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The use of time-oyt as a b,ehavigr modification. technique continues .to

generat€ both interest and concern. This paper summarizes the findings of

. - N -~ 4 N [ 4 2 v s A
a longitudinal study of the effects of time-out-on children with severé
)
- < . : ® > L
‘ emotional and behavior disorders'.in a ‘residential treatment program,.
N . - “ N A .
- - v 8 R . PR i .
. ~A review of tHe research literature as well as data collected on
' - - . 3 * ' . S l. ) - * 3 ' 3 . M
& - exclusion time-out and isolation time-out will be ahalyzed relative to
" . - ! ) ‘ b ’ '
}mplications for use in a variety of educational and therapeutic settings.
d ” ¢ .
-~ ] The general efficacy of time-out as a behavior, modification technique is
. , ) ) 7
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. THEORETICAL "PERSPECTIVE Vo
. v .

.
PL

. '.Bépavior'modifiqption is based on two bafic theoreticalfpremises:
R T« . . ‘
1) all behaviors are learned; and, 2) no behavior .is exhibited that is

\)
-

not reinforced. Behavior modification techﬂiques generally, and the use -
of timé-out;épecificallx, are successful only when appkéed with lhe v

parameters of thesg two premises. o 1) ) - .

\\‘ " Behavior patterns are not spontaneously manifested nor are they un-

differentiqsfd except in the psychotic dlient. ﬁehaviors'a;e learned in

. ) 3
response to specific stimulus and reinforcement 'and, regardless of how.
L] ° - . . . -
bizarre or atypical a specific behavior might be, they are purposeful and ‘

confined to a cause and effect relationship. Children are not barn with .

i . .
a specific set of behaviotrs nor are th%r predisposed to respond in specific . .

- . .

ways. All behayioré are learned and more importantly, in the case of the
b . .

’

behavior disordered or emotionally disturbed child,‘behaviors that are

L> ~ °  learned can be unlearned. : B

4 ¢

) "It rs general}y agreed that individuals yill exhibit desired behaviors

in return for apprbp;iate and valued rewalds. This is generalfy'a process

3

. , .o Il .
. that can be measured and readily observed. It .is also true that' all humah
. . . . ’

¥ .

striving is towayd some reinforcement for behaviors, aétivitjes or accom-
N . L 4
- plishments. .As the behaviors become more spphisticated and cogplex it.is -
. R + * -« °

¥ ' R . N R »
g ; i oftew difficult to identify the accompanying reinforcement without a careful
- f o ' : o : '
:f ’ ‘ - ,

a‘nalgysvi‘s.’ o ’ . ' C e ‘ -

It is important to remember that behaviors are not exhibited without

v

: some reasonable expectation that they are going to be reinforced, either
fy o \ ! é

" . . )

positively or negatively. In the absence of some reinforcement even a

. &
. »
\ . . . ; . .




.'.‘ . . -
behavior that has been.Strongly reinforced duriné some preceding period

LM

w1IL rapidly fade. ‘Though it is p0551b1e for some behav1$rs to be internL\\

' g
ally or self-re1nforc1ng, and therefore out51de of the 1mmediate range of
control m%st children and adOIescents are highly dependent on external
. ) L4
- : reinforcement systems (tangibie and peer or adult. approvaL) Because the

R reinforcer of a specific behaviér or behavior pattern cannot be identified,

’
it does not mean .that the reinforcer is not operating

.

If we transla;e “these principles into the classroom or resrdential .

- . ¢ .

. ‘ setting we must realize that the environment represents a very comple¥X set

. of potentialtreinforcers. When a child has exhibited a specific behavior

' '
’ \ ,
., or set of behaviors it is probable that a variety o6f factors or 1nf1uences <

‘

in his~ env1ronment aré reinforcing this behayior If we know that behav1o’

must be reinfarced then we also know that a particular behav&or can be‘

» .

e11m1nated by remov1ng the reinforcement .This is the ba51c assumption
e

]
' ‘underlying the use of timefout If- somethiqg in the child's environment ~

-
2

is re1nforc1ng a behav1or there are ‘two availahle options. 1) remove the

tn

réinforcer from-the child,” or 2) -remove the child from the reinforcer.

.
. .
! .

N N . L - .
We choose option two'when we cannot identify the reinforcer or for some

» ' t

,+ < Teason cannot remove’it. Time-out represents an attempt to isolate the
k s i .
. child in an area that is as free of reinforcement'as p0551b1e 1n an attempt .

+ ¢

to elimipate an undesired behavior. ‘It is-the assumption that the bahavior
: 7. ta .
. , w111 be eliminated because the ch11d 'no- longer has access to the reinforcer.,

~ .

Given this theoretical base it is clear that the use of time-out is a

. “\ -

- limited behav16r change techniqueu ~

’
~ . .

If a* chiid's behavlor ua§ self-reinforced time -out would not const?

tute a~remova1 of reinforcement end would be unlikely to work. If removed

f .
4 .
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be unlikely to work. It is probable that the inapprobriate use of time-

out will result in'an escalation, of behavi

time-out and that the inadequately trlined teacher or counseldr will -~

exercise the option more frequently and without .the appropriate ,

intermediate steps

., Time-out should be restricted to the unusual.circumstahéé for which
the calise (reinforcement) of a child's bghavior-éannot be identified or

when the identified reinforcer of a child's behavior cannot be controlled

*
.

or removed. Given these pre

be such that al

3

unsuccessful-, -

.

]

¢

-

BN

_to the time-out area was su

~

fficiently reinforcing in itself it would also

requisites’ the severity of the behavior should

]

!

