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SUMMARY 

This study was designed to examine: 

(a) The effects of social and token reinforcement in increasing 

instruction-following behaviour in retarded children, where 

the class was addressed as a whole; 

(b) The effects of time-out and verbal reprimand as methods of 

reducing disruptive behaviour; 

(c) The effects of the administration of social reinforcement 

(verbal praise), in increasing behaviour defined as helping 

other children. 

Results show that token reinforcement is significantly more 

effecti ve than social reinforcement in generating and maintaining 

instruction-following behaviour in a sample of severely retarded 

children. This supports the results of a growing body of literature 

relating to both the theoretical and applied aspects of reinforcement 

procedures. 

The time-out procedure was found to reduce disruptive responses 

at a more rapid rate than that of verbal reprimand and the effects were 

more lasting over time. This result was achieved using a 60 second 

isolation period. Verbal reprimand was found to reduce disruptive 

responses to slightly below the non punished level. 

made as to further developments in both procedures. 

Suggestions are 

The administration of verbal praise, delivered contingent upon 

one child helping another, led to an increase in this class of response 

in three children. No general conclusions can be made as to the 

effectiveness of this type of reinforcement in increasing helping 
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APP END IX ONE 

TABLE A: 

SUBJECT 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Ages, sex, intelligence quotients and diagnoses 
of subjects used in the study 

AGE SEX I• Q. DIAGNOSIS 

10 Female Not known Untestable, severely 
retarded. 

10 Female 30 Mongolism 

10 Male 28 P.K.U. 

9.7 Male 35 Brain damaged, cerebral 
palsy. 

10 Male 30 Hyperactive 

9.5 Male 32 Hyperactive 
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TABLE B: Instruction Following List as presented to group as 
a whole. Statements made by instructor underlined. 

(1) Pick up your chairs and bring them up to the table. 
and check only if brought right up to the table. 

Reinforce 

(2) Sit down at the table in your own chair. Reinforce and check 
only if children seated in the chair they brought up to the 
table. 

(3) Now do what I do. 
table.) 

(Hand up, clap hands, tap back of hand on 

(4) Sit down at the table and point to your (~, eyes, mouth). 

(5) Walk over and touch the (window, door), 
door or window actually touched. 

Reinforce only if 

(6) Come back to the table and sit in your own seat. Reinforce 
and check only if seated in their own seats. 

(7) There are coloured pieces of paper on the wall. Point to the 
(green, red, yellow) paper on the wall. 

84 

(B) Place paper in front of subjects, together~with a selection of 
three different crayons. Pick out a (red, green, yellow) crayon. 

(9) Draw what I draw. (circle, square, triangle) 

(10) Point to the picture of th (circle, square, triangle) on the wall. 

(11) Give your crayon to the child next to you. Reinforce and check 
only if crayon is actually given to the child. 

(12) Sit down at the table and do what I do. 
fingers. 

(13) Draw what I draw. (1, 2, 3, 4, 5) - - - - -
(14) There are pictures of numbers on the wall. 

of the number. (,l, l, 1, ..1., .§) 

Hold up (1, 2, 3, 4, 5) 

Point to the picture 

(15) Sit down at the table and hold up (.l, l, 1, ..1., .§) fingers. 

(16) There are pictures of animals on the wall. 
of the (cats, dogs, horses). 

(17) Draw what I draw. (~, .§., £, Q) 

Point to the picture 



TABLE B: (Continued) 

(18) Say what I say (B_, !1_, f., Q). 

(19) Stand up behind your chairs. Reinforce and check only if 
standing behind their own chairs. 

(20) Bring your papers and crayons up to me. Reinforce and check 
only if both papers and crayons brought up. 
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TABLE C: List of Reinforcers used in token conditions, 
subject chosen for and per cent of time chosen 
'2t_ each subject. 

REINFORCER SUBJECT CHOSEN FOR PER CENT CHOSEN 

Butterflys on 
Cards (board) 

Picture Cards; 
cars, planes, 
animals, scenes 

Balls (rubber) 

Bead Threading 

Dol hi 

Maracas 

Sweets; Jelly 
Beans, marsh­
mallows, ju bes 

Toys: plastic 
planes, cars, 
boats 

Triangle 

l 

5,6 

3 

2 

2 

1,2 

All subs. 

