generalization sessions were
planned in six studies (e.g., Delano & Snell, 2006), but not in five studies (Ozdemir, 2008b). Generalization data were collected
across both settings and people in two studies (Delano & Snell, 2006; Olgay-Giil & Tekin-Iftar, 2016) and across only settings
in two studies (Bigak¢1 & Olgay-Giil, 2019; Graetz et al., 2009) and activities in two studies (Kim et al., 2014; Thompson &
Johnston, 2013). Kurt and Kutlu (2019) didn’t conduct generalization sessions but authors reported that they used different
lures and different strangers for each participant in order to provide generalization for them across people and settings.
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Table 3
Social Story Characteristics
) : . " Frequency
Studies G_ray_s Pictures  Who read the Comprehen_swn Prompts  Reinforcement Fading of reading
criteria of SSs story check questions system SSs
Bicaker & MP
Olgay-Giil Gray (2000) +PS Peers Y y SRDQ Y TT
RRSQ
(2019)
Bosnak &
Turhan Gray (2002) +PS Interventionist Y ND SRDQ N oT
(2020)
Delano &Snell L
(2006) Gray (2000) +ps  Interventionist Y ND ND Y ND
Graetz et al Gray and
(2009) ' Garand +PRP  Interventionist Y ND ND N ALT+FA
(1993)
Kim et al. Interventionist+
(2014) Gray (1998) +PRP children Y 0Q SRDQ N ND
Kurt & Kutlu MP,
(2019) ND +|;Fez; 2 Interventionist Y RRDQ SRDQ Y oT
Olgay-Giil & RRSQ
Tekin-iftar ~ ND +PS Interventionist Y ! SRDQ Y ND
MP
(2016)
Ozdemir Interventionist+ TT,
(2008b) Cray (1998) ~ +PRP " pildren ND ND ND Y oTFOP
Sansosti &
Powell-Smith ND +PS Interventionist Y ND ND Y TT
(2006)
Scattone et al. Interventionist+ RRUC
(2006) Gray (1998) ND children Y v ND N oT
Scattone et al. Interventionist+
(2002) Gray (1998) ND children Y ND ND N FA
Thompson &  Gray (2004),
Johnston social ND Interventionist ND ND ND N ND
(2013) stories 10.0

Note: ALT = at least twice; FA = free access; MP = model prompt; N = No; ND = no data; OQ = only questions; OT = one time; OTFOP =
one time for one participant; PRP = participant’s real photo; PS = picture symbols; RRSQ = reread the story and questions; RRUCM = reread
story until criterion met; SRDQ = social reinforcement during questions; TT= two times; Y = yes.

General Effect. When the SSs effects on dependent variables were examined for all 36 participants in
the 12 studies, positive outcomes were obtained for 34 participants (94.4%) but there was no effect for two
participants (5.6%). The researchers in two studies (Sansosti & Powell-Smith, 2006; Scattone et al., 2006) stated
that there had been no effect of SSs in one of the three participants in each study.

Effects of SSs Instruction

Of the 12 studies which met the standards or the standards with reservations, we calculated the effect size
of seven studies coded as the strong effect in the visual analysis process by using IRD. We calculated the effect
size separately for each tier and then estimated the mean value for each participant. From the IRD values shown
in Table 4, it can be seen that the IRD values of all seven studies were greater than 70% and the effect size was,
therefore determined to be large. Of the 7 studies for which we calculated effect sizes, we examined the effects of
SSs on decreasing problem behaviors in 3 studies (e.g., Graetz et al., 2009); on teaching social skills in two studies
(e.g., Olgay-Giil & Tekin-iftar, 2016) and safety skills in one study (Bicak¢1 & Olgay-Giil, 2019) and on both
decreasing problem behaviors and teaching social skills in one study (Kim et al., 2014). The findings of studies
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that examined the effects of SSs on both decreasing problem behaviors and teaching social skills show that the
effect size was large for all participants.

Determination of EBP

We used the 5-3-20 rule described above to determine EB. The first criterion is that there must be at least
five studies that meet standards and standards with reservations. The second is that studies must be conducted by
at least three groups of researchers with no overlapping authorship from three different geographic regions. In our
research, seven studies met this criterion. The third criterion for the determination of EB is that there must be at
least 20 participants in studies that meet the first two criteria. The total number of participants in our study was
21, hence the SSs meet the 5-3-20 rule.

Table 4
Percentage of IRD Calculations for Social Stories
Studies Intervention IRD Number of tiers Effect size

Graetz et al. (2009) 0.8671 3 Large effect
Kim et al. (2014) 0.9722 6 Large effect
Olgay-Giil & Bigake1 (2019) 1.0000 3 Large effect
Olgay-Giil & Tekin-iftar (2016) 1.0000 3 Large effect
Ozdemir (2008b) 1.0000 3 Large effect
Scattone et al. (2002) 0.9722 3 Large effect
Thompson & Johnston (2013) 0.7445 3 Large effect

Note: IRD = improvement rate difference.
Discussion

We carried out a meta-analysis and a comprehensive review of studies that examined the effectiveness of
SSs on increasing appropriate behaviors and decreasing inappropriate behaviors. We first set inclusion criteria and
then analyzed the studies which met them in terms of the quality indicators recommended by Kratochwill et al.
(2013). Consequently, we identified 32 studies that sought to examine the effectiveness of SSs on increasing
appropriate behaviors and decreasing inappropriate behaviors in individuals who had different types of
developmental disabilities and then analyzed the findings in terms of the quality indicators recommended by
Kratochwill et al. (2013). Then we conducted a visual analysis of studies that we coded as MS or MS-R on a prior
process and we finally calculated the effect size of studies that we classified as ‘strong effect’ (evidence). As a
result of the analysis, we coded nine studies as MS and MS-R. Of these 12 studies, we found that seven had a
strong effect and we calculated the effect sizes of these seven studies. When the meta-analysis and descriptive
analysis studies in which the effects of SSs investigated were examined, it was found that the researchers in only
two studies (Test et al., 2011; Qi et al., 2018) had analyzed the quality indicators for including studies on effect
size calculation. Test et al. (2011) had used the quality indicators recommended by Horner et al. (2005) and Qi et
al. (2018) had used those recommended by Kratochwill et al. (2013), which they regarded as a limitation. We
assessed the studies in terms of the procedural fidelity which took place in the quality indicators recommended by
Horner et al. (2005) but did not take place in the one recommended by Kratochwill et al. (2013). Although it was
emphasized that not collecting procedural fidelity data was a limitation and that it needed to be collected in the
meta-analysis and review studies on SSs (Reynhout & Carter, 2006; Test et al., 2011), other meta-analysis and
review studies did not assess studies using this particular criterion. Within this context, it can be thought that it is
one of the strengths of this current study that we conducted a more detailed assessment procedure by using different
criteria as quality indicators.

We analyzed studies, which examined the effects of SSs on both increasing appropriate behaviors and
decreasing inappropriate behaviors and calculated the effect sizes of seven studies, which were then subjected to
further analysis. Of the seven studies, SSs’ effects on increasing appropriate behaviors in four studies (Bigak¢1 &
Olgay-Giil, 2019; Graetz et al., 2009; Olgay-Giil & Tekin-Iftar, 2016; Thompson & Johnston, 2013); on decreasing
inappropriate behaviors in two studies (Ozdemir, 2008b; Scattone et al., 2002) and on both increasing appropriate
behaviors and decreasing inappropriate behaviors in one study (Kim et al., 2014) was examined. The results of the
effect size calculation showed that the effect size of SSs on both increasing appropriate behaviors and decreasing
inappropriate behaviors was substantial. This finding is different from those of other studies which have shown
that SSs are more effective on decreasing inappropriate behaviors than on increasing appropriate behaviors
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(Kokina & Kern, 2010; Qi et al., 2018). It can be thought that this discrepancy is a consequence of using different
inclusion criteria and quality indicators and of the non-parametric techniques used in the effect size calculation.