‘

]

5

‘

Q‘

3

2

ors that suggest the need for

use of

-

1 alternative control techniques have been exhausted and * -
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T < " . REVIEW OF THE: LITERATURE -. )
Definitions T o . ) | g ,
e . . .

T1me-out has been variously def1ned and its appropr1ate use generally

- .

-4

con51dered to be restr1ct1ng accessc¢to p051t1ve re1nforcement Sloane,

Buckholdt, Jenson; and Crandall (1979) refer to time-out as, an e;;remely

‘.

- effective response-weakening consequence, D
In its most basic form, time-out is a procedure !
which excludes ® pupil for a period of time

. £rom the opportunity to receive any relnfq;ce-

’ ' ment, peer attention, teacher attention, activi-

A ties, tokens, points and_so on. Denial of any
reinforcement for a set time is, of course, °
‘‘contingent upon some spec1f1ed behav1or. (p. 115) g

3

Hewett and Taylor (1968) noted that "tﬁeoretlcally, the use of time-

out procedures is supposed to involve "losing somethxng you ‘want" (i.e.,
lack of opportun}ty to receive posztlve reinforcement in the classroom,
-~ \ . 3 .

N .

.P. 119). Leitenberg (1965) stated that although time-dut cannot be defined

v . ” . . . . . * . 3 . * .
by certain specific prlnC1ples, one basic featyre is essentlal,r"a period

of tige in which p051t;vé re1nforcement is-no longer avq1lable" (p. 428):.

- -~

Sloane et al.,,(1979) stressed that timfe-out from pos1t1ve re1nforce‘

- .. ¢ . .

ment is like e;t1nct10n in two ways: 1) reinforcers are not delivered

following the targeted behavior, and 2) reinforcers.already,ﬁn the pupil's

3

pOsse§51on are not taken away (p. 115). The difference’between time-out

‘and extlnctlon is that in extlnctlon re1nforc1ng stimuli are w1thhe1d on’

a permanent basis. ' v
T1me out is described by Plutchik, Karosu, Conte, Siegel, and Jarreft

(1978) as "a behav1oral procedure which 1o$blves the temporary suspen51on

. of-acce;s to po;xtlve reinforcement" (p. 577). This procedure'is~used by

. - i
placing an individyal who has just displayed an inappropriate behavior

Y *

’ A

~

-4- 3 . .

- . i ) A
.

e
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4 into a nonreinforcing solitary enviropment. Isolatidn was identified as -

the most common form of time-out. ’ ) , -

a
[

"It should be noted that’time-out is distingﬁiehed from. punishment
"in the 11terature (Sloane et al., 1979; SzlzervAzaroff and Mayer, lQTi
Clarizio and McCoy, 1976) "Punlshment 1nvolves the presentat{on of an g
aversive stlmulus t1me <out.: ,procedures 1ead to removal of p031tLﬁéc
st1mulL contingent upon a response" (Sulzer-Azaroffﬁand Mayer 1977, p-
142) . Clatizio and McCoy (1976) stated that "the word punlshment cohnotes
inhumane treatment, negative attitudes, and hostile acts" . 507{.*

v ) ‘ -
L4

" Time-out from Activities _v

\ ”~
s

A Variety of methods may be used to implement a time-out ﬁrocedure.
One of the most common methods employed is concluding the activitiesithe .
child is engaged in without.plaqing the child in isolétien. 'Sloane et al,
(1979) noted that "time-out witheut isolatien méy be usgd spontanéously '

as part of the minute- by mlnute 1nferact1on between téacher and‘pup1l or

. it may be used 1¢ a ‘more formal ‘program. The teacher must withhold all

re1nforcement without removing the pupil froe/khe classroom" (p. 116).
Sloane et al (1979) continued to discribe various uses.of this tecrnlque

which 1ntlude 1gﬁor1ng the pupil for a br;ef perfod or use of a timer that

.

regulates the amount of time a pupll will not-receive any re1nforcement

a

The effects of labeled and unlabelJé praise and t1me-out were com-

’

pared in an exper1meht by Bernhardt, Freder1cks, and Forba 1978) 1nvolv-_

ing 60 preschool ch1ldren. As predycted )
., )
both labeled praise and time-out groups showed
significantly more correct and less incorrect
behavior, respectlvely, on the task...than
comparable groups receiving unlabeled con- .
sequences. The time-eut prgcedure, inaccessibility

| —

-5

h U




h . ’ - ~ :‘
1 § : - .
’ ) . (g . " ' ' -
of a reinforced response, was effective only .
- ‘when a description of the incorrect . ‘-response .. .
- —  accompanied the negative consequence. Results ' .
did not confirm the preﬁlctlon that the group. ~

given both labeled praise and labeled time-

out would show more correct and less incorrect

responding than groups receivipg a descr1p81on
-~ of only one dimension. (p 772) .- ,

Sp1ta1n1k and Drabman (1976) de51gned a time-out procedure w1th1n a

- ’

classroom and assessed the effectiveness of the single procedure of time>

out exclusive of any other treatment. Time-oqut f]‘ogﬂ ‘positive reinforcement

.

an effective form of reinforcement ‘Hustéd' Hall, and Agln (1971) used

. - hd

t1me-out 1n a de51gn that placed children in a c1rc1e for 15.minute _ .

se551pn§ and timé-out from positive reinforcement eonsisted of removal from

/ - .
the circle for physical aggression toward selffop others,nand_hyperactévity

for between ten seconds to two Mminutes. Reéults'indicated that time-out

prov@d effective while the children part1c1pated in the session; however,

*

after the sessions were d15cgpt1nued the "children-.did not ‘enera11ze -more

complex sbcial behaviqrs.learned in therapy" (p. 194). "

