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In response to parental requests for assistance in dealing with adolescent problem
children, three parent-child pairs were taught negotiation responses to hypothetical con-
flict situations using behavior rehearsal and social reinforcement. The negotiation proc-
ess was separated into component behaviors that were practised during simulations by
each youth and his parent under the direction of trainers. Results indicated that (a) the
procedures were successful in training youths and their parents in negotiation behaviors
that produced agreements to conflict situations, and (b) these behaviors generalized to
actual conflict situations in subjects' homes.

One problem contributing to the delinquency
of many youths is their behavior in conflict
situations with authority figures such as parents
and teachers. Conflict situations are interpersonal
situations in which the youth and authority figure
have opposing desires; e.g., the youth wants to
spend summer job money on a bike, but his
mother wants him to spend it on clothes.
Many youths make inappropriate responses

to conflict situations (such as fighting, with-
drawing, tantrums, or destructive behavior)
that ultimately bring them into contact with
courts, clinics, and other agencies. In many of
these situations, negotiation is a possible re-
sponse that is likely to produce more acceptable
consequences for both parties. Unfortunately,
negotiation is a much more difficult response to
execute, but its benefits warrant investigation
of procedures to train this behavior.

lBased on a thesis submitted by the first author to
the Department of Human Development, University
of Kansas, in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the M.A. degree. This research was supported
in part by Grant #MH 20030 from the National
Institute of Mental Health (Center for Studies of
Crime and Delinquency) to the Bureau of Child Re-
search and the Department of Human Development,
University of Kansas. We wish to thank Cynthia
Gladics for her very capable work as primary ob-
server. Reprints may be obtained from Robert E.
Kifer, Department of Human Development, Univer-
sity of Kansas, Lawrence, Ks. 66045.

Previous work in this area may be classified
into two general approaches, (a) arbitration or
mediation of specific conflicts and (b) mod-
ification of communication processes. Behavior
contracting is the most prevalent example of the
arbitration approach. This procedure has been
described in detail elsewhere (Patterson, Cobb,
and Ray, 1972; Stuart, 1971) and involves the
therapist in the role of a mediator or arbitrator
who facilitates mutual agreements between op-
posing parties about reciprocal exchanges of
specific behaviors, reinforcers, and punishers.
This approach has been successfully used with
marital (Stuart, 1969) and parent-youth conflicts
(Stuart, 1971).

The work of Bach and Wyden (1968) and
-Carter and Thomas (1973) exemplifies the sec-
ond approach. While not aimed specifically at
the negotiation process, these procedures were
designed to modify problem behaviors that are
relevant to negotiation (e.g., abusive criticism,
failure to express opinions, complaining, etc.).
Verbal instructions, practice, and feedback are
the major techniques used to modify communi-
cation processes. Much less experimental evi-
dence exists on this approach.

The procedures described in this paper were
also attempts to modify communication proc-
esses, but differed in two respects. First, the
emphasis was entirely on learning new adaptive
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behaviors, rather than eliminating problem be-
haviors. Second, these techniques were primarily
educational, rather than therapeutic. The train-
ing was designed to teach one specific skill, and
was not a comprehensive treatment package.
The procedures involved analyzing the negotia-
tion process into component behaviors and using
instructions, practice, and feedback to train these
behaviors. The goal of the training was to en-
able clients to resolve their own conflicts without
outside intervention.

The purpose of this experiment was to deter-
mine (a) if negotiation skills could be simulta-
neously taught to youths and their parents, and,
if so, (b) the effect of these skills on mutually
agreeable solutions to conflict situations, and
(c) the extent to which these skills would gen-
eralize to discussions of real conflict situations
at home.

METHOD

Subjects
Two mother-daughter pairs and one father-

son pair served as subjects. The youths (aged
13, 16, and 17) had at least one contact with
the County Juvenile Court. The boy and one
girl were in Achievement Place homes. (Phillips,
1968), and the other girl was a candidate for
Achievement Place. Only one parent was in-
volved in each case because two of the youths
were living with only that parent and the father
of one of the girls declined to participate. All
subjects were volunteers for this project and
freely signed informed consent forms.