We used the 5-3-20 rule as a base for determining EB and found that there were at least five studies which
had examined the effects of SSs and were coded as MS and MS-R and classified the effects as strong or moderate
and that these studies had been conducted by at least three groups of researchers with no overlapping authorship
from three different geographic regions, but the SSs studies did not meet the criterion of involving at least 20
participants. This finding is similar to those of meta-analysis studies of SSs which were grounded on quality
indicators (Qi et al., 2018; Test et al., 2011). Differentiating some of our findings from those of Qi et al. (2018) is
due to the fact that we included studies conducted with participants with different diagnoses, and from those of
Test et al. (2011) is the fact that we included studies which had examined only the effects of SS. It can be said that
an original and strong aspect of the current study is that we analyzed studies in which the participants had different
diagnoses and which had examined only the effects of SS.

The findings of the descriptive analysis show that most of the participants in the examined studies were
primary-school students (N = 19) whose ages ranged from 6 to 11, followed by participants aged 12 and over (N
= 12); the group with the fewest participants was pre-school children aged under 5. The findings of the studies
which were conducted specifically with primary-school students were consistent with those of Kokina and Kern
(2010) and Sani-Bozkurt and Vuran (2014). The findings of the other age groups are different from those of
previous studies. For instance, Kokina and Kern (2010) stated that 28 primary school students and 10 pre-school
children took part in their study and Sani-Bozkurt and VVuran (2014) stated that 57.14% of their participants were
primary-school students and 31.42% were pre-school children, while only 5.74% were 12 or over. This
differentiation can be seen as an expected result caused by the differences in both the number of studies analyzed
as a result of the inclusion criteria and the grouping of the age ranges. Even so, it can be said that SSs studies were
commonly conducted predominantly with primary-school students. The need for further studies conducted
particularly with pre-school children and with other age groups is obvious.

Most of the participants in the studies had been diagnosed with ASD and were male and this finding is
consistent with those of previous studies (Kokina & Kern, 2010; Qi et al., 2018; Reynhout & Carter, 2006; Sani
Bozkurt & Vuran, 2014; Test et al., 2011). Of all the studies analyzed, there was only one (Kim et al., 2014) in
which the participants had a severe intellectual disability and one participant had a mild intellectual disability
(Bigake1 & Olgay-Giil, 2019). It can be thought that SSs had been introduced which were especially suitable for
children with ASD, even though Gray (2000) emphasized that SSs can be used for children with different types of
disabilities. We, therefore, recommend that the effects of SSs should be examined for individuals who have
different types of developmental disabilities.

Reynhout and Carter (2006, 2009) emphasized that information about participants was limited. Therefore,
the current study confirms this considering that SSs intervention requires that participants have verbal
communication skills and reading skills (at least at the beginner level) because a crucial element of SSs use is
asking comprehension questions. Most of the studies were conducted with participants who had higher levels of
these skills than the majority of individuals with developmental disabilities. Surprisingly, the results of one study
(Kim et al., 2014) which was conducted with participants who had severe intellectual disabilities with limited
vocabulary were promising, in contrast with the general opinion about using SSs with high-functioning children
who have a particular vocabulary and cognitive skills. Considering that three of the included studies gave no
information about the cognitive level of the participants (Bosnak & Turhan, 2020; Kim et al., 2014; Olgay-Giil &
Tekin-iftar, 2016) and three contained no information about the prerequisite skills of the participants (Olgay-Giil
& Tekin-iftar, 2016; Scattone et al., 2002; Thompson & Johnston, 2016), we recommend that future studies should
be designed in terms of replicability for both researchers and interventionists and should provide much more
information about the participants.

Previous studies mainly focused on increasing appropriate behaviors, especially social skills and social
communication skills (Kokina & Kern, 2010; Reyhout & Carter, 2006; Test et al., 2011, but we found that SSs
were effective for decreasing inappropriate behaviors, as was also found in a previous meta-analysis (Kokina &
Kern, 2010). Only two studies (Bigak¢1 & Olgay-Giil, 2019; Kurt & Kutlu, 2019) focused on safety skills. Many
previous studies concentrated on social skills, so there is a clear need for studies that will examine the effect of
SSs on different skills such as self-care skills, safety skills, and academic skills, as Gray (2004) stated that SSs
could be effectively used for teaching different skills.
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All of the included studies used the 1:1 teaching format because SSs are designed as individualized (Gray,
2004). However, SSs could also be effective when delivered to a group of students by providing observational
learning. It can, therefore, be recommended that future research should focus on the effects and the efficacy of
using SSs in a group format and observational learning, especially on teaching classroom rules and the need to
follow routines.

The findings show that SSs had been implemented by teachers, teaching assistants and parents as well as
researchers with high levels of procedural fidelity in six studies (e.g., Graetz et al., 2009; Olcay-Giil & Tekin-iftar,
2016), which shows that SSs are one of the teaching methods which can be implemented effectively by both
teachers and non-specialists. Also in one study SSs was implemented by peers (Bigak¢t and Olgay-Giil, 2019). It
should not be forgotten that teachers, parents, peers and paraprofessionals must receive training in how to write
and implement SS, as was shown in the studies which were analyzed except for one in which it was delivered only
by teachers (Scattone et al., 2002). Of all the included studies, the most detailed information about training on
writing and implementing SSs was provided by Bigak¢1 & Olgay-Giil (2019) and Olgay-Giil and Tekin-Iftar
(2016), so one recommendation is that future research should be undertaken in that way for using SSs effectively
in instructional settings. In one study (Bosnak & Turhan, 2020) gave training for implementing of SSs and
collecting data. Moreover, training on collecting data about target behaviors for teachers, paraprofessionals, and
parents is important as specified by Test et al. (2011).

There are different ways of delivering SS: Gray (2004) listed PowerPoint presentations, textile SSs books,
and puppet books. However, conventional hard-copy books were used in all of the studies analyzed except three
(Bosnak & Turhan, 2020; Kurt & Kutlu, 2019; Kim et al., 2014), in which SSs were delivered by tablet.
Additionally, all of the studies provided information about visually-assisted SSs except for three studies (Scattone
et al., 2002; Scattone et al., 2006; Thompson & Johnston, 2013). Visual elements were included in SSs in four
studies (e.g., Delano & Snell, 2006; Sansosti & Powell-Smith, 2006) and participants’ photographs were used with
SSs in three studies (Graetz et al., 2009; Kim et al., 2004; Ozdemir, 2008b), whereas text-only SSs were used in
only one study (Delano & Snell, 2006). And only one study used one peer’s photograph (Kurt & Kutlu, 2019).
SSs are said to be more effective when supported by visual material (Kokina & Kern, 2010), so the option of using
visual cues is recommended and should be continued as it is a concretizing referent for individuals with
developmental disabilities, particularly ASD.
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Sosyal Oykii Bilimsel-Dayanakh Bir Uygulama midir? Bir Meta-Analiz ve
Kapsamh Betimsel Analiz Calismas1”
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Oz
Giris: Sosyal oykiilerin bilimsel dayanagina iligkin tartigmalar devam etmektedir ve alanyazinda gerceklestirilmis
olan meta-analiz ¢alismalar1 sosyal Oykiilerin bilimsel dayanaginin hentiz olugsmadigini géstermektedir.

Yontem: Bu calismada hem uygun davraniglarin artinlmasinda hem de uygun olmayan davranislarin
azaltilmasinda sosyal Oykiilerin kullanildigi Haziran 2020 tarihine kadar yayimlanmig arastirmalar
degerlendirilerek betimsel ve meta-analiz gergeklestirilmistir. Degerlendirmeler sonucunda, tek-denekli aragtirma
metodolojisiyle tasarlanmis, uluslararasi hakemli dergilerde yayimlanmis ve tek-denekli arastirmalar igin
belirlenmis olan niteliksel gostergeleri karsilayan yedi ¢alismaya ulagilmistir. Ardindan, bu yedi ¢alismanin
‘lyilesme Oran Farki (IOF [Improvement Rate Difference-IRD])’ teknigi kullanarak etki biiyiikliikleri
hesaplanmstir.