- s * PR

Sofnick, Rincover, and Peterson (1977) also investigated the'ufe of '
reinforcement and punfshment in time-out with an autistic child. Tims-out’

consisted of the teacher leaving ‘the presence of the child—whenever a tan-

‘trum occurred. The tantrums incfeased during the procedure; a‘s the time-
1 ”r »

“out appeared to reinforce rather than punish the bghavior. The authors

attributed this ‘phenomena tQ the opportunity that presented itself to the

child to eﬁgage in self-stimulatory behavior difring the time-out.
. - ) ’

' . ' ~

‘ . . 1 T

occurred when a di;ruptiVe vocalization .was exhibited' aﬁﬁ was found to be

w
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Time-outllsolation . .y

)

. . S Y s N, . .
. Time-out from positive reinforcement in which isolation occurs takes
the form of ‘various procedures itmplemented with a variety of inappropriate

°
4 . 3

aﬁa.damaging behaviors. Isolation is frequent{y used'as a technique of

final choice in severfe psychiatric cases. ' .

1 .

. Tylertand Brown (1967) reported the lse of-a t}me-out room~w1th 15
' boys ages 13- 15 who had been placed in a tra1n1ng school cottage by the

courts. The study focused on the 1nappropr1atg behav1or dlsplayed by the
boys around the pool table. To 1nstitute‘cﬁange in thls behav1or the

[y

. - :
program was 1mp1emented,1n three\phases. In phase one the child.was-placed
. \ k- ;

in'a 4'x 8 foot time-out room for 15 minutes without any verbalization

BN . .
from the staff. In phase twg"the child was reprimaded for inappropriate .

" behavior but the fgme-out room was not used. , Phase three combined the N

reprimand and placement 1n the time- out room. Besu§ts 1nd1cated that °
l ‘ \
under both punishment and no punlshment conditions behavier changed; how-

. ® .

'ever: "under punlshment conditions there was, a ¥ecline in the rate of

offend1ng and under non-punlshment cond1t10ns art’ incpease in the rate of
offendlng " (p 6)\ ) - -

Maler (1970) in est1gated‘the use of sensory depr1vat10n therapy in

as year old autlstic chlld targeting severe withdrawal. The child was .

. o

_Placed in an 1solat10n\room that measured 11 X 10% feet and contalned af

.in a deTensive way" (p. 230). The child'§ isolation lasted 74 days;

- .
> *

¢
] foot square bathroon Wlth a toilet and sink. The/room was bare except

.

for a mattress on the floor. The author noted that "the*1ntent‘Was to

pr.duce and environinent w1th a minimum of pérsonal contact exclusive of

+

the therapist’, and ‘a minimum of inanimate objects that might be utilized

o

Ry



-
[

> ‘roam freely £rom‘has room. Upon complet1on of the restrictive therapy '

.
v

\\\?he study d1d not reffE!!ha change 1n frequency of base11ne behavior from

fesearch<g’,h ch11dren. The authors Ldent1fy eight parameters of t1me-out

. ’ / ‘A'-- - ‘
during that time stimuli was increased until finally he was allowed to .

-« (30

the chrld.retkrned homd and %:3er noted that the ch11d had 1mproved s1gn1f- » .

1cant1y in‘hds "ab111ty to relate to other people and adapt to his enViron- oo

° s ' (%4 )

) : s . ;
ment" (p. 245) i . SR ) - et s,

- -

Wahle; (1969) stud1ed the effect1veness of parentdl use’ of 1solat10n
“w  p ¢
in the home with five families w1th opp051t1ona1,ch11dren Wahler noted ' -
;hat: ’ - - , L ' o ’
. ’ SR i N
A time-out procedure proved gffective in'obtain- -
ing therapéutic results.” In this procedure, the .
. « Pparents were instructed to iselate their children
(in their. bedrooms) immediately ifter opposition- o ’ ’
al behavior occurred and to contiftue their soecial T .
appr6va1 after cooperative bbhaV1or (p. 161) . . e <

L - -

the oppos1t1ona1ﬂbehav1or that took place dhrlng the procedure.. To
¥
examine the failure of this investigation, Wahler continidd with a fore . . 3
. ’ . . . » N N
extensive probe intp gppositioﬁal children; this time, however, he was . < -

also testing the assunption that the time-Sut procedure was not effective \
. f - T * -

because the parents were not reinforcing to their children. Continued ; t

infestigation;indicated at- a combination of' time-out and the use of a

'd!fferential‘attentfon rogram proved ﬁuite successful in eLiminating ‘ '

»

- N . 1 - - '
oppos1t1ona1 avior and that, as a p€sult of Wahler's program’, parental - (
reinforcement vaPue could be increased.: ' < . ' .
- 8 L .
.. . ‘ - . ,‘ »
Time-out Parameters - . ‘; B E ]

) «
. MacDonbugh and Forehand (1973) discussed the parameters of response »

cont1ngent time-out technlques that need to considered in treatment and - .

N *
v .
‘ \ . . . 'y
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.3,  Administration - (Instructional o¥ physical) -

3

_Q,Q//iochtion - should time-out use isolation in a sepi;aQe P

v a separate isolation room
o seQ;ently, isolation would

L4 B i ’ ! -~

¥

1., .Verbalized reasons- should tRe child be téid why, he is.

+ . being placed in time-out. There is no clear evidence -
" relating a verhalized reason for time-out and the
effectiveness of time-out. < L . v
’ - . . \ .
2.- .Narning - the child'is warned that_ time-out is

imminent unldss his bq&avior changés..

