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ABSTRACT

The effects of three different timeout durations were
investigated in a group of 20 retarded, institutionalized subjects.
Each subject received 1, 15, and 30 minutes of timeout in a design
which was counterbalanced in terms of the order in which timeout
durations were presented. Displays of deviant behavior--such as
aggression, tantrums, and self-destruction--were followed by periods
"of isolation in a timeout room. A reversal design was employed such
that return-to-baseline periods were instituted subsequent to each
timeout period. The overall effect of timeout was to significantly
reduce the rate of deviant behavior. On the average, 15 and 30
minutes produced 35% decrease in deviant behavior with little
difference between the effectiveness of 15 and 30 minutes. The range
of effects in all timeout conditions varied widely. The sequence in
which the 1 minute duration was presented effected the direction of
its effect. When it preceded the use of longer durations, 1 minute
was most effective. As it came later in the sequence, its suprressive
characteristics became less ;eliable. (Author)
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Abstract
The effects of three diffe:ent timeout durations were investigated
in a group of 20 retarded, institutionalized subjects. Each subject re-
ceived 1, 15, and 30 minutes of timeout in a design which was counter-
balanced in terms of the order in which timeout\durations were presented.
Displays of deviant behavzor--such as aggression, tantrums, and self-
hestructione-were followed by periods of isolation in a timeout room. A

reversal design was employed such that return-to-baseline periods were in-

. stituted Subseqnent to each timeout period. The overall effect of time-

out was to significantly reduce the rate of deviant behavior. On the aver-
age, 15 and 30 minutes produced a 35% decrease in deviant behavior with
little difference between the effectiveness of 15 and 30 minutes. The range-

of effects in all timeout conditions varied widely.. The seqpence in which the

-1 minute duration was presented effected the direction of its effect. When

it preceded the use of longer durations, 1 minute vas most effective. As it

came later in the seqpence, its suppressive characteristics became 1ess:

reliable.
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Behavior modificatién in the"nafural eﬁvironment frequently re-
quires techniques to suppress the ¥ateiof‘deviaﬁt behavior. A popular
and effective procedure is timeout from po§i£iye reinforcement (Patter-l'
son & White, 1969). This bréad term feferé to an arrangement in which
the dccurrence of a resﬁonse is followed by a period §f time'iﬂ:which
a variety of reinforcgrs are no ionger available, In“practiée, this
typically iﬂvolves placing the person in.a small”room which has been

cleared of entertaining objects.
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Some of the earliest 'demonstrations of timeout as a decelerating -
~ consequence come from animal studies where it has been showﬁltb be
effective in producing accuracy on a match-to-sample task through the

suppression of incorrect respbnses (e.g., Ferster & Appel, 1961; - )

Zimmerman & Ferster, 1963); In an exteﬁsive review of'fhe animal literature,
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Leitenberg (1965) concludéd that there is evidence to supbért the
notion that timeout serves as an.aversive conseqheﬁce. Subsequent to
Leitenbérg's'revieﬁ,'timeout has continually been shown, both in animéi
studies (Azrin & Holz, 1966) and in experiments with hnmans.(Willoﬁghby,
1969; Bostow é Bailey, 1969; Haﬁilton, Siephen, & Alien, 1967), to be
effective in suppressing a yarieyy of bghaviors. ' : |
.Timeout.has been extensively used to successfully mahage deviant .
% ' ’

child behaviors such as éssaultive-acts of delinquent adolescents

(Tyler, 196&),_nonattending béhayior in the classroom (Patterson, Ray,

& Shaw, 1968), out-of-control behaviors in families of deviant children

(Patterson, Cobb, & Ray, 1970), and certain classes,df autistic behavior
(Risley & Wolf, 1966). ‘
_ . When use& with retarded children, timeout has been effectively