Bulgular: Calisma sonuglari, analiz edilen arastirmalarin etki biiyiikliiklerinin yiiksek oldugunu ve sosyal
oykiilerin 5-3-20 kuralmi karsiladigimi gostermektedir. Ayrica, ¢alisma sonuglart sosyal Oykiilerin genellikle
uygun davraniglarin arttirilmasinda kullanildigini gostermektedir. Bununla birlikte ¢alismada, katilimcilarin biiyiik
¢ogunlugunun otizm spektrum bozuklugu tanisina sahip oldugu ve ilkokul ¢cagindaki bireyler oldugu bulgularina
ulagilmgtir.

Tartisma: Bu calisma, sosyal Oykiileri bilimsel-dayanakli uygulamalar arasinda oldugunu gostermektedir.
Bununla birlikte, sosyal Oykiilerin farkli gelisimsel yetersizliklere sahip, farkli yas gruplarindaki bireylerle
etkililigin sinanmasi gerekmektedir. Ayrica, sosyal dykiilerin bilimsel-dayanakli olma Slgiitlerini kargilamis olsa
dahi halen konuya iliskin nitelikli aragtirma gereksinimi devam etmektedir.

Anahtar sozciikler: Bilimsel-dayanakli uygulamalar, sosyal dykiiler, sistematik derleme, meta-analiz, tek denekli
aragtirmalar.

Aunf icin: Olgay, S., Kiyak, U. E., & Toper, O. (2022). Sosyal dykii bilimsel-dayanakli bir uygulama midir? Bir
meta-analiz ve kapsamli betimsel analiz ¢calismasi. Ankara Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Fakiiltesi Ozel
Egitim Dergisi, 23(2), 431-458. https://doi.org/10.21565/0zelegitimdergisi.766765
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Giris

Sosyal oykiiler ilk kez 1991 yilinda Carol A. Gray tarafindan Otizm Spektrum Bozuklugu (OSB) tanisi
olan bireylere, degisikliklerin ve yeni rutinlerin anlatilmasi, baska kigilerin davraniglarinin agiklanmasi, akademik
ve sosyal becerilerin 0gretimi amaciyla gelistirilmis (Gray & Garand, 1993); zamanla bu dykiilerin zihin
yetersizligi, 6grenme giicligii gibi farkli tanilara sahip cocuklar i¢in 6z bakim, giivenlik becerileri gibi farkli
becerilerin 6gretiminde de kullanimui giderek yayginlasmistir (Hagiwara & Smith-Myles, 1999; Kurt & Kutlu,
2019). Akademik beceriler, sosyal beceriler, giivenlik becerileri gibi yeni becerilerin 6gretiminin yani sira sosyal
Oykiilerin problem davranislarin azaltilmasinda da olumlu etkileri oldugunu gosteren arastirma Ornekleri
bulunmaktadir (6r., Agosta, vd., 2004). Bu arastirmalarin bazilarinda sosyal oykiilerin etkisi tek basina
incelenirken, (6r., Sansosti & Powell-Smith; 2006; Scattone vd., 2006), bazi arastirmalarda sosyal dykiilerin video

model, tepkinin bedeli, ipuglar1 gibi farkli stratejilerle birlikte kullanildig1 gérilmektedir (6r., Bernad-Ripoll,
2007).

Aileler, 6gretmenler, akranlar ve destek personeli gibi farkli bireyler tarafindan kullanimi kolay ve pratik
bulunan sosyal dykiilerin (Test vd., 2011), Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’ndeki kuruluglar tarafindan (6r., National
Autism Center [NAC], 2009; The National Clearinghouse on Autism Evidence & Practice [NCAEP], 2020;
National Professional Development Center on Autism [NPDC], 2014) bilimsel dayanakli (Tirkiye’de bilimsel
dayanakli uygulamalar terimi i¢in kanit temelli uygulamalar, kanita dayali uygulamalar, delile dayali uygulamalar
gibi farkli ifadeler de kullanilagelmektedir.) oldugu ifade edilmistir. Ote yandan sosyal dykiilerin etkililigine
yonelik meta-analiz arastirmalarimin bulgular: da sosyal dykiilerin aslinda bilimsel dayanaktan yoksun oldugu,
umut vadeden uygulamalar arasinda gosterilebilecegi ve bilimsel dayanagiin olusmasi i¢in daha fazla arastirma
gereksinimi bulundugu seklindedir (Kokina & Kern, 2010; Reynhout & Carter, 2006; Sani-Bozkurt & Vuran,
2014; Test vd., 2011). Sosyal Oykiilerin bilimsel dayanaktan yoksun oldugunun vurgulandigi bu arastirmalar
incelendiginde yalnizca iki meta-analiz ¢alismasinda meta-analize dahil edilen arasgtirmalar igin niteliksel
gostergelerin karsilanip karsilanmadigi 6lgiit olarak alinmistir (Qi vd., 2018; Test vd., 2011). Test ve digerleri
(2011) tarafindan yiiriitiilen aragtirmada meta-analize dahil etme 6lgiitleri arasinda Horner ve digerlerinin (2005);
Qi ve digerleri (2018) tarafindan yiiriitiilen arastirmada ise Kratochwill ve digerlerinin (2013) nitelikli arastirmalar
icin yayimlamis olduklar1 kalite gostergeleri dikkate alinmistir. Diger ii¢c meta-analiz ¢alismasinda ise (Kokina &
Kern, 2010; Reynhout & Carter, 2006; Sani-Bozkurt & Vuran, 2014) analiz siirecine dahil edilen arastirmalarin
sadece deneysel kontroliin kuruldugu ¢alismalar degil, deneysel kontroliin zayif oldugu tek denekli aragtirmalar
ve/veya vaka galismalarini da kapsadigi, niteliksel gostergeler agisindan sinirliliklari olan aragtirmalarin analize
alindig1 ve bu tiir ¢aligmalar i¢in ise bilimsel dayanaktan s6z etmenin mimkiin olmadig1 goriilmektedir. Bir
uygulamanin bilimsel dayanagindan soz edebilmek amaciyla gergeklestirilecek olan meta-analiz aragtirmalarina
niteliksel gostergeleri karsilayan arastirmalarin dahil edilmesinin 6nemli bir gereklilik oldugu agiktir. Tek denekli
aragtirmalar i¢in niteliksel gostergelere iligkin ilk ¢alisma 2005 yilinda Horner ve digerleri tarafindan
yayimlanmistir. Bu c¢alismayr Reichow ve digerleri (2008) ve Kratochwill ve digerleri (2013) tarafindan
yayimlanan ¢aligmalar izlemistir. Bu ¢aligmalarda niteliksel gostergeler agisindan bir gorii birligi saglanmasina
karsin bazi farkliliklar da gézlenmektedir. Bu farklilardan biri de arastirmalarda uygulama giivenirligi verilerinin
toplanmasina iliskindir. Uygulama giivenirligi Horner ve digerleri (2005) ve Reichow ve digerleri (2008)
tarafindan gelistirilmis olan niteliksel Olgiitlerde bir gosterge olarak yer almamustir. Oysa bilimsel-dayanak
olugturma cabalari, tiim aragtirma siirecinin aktariminda tekrarlanabilirligi, seffafligi ve acikligi arttirarak
giivenirligi ve inandiricilig gelistirme iizerine kuruludur (Cook vd., 2018). Bu nedenle aragtirmalarda uygulama
glivenirligi verilerinin toplanmis olmasi onemli bir gostergedir. Giiniimiize kadar olan siirecte belirlenen
gostergelerin iyilestirilmesi ve eksikliklerinin giderilerek kullanilmasiyla niteliksel gostergeler daha saglikli bir
sekilde isletilebilir. Bu durum alanyazinda gerceklestirilen 16 arastirmadan 12’sinde uygulama giivenirliginin
rapor edilmedigini belirten Reynhout ve Carter (2006) tarafindan yiiriitiilen arastirmada da bir sinirlilik olarak dile
getirilmistir. Dolayisiyla niteliksel gostergelere iliskin son kaynak olan Kratochwill ve digerleri (2013) tarafindan
belirlenen gostergelere uygulama giivenirligi ile ilgili gostergelerin eklenmesi gerekliligi agiktir.