.. this consideration.applies enly_to,isolation time- +
out and contrasts instructing a child to go into
time-out with physically £eréing him to go. -The .
method employed is typically a‘function.of the .
resistence of- time-out manifested by the child, . _
With high intensity antisocial-behaviors (such as °

-kicking, pushing, biting, and scratching), it may
be necessary to:use physicaI,force to igplement
-time-out. When Rossible it would seem preferrable

. _to userinstructions rather than physical force. By
“using instrqgtions,‘aggressibn is not mog::eda unless _

' interaction between adult and child occu and the

“child*is.given the gesponsibility of self-adminster- "

= ing part of the time-out, - .

v

- area or isolation in the same,area in which the. act
took place. The primary adBantage of the separate-
. area-technique j$ an increase in the probability that
positive reinforéement yill be effectively removed .
- during time-out. With Same-area ;ime:Jut, the supefL
Visory adul mlay unintentionally provide intemmittent
-reinforcement.. Also, there may“be sources of reinforce-

-ment ‘that are not umder tth?dﬁlts'cgntrol. However, _

e restfidted to the .
arey in which the behavior gccurs.. The same-area \
process places more responsibility or the controlling )
adult to enforcé the time-out: separage area.time- °
out is enforced by a locked or closed oor whereas same-
area_ time-out is enforced by the authority figure. *.

.When a choice is pgssible, the behavior ofy the child

=  ‘during time-out and the degree to which the environ- -

ment is conducive* to reinforcement of time-out should

" _be factprs in determining which procedure to employ.

_~*

<

v

appropriate length of a time-outl' However, some evidence

does~exist that short duratiom is efffective (5 --10 -

minutes) as long as time-oyt of greater duration -is not
.-introduced. '

- [
f

“ .
) S . - «» .
" . ot % *
. - * e S
v - . s * -
.
.

y not_be available; céni P

e

. B} . '
5. « Duratien - no general agreement exists regarding th& most-

\
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‘ . . 6. Time-out Stimulus - improvements in technology should
5 o -make possible. the yse of an autémated sjgnal to monitor
. ’ \the onset and completion of time-out. Yor example, . ~
. . once a child enters thevtime-out area and sits on 4 . '
¢ . -Chair,-a pressure plate fastened on the seat of the
O 'Q‘. * 7 chajir could start a clock (visable:to the child). -
. . Once.the required amount of time for release is . Lo .
S T reached, the child would immedYately know he could . . -
: , : leave the time-out area :g/lﬂ? own. This would® - v :
. ' "~ allow a.self-regulation response to be made, rather p . ¢
than requiring adult monitoring. Later the adult
R o .could -check. the clock to see that the réquired amount

-of time had been acquired., - : ' .

g _ -7. | Schedule--'since, the administration of time-out has v
A always been on a continuous schedule in clinical studies .
e 7 - with children, the relative effectiveness of inter- X )
. : mittent and continuous time-out cannot be compared. . ' )
. 0f course when undesirable behdvior is effectively
. suppressed with a few time-outs, the point is merely, ‘ .
' an academic one. ‘ : ' ’ :

8. ReleaSe from timé-out - should the’duration of time-out .
be contingent ‘on behavior occurring during the time-out? ) P

. A fixed duration release could involve a child still

. exhibiting*behaviors and the possibility. of release-

. reinforcing the behavior. On. e other hand, contingent o,

v . -releasé might overlook hehaviors resistant.or j.napprét-‘ ~ :

) v
. T, . priate for time-out techniques.,

*
] -

Each of these consfdexations is important-in designing a time-out procedure

o insures consistent application and maximum ‘program bénef}t\’.

f* jﬂ)  Charniey .(f§6§l stated t'hé.!he usesof isolation 'is considered a .
. ’ (I - ., S : )
last stye‘ approach to’' the man” 9{ a continuing crisis of acting-out
. " R N . ) . . *3 . »
yhén the .child has been able t emate all other staff resources " (p.
B el R - g " A

£ the teghniaue and emphasizes
. A )

. . .
+ 50). The author explains the parameters o
o M < ‘ -

- the ;peq for the thild to begawa); from any: st#muli; ''to insulate the child
‘ from defens®s available to him in, the everyday living environment against

. - / 2 * ) \ R .
experiencing his dependent demands on the staff and his family" (p..50)!

;: o '. . ' . -10-
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*T{me-out as a Punishment
)

f . \
. P

T By,définition, tihe-dg% is not punishment; however, its use as a .
» ™ .

~

puﬁishmént is clear in .various studies. Leitenberg)(lQBS) concluded from

a reviéw of Studies using“time}out that its delineation from punishment

is not clear. He found that: '
. the de51gn of stud1es demonstratang avoidance and escape
. from time-out allow another interpretation than that L
‘time-out is aveérsive...Other, punishment studles, however,
prov1de reasonably adequate evidence that' time- out
. is an effective punishing stimulus...the. most convinc-
. & 1ing evidence that.time-out is aversive.comes from
"those studies demonstratlng scape from stimuli
which previously sef the occgsion for non-reinforce-
ment (p. 439).__: . ' ' ' “

Much -o¥ the literature rgviewed ignores the theoretical premise of

.time-out and uses exclusion or isblagion as a punishment. Noting that “the |

"exact function of the time-out procedure...remains an area of -agbiguity
/ .

pending fuither.expe;imeﬁtal analysis" (p. 81), Barton, Guess, Garcia, éné

d -

L} .
Baer (1970), ih a stydy ¥nvolving retardates, used time-out conditions that

o

tﬁey defined as pﬁhishhent. Us: g a\ 1tiple baseline design the.authors
s 4 ot

focused on undesirable mealtime behaviors and removed. the subject’s'heal

. from him for indppropriate behavior. Solnick et al.”(1977) noted "time-

)