Setting
All training procedures were conducted in

a small (12 by 15 ft-3.6 by 4.5 m) window-
less classroom containing table and chairs, video-
tape recording equipment, and a cassette tape
recorder.

Procedures
Overview. Each parent-child pair experienced

three main phases of this study. The first was

a home observation conducted one week before
classroom sessions and consisted of collecting
sample data regarding each subject pair's be-
havior in discussing actual conflict situations in
their home. The second phase consisted of class-
room sessions. The third phase was another
home observation to measure generalization of
trained behaviors into the home. The first two
authors functioned as trainers and made all ex-
perimental contacts with subjects.
Home observations. Trainers visited subjects'

homes and asked them to identify "the three
most troublesome problem situations between
the two of you at this time". Any conflict situa-
tions identified by both parent and youth were
discussed. In case different situations were iden-
tified, at least one selected by the parent and one
by the child were discussed.

Subjects were instructed to discuss each situa-
tion for 5 min without help from trainers and
were told to "try to reach a solution acceptable
to both of you". At the end of the first discus-
sion, trainers gave brief general praise for dis-
cussing the situation, restated the next conflict
situation, and repeated the instructions.

Classroom sessions. Each parent-child pair at-
tended their own weekly session. The same
three-step format was used in all sessions: (a)
presession simulation, (b) discussion and prac-
tice simulations, and (c) postsession simulation.

1. A presession simulation was conducted as
soon as subjects arrived. Trainers described a hy-
pothetical parent-child conflict situation and in-
structed them to role play that situation to the
best of their ability. No other instructions were
given. This and all other simulations were
stopped by trainers after 5 min unless subjects
indicated they were finished before that time.

2. Discussion and practice followed a standard
procedure known as the Situations-Options-
Consequences-Simulation (S.O.C.S.) model orig-
inated by Roosa (unpublished). After the preses-
sion simulation, trainers passed out copies of a
sheet (see Figure 1 for an example) containing a
description of the same situation that subjects
had just simulated, a list of response options,
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and a list of consequences. First, this situation
was read again by trainers. Then, trainers and
subjects took turns matching each option with
its probable consequences. Additional options
and consequences were added if they occurred
to anyone. After all options were related to their
probable consequences, the parent and the child
selected the consequences that were most desir-
able to them. By noting which options led to
desired consequences, subjects selected the best
response to the situation. Finally, practice simu-
lations were conducted in which each subject
practised their selected option. Typically, the
child played the role of the youth for the first
few times; then subjects switched roles. The
trainers rarely took part in these practice simu-
lations. They functioned like directors of a film,
providing instructions before simulations, quietly
observing simulations, signalling the beginning
and end of simulations, and providing feedback.

3. Finally, a postsession simulation was con-

Situation
You have worked all summer for money

and your mother insists that you spend it on
clothes, but you want to spend it on something
else.

Options
1. Tell her it is your money and it is none of

her business what you spend it on.
2. Spend it on ugly clothes you know she hates.
3. Since she will not let you spend it the way

you want, give it to charity.
4. Do not spend it on anything; put it in sav-

ings and let it collect interest.
5. Spend some on clothes she wants you to get

and some on what you want.
6. You buy clothes if she will buy what else you

want.
7. Sell them to a friend after you buy them.
8. It is easier to buy the dothes than hassle with

mother.
Consequences

1. Get her mad at you and maybe have money
taken away.

2. You have to wear the clothes you bought.
3. Feel good in helping a worthy cause.
4. End up with more money than you originally

had.
5. Find out the clothes were a good thing.
6. Be miserable about the whole thing.
7. Never learn how to negotiate.
Fig. 1. Sample sheet used in classroom sessions.

ducted exactly like the presession simulation.
The same pool of hypothetical situations was

used for each parent-child pair, but situations
were counterbalanced across pairs. Negotiation
was a possible option in all situations. Subjects
were encouraged to use their own real-problem
situations, but these were never volunteered ex-
cept by the father-son pair during their last two
classroom sessions.

All simulations were videotaped unless sub-
jects preferred not to use the equipment that
day. Videotapes were not replayed after each
simulation because of the extra time involved.
Replays were made only to check the occur-
rence of a behavior if there was any doubt, or
to show subjects an especially good performance.

