
DR. BRIAN IWATA: Okay, welcome back. It looks like we have some people that decided to go see the 

Olympics, huh? That’s okay. I’m not insulted. I’ve learned how to tolerate those establishing operations. 

All right, let’s continue on with some of the sensitivity tests and prevention procedures. 

 I’ve focused on access to attention, access to tangible items as evocative events. Let’s look now 

at task initiation. And of course, that’s a fairly straightforward one where you just approach the 

individual and you go, time to work, and see what happens. You observe the reaction, and if the 

reaction is not work, then you engage in some compliance training. As I implied before, a nice way to do 

this might be to prompt and reinforce imitation of fun activities, all right? Watch me eat the gummy 

bears, something like that. And so what you’re attempting to do, again, is to correlate instructions with 

behaviors that are highly likely to occur rather than behaviors that are unlikely to occur. So you get 

people to follow instructions, to engage in reinforcing activities, and gradually you transition those 

activities to insert something that involves a mild behavioral requirement, all right? Touch this and get 

the gummy bear, that sort of thing. And of course, throughout this whole process, you’re correcting 

errors, you’re extinguishing problem behavior, and so forth. 

 Now what about those other sort of aversive events, those provocative sorts of things that may 

come up from time to time? We’ll call that turn the other cheek training, all right? So we identify some 

provocative statements that may produce a problem behavior, we emit one of them, like, ew, that’s an 

ugly shirt, we see what happens, and then what we want to do is to begin to desensitize people to the 

occurrence of these provocative statements. We role-play with them starting off with very, very mild 

provocative statements. And we basically say, now here’s what’s going to happen. A lot of people are 

going to say things to you that you’re not going to like such as, x. And what happens when someone says 

x? You teach them to engage in appropriate behavior other than striking out at the person, whoever 

said that, such as walking away, telling a teacher, and so forth. You correct problem behaviors and you 

gradually expose them to more and more provocative stimuli. 

Now we have some interesting experience with this particular one. It was indicated that I do 

some work in the area of Prader-Willi, and so we were working with a relatively large populations of 

individuals diagnosed with Prader-Willi syndrome, and primarily working on severe problem behavior: 

self-injurious behavior, aggression, food stealing, all sorts of things like that. And we have lots of 

discussions with the directors of the program, and they constantly were telling us that the clients are 

getting into fights with each other, all right, like somebody called somebody a name and that led to this 

big argument, and then there was a big timeout, then a restraint, then all kinds of things happened. So 



we thought, okay, this is fertile ground for testing out this approach to turn the other cheek training. So 

we came up with a list of provocative statements. We talked with clients, we talked with staff, we tried 

to figure out, what are the kinds of things to which they were exposed naturally over the course of the 

day? We set up our little testing procedures. We set up our little training procedures. We’re all ready to 

go. 

And on day one, we selected a bunch of individuals and we began exposing them to these little 

tests. They come back to the room with us, and they’d been involved with the -- in a whole bunch of 

studies with us, and by and large, we’re fairly friendly with the individuals. So it was a little different 

when an experimenter asks in an interview, come on back in the room with me, and then insults them. 

Do you see what I mean? Like, that’s an ugly shirt, or something like that. And so we were doing this 

pretty much all day long trying to get all these tests run. We come back day two, and there was a 

message that the program director wanted to meet with me. And so I go into the office and he says, 

what are you doing? Your staff members are basically insulting our clients and they were complaining all 

day long and they’re crying and they’re upset. And it’s kind of like, you can’t do this. 

And we said, well wait a minute. You told us that this is a problem and what we’re trying to do is 

to -- trying to figure out who has it and then how to prevent it. And they say, well, yeah, but you’re not 

supposed to be doing that to them. And our response was, well, we can either do that to them and 

teach them how to respond appropriately or you can wait until a behavior problem occurs and then call 

us and we’ll have to restrain them. And they said, well, we’d rather do it the other way. So it was really 

unusual to find that they were quite willing to have clients placed in the timeout and restraint because 

another client insulted, all right, but they weren’t willing for us to do that in an attempt to eliminate 

having to use the timeout or restraint. So we learned an early lesson on that one, and that is save turn 

the other cheek training until later on, okay? 

Now I mentioned at the beginning of my talk that a number of studies have been conducted way 

back in the early development of our field that we -- I would regard as prevention efforts. But they really 

weren’t recognized as such back then. So I’m going to go over a couple of studies related to risk factor 

identification and then some related to risk factor reduction. So let’s take a look at the studies done by 

Walter, Mischel, and Ebbesen way back in 1970. And this was a study that was not a sort of behavior 

analysis study. It was a developmental psychology study looking at the construct of delay to 

gratification. But if you read -- so it was sort of like a mentalistic kind of study, but nevertheless, if you 

read that study, they had a very nice experimental preparation. 



What they did was a kid came in the room and they gave the kid a choice between two 

reinforcers. Among this was this little dinky reinforcer, and the other one was a big reinforcer. And the 

thing was that you could have the little dinky reinforcer now, but you had to wait a few minutes to get 

the big reinforcer. And so their definition of tolerance to delay for gratification was the number of 

seconds, all right, that elapsed before the kid caved in, all right, and took the little reinforcer instead of 

the big reinforcer, all right? Now that’s a very simple preparation, a simple test. It led to a very nice 

objective measure for looking at tolerance to delay. 