N v
“out from reinforcement...is perhaps the most widely used punishment pro-

~ [

cedure generated'py the operant researcher'" (p. 416). Time-out involving

" autistic children has been used frequéntly; andnSteevés;t al. (1970) noted

. ~

that time-outs used for punishment must be so aversiye\;q the child that
* - 4
he will not cho&ge Ahé timeeout-to avoid the situation. Spitanik and

Drabman (1976) stated that the-out is the punishment technique most oftgg

v »

used by c11n1c1ans. McReynolds (1969) "assessed the effect1veness of

time-out from-‘positive relnfbrcemént as a training procedure viewed as

e




?

having potential punishing and negatively reinforcing functions" (p. 199).
. - ’ ) o e . ) : ’

EftﬂiLeness of T1me~out When Viewed as a P_tm1shment

‘
3

~ Hewett and Taylor (.1980) cited the case of a spec1a1 edtcation c1ass-

room for d1strubed chﬂd}ren‘ihat contained a built -in tme -out room. The

-

\

_door to the room was sel’f—loekmg, and the mom, 1tse1f contamed no

w1ndows and was 11t by a eezalmg aht bulb If the child refused to ‘
J ..

to the tme-out room when ins‘ructed he would be\physmally for{.ed to do .

so. The med1a became mvolv"ed. in the situation when a néw student arrived

and was. physlcally forced mto the g'oom- aftex: a dlsplay of inappropriate

behavier. The 11ght bulh haci been broken and the child, who ‘had némamed

Y. -

‘- 1ocked up for 2 hours, emerged with bleédin'g' fingers‘ from scratching the

]
door. Tme»out had been used as an aversive stmulus The authors noted

that the message to the ch11d was "we are bigger and stronger than you,

‘e

" and .we w111 punlsh you when we th1nk you are ba'd" this message mpIetely

" violates' the pr1nc1ple of t1me-og§t as a cOnstructlve "1ack of o rtunity

to receive positive reinforcement" (pp. 11.9 120).
. . - 4 N ¥ s
. Holtz, Azrin, and Ayl16n T1963) studied,the effectiveness of time-out __ -

when u_saed as a punishment on human behavior and found that the mildness

of time‘-out as an aversive éventg rendere’d it ineffective. Baron} Kaufman,
Yoo -

and Rakauskas (1967‘) mvestlgatmg the same premlse concluded that time-

.-

out punlshment failed.'"to produt response suppression (which) was attri-

buted to-the fact that reducdtion$ in rate would have been accompanied' by

o *

. reductions in reinfoi"cement-. frehuencies/as'we'll" (p. 329). Willoughby

noted that ti -out will- ptobably not have a lastmg effect upon suppresk -

ing undedirable behavior if the punished response prov1des the, only 1ast1ng

-means of reinforcement ('1?69).. In examinrng the punishing effects of
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4

’

. . ° . . <
- .

time-out Solnick et al, (19773 felt that the "effectiveness of time- out

was 1néluenced by (the) characterlst1cs of the t1me -in setting" (p. 421)

Time-out was not an effectlve punlsher when t1me -in was not re1nforc1ng

In a study 1nvblv1ng t1me-out durationg, Zlmmerman and Baydan (1963)

A

1nd§Eated the type and 1ntenslty of pun1shment needs to be closely moni -

»

tored; "punlshment of too great an 1ntenslty will result.ln the suppres-

.

sion ofroverall bebav1or" (p. 597) -

F1restone (1976) stud1ed the effects of t1me out on the aggressive

behavior of a nursery school chlld The author found that although the

]

procedure e11m1nated the ch11d's bizarre behav1or 1t also appeared to

decrease the 1nteractrqn the child had with his teachers. Fjirestone

noted."it is possible that,hthrough association, Billy‘stopped asking

quest{ins, telljng stor1esgand helping W1th chores because the teachers

ﬂitame negat1ve stimuli to be avoided" (p, 81). Adams and Popelka (}971)
7

reported on’ t1me-outs as punishment on stutterers andlfound that the stut-

] , .
terers would seek time-out as an escape frOm the pressures of performance.

. g ’

T1me-out it would appear,- brings about rapid results (Benoit and

Mayer,’ 1975) and may be extremely re1nforc1ng to the xmplementer. The

3
authors reported that it may be a ”dlsadvantage because some teachers

——

find it so ne1nforc1ng that they beg1n to use time- outforeven minor in-

fractions" (p. SOS). L1terature sugges at a‘'time-out procedure may

11ft the morale of the profess1onal with the subjects; a fact that

may actually lend supporg;to the c1a1m t at time-out’ may be used more to

<
mdlliﬁy\staff rather than "provide therapeut1c resources for the subJect

(Jensen and Womack 1967; Barton et a1., 1970)
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" Plutchik et al. (1978) ‘reported that although time-out anpe;red tq‘&;
N : ’ "

be a superior form of punishnent there are several disddvantages: .Y

first, tiMQFOﬁt permits the ocgurrence of avoidance
or esﬁape fesponses such as fantdsy or self-stimula-
tlon Second "the use of time-out-presupposes that ,
> -the individual is operating under "normal" reward
condition$...Third, time-out removes the individual
from the _opportunity to, learn desirable 'behavior and
makes no ‘provisions for learnlng alternative behavior <«

, (p 578). :
P 4
They also noted several complications that.indic§ted isolation had not

‘-~ been effective. The complications indluded an increase in assaultive-
e ! cee &« .

. ness and self-destructiveness.