used in programs to controliaggressivé behavior (Bijou, Birnbrauer,

Kidder, & Tague, 1967; Hamilton, Stephen, & Allen, 1967), effect toilet

training (Giles & Wolf, 1966), and to eliminate vomiting behavior (Wolf,

Birnbrauer, williams3'& Lawler, 1965).
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The questionvarises as to the most effective timeout duration.. Timeout
intervals of 2 minutes (Bostow & Bailey, 1969) to 3 hours (Burchard & Tyler,
1965) have been successful, but the comparison of aifferent durations in .
populations of deviant children has received little attention. ‘Timeout dura-
tion is an important variable for three reasons: (a) timeout removes the

subject from the opportunity to learn desirable behavior and increases the

cost of program time (Sailor, Guess, Rutherford, & Baer,.1968); (b) timeout

duratlons which are too long or too short may increase the rate of devient
behavior; and (¢) it is eth1ca11y questionable to subJect anyone to unnecessary

aversive experiences such as periods of timeout in excess of effective dura-

tions.

Experimental laboratory studies have demonstrated that intermediate

timecut durations produce the most accurate match-to-sample behavior (Zimmerman

& Ferster, 1963; Zimmerman & Baydan, 1963). When long timeout intervals were

used, a generalized suppression effect was found tO'decrease both correct and

'incorrect responses. It 1s questlonable, however, whether such results can

be generalized to deviant children in natural environment settlngs. The pri-
mary objective of the present 1nvestlgat10n was to study aspects of the:dura-
tion dimension of timeout in a setting analogous to those in wh}ch timeout is
typlcally employed. | |

A review of the literature on the use of t1meout in the natural environ-
ment (Patterson & Whlte, 1969) 1nd1cated that & majority of investigators
reportlng successful results used timeout durations in the range.of 5 to 20
minutes., With th1s in nind, the 1nvestlgators chose to examine the relative

effectiveness of 1, 15, and 50 minutes, each delivered for every occurrence \

of deviant behavior. ‘Two primary predictions were advanced: "(a). the 15
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minute condition would be equally or more effective than the 30 minute
condition, and (b) the 15 &nd 30 minute durations would be superior to the

1 minute dufation in the suppression of deviant behavior. The 1 minute con-
dition was employed to serve as a control for such factors as staff attentlon,
the walk to the timeout room, and any other nonspeciflc treatment effects.~

It also prov1ded what seemed to be a reasonable lower limit timeout duration,
though a lower timeout duration could certainly have been used. )

It has been suggested that thevcombined use of timeout and positive
reinforcement for incompatible, nondeviant behavior is superion to the use
of either alone (Wolf, Risley, & Mees, 196k; Wahler, Winkel, Peterson, &
Morrison, 1965, 0'Leary, O'Leary, & Becker, 1967; Bostow & Bailey, 1969)
¥While this may very well be the case, such afcombination of procedures}elimin;
etes the possibility of studying the sole contribution of timeout in.redncing
.deviant behavior. Therefore, no attempt was made in this,study'to systemati-
cally provide reinforcement for nondeviant behafior.

Method

Subjects and Setting

Thls study involved 20 moderately and severely retarded children, one-
third of whom were female. These subjects were res1dents of a state operated
. :institution for the reterded. Their ages ranged from T to 21 yeers, with a
‘neen age of 11 years, 6 months. R

The subjects were residents of a special "behawior cottage" living facil-
1ty designed as a spec1al location for children with severe and unmanagedble
behaV1or problems. Subjects were drawn from a populatlon of several thousand

~ residents of the institution. The cottage contained three dormatory rooms,
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each of which could accoﬁodate nine reéidents. All slegping areas contained
one timeout room, approximately 8 feet square, which was well illuminated and
ventilated. All timeout rooms had 6bservation windows and could be locked
from the outside._ In addjtion to the sleeping area, the cottage cont;ined a
dining room, bathrooms, and both indoor and outdbor recreation areas. The
;atio of ward attendants to sﬁbdécts was.l f T. In addition, there were n%gs-

ing personel on the cottage and one of the experimenters was present during

50% of the daytime hours.