4,6 

l 

Sub. l 

Sub. 6 
Sub. 5 
Sub. 4 

Sub. 3 
Sub. 6 

Sub. 2 

Sub. 2 

Sub. 2 
Sub. l 

Sub. 2 
Sub. 4 
Sub. 5 

Sub. 4 
Sub. 5 
Sub. l 

Sub. l 

26.6 

73.3 
26.6 
6.6 

100.0 
13.3 

13.3 

20.0 

53.3 
6.6 

6.6 
6.6 

40.D 

80.D 
30.D 
6.6 

60.D 
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TABLED: 

REIMFIJRCER 

Butterflys 

Cards 

Balls 

Dolls 

Triangle 

Maracas 

Number of tokens needed for graduated use of 
reinforcers 

NUMBER OR TIME NUMBER OF TOKENS 

2 small (take horie) 

1 large " II 

1 small " " 
1 small (admire and return after 60secs) 
1 small as above 30 secs 

3 small (take home) 
1 large, 1 small (take home) 
1 large (take home) 
1 small (take home) 
1 small (admire 60 secs) 
1 small (as above 30 secs) 

5 minutes 
3 " 
1.5 II 

30 seconds (small) 
15 " II 

4 minutes (large in pram) 
2 minutes " " II 

1 minute (small) 
30 seconds II 

as for dolls 

" " " 

40 

30-40 
15-30 
10-15 

0-10 

40 
30-40 
25-30 
15-25 
10-15 

0-10 

40 
30-40 
15-30 
10-15 

0-10 

40 
30-40 
15-30 
10-15 

as above 

" 

Bead Threading " II " " 

Toys 

Sweets 

2 large (take home) 
1 " II " 
1 small II II 

1 small (admire, 30 secs) 
1 small 

Jelly Beans: 

Smokers 
Marshmallows 
Ju bes 

" 

10 
6 
4 
2 
1 

as 

" 
" 

15 secs) 

halves 

" 
II 

" 
" 

above 

" 
" 

40 
30-40 
15-30 
10-15 

0-10 

40 
30-40 
15-30 
10-15 

0-10 

as above 

" II 

" " 
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TABLE E: 

WEEK 
SUBJECT 

l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Arrangement of subjects under punishment conditions 
over course of programme. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

TO TO NP VR VR NP NP 

TD TO NP NP NP NP VR 

VR VR NP NP NP NP TO 

VR VR NP TO TO NP NP 

NP NP NP TO TO NP VR 

NP NP NP VR VR NP TO 

88 

9 

NP 

VR 

TD 

NP 

VR 

TO 



APPENDIX TWO 89 

TABLE F: Number of instructions correctly followed by each 
subject, per .session, under all conditions. 

SUBJECT 1 

Baseline VRl VR2 TT VR3 TRI TR2 VR4 TR3 Baseline 

0 1 3 4 5 30 24 20 35 20 
0 1 3 6 4 35 34 20 37 10 
0 1 4 5 7 33 30 16 39 2 
0 2 7 6 24 35 31 16 40 0 
0 5 5 31 37 39 40 0 

SUBJECT 2 

Baseline VRl VR2 TT VR3 TRl TR2 VR4 TR3 Baseline 

3 12 19 27 23 27 38 36 38 33 
0 13 23 26 26 23 32 32 38 27 
4 12 24 27 24 34 40 27 39 15 
4 13 20 25 26 37 40 24 40 11 
3 19 32 31 31 37 40 5 

SUBJECT 3 

Baseline VRl VR2 TT VR3 TRl TR2 VR4 TR3 Baseline 

1 0 1 3 2 2 8 2 6 2 
1 1 1 2 2 3 2 2 6 2 
0 2 1 3 2 2 5 2 5 2 
0 2 3 2 2 2 3 4 4 2 
0 3 2 2 6 5 6 1 
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TABLE F: (Continued) 

SUBJECT 4 

Baseline VRl VR2 TT VR3 TRl TR2 VR4 TR3 Baseline 

l l l 2 4 15 20 12 14 16 
l l 2 3 3 10 10 17 27 15 
l l 2 3 4 14 16 15 26 6 
l 2 2 5 5 14 23 10 31 5 
l 2 4 8 15 25 35 l 

SUBJECT 5 

Baseline VRl VR2 TT VR3 TRl TR2 VR4 TR3 Baseline 

l l 3 4 13 34 34 32 39 36 
l l 4 6 14 33 40 30 40 33 
l 5 6 7 16 36 35 28 40 23 
0 3 7 7 23 36 40 23 40 3 
0 5 10 25 38 40 40 l 