. Plutcgik et al. (1978) also surveyéd patients who had been isolated
) ' S -
- and found that they felt. angry at the staff for placing others in isola-
‘ tion and worried that they might af;o end up there. They stated they felt

alone, angry, depressed, helpless, safe d1svusted and confused Many of

L 4

them felt that isolation had helped them calm down, but also made them feel

frustrated; 40% felt that: isolation was not helpful §@ them at all.
- Y - .

IS N ;%!, N
| Legal<thallenges " . Y

/. i -
iderable litigation has occurred concerning issues in the treatment

-

0 hénﬂicapped and disturbed individuals. Two cases have specific bearing,

n the appropriate use of time-out as a beﬁgvior modification procedure.

InfWyatW vs. Stickney (Martin 1977) the court examined the use of be-

ification and prescribéa thdt ™o resident shall be éhbjected to’
[ - .

a behavior modification prggram whlch attempts to...deyelop new behavier

h

- patterns when such behav1or mod1f1cat10ns serve only 1nst1tut10nal conven-
\ v
ience." (pp 178-179) Therc is a clear opportunity-for 1nst1tut10na1 abuse

¢ .
of time-out where patients can be placed conveniently away and then

)




v v . ) ° . "
T '~ forgqtten for hours. Martin noted that the findings in the cas¢ of Morales }

% . . vs. Turman should end this problem. L - '

the Judge declared that isolation for d15c1p11nary

, reasons was a sufficiently severe deprivation of . .. . .
liberty that it regu1red due process procedures. .
This means that in advance of the isolation there v )
must be notice of intent to disgipline, a period

of time to allow the inmate to prepare a defense,
, and a hearing. Obviously, the theoretical’ bases “~
R . for Time-Nut could not _be served by this delay

so the technique might as well be dlscarded '

(Martln, P. 86) -W

o

K




e plementing behavior modification procedure§ inclt_xded classroom teachers

“ . t10n procedures targeted behavmrs cn'n51dered both 1nappropr1ate for group

» . v . " " L3 N °
. - . ¢
.y - . - ” - o N -~ ’
«y Subjects ; . . =~
N ~

* .

Subjects weré 29 a§t1ona11y disturbed’ cJuldren (CA range = 6-13" T
years) served dn a 2'0 bed capac1ty res1dent1a1 school and treatment -

|3 L} I

progran St;bjects were d1agnos ed mbderately/sq/erely emotmnally d1561rbed

‘ (stnales, 3 females) and were randomly selected from all ch11dren served .
' ‘. .
~ _by the facility over a perlod of, 6 years. Analyses of the_data by sex

" indicated ng difgere,nces even. approaching gtatistical s}gnificance on major
- ’ -

8, ~
‘variables. (Therefore, males and females were combined to form the sample,

. .. . , . 'S
-~ L * * & .

. Ireatment Program . s '’

/ . . )

The residential program employed,a treatment n,dality generally des- r
i‘ .

=

cribeg as a ;herapeutlc milieu. - .Children rece1ved both 1nd1v1dual and ' '
group psychotherapy and spec1a1 ed2cat1on. The classroom and the* 11v1ng

il
units were 1ocatecL in the same bm1d1§g Ch11dren lived@n two units’ of

[ / . .

10 ch11dren generally organ1zed by chronolog1ca1 age. Behav1or modifica- - »

S livmg in the res1dent1a1 program as “11 as inappropr;ate behaviors ob- Ly

. Structing remtegrat14 1nte\’r£:rmal family’ ﬁTﬁT;L Professmnal staff im-

» P s ]

) . \ - ,

‘ and residential \child care workers. - . i o ' / :
o Yoo : ’ - ’

| . - , "\ v . » ’\I . ‘ - . . . .
? Ty ’ 3 - * _— ot v . » - '

. (‘ Use of Time-Out P - C . /\ e 1 ..

[

.,

.The use of time-out as a behavmr mod1fuat10n procedure was identi- °

v

fied as. a techmque that woudd/allow ?h‘é?ogram to continue serving - S

aggressive and acting-out ch1ldrerf by nunmizmg the effect’ of dlsruptlve

.
4 N . v ., \ 2
e, - .
' [
N .

‘ LY
v ) . ' R . i
. CL -16- .
: . J -




children on the ‘treatment program of other Ch11dren T%mrch11¢ d;splay1ng

1nappropr1ate behav1or could be- removed from the group théreby reduglng -~

pos31b e cbntag1on inle simultaneously- ‘modifying the 1ndxwfdual ch11d'

A ’t
[ - »

. behavipr. . > .

- PR '

"
. Both the exclusion (E:TO) and 1solat10n (I *0) varzetles of time-out
” »

were employed E TO removed the cﬁlld from:the actrv1ty in progress hy place-

ment inaportion of theroom notbemg Lsedor in the hall E TO was used as

’ 3

! one of varlous staff interventions {or 1nappr0prlate behav1or\ I:TO in- ¥

*volved placing the child in a separate room used exclusively for tlme-

. : . . { ’

out. IiTO was usgd as an 1nteqvent1on only when all other 1nterventaons

~
had been attempted without success ** The 8 by 15 foot roon was bare,

’

contalned no outside window and wasd}lghted by a s1ng1e f1xture - Fhe ‘
’ - r - —\
room was approprzately ventllated and the ch11d could be observed through

ol

p a smal\lwindow in the locked doqr The child was verbally directed to
. ‘ PO 4

the app pr1ate time-out area and was phys1ca11y p1aced in time-out only : :

- . . T °

\

whert this d1rect1ve was refused .