Procedures

l .
Design. SubJects were randomly divided into three groups. Each group

received the three timeout durations in a different order. That is, subjects
in group A received 1l minute timeout for deviant behaV1or during the first

two week timeout pexiod. Iaxer, this. group received 15 mlnutes of timeout con-

-tingent upon deviant behavior, and in the third treatment period they received

30 minuves of timeout. Group B received a 30 minute, 1 minute, 15 minute se-
quence and group C received a 15 minute, 30 minute, 1 minute sequeéce. The
repeéted measures design was chosen to allow all subjects to recéive each of
the three timeout}durations=at.some point in the'investigation.' These: parti-
cular sequences were chosen so that each timeout duration was administered
once in the first, second and third positioﬁ (Winer, 1962),

There was an initial 6 week baéeline pefiod(fdr all groups as well a;
baseline periods of 2 weeks following each timéout period. The purpose 6§W%
this ﬁrocedure was}twofbldﬁ (a) the'repéated reversal to ﬁhééline allowed-for

a clearer examination of the functional reiatfons hip ‘between timeout and

changes in deviant behavior, -and (b) since each subJect received more than one-%,li's

timeout duration the basellne perlods vere useful in minimlzing systematic
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edditive effects (i.e., sequence effects). The experimental design is

represented in Table 1.

Insert Table 1 about here

ﬁfarggt behaviors. Before beginnirg any formal observation of the éhild-mw
. ren, data were gathered by the ward persénel on the behavior problems of the
subjects. After several weeks of this procedure, a decision was collectively'
- made by the experimehters and ward attendants as to which behaviors would be
systematically tragked'and recorded thrbughout fhe investiggtion. The follow-
ing behaviors, considered tb be the most disruptive to the smooth functioning

of the ward and/or the most dangerous to the well-being of the residents and

e et d

staff were selected for intervention:

1. Aggression: This behaviopr waé definedvas any physical assault on ;notﬁe:
individual. It includes hitfing, kicking, biting, pinching, choking, and
throwing obJjects at others. i . |

2. Self-destruction: This behavior w;s defined as hitting parts of the
body ?gainat,ﬁg;ls-gnd furniture, biting one's body, and other varieties of
self;infliitééf;ujury.*f- |
3. Tantrums:i Tqyéer<mantrums was a heterogeneoﬁs clas;“;f simultaneously -
~occurring beQaQioré which included such components as screaming, crying, .

thrashinggkbodﬁgbﬁ%%he.floof; occasional self-destructive acts, and lack of

bowl and bladder control.

hg' Running away: This behavior was defined as any unauthorized attempt to
leave the ward or cottage. A freqpent complaint 6f the cottage pefsonél was
'tﬁét'sevéral.childrenvwodld frequently attempt to escape from the cottage.

[fﬂ“ﬁcbnsiderdble time and expense was needed to locate some of these runaways.
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Each 61‘ the.;.e beha.vigrs was of 'tj.he-high amplitude, low frequency
ira.riety. For instance, while a given child exhibited perhaps only four
aggressive or self-destructive responses. per day, each act was often capable
of inflicting severe injury, occasionally requiring hospitalization.

Baseline procedures. During baseline periods, the attendents were in-

structed to deal with deviant behavior in any way they wished, with the
obvious restricéion that timeout could not b_e used. This did not represent

a gi'oss change in ward routing in t.ha.t timebut had a histoﬁ of intermittent -
and infrequént use. Duz:inglb};aseiine periods, the attendants used such tactics
a.:;. ignoring, threats, verbal reprimands, physical restrair'xt‘and other means to

deal with deviant behavior.

The frequency of deviant ‘behavior‘ was t’_a.‘bula.ted by the ward personel on
3x 5_ inch cards which contained the names of the subjects. These cards wefe
turned in to one of the investigators at the end of the work _shifté.