Behavior definitions. Two response classes
were measured: negotiation behaviors and
agreements. Negotiation was separated into
three component behaviors: Complete Commu-
nication, Identification of Issues, and Sugges-
tion of Options.

1. Complete Communication: statements that
indicate one's position (what one thinks or
wants) regarding the situation being discussed
and that are followed in the same verbalization
by a request for the other person to state his po-
sition or respond to the position just expressed.
Examples: (a) "I want to spend my summer
job money on a bike. Is that O.K. with you?"
(b) "I want you to run for Student Council.
What do you think about it?"

2. Identification of Issues: statements that
explicitly identify the point of conflict in the
situation. This statement may contrast the two
opposing positions, or try to clarify what the
other's position is if this is unclear, or identify
what one thinks the conflict is really about. Ex-
amples: (a) "You want me to buy clothes, but
I want to buy a bike." (b) "The real issue is that
I want you to learn responsibility." Subjects
were encouraged but not required to use the
word "issue" when performing this behavior to
make its occurrence more explicit.

3. Suggestion of Options: statements that sug-
gest a course of action to resolve the conflict, but
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not merely restatements of that person's origi-
nal position. Examples: (a) "How about if I
spend some on clothes and use the rest to buy
a bike if you'll help pay for it?" (b) "I could
get a part-time job and learn responsibility
that way." Subjects were encouraged but not
required to pose options in the form of questions
to increase the likelihood of receiving an an-
swer to the option.

Agreements, the end result of negotiation,
were recorded as one of two types: Compliant
or Negotiated.

1. Compliant Agreements: agreements by
one person to the original position of the other.
Example: "All right, I'll spend all my money
on clothes."

2. Negotiated Agreements: agreements to a
suggested option that is not merely the original
position of either person. Such agreements can
take the form of a compromise, a deal (A gets
his way but must in turn do something for B),
or a new alternative (a different course of ac-
tion). Example: "O.K., I guess a job would
be fine." Agreements need not restate the course
of action agreed upon. This was done in the ex-
amples to preserve the identity of situations.

Training procedures. Instructions, practice,
and feedback were used to train subjects to use
all three negotiation behaviors in practice sim-
ulations. Instructions consisted rf telling the
subject to perform all three behaviors; e.g., "Use
Complete Communication, remember to Iden-
tify the Issue, and then Suggest some Options".
Practice involved each subject rehearsing all
three negotiation behaviors in practice simula-
tions. Feedback consisted of social reinforcement
such as praise, smiles, and head nods. Instruc-
tions were given before practice simulations,
nonverbal feedback such as smiles and head
nods were given during these simulations, and
verbal praise occurred after these role plays.

First one subject was instructed, then prac-
tised these behaviors until he performed all
three in the same simulation. Then, the other
subject went through the same procedure. Sub-
jects were taught to use the negotiation behav-

iors in the order in which they were defined. A
typical sequence occurred as follows. First, train-
ers instructed the youth before his first practice
simulation to use all three negotiation behaviors.
Then, trainers signalled subjects to begin the
simulation and smiled or nodded approval after
any negotiation behavior used by the youth.
Usually, the youth did not use all three behaviors
in the first attempt, so he was praised for those
behaviors he did use and reminded to use the
behaviors he did not use. Next, the youth was
instructed to use all three behaviors and the sec-
ond practice simulation was started. This se-
quence occurred until the youth performed all
three negotiation behaviors in the same practice
simulation. At that point, subjects switched roles
and the parent went through the same sequence.
After the parent met the criterion of all three
behaviors in the same simulation, that session
was ended and the postsession simulation was
conducted.

During the first training session, the three
behaviors were chained together in the follow-
ing manner. After the Situation-Options-
Consequences discussion, the behavior definition
of the first behavior was read and a rationale
given for its use. Next, trainers modelled that
behavior in the context of that day's situation.
Then, subjects participated in practice simula-
tions until each had used the behavior. This pro-
cedure was repeated, adding the second, and
finally the third behavior, until each subject had
used all three behaviors in the same simulation.