Sosyal dykiilere yonelik meta-analiz ¢alismalar1 yayin yillart agisindan incelendiginde en son 2011 yilina
kadar gerceklestirilmis arastirmalarin analizlere dahil edildigi goriilmektedir. Oysaki giiniimiize kadar olan
ortalama sekiz yillik siire zarfinda yaklagik 20 sosyal oykii aragtirmasit daha yiirGtiilmiistiir (6r., Kim vd., 2014;
Olgay-Giil & Tekin-iftar, 2016). Konu ile ilgili betimsel analiz ve meta analiz arastirmalarinda sosyal dykiilerin
bilimsel dayanaginin olusmasi i¢in arastirma gereksinimi oldugu vurgusu goéz 6niine alindiginda, 2012-2018 yillar1
arasinda yiiriitiilen aragtirmalarin analizlere dahil edilmesinin sosyal dykiilerin bilimsel dayanakli bir uygulama
olup olmadigina karar verilmesinde 6nemli bir yere sahip oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Ek olarak 6zellikle Kratochwill

Olgay vd. 2022, 23(2)



SOSYAL OYKU BILIMSEL-DAYANAKLI BiR UYGULAMA MIDIR? 453
BIR META-ANALIZ VE KAPSAMLI BETIMSEL ANALIZ CALISMASI

ve digerleri (2013) tarafindan yayimlanan tek denekli arastirmalara iliskin kalite gostergelerinin, diger yandan
Gray (2010) tarafindan son sekli verilen sosyal 6ykii yazim 6lgiitlerinin tarihleri géz 6niinde bulunduruldugunda,
ozellikle 2010 ve sonrast yillarda gergeklestirilmis olan sosyal dykil aragtirmalarinin gerek deneysel gerekse
yontemsel acidan niteliklerinin incelenmesinin bir gereksinim oldugunu séylemek miimkiindiir.

Sosyal dykiilere yonelik meta analiz arastirmalarinda etki biiyiikliiklerinin hesaplanmasinda kullanilan
teknikler incelendiginde ise tiim arastirmalarda etki biiylikliiklerinin hesaplanmasinda 6rtiismeyen veri ylizdesinin
(OMVY) kullanildig1 goriilmiistiir. Alanyazinda tek denekli arastirma desenlerinin analizinde en uygun parametrik
olmayan teknigin hangisi oldugu konusunda heniiz bir uzlasma bulunmamaktadir (Tekin-iftar vd., 2018). OMVY
kolay hesaplanabilir, diger tekniklerle yiiksek diizeyde tutarlilik gésteren bir teknik olmasi nedeniyle siklikla tercih
edilmektedir. Alanyazinda sosyal 6ykii uygulamalarinin etki biiyiikliiklerinin hesaplanmasinda farkli parametrik
olmayan tekniklerin kullanildig1 meta-analiz arasgtirmalarina gereksinim duyulmaktadir. Siralanan bu noktalardan
ve daha once gerceklestirilen meta-analiz ¢aligmalarinin sinirliliklarindan yola ¢ikilarak bu arastirmada, sosyal
Oykiilerin tek basina uygulandigi arastirmalarin kapsamli betimsel ve meta analizi amaglanmistir. Bu amagla (a)
dahil etme Olgiitlerini karsilayan aragtirmalar Kratochwill ve digerleri (2013) tarafindan belirlenen gostergelere
uygulama giivenirligine iligkin gostergelerin de eklendigi niteliksel gostergeler kullanilarak analiz edilmis, (b)
niteliksel gostergeleri karsilayan arastirmalarin demografik, yontemsel ve sonu¢ 6zellikleri agisindan kapsamli
betimsel analizi yapilmis ve (c) bu arastirmalarin etki biiyiikliikleri Iyilesme Oran Farki (IOF [Improvement Rate
Difference-IRD]) kullanilarak analiz edilmis, (d) sosyal dykiilerin bilimsel dayanakli uygulamalar i¢in belirlenen
5-3-20 kuralini karsilayip karsilamadigi degerlendirilmistir. Bu arastirma sonucunda elde edilen bulgularin, sosyal
Oykiilerin bilimsel dayanagi olup olmadigi sorusuna yanit olacagi ve bundan sonra gergeklestirilecek olan sosyal
Oykii arastirmalarinda dikkat edilmesi gereken noktalara katki saglayacag diisiiniilmektedir.

Yontem
Hazirhk Siireci

Arastirmada verilerin saglikli ve giivenilir bir sekilde toplanabilmesi igin ilk olarak arastirmacilar bir
araya gelerek aragtirma siirecinde kullanacaklar1 kodlama tablolarini hazirlamiglardir. Bu amagla (a) tarama siireci,
(b) “Tek Denekli Miidahaleler Model Standartlar’” degerlendirme siireci, (c¢) kapsamli betimsel analiz
degerlendirme siireci, (d) UnGraph5 programinin kullanimi, (e) etki biiyiikliiklerinin hesaplanmasi agamalarinda
kullanilmak iizere bes kodlama tablosu hazirlanmistir. Arastirmacilar kodlama tablolarinda yer alan her bir
maddeyi gozden gecirerek bu maddelere iliskin kodlamalar1 nasil yapacaklari konusunda goriis birligine
varmiglardir. Ardindan iki arastirmaci yansiz olarak belirlenen ii¢ arastirma igin hazirlanan tablolart kullanarak
kodlama yapmuglardir. Kodlamalar arasindaki tutarhilik “Kodlamacilar arast goriis birligi / Kodlamacilar arast
Gortis birligi + Gériis ayriligi X 100” formiilii kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Bu siire¢ kodlamalar arasindaki
tutarlilik %100 oluncaya degin devam etmistir. Arastirmacilarin kodlamalar1 arasindaki tutarlilik %100’e
ulastiktan sonra kodlama ve veri toplama siirecine gecilmistir.

Tarama Siireci

Aragtirmada sosyal dykiilerin etkililigini inceleyen arastirmalar gézden gegirilmistir. Arastirmada sosyal
oykiilerle ilgili tiim arastirmalara ulasilmas: amaglandigindan taramalar i¢in bir baslangi¢ tarihi belirlenmemis;
Aralik 2018’e kadar olan arastirmalara ulagilmaya ¢alisgilmigtir. Farkli tanilart olan 6grencilere uygun davranis ve
becerilerin kazandirilmasinda ya da uygun olmayan davranislarin azaltilmasinda sosyal dykiilerin etkililigini
inceleyen arastirmalarin belirlenmesi i¢in taramalar gerceklestirilmistir. Ek olarak ulasilan makalelerin
kaynakgalar: taranarak ve sosyal dykiilerin etkililigini konu alan aragtirmalara yonelik meta analiz ¢aligmalar
gozden gegirilerek taramalarda c¢ikmayan arastirmalara da ulagilmasi amaglanmig; ancak taramalar sirasinda
ulasilan aragtirmalar diginda bir aragtirmaya ulasilamamaigtir. Tarama sonucunda dokuz betimsel aragtirma, ii¢ vaka
caligmasi, bes deneysel arastirma, dort gozden gegirme calismasi, bes meta-analiz ¢alismasi ve 49 tek-denekli
aragtirma olmak iizere toplam 75 arastirmaya ulasilmistir. Tarama sonucu ulagilan arastirmalar hazirlanan kodlama
tablosu kullanilarak dahil etme ve dislama 6l¢iitleri agisindan degerlendirilmistir.