Staff were 1nstructed to 1nfbrm the child of the 1nappropr1ate b

hav1or when placed ir time-out and repeat the procedure when the ti e-out

s ’ s’. s

was concluded Duratlon ‘of t1me -out was cont1ngent/on the d1scont1nued

! v

dlsplay of 1nappropr1ate behav1ox The staff removed the shoes and belt . 4

and empt1ed the pockets of each ch11d piacéd in 1:T0. The staff was in- ‘

-

structed to check ch11dren in I TO everv-immu,tes . .
S L . . il '_ : ‘ W .
Procedu:s‘ ' , ij) : ‘»
A -bBehav1or resultlng in p1acement in E: TO and the subsequent behavior. :

were recorded by the staff member-making the placement» Behavior resultlng ' )

4. . ' N ' o . .- . .
- . 1 . ) . , .
H . )




“ A g

in placeﬁent in I:TO andcthe time-out duragion were also recorded by
the rlacing stuff'member. %he record of. these tlme -out placements were
placed in a central file and const;:ute the maJor source of data analyzed
and reported, / -

Behaviors were coded by m;jor'descriptprs and assrgned a Qeighted

'value by §éverit} The behaviors and thelr welghted values included:,

1) arguing, ZI‘verbel,abuSe of peers (swearing, taunt1ng or antagonizing), ~
f )

3) rputlne refusal fhssigned duties, preparing for mealtimg), 4) rule
breaiing, 5) disry%givé (yerbal or physical), 6) fighting, 7) refuse staff —
directive, 8):}érbal abuse of sté}f, 9) leaviné grounds (irrespective of

duration 6r-distance), 10) des%ruction of property, llf peer. abuse, and

p »

.12) staff abuse. Severity levéls were assigned Eased on program admini-
hY
stranlve policy, treatment philosophy and staff agreement.

. . o . .
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Frequencies for both. exclusion time-out (E:TO) and isolation timg-

P

out. (I: TO) use are reported by behavlor in Table 1. E :TO frequencies
]
" are more evenly. d1str1buted than those for I:T0. It is assumed that this

was because E:TO was usedfas an 1nterm§diate intervention. One notable_

exception is physical abuéé of staff. In the vast majority of cases no

»

1ntermed1ate 1ntervent1ons were attempted and th¢ child was placed d1redt-

<1y in I: TO It mlght also be assumed that proport1onate I1:TO use would -

. .

i
increase with severlty of behav1or i Th;s dogs not appear to be the case

- It is apparent that thls is due to the effects of E TO.
Mean antecedent and subsequent behav1or values obta1ned with/E:TO

use are reported in Table 2, The mean subsequent behav1or value 1ncreased

¢ 51gn1f1cant17‘(t-14 036, 28df p( 001) from mean antecedent .behaviors,

+ This*trend was noted fof all'subjects.

-

configurations; . over.$ minutes, 0-15 vs. oVer 15 minutes, 0-30 vs.

*
~ 8

over 30 minutes, and 0-60 éi/ over 60 minutes. Mean behav1or values were
\1gn1f1cant1y higher in three conf1gurat10ns, over 5 mifutes (t= 3 464

49df, p<é)1), over 1 inutes (t 5.611, S56df, p{.OOl),;and. over 30 minutes ’
(t=3.428, 52df, p<’01) _The over 60 mlnutes group is probably affected

by small.N (27§ but it is noted xhat the mean behavior value is ‘the lowest

among agl groupsf-
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» TABLE 1. TIME-OUT Fnéqumiel AND OBSERVED BEHAVIOR |
v . i E).cclusiog N I§olat-ion.
. Value Behavior ) Time-out Timeout Total
1 Arguing -’ D e 41 3 .47
2, Verbal Abuse of Peer 114 45 . 159
/ 3 Routine Refusal 259 .20 279
’ 4 Rule Breaking . 140 - 15 155
"5 Disruption oL 934, - - 770 1504,
6 - Fighting -1 " s 200
Refuse Staff Direction . 555 42 981
K \ '8 . Verbal Abuse of Staff B 121 - 208
. Runaway 53 16 69
) 10 Destruction . A 97 144
. 11~ Peer Abuse’ CONL s - 96 224"
12 '~ ‘Staff-Abuse =T . 44 362 406
i N R
. .
; p . . N "
\ +
f‘v . '
8
. -20-
- 29
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TABLE 2. MEAN VALUES OF ANTECENDENT AND SUBSEQUENT BEHAVIOR FOR
EXCLUSION TIME-OUT Us L

Subject Antecendent Behavior " Subsequent Behavior P
Number™ Observed Mean . Mean
: L 3
1 79 4.92 6.06 T )
/. 2 20 4.70 A 7.50
{ k] 29 6.17 . - 7.21 )
: 4 7 4.80 . _6.14 .
5 14 4.46 7.93
. G a1 5.66 7.95
. 7 . 21 4.95. 6.19 X :
'8 6 ‘ 5.00 7.50 )
9 -8 - - 4.13 , 5.38 ° .
-10 5 4.60 R 6.00
A 5 3 . 6.00 ) 7.33 7‘\
12 -6 - 6.50 . 8,17 )
.13 .29 . 5.48 6:66 -
14 " 28 ) . 4.82 6.68
15 V2 4.50 6.00 ‘ :
16 18 - 6.22 8.00
17 - 67 . 5.71 6.97
18, 141 . s 5.74 \ 7.00 ) ;
19 169 5,91 C6.43 - .
20 2 . 5% 7.50 ' . .
21 32 < 5.09 6.44 <
" 22 36 5.18 . 7.03 -
23 12 6.67 \\s-og
.24 " 52 6.21 n . .08 -
25 4. - 5,25 C - 7.25 '
26 . 52 5.74, © 7.37 )
27 15, . v ' 5.20 7.00, A R\
28 - 9 7.13 .« 9 /22 ’
. 29 24 5.22. 7.33
) . ; .
¢ TOTAL/ 931 . :
® 't value = 14.036 ; .df = 28
P, € .001 > ) y
[ . L 2 — - . /