Experimental conditions and design. A mul-
tiple baseline design across subject pairs was
used to evaluate the effects of the training pro-
cedures on (a) the occurrence of negotiation
behaviors, and (b) number and type of agree-
ments reached. Baseline data on these behaviors
were taken on each subject pair. Training pro-
cedures were then begun with one pair while
the other two pairs remained in baseline condi-
tions. Then, the second subject pair entered train-
ing while the first pair remained in training and
the third remained in baseline conditions. Fi-
nally, the training procedures were applied to
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the third subject pair. The two experimental
conditions are described below.

1. Baseline. During baseline sessions, no in-
structions or praise were given for negotiation
behaviors. Subjects were given minimal and
general instructions before simulations. They
were told to remain on the topic under discus-
sion, use a pleasant tone of voice, or look each
other in the eye, according to their particular in-
teraction pattern. General praise (e.g., "Good
job"), and praise for general instruction-follow-
ing were given after simulations. Baseline ses-
sions typically lasted 45 min.

2. Training. The only difference between
Baseline and Training sessions was the addition
of instructions and praise for the negotiation be-
haviors. Praise for these behaviors was given af-
ter pre- and postsession simulations. Instructions
and praise were used for practice simulations as
previously described. Training sessions typically
lasted 75 min due to a greater number of practice
simulations.

During all classroom sessions, subjects were
never instructed to reach agreements and were
inadvertently praised for doing so only three
times. Agreements were not trained in order to
determine what effect the negotiation behaviors
had on this desired goal behavior.

Training was terminated after two consecu-
tive presession simulations in which subjects
used all three negotiation behaviors between the
two of them; e.g., the parent could use two of
the behaviors and the youth could use the third.
Subjects were informed of this termination cri-
terion at the time indicated by the arrow in Fig-
ure 2.

Measurement technique and observer agree-
ment. All classroom sessions and home observa-
tions were recorded with a small cassette re-
corder operated by trainers and visible to sub-
jects. These tapes were listened to by an observer
in her home on another recorder. The observer
recorded occurrences of instructions, negotiation
behaviors, agreements, and praise.

Observer agreement was checked at least once
in each classroom condition and home observa-

tion for each parent-child pair (a total of 12
checks were made). These checks consisted of
another observer listening to the tape and re-
cording data in the same way. Observers' rec-
ords were compared point by point across all
simulations in that session. Instances in which
(a) both observers recorded occurrence or (b)
both recorded nonoccurrence of each behavior
were counted as agreements. Any other combi-
nation was counted as a disagreement. Overall
reliability was computed for each behavior with
the following formula.

Per cent No. of cells of agreement X 100
Reliability total number of cells

Observer agreement averaged over 859% for
all behaviors. Table 1 summarizes these data.

Table 1
Summary of Reliability Data

Behavior

Complete Communication
Identification of Issues
Suggestion of Options
Compliant Agreements
Negotiated Agreements
Instructions
Praise

Reliability
Range Mean

50-100% 89.5%
67-100% 91.6%
67-100% 85.3%
87-100% 95.7%
77-100% 90.3%
73-100% 89.8%
85-100% 95.9%

RESULTS

Figure 2 shows the per cent of the three com-
ponent negotiation behaviors emitted during the
pre- and postsession classroom simulations by
the three parent-child pairs. Solid bars represent
presession simulations. Striped bars represent
postsession simulations. The letter "C" above
a bar indicates that a Compliant Agreement was
reached in that simulation. The letter "N" desig-
nates a Negotiated Agreement. Absence of any
letter indicates no agreement was reached
in that simulation. The arrows indicate when
subjects were informed of the termination of
training criterion.

Under training conditions, all three subject
pairs substantially increased their use of the ne-
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slightly greater percentage of training condition
pre- and postsession simulations ended in Ne-
gotiated Agreements as compared with baseline.

Figure 3 presents data from home observa-
tions before and after training. Each data point
represents the per cent of the three component
negotiation behaviors used during discussion of
each real-conflict situation in subjects' homes.
Agreements are indicated as in Figure 2. Except
for Situations 2 and 5 of the second mother-
daughter pair, all situations discussed after
training were different than those used before
training.