Arastirmada dahil etme Olciitleri (a) ulusal ve uluslararasi hakemli dergilerde yayimlanmig olma, (b)
Ingilizce dilinde yazilmis olma, (c) en az bir tantya sahip olan ¢ocuklarla calisilmis olma, (d) farkli davranis ya da
becerilerin 6gretiminde ya da uygun olmayan davranislarin azaltilmasinda sosyal dykiilerin etkililigini inceleme
ve (e) tek-denekli aragtirma metodolojisiyle tasarlanmig olma olarak belirlenmistir. Diglama 6lgiitleri ise, (a) diger
aragtirma metodolojileri ile tasarlanmis olma (Or., grup deneysel arastirma, betimsel arastirma), (b) sosyal
Oykiilerle birlikte diger yontemlerin kullanildigi uygulamalarin etkililigini inceleme, (c) farkli 6gretim
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uygulamalarini karsilastiriyor olma ve (d) gorsel analize uygun veri sunmama olarak belirlenmistir. Tek denekli
arastirma metodolojisiyle yiiriitiilmeyen 26 arastirma dahil etme Olgiitlerini karsilamadigi i¢in elenmistir. Tek
denekli arastirma metodolojisiyle yiiriitiilen 49 arastirmadan birinin tam metnine (Hanley-Hochdorfer vd., 2010)
ulasilamadigi i¢in bu arastirmada ileri analizlere alinmamustir. 48 aragtirmadan 15°1 sosyal dykiilerin diger 6gretim
uygulamalari ile birlikte kullanilmasi (6r., Litras, vd., 2010), dordii sosyal dykiilerle farkli 6gretim uygulamalarinin
karsilastirilmasi (6r., Acar vd., 2017), biri ise normal gelisim gdsteren katilimeilarla yiiriitiilmesi (Burke vd., 2004)
nedeniyle ileri analizlere dahil edilmemistir. Geriye kalan 32 arastirma ileri analizlere alinmistir.

Degerlendirme Siireci

Bu siirecte dahil etme Olgiitlerini karsilayan arastirmalarin metodolojik niteliklerinin ve betimsel
ozelliklerinin belirlenmesi amaciyla degerlendirme olgiitleri belirlenerek degerlendirmeler yapilmistir.

Tek Denekli Miidahaleler Model Standartlarina Iliskin Degerlendirme

Dahil etme ve dislama Olgiitleri agisindan analiz edilen ve bu analiz sonucunda ileri analizlere dahil
edilmesine karar verilen 32 aragtirma Oncelikle metodolojik nitelikleri agisindan degerlendirmeye alinmugtir.
Alanyazinda tek denekli arastirma metodolojisiyle yiiriitiilen arastirmalarin niteliksel olarak degerlendirilmesi
amaciyla farkli arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilmis gostergeler/rubrikler yer almaktadir (Horner vd., 2005;
Kratochwill vd., 2013; Reichow vd., 2008). Bu arastirma kapsaminda Kratochwill ve digerleri (2013) tarafindan
gelistirilen “Tek Denekli Miidahaleler Model Standartlar1” yonergesi kullanilmis; yonergeye diger rubriklerde
(Horner vd., 2005; Reichow vd., 2008) yer alan ve arastirmacilar tarafindan 6nemli goriilen uygulama giivenirligi
verilerinin toplanmast ve uygulama giivenirlik katsayisina iligkin iki 6l¢iit eklenmistir. Arastirmalarin
degerlendirilmesinde bu 6dlgiitlerin de eklenmesiyle son sekli verilen niteliksel dlgiitlerin yer aldigi bir kodlama
tablosu kullanilmigtir. Kodlama tablosunda (a) bagimsiz degiskenin sistematik manipiilasyonu, (b) oturumlarin
%20’sinden gozlemciler arasi giivenirlik verisi toplanmasi, (c) gézlemciler arasi giivenirlik katsayisinin %80 ve
tizerinde olmasi, (d) oturumlarin %20’sinden uygulama giivenirligi verisinin toplanmasi, (¢) uygulama giivenirligi
katsayisinin %80 ve {izerinde olmasi, (f) deneysel etkinin en az ii¢ gosterimi, (g) her kosulda (evrede) bes veri
noktas1 olmast, (h) her kosulda {i¢ veri noktasi olmasi, (i) model standardinin siniflandirilmasi ve (j) etkililik i¢in
dayanagin siiflandirilmasi olmak iizere 10 6l¢iit yer almistir.

Kodlama tablosunda “a-h” maddeleri i¢in “evet” ya da “hayir” bi¢ciminde kodlama yapilmigtir. “T”
maddesi, baska bir ifadeyle model standardinin siniflandirilmasi, ig¢in ii¢li bir kodlama yapilmig; “a-h”
maddelerinde yer alan dlgiitlerin tamamint karsilayan arastirmalar model standartlarini karsilayan arastirmalar
olarak degerlendirilerek tabloda standartlar1 karsilayan seklinde kodlama yapilmistir. Bu olgiitlerden “g”
maddesini karsilayamayip “h” maddesini karsilayan arastirmalar model standartlarmmi kosullu karsilayan
aragtirmalar olarak degerlendirilerek tabloda standartlar: kosullu karsilayan olarak kodlama yapilmistir. “G”
maddesi diginda “a-h” arasinda yer alan Olgiitlerden herhangi birini karsilayamayan arastirmalar ise model
standartlarim karsilayamayan arastirmalar olarak degerlendirilerek tabloda standartlart karsilamayan olarak
kodlama yapilmistir. Kodlama tablosunda yer alan “j” maddesi, baska bir ifadeyle etkililik i¢in dayanagin
smiflandirilmasi, igin model standartlarint karsilayan ya da model standartlarmi kosullu olarak karsilayan
aragtirmalarin gorsel analiz sonuglarina dayali olarak kodlama yapilmistir. Gorsel analizde diizey, egilim,
kararlilik, acil etki, ortiisme ve benzer evreler arasinda verilerin tutarlilik gostermesi olmak {izere alt1 6zellige
iliskin degerlendirme yapilmistir (Kratochwill vd., 2013). Arastirmada gorsel analiz dort asamali olarak
yiiriitiilmiistiir: (a) baslama diizeyi evresinde gorsel analiz gergeklestirilmis, (b) uygulama evresinde gorsel analiz
gergeklestirilmis, (c) ardisik evrelerde karsilagtirma yapilmis ve (d) ilk ii¢ asamada yapilan degerlendirmeler
birlestirilerek deneysel etkinin {i¢ farkli zamanda ortaya konulup konulmadig1 incelenmistir. Siralanan 6zelliklerin
tiimiiniin tiim durumlarda karsilanmis olmasi kosulunda tabloda “gii¢lii etki (dayanak) ”, etkinin en az ii¢ durumda
gosterildigi, bir durumda gosterilmedigi durumlarda “orta diizeyde etki”, bunun digindaki durumlarda ise “etkisiz
(dayanak yok)” seklinde kodlama yapilmistir. Arastirmada gorsel analiz sonucunda tabloda giiglii etki ve orta
diizeyde etki seklinde kodlama yapilan aragtirmalar i¢in etki biliyiikliigii hesaplanmigtir.

Kapsamli Betimsel Analiz Degerlendirmesi

“Tek Denekli Miidahaleler Model Standartlar1” degerlendirmesinde model standartlarini karsilayan ya da
kosullu karsilayan ve giiclii etki ya da orta diizeyde etkiye sahip olan arastirmalar i¢in kapsamli betimsel analiz
yapilmistir. Kapsamli betimsel analizde her bir arastirma (a) katilimci sayist ve yasi, (b) cinsiyet, (c) tani, (d)
beceri, (e) becerinin 6l¢iimil, (f) 6gretim dlgiitii, (g) 6gretim ortami ve (h) 6gretim diizenlemesi olmak iizere sekiz
demografik ozellik; (a) arastirma modeli, (b) sosyal dykiilerin dzellikleri, (c) sosyal dykiilerin uygulanmasi, (d)
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uygulamaci (uygulamanin kim tarafindan yiiriitiildiigii), (e) sosyal gegerlik, (f) kalicilik, (g) genelleme ve (h) genel
etki olmak iizere sekiz yontemsel Ozellik ve arastirma sonuglari agisindan degerlendirilmistir. Bu amagla
aragtirmacilar tarafindan hazirlanan betimsel analiz kodlama tablosu kullanilmaistir.