It was decided that several hours of reliability data would be collected
during each week of the st_udy. This procedure performed two functions: (a.)l‘
the accuracy of the attendant's data collection could be monitored; (b)
because recen:b imrestigations have revea.léd that observe;' reliability decreases
very quickly folloﬁing reliaﬁility checks. (Rei&, 1970), frequent relié.bilify

sessions. could serve to attenuate this deterioration effect. Each observation

ses;ion lasted 30 minutes, and data were collected in consecutilv_e five minute

blocks. During this time _the second author placed himself within a particular

ward and noted instances of deviant behavior. After the 30 minutes had elapsed,

he would transfer the attendant's dataonto his card. In this way, regular and H

. v . v !
rigorous surveillance was maintained and immediate feedback could be provided p
to unreliabie aides
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- Timeout proceduregﬁ The attendants were instructed to place subjects

in timeout immediately following deviant behavior and to do so in a matter-

of-fact manner without threat, apology, or comment. Recording sheets con-
taiﬂing the names of all subjecfs vere attached to each timeout room. * These
sheets allowed for the recording of the following information: timeout dura-
tion, deviant'Behavior leading to timeout, the time of day, subject's. behavior
vhile in timeout, and other pertinent éomments. These sheets were collected
ét tﬁe end of each work shift and neplgced b& new ones. When all timeout rooms
vere occupie&, deviant behavior was recorded but not followed by timeout.‘
Attendants carried a small 3 x 5 inch card for recording instances of this
nature.

Timers wvere attached to each timeout room and were set just after the

subject was placed in timeout. In the case of the 1 minute duration, atfén—

dants used watches with second hands. When the prescribed duration had

elapsed, the sdbjeét was quickly removed from timeout and returned, without
comment, to thevapprop;iate activity area. it was stressed that the subjects
should be supervised as much as possible while 'in timeout. 'As a pfecaution
against‘subjects femaining in timeout beyond the preséribed duration, each

timing device was equipped with a 15 second duration buzzer which was audible

_throughout most of the cottage.

Results‘
Before analyzing observational data it isAnecéssary to establish an
acceptable level of observer relisbility. On the average, four hours of
reliability data‘were collecfed during each week of the investigation, and,

over the course of the study, a total of 65 hours of reliability data were

" collected. The average reliability was 80%, computedias follows: For each

5 minute segment of each 30 minute reliability sessipn, the number of

e T P
Sy :.,/.5:.{;;‘,-,9,;
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agrecnents and disagreements was found. Then total agreements were divided
vere divided by total agreements plus total disagreements. Five ‘nnute seg-
ments containing only zero entries were not included in the cosputation.

It wvas acknowledged that the attendants night collect the data more
i':lgorously during reliability sessions. In order to get a measure of this

_ type of bias, the rate of deviant behsvi.or during rousbuity sessions vas
compared with the rate during periods vhen the investigators were absent.
There was a minor, but insignificantly greater frequency .ot deviant behtv:l;r
during rel:labnity' sessions.

In computing fhe rate of deviant behavior during the timeout phases of
the investigation, it was necessary to adjust the data to take into account
the time available to ecmit deviant responses. That is, each subject vas
obscrved for 16 hours cach day. If, however, a subject spent several 30
minote periods in timeout, this time was subtracted from 16 hours, prl.o.r to |
computing the subject's rate of deviant behavior.

The results are presented both in teras of the group effects as wvell as
for each individual subject. F;lmafc 1 shows the mean rate of deviant dbehavior
for each sequex:vé condition during experimental and baseline periods. Table 2
presents the same data in terms of the percentage change in dehavior rates

from baseline to timeout periods. The possidility existed that percent change

.

Insert Figure 1 and '.l‘.bli! 2 about here

va;s related to the bvaseline rates of behavior. A correlation vas obtained,
for each sequence condition, between the Baseline rate of deviant behavior and

the percentage change from baseline to timeout periods. Correlations of -.07,

10




White _ - 10
-.12, and .06 were obtained for sequence A, B, and C respectively, indicating
no relationship between fhese two variables.