Posttraining home observations of all three

of negotiation behaviors and agreements reached.
After an appropriate time period determined

by the nature of the agreements, each parent-
child pair was contacted and asked if agreements
reached during home observations had been
kept. Only one of the nine situations discussed
in pretraining observations ended in any kind
of agreement, and this agreement was reportedly
kept. Eight of the nine situations discussed after
training resulted in agreements, and five of these
were reportedly kept.

DISCUSSION

subject pairs showed substantial i
pretraining observations in both
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by each parent-child pair during hon
discussions of actual conflict situations.

increases over The training procedures produced substantial
performance increases in negotiation behaviors during post-

session simulations. However, it seemed that
ID AT A presession simulations constituted a more ap-

propriate test of the degree to which subjects
Af ter had learned these behaviors, because preses-

Trai ni ng sion performance involved using the behaviors
in a new conflict situation after one week had
elapsed after the previous training session. Pre-
session simulations were tests of generalization
to a new conflict situation in the same setting.

r7 7 Generalization to new conflict situations did not
occur with two subject pairs until after they

After were informed of the termination criterion. This
Tryini criterion seemed to be responsible for improve-

ments in presession simulations for these two
N , subject pairs.

The trained negotiation behaviors general-
ized to discussions of actual conflict situations
without instructions or any other contingency
placed on their occurrence by trainers. More im-

Aftter portantly, each parent-child pair reached agree-
Traininj ment in more of these real conflict situations af-
Nv.A ter training than before. Lack of an untreated

c control group prevents the conclusion that these
improvements were due to the training proce-
dures, although classroom data support this con-

ii, clusion. These improvements could also have
4 5 6 been due to the use of different conflict situa-
rUATI 0918ars emIttedS tions, but use of the same situations seemed in-
ae observation appropriate. It seemed more important for sub-

jects to resolve current conflicts than to "settle"
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past issues that no longer presented problems.
It is clear that generalization to actual conflicts
can occur without using real situations in class-
room training sessions.

Classroom data demonstrate, and home obser-
vation data support the conclusion, that use of
these negotiation behaviors leads to agreement
in a greater percentage of discussions of conflict
situations. To this extent, the behaviors had
their desired function. Other behaviors that en-
hance the negotiation process can and should
be identified in future research.

Although subjects sometimes appeared angry
or emotional during home observation discus-
sions, these discussions always occurred after the
situations had already emerged as problems.
Probably many of the unfortunate consequences
of inappropriate discussion of conflict situations
occur in the "heat of battle" when the situations
first become conflictual. It is likely that these
negotiation behaviors would be even more diffi-
cult to emit during states of extreme emotional
upset, which may accompany the onset of seri-
ous conflict situations. This issue was not at-
tended to in this study because the procedures
were designed for people who already had their
emotional behavior under reasonable control.
Future work in this area should attend to this
issue. Several strategies for dealing with this
problem have been suggested. Ferster, Nuren-
berger, and Levitt (1962) suggested a strategy of
gaining control over the temporal occurrence
of a behavior before attempting other modifica-
tion procedures. Bach and Wyden (1968) dis-
cussed some interesting ideas for regulating
the time and place of fights. For example, a
particular time and place could be set aside for
discussing conflicts which arose during the day.
The self-government system at Achievement
Place (Fixsen, Phillips, and Wolf, 1973) incor-
porates such a procedure. Youths are expected
to comply with disagreeable requests when they
occur, but are encouraged to discuss and nego-
tiate their grievances at a daily meeting.
The present study provides encouraging evi-

dence that relatively inexpensive procedures can

be developed that change parent-child inter-
action during conflict situations from disagree-
ment to negotiation and agreement. The
procedures required from 9 to 10 hr per sub-
ject pair. Future research should (a) inves-
tigate procedures that train these and other as-
pects of negotiation in less time, (b) evaluate
effects of these procedures on other specified
problem behaviors, (c) develop ways of reduc-
ing the aversive effects of emotional responses
on negotiation, and (d) use long-term follow-up
data collection to measure durability of effects.
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