Etki Biyiikliiklerinin Hesaplanmasi

Arastirmada “Tek Denekli Miidahaleler Model Standartlar1” degerlendirmesinde model standartlarin
karsilayan ya da kosullu karsilayan ve gigli etki ya da orta diizeyde etkiye sahip olan arastirmalar igin etki
biliyiikliigii hesaplanmistir. Alanyazinda tek denekli arastirmalarda etki biiyiikliigliniin hesaplanmasinda
kullanilmas1 6nerilen farkli nonparametrik teknikler bulunmakta; hangi teknigin uygun oldugu konusunda ise bir
goriis birligi bulunmamaktadir (Parker vd., 2011; Rakap, 2015; Tekin-iftar vd., 2018). Bu arastirmada sosyal
oykiilerin etkililigini konu alan arastirmalara iligkin yiiriitiilen meta-analiz arastirmalarinda kullanilan parametrik
olmayan tekniklerden farkli olarak iyilesme oran farki (IOF [improvement rate difference-IRD]) teknigi
kullanilmistir. IOF, baslama diizeyi ve uygulama evresi arasindaki ilerleme orani farkidir. IOF’un (a) basit bir
sekilde elle hesaplanabilir olma, (b) gorsel analizle uyumlu olma ve (c) bilinen bir 6rnekleme dagiliminin varlig
nedeniyle giiven araligina sahip olma gibi olumlu 6zellikleri bulunmaktadir (Parker vd., 2009). Arastirmada etki
bityiikliikleri http://www.singlecaseresearch.org adresindeki IOF hesaplama aract kullanilarak hesaplanmistir
(Vannest vd., 2011). Etki biiytikliigiiniin %50 ve altinda olmast durumunda uygulama etkisinin kiigiik, %50-70
arasinda olmasi durumunda orta biiyiikliikte, %70 ve {izerinde olmasi durumunda ise biiylik olduguna karar
verilmistir (Parker vd., 2009).

Aragtirmada her bir katman (tier) i¢in etki biiyiikliikleri ayr1 ayri hesaplanmistir. Bu amagla grafiklerdeki
her bir katmanda yer alan veriler, grafiksel verilerin dijitallestirilmesinde etkililigi deneysel olarak ortaya konmus
bir yazilim programi olan UnGraph$ kullanilarak dijital veriye donistiiriilmistir. UnGraphS5 ile dijitallestirilen
veriler etki biiyiikliigii hesaplamasi1 yapmak iizere ileri analizler yapabilmek i¢in Microsoft Excel dosyasina
aktarilmistir (Tekin-Iftar vd., 2018).

Bilimsel-Dayanagin Belirlenmesi

Etki biiylikliigli hesaplamalariin ardindan sosyal dykiilerin bilimsel dayanaklarinin olusup olusmadigini
degerlendirebilmek i¢in Kratochwill ve digerlerinin (2013) dnerdigi “5-3-20 kuralr” olarak da bilinen ¢ 0lgiit
temel alimmistir. Bu dl¢iitler (a) model standartlarmni karsilayan ve model standartlarini kosullu karsilayan gigli
ya da orta diizey etkiye sahip en az bes arastirmanin olmasi, (b) uygulamalarm farkli ii¢ cografi bdlgeden,
yazarlarinin ortiismedigi en az {i¢ arastirmaci grubu tarafindan yiiriitiilmiis olmast ve (c) bu arastirmalardaki
toplam katilimci sayisinin en az 20 olmasi olarak belirlenmistir.

Giivenirliklerin Hesaplanmasi

Aragtirmada her bir agama i¢in giivenirlik hesaplamalari yapilmistir: (a) Dahil etme ve dislama siireci, (b)
Tek Denekli Miidahaleler Model Standartlarina iliskin analiz, (c) Betimsel analiz, (d) UnGraph 5 ile
dijitallestirilmis veriler ve (e) IOF hesaplamalari. Bu amagla her bir asamada iki arastirmaci tiim arastirmalari
birbirinden bagimsiz olarak kodlamislardir. Arastirmada kodlayicilar arasindaki tutarliligi belirlemek iizere
“Kodlayicilar aras1 goriis birligi / (Kodlayicilar arasi goriis birligi + Kodlayicilar arasi goriis ayriligi) x 100”
(Tekin-iftar vd., 2018) formiilii kullanilmistir. Kodlayicilar arasi giivenirlik i¢in kabul edilebilir 6lgiit %80 ve iizeri
olarak belirlenmistir. Dahil etme ve diglama 6lgiitleri i¢in kodlayicilar arasi giivenirlik %95.74 (ranj = 85.71-100),
Tek Denekli Miidahaleler Model Standartlarina iliskin kodlamalara yonelik giivenirlik %100, betimsel analize
iliskin giivenirlik %96.10 (ranj = 90.9-100), UnGraph 5 ile dijitallestirilmis verilere iligkin giivenirlik %99.52 (ranj
=97.2-100), IOF hesaplamalarina iliskin giivenirlik ise %100 olarak bulunmustur.

Bulgular
Tek-Denekli Arastirmalarin Niteliksel Gostergeleri

Dahil etme olgitlerini kargilayan 32 arastirma meta analize alinmistir. Bu arastirmalarin 19’u (%67.86)
niteliksel gostergeler icin belirlenen oOlgiitleri karsilayamamustir. Niteliksel gostergeleri karsilayamayan
aragtirmalardan biri gézlemciler arasi giivenirlik katsayist %80°nin altinda oldugu i¢in (Dodd vd, 2008), sekizi
uygulama giivenirligi verileri toplanmadig1 ya da uygulama giivenirligi katsayis1 %80°nin altinda oldugu i¢in (or.,
Khantreejitranon, 2018; Moudry-Quilty, 2007), ikisi deneysel etkinin en az ii¢ gosterimi saglanamadig i¢in (or.,
Hung & Smith, 2011), sekizi ise birden fazla &lgiitli karsilayamadigi igin standartlar1 karsilamaz olarak
kodlanmistir. Bu 19 aragtirma gorsel analize alinmamistir. Niteliksel gostergeleri kargilayan arastirmalardan biri
(%3.57) MS, sekizi ise (%28.57) standartlar1 kogullu karsilayan olarak kodlanarak gorsel analize dahil edilmistir.
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Gorsel analize alinan arastirmalardan altis1 (%66.67) gorsel analiz i¢in belirlenen tiim dlgiitleri karsiladigindan
“oliclii etki (dayanak)”, ii¢ arastirma (%33.33) da etkisiz olarak kodlanmustir. Giiglii etki olarak kodlanan alti
aragtirma icin etki biiyiikliigii hesaplanmistir.

Kapsamh Betimsel Analiz Bulgular:
Demografik Ozellikler

Katihmcilarin Sayis1 ve Yasi. Analizi gerceklestirilen 12 aragtirmanin her birinin ii¢ katilimer ile
gerceklestirildigi dolayistyla tiim katilimer sayisinin 36 oldugu gortilmiistiir. Yaslari 2 ile 17 arasinda degisen 36
katilimet, 0-5 yas aras1 okul dncesi, 6-11 yas arasi ilkdgretim birinci kademe ve 12 yas iistii ikinci kademe olarak
ti¢ grupta incelenmistir.

Cinsiyet ve Tam. Katilimer 6zellikleri cinsiyet agisindan incelendiginde ise katilimeilarin {igiiniin kadin
(%8.4), 33’niin erkek oldugu goriilmiistiir (%91.6). 12 arastirmanin dokuzunda (&r., Olgay-Giil & Tekin-iftar,
2016) OSB tanili bireylerin katilimci oldugu gériiliirken (N = 26, %72.2), iki aragtirma (Sansosti & Powell-Smith,
2006; Scattone vd., 2006) Asperger Sendromu tanih bireylerin katilimi ile gerceklestirilmistir (N = 6, %16.6).
Sadece bir aragtirmada ise (Kim vd., 2014) katilimcilarin agir diizeyde zihinsel yetersizlik tanilari bulundugu
belirtilirken, (N = 3, %8.3); bir arastirmanin bir katilimcisinin da orta diizeyde zihinsel yetersizlik tanisinin
bulundugu ifade edilmistir (Bigak¢1 & Olgay-Giil, 2019).