2y

“#
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-

(N = 2071)

A

_}

MEAN BEHAVIOR'VALUES AND TIME ELAPSED IN ISOLATION TISE-OUT - °

Time

L'n

1 4 '\/', .
E )sed" 1 v et .
utes) frequency Mean l ‘ df t value - ' T
A W J
0-5 108 7.2soﬂ\ . Do z
Over 5 1963 . 7.771 49 3.464% .
0415 1055 7.398 '
" Qver 15 1016 8.067 56 5.611%*
— . - 7 N,
0-30 1852 7.658 52 5 428 “
oVer 30 219 8.022 B AL :
. ” i
0-60 2044 7.802 . .o
Over 60 . 27 {665 38 0.296 - e
*p< .0l . i :
** p< .001 ) - :
. *- ,‘\’
+ 3 ' / .
, . | '
4 » /]
; D )
s
: -
r L iy
. »
; ~
< - \ . <
S
. ‘: . = * ' %
*!- %’ ’ : \’ N\ ] .
' =22+




i ' _ ,Dlscuss'iou o .
|’-" ’ s, “’ , . B .

— . Based on tme-out frequeﬂtaes, Jboth E:TO and I:T0 effects apfear to -

have resulted in short- term control rather than modification or am liora-
LY
tion of inappropriate behaviors Dlscrepanc1es between E:TO and I: TO use ’

are probably due to inconsistent appllcatlon wh1ch could be\expected to

mntrlbute to this phénomenon. “The behaviors con51dered,.unde51_r,at;1e angd ,-

théir judged relative severity are al'so neteworthy. . Though certainly.

paralleled in other settings, more than one-third of the behaviors gire

- . - - I3

related-to programmatic needs. The assig’ned severity values are also
4-—1nterest1ng to the ‘extent that they para11e1 ‘[or fa11 to) ether settmgs

" (verbal abuse of sfaff rs more severe than flghtmg) Appropnate use '

of any behav1or mod1f1cat1on techn1que necessitates taigetmg of behaviors -

¢ v that approxmate rea11ty or what 1s de51rab1e _ The example c1ted could

L4

- eAsﬂy be interpreted to mean that the. staff is more concerned.about hz\g

1

¢hildren speak to them thaw two children f1ght:1ng \uth a potentral

- inflicting harm. . . -
) # ~ » 4
E TO is generally cons1dered a low 1ntens1ty intervention that is

‘best used as an 1nterh|ed1ate step to interrupt undesirable behavmrs

-

gi . The data reported in this study is a clear indication ‘that E:TO can have
; an exacerjbati.ng ‘or additive effect. Cons‘idering the broad range ,of be-

hav1os represented it ggppears that a1temative intervention sttategz.és -

should be used: The use of E:TO increasgd the behavmr Severity /wh1ch

4 i ’

also ef/fected the useof ‘1 18 in this. study. . J' .

) .

- . Behaviors W1th lower severity values T uu'ed shorter durations of\,
. v i

R § 11+ K This holds true ag,duration 1ncreases and hxgher severity behav1ors

* - . ’
» - - . - < . [N
- . -
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. 4 .
are released from time-out. I:TO efficacy is greater with lower severity
¢ “ i <
belaviors and for short durations. If E:TO exacerbates behavior severity

‘

and\increaseS'the use of I:TO the'appropriateness of/fgme-out generally

s

can be raised. More effective intermediate interventions\might;obviate

. : .
the need for higher intensity intervention and time-out would be contra-
' /

£ 4
indiéated. P

No final conciusmns ¢an be made r*twe to the use of t1me-out T

{
based on the results of this study. L1tt}e is added, Qowever, to recom-

mend it.  The treatment program that provided,the sample for this study
- - . . . s ,
continued the use of time-out over an extended period of time with limited

. ’ >

analyses of its therapeutic effect on children. Except for stydies de- .
. 5 . - o " R °

signed and conducted tp report in the research literatyre, this practice

is probably more the rule than the exception. Expedient methods that .
F \
effectively control undesirable behaviors might sacrifice long-term
* (-3
"+ outcomes for short-term effectiveness.

-

A
The opportunity to directly observe the treatment program over a

tio year period leads to some additional observations and conclusions

albeit subjective in nature. The availability of a locftd time-out room ,
"N, ’ ‘ ¢ . . » . :
to control physically aggressive children was an obvious. comfort to the
. ‘ »

~

staff. Reactions’ from children ranged from considerable fear to drama-

tich}ly heightened activity levels. It appeared that the’time-out room

.

was used more in response to the staff losing centrol of a child rather

than a child lesing control of his behavior. °‘Though indicated in the

rd - . i

data, the inconijétent application of time-out was more obvious during
- ’v . .

direct observation. The number of intermediate interventions attempted

prior to time-out varied considerably among staff membegrs. The treatment
. N /

. . -24-
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philosephy emphasized structure insuch.a way that the useof time-oiit ’
appeared to-be dire 1} relate/d to attempt\sr to impose stricter limits. -

The limits tbok the- form of rules-that numbered in excess of l‘easonable

shopt-term memory, _ . .
. The lii:erature suggests that time-out is moa'\ effectivg with sﬁecli}c‘-
. ‘ gll’y tax:geted ‘behav'ibrs. "I'.l'{e‘ use of time-out as an intervention _unde‘r-

. pinning an entire treatment program seems ill-advised and unlikelyl to

v

meet the treatment goals of individual children.
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