The statistical analysis of timeout effects was computed on the basis of
differenqe scores which were obtained for each subject. The mean rate of
deviant behavior during a barticﬁlar timeout period was subtracted from the
mean rate of deviant behavior in the previous baseline period. An analysis
of variance for repeated measures (Winer, ;962) was computed, indicating that
timeout had a significant pveral; effect in reducing deviant behavior (E$15.3;
df=1, 19; p <.001). . |
. Group Results

Table 2.shows that 15 minutes of timebut produced an average decfease in
deviant behavior of 37.16%; 30 minutes decreased deviant behavior by 3hf20%;
and, 1 minute resulted in an average increase of 12.09%; These findings
indicate, at least in terms of group effeéts, that 30 minutes of timeout is
no more cffective in suppressing target behaviors than is 15 minutes. |

A planned comparison (Hays, 1963, p. W7h) between the 1 minute condition
and the combined average of the 15 and 30 minute conditioné approached signi-
ficance (t=1.58, one tailed; df=19; p € .07), i)roviding some support for fhe
observation that 15 and 30 minutes were moré effective thgn was 1 minute.

There was one noticeable exception: Figure 1 and Table 2 reveals that 1 minute

vas particularly effective in suppressing the rate of deviant behavior when it °

vas presented prior to other longer timeout durations.
The effect of timeout duration on.thé return to baseline levels of deviant
behavior was also examined. No significant differences were fouhd (_E <1;

dar=1, 19). A secondary issue of interest to the investigators concerned the

differential effects of timeout according to the subject's social maturity

AT A, R AS A W L g YA B ez B e o0 L L il
e I A e .
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level. Each group was composed of several high and several low social méturity
subjects, as measured by the Vineland Social Maturity Scale (Doll, 1947). This
variable had no relationship to the effectiveness of timeout. |

. Individual Results

The question arises as to the representativeness of the group results

with respect to the individuals treated.

Group A (1 minute - 15 minutes - 30 minutes). The subjects in this group,

with one recurfing‘exception, manifest effects similar td the.group as a whole.

It was clear, however, that the range of effects varied widely. For example,vin
the 1 minute phase, the degree of behavior change ranged from a 56.60% increase

to a 93.10% decrease in deviant behavior, although only Qhe subject in this

groﬁp i;creased his rate of deviant behavior during timeout over the preceding
baseline. This subject increased his rate in the periods in which 1 and 36 min-
ute timeout durations were employed. In terms of percentage change ih deviant
behavior, there were u suﬁjects whotéefhenced greater suppression in their -

rates of deviant behaviof in the 30 miﬁute as compared to the 15 minute con-
dition. Three subjects in the 30 minute condition and 3 in the 15 minute condit;on
showed greater suppression than under 1 minute of timeout. | |

Group B (30 minutes - 1 minute - 15 minutes). The most striking departure

from the group effects for this sequence condition occurped with respect t& the
1l minute duration. Table 2 shows that ; minute‘effec?ed an average increase in
targeted behavior of 30.94%, yet it was clear that this result was largely .due
to two of the seven subjects in this condition. Moreover, for these same two
subjects, 15 minutes also increased observed behavior over baseline rates. For
another subject, 1 and 15 minutes were effective while 36 minutes slightl&
increased deviant behavior. For each of the three timeout d;rations, there was

at least one subject where one of those durations increased deviant behavior.
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Five of the seven subjects in thié group showed greater suppression under 30
minutes of timeout when cbﬁpared to the 15 minutg condition. Four subjects in
the 30 minute and two subjects in the 15 minute conditipbn evidenced greater
suppression than undér 1 minute. |

Group C (15 minutes - 30 minutes - 1 minute). As in group B, increases as

well as decreases in deviant behavior exist in the three timeout duratioms.
Four subjects in the 1 minute, two subjects in the 15 minute, and three subjects
in the 30 minute éhase evidenced increases. Two subjects in the 30 minute phaée
showed éreater suppression than in the 15 and 1 minute condition. In addition,
five subjects in the 15 minute condition showed greater suppreséion in,deviant'
behavior over the 1 minute phase.