SUBJECT 6 

Baseline VRl VR2 TT VR3 TRl TR2 VR4 TR3 Baseline 

4 18 23 31 31 38 40 36 40 38 
7 16 22 23 32 39 40 32 40 30 
9 17 20 30 34 40 40 30 40 22 
5 12 16 31 33 39 40 27 40 15 
6 15 33 33 39 40 40 8 



TABLE G: 

Baseline 

35 
37 
30 
66 
42 

Baseline 

2 
4 
2 

11 
22 

Baseline 

28 
30 
21 
45 
58 

Number of disruptive responses emitted by each 
subject, per session, under all conditions. 

SUBJECT l 

T.O. T.O. NP V.R. V.R. NP NP NP 

l l 9 15 9 39 43 28 
l l 14 13 12 26 13 26 
l 0 23 16 14 24 22 23 
l 0 20 12 16 24 17 22 
l 16 12 16 27 13 23 

SUBJECT 2 

T.O. T.D. NP NP NP NP V.R. V.R. 

l 0 4 10 12 8 6 8 
0 0 4 9 8 12 7 8 
0 0 0 14 13 22 5 8 
0 0 4 10 16 31 10 7 
0 l 10 12 21 9 

SUBJECT 3 

V.R. V.R. NP NP NP NP T.D. T.D. 

17 16 17 17 29 29 2 0 
26 11 24 28 43 43 0 l 
24 13 31 25 24 24 l l 
14 18 26 45 64 68 l l 
15 25 18 98 97 0 
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Baseline 

24 
31 
23 
24 
22 

Baseline 

8 
8 
9 
8 

10 

Baseline 

4 
17 
101 

::, ' 
13 
38 
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TABLE G: (Continued) 

SUBJECT 4 

Baseline V.R. V.R. N.P. T.D. T.D. N.P. N. P. • N.P. Baseline 

2 9 7 14 1 0 0 11 17 12 
18 6 3 14 0 0 6 3 13 18 
12 5 3 8 0 0 5 23 16 22 
17 9 3 13 0 0 9 22 21 36 
34 5 10 1 0 7 21 10 1 5 

SUBJECT 5 

Baseline N.P. N.P. N.P. T.D. T.O. N.P. V.R. V.R. Baseline 

16 16 1 2 11 1 0 8 6 6 10 
8 6 11 9 1 0 3 5 5 5 
6 12 14 9 0 0 3 6 6 6 
9 11 11 11 0 0 12 7 7 5 
8 12 13 0 0 15 6 6 6 

SUBJECT 6 

Baseline N.P. N.P. N.P. V.R. V.R. N.P. T.D. T.O. Baseline 

7 12 14 4 5 7 21 1 0 3 
19 14 21 10 8 8 24 1 0 3 
13 26 21 13 8 9 7 0 0 4 
16 15 22 20 6 9 13 0 0 10 
30 25 14 7 12 9 0 10 



TABLE H: 

Baseline 

0 
0 
0 
0 
l 

Baseline 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

' Baseline 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Incidence of helping behaviour for each subject, 
per session, over all conditions 

SUBJECT 2 

VRl VR2 TT VR3 TRl 

4 5 6 5 12 
4 9 9 6 6 
5 12 4 6 6 
4 4 5 8 5 
6 15 12 12 

SUBJECT 5 

VRl VR2 TT VR3 TRl 

0 0 0 0 l 
0 0 0 l l 
0 0 0 2 2 
l 0 0 2 2 
0 0 3 2 

SUBJECT 6 

VRl VR2 TT VR3 TRl 

l 2 0 0 l 
2 l 0 0 l 
l l 0 0 2 
l 0 l 0 2 
0 2 0 2 

TR2 VR4 

5 7 
6 6 

11 12 
13 8 

9 

TR2 VR4 

l 0 
0 l 
0 0 
0 0 
0 

TR2 VR4 

l l 
l 0 
2 0 
2 l 
l 

TR3 Baseline 

11 5 
9 6 

10 6 
12 4 

9 37. 

TR3 Baseline 

l 0 
l 0 
l 0 
l 0 
0 0 

TR3 Baseline 

2 l 
0 l 
2 0 
l l 
3 0 
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