Beceri. Analiz edilen aragtirmalarin bagimli degiskenleri genel olarak uygun davranislarin artirillmasi ve
uygun olmayan davraniglarin azaltilmasi olmak iizere iki gruba ayrilabilmektedir. 12 arastirmanin dokuzunda
(%75) uygun davraniglarin artirilmast bagimli degisken olarak ele alinmigken, iki arastirmada (%16.6) uygun
olmayan davramslarin azaltilmasinin hedeflendigi goriilmiistiir (Ozdemir, 2008b, Scattone vd., 2002). Bir
aragtirma ise (Kim vd., 2014) uygun olmayan davranislarin azaltilmasini hedef almakla birlikte ayn1 zamanda
katilimcilarin akademik ¢aligmalarla mesgul olma diizeylerinde de artis hedeflemistir.

Ogretim Ortami. Arastirmalarin tiimiinde 6gretim ortami okul iginde farkli alanlar olarak belirtilmisken
sadece bir arastirmada (Olgay-Giil & Tekin-Iftar, 2016) ev ortaminda dgretim sunulurken; bir arastirmada ise tek
bir katilimcinin 6gretiminin ev ortaminda gergeklestirildigi belirtilmistir (Kurt & Kutlu, 2019).

Ogretim Diizenlemesi. Tiim arastirmalarda 6gretim oturumlari her bir katilimer ile bire bir 6gretim
diizenlemesi bi¢ciminde gergeklestirilmistir.

Yontemsel Ozellikler

Arastirma Modeli. Arastirmalarin altis1 (%50) katilimcilar arast ¢oklu baglama diizeyi modeli ile
desenlenmigken (6r., Graetz vd., 2009), ti¢ arastirmada (%25) katilimcilar arasi ¢oklu yoklama modeli (Delano &
Snell, 2006; Kim vd., 2014) ve iki arastirmada ise (%16.6) ¢iftler arasi ¢oklu yoklama modeli kullanilmigtir
(Olgay-Giil & Tekin-iftar, 2016). Bir ¢aligmada ise katihmcilar aras1 es zamanli olmayan ¢oklu baslama diizeyi
modeli kullanilmigtir (Kurt & Kutlu, 2019).

Uygulamaci. Sosyal oykii 6gretim oturumlarinin {i¢ arastirmada (6r., Delano & Snell, 2006), birinci
aragtirmacilar tarafindan gergeklestirildigi belirtilmistir (aragtirmact, 6zel egitim 6gretmeni ve is-ugrasi terapisti).
Bir arastirmada 6gretimi ikinci arastirmaci yiriitiirken (Kurt & Kutlu, 2019), dort aragtirmanin iigiinde dgretim
oturumlarmin 6gretmen ya da yardimcilar1 tarafindan, ikisinde ise Ozel egitim personeli tarafindan
gergeklestirildigi gorlilmektedir (6r., Scattone vd., 2006) Bir aragtirmada 6gretim oturumlar: akranlar tarafindan
gergeklestirilirken (Bigak¢r & Olgay-Giil, 2019), iki aragtirmada ise dgretim oturumlari ebeveynler tarafindan
yiiriitiilmiistiir (Olgay-Giil & Tekin-iftar, 2016; Sansosti & Powell-Smith, 2006).

Sosyal Gegerlik. Arastirmalarin tiimiinde sosyal gegerlige iliskin veri toplandig1 goriilmektedir. Dokuz
aragtirmada goriigme ya da derecelendirme 6lgekleri kullanilarak ailelerden ve/veya egitimcilerden goriis alinirken
(6r., Kim vd., 2014) ti¢ arastirmada (or., Delano & Snell, 2006) sosyal gegerlik verileri sosyal karsilastirma
araciligiyla toplanmistir.

izleme Oturumlari. Arastirmalari 10’unda bagimli degiskenlerin kalicihigima iligkin izleme verileri
toplanmigken, iki aragtirmada (Or., Scattone vd., 2006) izleme oturumlarina yonelik herhangi bir bilgi
verilmemistir.

Genelleme Oturumlari. Aragtirmalarin altisinda genelleme oturumlari planlanmig ancak alt1 arastirmada
(6r., Ozdemir, 2008b) genelleme oturumlarina yer verilmemistir. Genelleme oturumlarina yer veren aragtirmalarin
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ikisinde hem ortamlar hem de kisiler aras1 genellemeye yer verilmistir (6r., Delano & Snell, 2006). Bir arastirmada
(Graetz vd., 2009) sadece ortamlar arasi genelleme verisi toplanirken, iki arastirmada ise (6r., Kim vd., 2014)
farkli etkinlikler aras1 genellemeye iliskin veri toplanmustir.

Genel Etki. Sosyal oykiilerin bagimli degisken fiizerindeki etkililigi 36 katilimer agisindan
incelendiginde, toplam 34 katilimcida (%94.4) sosyal Oykiilerin etkili oldugu bulgusu elde edilmisken, iki
katilimeida (%35.5) sosyal Oykiiler etkili goriilmemistir. Etkililik bulgulari arastirma bazinda incelendiginde ise,
Sansosti ve Powell-Smith (2006) {i¢ katilimcinin birinde ve benzer sekilde Scattone ve digerleri (2006) de ii¢
katilimcidan birinde sosyal 6ykil uygulamalarinin hedef davranis tizerinde bir etkisi olmadigini ifade etmislerdir.

Sosyal Oykii Uygulamasinin Etkisi

Niteliksel gostergeleri karsilayan ve kosullu olarak karsilayan dokuz arastirmadan gorsel analiz
sonucunda giiglii etki olarak kodlanan alt1 aragtirma i¢in IOF kullanilarak etki biiyiikliigii hesaplanmistir. Her bir
katman (tier) igin etki biiyiikliigii ayr1 ayr1 hesaplanmis, ardindan her bir katilimer igin ortalama degere ulagilmistir.
Tablo 4’te yer alan IOF degerleri incelendiginde tiim arastirmalarda her bir katilimer icin ortalama IOF degerinin
%70’in iizerinde oldugu goriilmiis ve etki biiyiikliigii yiiksek olarak belirlenmistir. Etki biiytlikliigii hesaplamasi
yapilan alt1 arastirmadan ti¢iinde sosyal Oykiilerin problem davranislarin azaltilmasi (or., Graetz vd., 2009),
ikisinde sosyal becerilerin kazandirilmas: (6r., Olgay-Giil & Tekin-iftar, 2016), birinde ise hem problem
davraniglarin azaltilmast hem de sosyal becerilerin kazandirilmas: (Kim vd., 2014) {izerindeki etkililigi
incelenmistir. Sosyal dykiilerin hem problem davraniglarin azaltilmasi hem de sosyal becerilerin kazandirilmasi
tizerindeki etkililigini inceleyen aragtirma bulgular etki biiyiikliigiiniin tim katilimcilarda yiiksek oldugunu
gostermistir.

Bilimsel Dayanagin Belirlenmesi

Bilimsel dayanagin belirlenmesinde 5-3-20 kurali temel alinmugtir. Olgiitlerden biri giiglii ya da orta
diizey etkili ile siniflandirilan model standartlarini karsilayan ve model standartlarini kosullu karsilayan biiyiik ve
orta diizey etkiye sahip en az bes aragtirmanin olmasidir. Arastirmada model standartlarini kargilayan ya da kosullu
karsilayan alt1 arastirma bulunmaktadir. Olgiitlerden digeri uygulamalarin farkli ii¢ cografi bolgeden, yazarlarinin
ortiismedigi en az ii¢ arastirmaci grubu tarafindan yiiriitiilmiis olmasidir. Model standartlarini karsilayan ya da
kosullu karsilayan ii¢ cografi bolgeden yazarlar1 drtiismeyen en az ii¢ arastirmaci grubu tarafindan yiiriitiilmiis alti
aragtirma bulunmaktadir. Bu aragtirmalardaki toplam katilimci sayisinin en az 20 olmasi ise diger bir dl¢iittiir. Bu
aragtirmalarda yer alan toplam katilimci sayist 21°dir. Dolayisiyla sosyal oykiiler 5-3-20 kuralini karsilamaktadir.