Of tha2 20 subjects in this study, there were nine for whom.timeout pro-
duced increases in deviant behavior in at least one of the three durﬁtions.
For one of these subjects, timeout was ineffective in ail three durations;
five subpjects shoﬁed this effect in two durations, and three subjects showed
it in one duration. There were, howevér;ﬂbnly two subjects where both 15 and
30  minutes in;reaSed target behaviors,

Discussion

?he results of this study add to an extensive literature which demon-
strates that timeout can be a generally effective means of controlling certain
classes of unacceptable behavior (Baﬁdura, 1969; Patterson & White, 1969;
Kanfer & Phillips, 1970). However, as the results indicate, there wereicases D
where this technique was an ineffgctive tréatmentfbrocedure. How might this be
accounted for? One consideration is the sjstematic use of positive reinforcement
for competing, nondeviant behavior. This is a feature pf most studies where
timeout is employed. Wahler (1968) presents data demonstrating that the combined
use of contingent reinforcement for prosocial beh;vior and timeouf for deviant

behavior is superior to the use of reinforcement and ignoring in reducing
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"oppositiqnél" behavior in young children. Walker, Mattson, and Buckley(1971) .
examined the components (praise, tokens, tiﬁeout) of an experimental classroom

for unmanageable children and found that timeout was ineffective for one 6f

their five subjects. However, they reported that timeout plus social reinforce-

ment successfully managed the behavior of all subjects, iending support td

Wahler's (1968) earlier finding.

o .
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Another general consideration'relates to the observation that most
successful applications of timeout reported in the litera.ture have involved
the results of case studies, usually involving only one subject. Since un-
successful case studies are infrequentl'y reported, information is laching as
" 10 the num'ber of times this procedure has fa.iled. One exception ‘to this
generaliza.tion has been provided ‘oy Risley (1968), who found that timeout,
combined with a reinforcement procedure, did not alter the dangerous climbing
behavior of an a.utistic girl.

It should be pointed out again that the findings were.obtained from a
group of moderate to seirerely retarded children, and as such must be inter-
preted in the .context of this population. The dirferences between timeout
dura.tions--_the major focus of this study--might be o. function of the ability
to. make certain temporal discriminations. It is possible that retarded differ
.from nonretarded subjects in this respect. |
) The relative effectiveness of 1, 15, a.nd 30 minutes of timeout, vhen
exa.mined on & subject-by-subject basis, serves to restrain the generality of
the findings reported in terms of group means. Nevertheless, two conclusions
seem warranted: (a) Whether the da.ta.ms' examined with respect to group
averages or individual subjects, 15 minutes of timeout was as effective as
30 minutes in reducing deviant behavior. Four subjects increased deviant
behevior over baseline levels. under 15 minutes, while five subjects showed
increases in the 30 minute conditions. (b) One minute of timeout was infer-
~dior to longer durations in its suppressive effect only vhen' it followed them.
An mterestins result can be observed with regard to the position in

the sequence that 1 minute was presented. ‘That is, when 1 minute was presented

first, one subject increased his rate of deviant behavior; when it vas pre-

sented second, two subjects showed increases; and, wvhen it was presented as
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the last timeout duration, four subjects increased their output of deviant
behavior., This finding--the earlier 1l minute is used the greater its.suppres-‘
sive characteristics--is in accord w1th the group averages. Table 2 shows ¢
that 1 minute in the first pOSltlon decreased deviant behavior by over 60%,
1 mlnute in the second position increased deviant behavior by 30%, and 1 minute
in the last pbsition incfeased deviant responses by over 60%. Similar sequence
effects were no£ evident for the other durations, that ié:-as~15 or 30 minutes
progresses from the first through the third position of preseﬁtétion, there was
no systematic or orderly chanée in their effectiveness.

The _sequence effect concerning 1 mlnute of timeout is perhaps the most
interesting finding of the investigation, It seems to argue for the use of very
short timeout durations in applied settings particularly since one always has

the option of increasing the duration if the short time interval proves in-

- effective.

Without.the noticeable suppressive effects of 1l minute when presenfed
first, the finding would not be nearly so:interestihg. Aﬁ alternative explan-
a;ion for its effectiveness is that, perhaps, following a baseline period
where punishment is felativaly ineffective, the systematic disapproval conveyed
to Subjects as they were placed in timeout contributed to its effectiveness.
This is consistent, in addition, with the observation that "...the initial

appearance of punishment is especially effective not only because of its

aversive properties but also because it constitutes such a dramatic stimulus

.change. It is well known that the sudden introduction of a novel stimulus

Egg_gg_will'reduce responding" (Azrin & ﬂolz, 1966, p. 394). One minute of
timeout delivered after every deviant behavior might well qualify as a novel

stimulus, especially in a populafion of subjects accustomed to sppfadic_ahd
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inconsistent punishment. Given this interpretation one might expect tﬁe
subject to adapt to the 1 minute timeout stimulus and-to eventually increase
deviant behavior. Such a~nove1ty effect was A§£ found in the present data,
hovever, in that the rate of deviant beha;ior during the second week of the
1 minute condition (in the 1 minute - 15 ﬁinute - 30 minute sequence) was
slightly lower than the rate of deviant behavior during the first week.

Sequence or context effects, where the presentatigﬁ of one treatment
influences the subsequent response to aisecond‘tfeatment, are both avoided
as unwanted sources of error (Winer,_1962) as well as deliberately investig-
ated as important phenomena ie fheir own right (Bevan, 1968). Bevan and

Adamson (1960) found‘differences among human subjects in performing an

experimental task when a given level of reinforcement.was preceded by high,

medium, and low levels of the same reinforcer (shdck),’Baree (1970) has
investigated the effects of an individual's previous reinforcement history
on his current responsiveness to varying levels of reinforcement. In their

._ extensive review of the punishment literature, Azrin and Holz (1966) report that
prior experience with low levels of'shock has a marked influence on the sﬁbsed'
quent use of higher intensities. The results reported in this study add to a
body of research literature demonstrating that the prediétability'of a
behavior--or a technique used to change behavior;-may well be a function of

certain context factors, such as the sequence in which it occurs.

17
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Experimental Design Illustr‘atiﬁg the Sequence of Baseline (BL)

Table 1

and Timeout (TO) Periods Experiénced by Each of Three Groups

Groups Periods
Group A |BL13| T01 |{BL2 | To2 | -BL3 | T03 |[BL#
N=¢6 1 min. 15 min.’ 30 min.
Group B | BL 1 TO 1 BL2 | TO 2 BL3 | T03 |BL4
N =7 30 min. 1 min. ~ 15 min.
Group C | BL 1 TO1 | BL2 TO 2 BL3 | T0.3 |[BL#4
N=7 15 min. 30 min. 1 min.

%L 1 = 6 weeks; BL 2, 3, 4 and TO 1, 2, 3
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Table 2

fercentage Change in Deviant Behavior from Baseline Periods to Timeout

Periods for Each Sequence Condition

Baseline 1 -

Baseline 2 - -

IBasel'J'.ne 3 -

e

+.
]

. % increase from previous baseline

~ Group Timeout 1 Timeout 2 Timeout 3 °
] 1 min. 15 min. 30 min.
. Group A '
- (1-15-30) -61.35 -53.27% -40.29%
30 min. 1 min. 15 min.
Group B ' :
(30-1-15) -40.51 +30.94% -31.25%
15 mino 30 min- 1 mino
Group C -26.95 -21.80% +66.67%
(15-30-1) ' '
- = % decrease from prev.ious baseline
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Figure Captions

-

1. Average deviant behaviors per hour per subject for each timeout

éequence during timeout (TO) and baseline (BL) periods.
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