Tartisma

Bu arastirmada sosyal dykiilerin uygun davraniglarin kazandirilmasi ve uygun olmayan davranislarin
azaltilmas1 {izerindeki etkililigini inceleyen aragtirmalarin kapsamli betimsel ve meta-analizi amaglanmistir. Bu
amagla oncelikle dahil etme Olgiitleri belirlenmis, bu oOlgiitleri karsilayan arastirmalar Kratochwill ve digerleri
(2013) tarafindan belirlenen niteliksel gostergeler acisindan analiz edilmis, bu analiz sonucunda standartlari
kosullu karsilayan ve standartlar1 kargilayan olarak kodlanan arastirmalar gorsel analize alinmis, son olarak ise
“giiclii etki (dayanak)” olarak siniflanan arastirmalar igin etki bilyiikliigli hesaplamalar1 yapilmistir. Sonug olarak
sosyal dykiilerin farkli tanilara sahip bireylere uygun davranislarin kazandirilmasi ve uygun olmayan davranislarin
azaltilmasindaki etkililigini inceleyen ve dahil etme 6lgiitlerini karsilayan 32 arastirma belirlenerek Kratochwill
ve digerleri (2013) tarafindan belirlenen niteliksel gostergeler agisindan analiz edilmistir. Niteliksel gostergelere yonelik
yapilan analizler sonucunda dokuz arastirma standartlar1 karsilayan ve standartlar1 kosullu karsilayan olarak kodlanmais;
bu aragtirmalardan gorsel analiz sonucunda gii¢lii dayanak olarak belirlenen alti arastirma i¢in etki biyukligi
hesaplamasi yapilmistir. Alanyazinda sosyal dykiilerin etkililigini inceleyen arastirmalara yonelik yiiriitiilen betimsel
analiz ve meta analiz arastirmalar1 incelendiginde sadece iki aragtirmada etki biiyiikligii i¢in analize déhil edilecek
aragtirmalarin belirlenmesinde niteliksel gostergelere bagvuruldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu aragtirmalardan birinde Test ve
digerleri (2011) Horner ve digerleri (2005) tarafindan belirlenen niteliksel gostergeleri temel almiglardir. Qi ve digerleri
(2018) tarafindan yiiriitillen diger arastirmada ise bu arastirmada da oldugu gibi Kratochwill ve digerleri (2013)
tarafindan belirlenen odlgiitler temel alinmigtir. S6zii edilen bu arastirmada yalnizca Kratochwill ve digerleri (2013)
tarafindan belirlenen niteliksel gostergelere gore degerlendirme yapilmasi ise bir sinirlilik olarak belirtilmistir. Bu
arastirmada Horner ve digerleri (2005) tarafindan belirlenen gdstergeler arasinda yer alan ancak Kratochwill ve digerleri
tarafindan belirlenen gostergeler arasinda yer almayan bir 6lgiit olarak uygulama giivenirligine iligkin degerlendirmelere
yer verilmistir. Konu ile ilgili meta analiz arastirmalarinda sosyal 6ykii arastirmalarinda uygulama giivenirligi verilerinin
toplanilmamis olmasinin bir sinirlilik oldugu ve toplanilmasi gerektigi dile getirilmis olmasina (Reynhout & Carter,
2006; Test vd., 2011) ragmen arasgtirmalar bu 6l¢iit agisindan degerlendirmeye alinmamigtir. Bu baglamada arastirmada
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niteliksel gostergeler agisindan farkli dlgiitleri bir araya getiren daha ayrintili bir degerlendirme siirecinin yiiriitiilmiis
olmasinin bu aragtirmanin gii¢lii yonlerinden biri oldugu diistiniilmektedir.

Arastirmada sosyal dykiilerin hem uygun davraniglarin kazandirilmas: hem de uygun olmayan davranislarin
azaltilmas1 iizerindeki etkililigini inceleyen arastirmalar analize alinmis; arastirma sonucunda ileri analizlere dahil
edilmesine karar verilen yedi arastirma igin etki biiyiikliigii hesaplamas1 yapilmustir. IOF ile etki biiyiikliigii hesaplamas1
yapilan yedi aragtirmanin dérdiinde sosyal dykiilerin uygun davranislarin kazandirilmasi (Graetz vd., 2009; Olgay-Giil
& Tekin-iftar, 2016; Thompson & Johnston, 2013), ikisinde uygun olmayan davranislarin azaltilmas1 (Ozdemir, 2008b;
Scattone vd., 2002), birinde ise hem uygun davraniglarin kazandirilmasi hem de uygun olmayan davraniglarin azaltilmasi
(Kim vd., 2014) tizerindeki etkililigi incelenmistir. Etki biiyiikliigii sonuglart hem uygun davraniglarin kazandirilmasi
hem de uygun olmayan davranislarin azaltilmasinda sosyal dykiilerin etki bilyiikliigiiniin yiiksek oldugunu gostermistir.
Bu bulgu sosyal 6ykiilerin uygun olmayan davranislarin azaltilmasinda sosyal becerilerin kazandirilmasina kiyasla daha
etkili oldugunu ortaya koyan meta analiz arastirmalarinin bulgularindan farklilik géstermektedir (Kokina & Kern, 2010;
Qi vd., 2018). Bu durumun nedeninin ise arastirmalarda hem farkli dahil etme Glgiitleri ve niteliksel gdstergelerin
belirlenmesinden hem de etki biiyiikliigii hesaplamasinda kullanilan parametrik olmayan tekniklerden
kaynaklanabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir.

Arastirmada bilimsel dayanagin belirlenmesinde 5-3-20 kurali temel alinmistir. 5-3-20 kurali temel alinarak
yapilan degerlendirmede standartlar1 karsilayan ve standartlar1 kosullu karsilayan olarak kodlanan ve giiglii ya da orta
diizey etki ile siniflandirilan sosyal 6ykiilerin etkililigini inceleyen en az bes aragtirmanin oldugu, bu arastirmalarin farkli
lic cografi bolgeden, yazarlarinin ortlismedigi en az {li¢ arastirmaci grubu tarafindan yiiriitiildigli ve sosyal oykii
aragtirmalarinin toplam katilimci sayismin 21 oldugu goriilmiistiir. Dolayisiyla sosyal dykiilerin bilimsel dayanaginin
olustugundan ve galismanin alanyazinindaki raporlarla (NAC, 2009; NCAEP, 2020; NPDC, 2014) tutarlilik gosteren ilk
meta analiz ¢alismasi oldugundan s6z edilebilir. Bu bulgu sosyal Oykiilere yonelik olarak yiiriitiilen ve niteliksel
gostergelerin temel alindig1 meta analiz aragtirmalarinin bulgularindan farklilik gostermektedir. (Qi vd., 2018; Test vd.,
2011). Bu arasgtirmanin Qi ve digerleri (2018) tarafindan yiiriitillen meta analiz ¢caligmasindan farklilagan yani farkl
tanilara sahip bireylerle yiiriitiilmiis olmasi, Test ve digerleri (2011) tarafindan yiiriitiilen arastirmadan farklilasan yani
ise sosyal dykiilerin tek basina etkililigini inceleyen aragtirmalara yer verilmis olmasidir. Aragtirmada OSB tanisi1 diginda
farkli tanilara sahip olan bireylerle yiiriitiilen aragtirmalarin analize alinmasinin ve sosyal dykiilerin salt etkisini ortaya
koyan arastirmalara odaklanilmasinin bu aragtirmanin 6zgiin ve gii¢lii yoniinii olusturdugu sdylenebilir. Sonug olarak,
sosyal Oykiiler bilimsel dayanakli uygulamalar arasinda yer almasina kargin, bu konuya iligkin nitelikli tasarlanmig
arastirma gereksinimi devam etmektedir.

Yazarlarin Katki Diizeyleri

Arastirmanin tarama ve dahil etme-dislama siireglerinde her {i¢ arastirmact da rol almigtir. Birinci aragtirmact
¢aligmanin giris bolimiinii yazmustir ve ikinci arastirmaciyla birlikte yontem boliimiinii yazmuglar ve meta-analiz
siirecini yiiriitmiislerdir. Uciincii arastirmaci ikinci arastirmaciyla beraber betimsel analiz siirecini yiiriitmiistiir ve
betimsel analiz bulgularini raporlamistir. Her {i¢ aragtirmaci da tartisma boliimiine katki saglamustir.
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