A similar one was published by Canfer and Silch, again, way back in early 1970s. And this one 

was what I call resistance to temptation. And in this particular scenario, they have all these kids that 

they’re studying, again. And they bring the kid into the room and they sit the kid up at a table, all right, 

in a chair, facing nothing, all right, facing the wall. And they tell the child, oh, there’s a really neat toy 

behind you, but don’t look at it, all right? And the question was simply, how long did it take the kid 

before they could turn around and disobey the instruction and look at the toy? So it’s a very innocuous, 

all right, situation, but again, it provided a very nice measure of like compliance, right, in the face of 

temptation to engage in a reinforcing activity. 

Now these studies were all over the place, of very different types, and so a different kind of 

research was done by Bob Wahler in the 1980s. Some of you have been around for a number of years 

may recognize that name. He coined the term setting event, and he was very interested in looking at the 

effects of general things that were going on in the environment and how they influenced behavior. And 

so in one study, in this particular study, they were developing behavioral interventions for kids who had 

problem behavior, these parent-child dyads. And so they conducted the parent training. They conducted 

tests to show that the parents had acquired the parent training skills. And then they followed up the 

parents for a period of years, all right? 

And what they simply were interested in doing was documenting the different kinds of things 

that may have been correlated with relapse to problem behavior. And it was an interesting study 

because what they found was that the best predictor of the recurrence of problem behavior had nothing 

to do with the parent-child interaction or the parent’s ability to maintain the behavior management 

procedures, but it was rather the number of family members or friends who lived in close proximity to 

the parent, which was really kind of a strange variable. And of course, there’s no real good way to 

explain that influence, but nevertheless, Wahler suggested that really what it came down to was when 

the parent had difficulties of any particular type, if there were relatives or friends close by who would 



help dealing with whatever that problem was, then that eventually spilled over into the parent’s ability 

to tolerate the problem behavior or to treat it effectively. And so there’s kind of like a distant setting 

event influence on relapse to problem behavior. 

Now more recently, and I selected these studies because these two are in my particular area of 

interest, Chris Oliver in the UK did a longitudinal study in which he attempted to identify predictors of 

the development of self-injurious behavior. It was an open-ended study in the sense that he did not 

identify any potential variables to correlate with the development of SIB. They just collected a lot of data 

to see what they would get. And unfortunately, they didn’t find anything except for the fact that the 

development of SIB was highly correlated with the parent’s concern that the kid would develop SIB, all 

right? And of course, there’s no reason to believe that the concern preceded the SIB. It was more likely 

the case that the parents had observed early instances of SIB, all right, that had not been observed by 

the experimenter. They expressed concern, and in fact, it turned out it was true that the kid was 

developing SIB, all right? So unfortunately, that study didn’t really go anywhere, but it sort of like 

provided a nice model for longitudinal study of behavior and development. 

A similar study was done by Richman and Lindauer. They attempted to replicate the Oliver 

study, and unfortunately, they didn’t look at any particular variables, also. It was sort of like an open-

ended study on what’s the source of things that might correlate with the development of self-injurious 

behavior? And what they found was that changes in topography of stereotypic behavior over time 

tended to predict the occurrence of self-injurious behavior, all right? So that’s like one behavior 

predicting another behavior, but it really doesn’t speak to whatever was going on in the environment 

that may have led to the changes in the topography of the stereotypic behavior, which is what we would 

be very much interested in looking at. 

Okay, now in terms of risk factor protection, a very interesting study was done by Paul Grauber, 

all right? This is like going back 40 years. So the context for this study was a classroom, and there were 

kids who were having behavior problems. So Grauber conducted teacher training, all right, on how to 

eliminate and manage these behavior problems. And one of the components of that training was simply 

walking around and delivering a lot of attention to kids for free, all right? So this was like non-contingent 

reinforcement way ahead of its time. Well, Grauber found that the teachers didn’t do that, all right, and 

he suspected if they didn’t do that, then the kids were likely to start acting up, engaging in problem 

behavior. So he came up with a really interesting solution. He got the kids together and he said, listen, if 

you want to get the attention of the teacher, here’s what you do. And so he taught the kids how to 



engage in relatively innocuous behaviors, all right, that would produce teacher attention. So he taught 

the kids how to prevent their own problem behaviors by engaging in other behavior that would produce 

the reinforcer, all right, for which they engaged in the original problem behavior. Which was really kind 

of an interesting turn on teacher training, all right? He taught the kids how to train the teachers. 

Next there was a study by Barton and Ascione, so they observed preschoolers during playtime 

and found that the kids were not playing, but were spending a lot of time stealing each other’s toys and 

having lots of fights and arguments. And so this set the occasion for teaching the kids instead of a way to 

request toys from others, a way to offer toys to others, all right? So they didn’t deliver reinforcement for 

appropriate asking behavior, they delivered reinforcement for appropriate sharing behavior. So they 

tried to increase the rate of kids giving away their toys by giving them reinforcement for doing that. And 

that solved the problem. 

Now a very different situation occurred in a study again done by Rob Wahler. They were 

working with behaviorally disordered boys and were trying to figure out how to get them to play, all 

right? So they observed them and they taught them some social play behavior, but what they found is 

that instead of playing, the kids would fight all the time, okay? So when placed in proximity of another 

behaviorally disordered boy, you would end up getting a fight. And so what they observed was the kids 

did not have a good repertoire of isolate play, all right, so that when left to their own devices, they 

tended to congregate together, they didn’t have good toy play repertoire behaviors, and so they fought. 

And so the solution there was to teach the kids how to engage in isolate play so that when they were 

left alone, they would go off their separate ways, engage in appropriate behavior, and wouldn’t 

congregate and begin to fight. 

Now a really neat one was published by Ken Balman, all right, and those of you who are parents 

will relate to this one. And that is dining with children. And so what they did was they went out to 

restaurants, conducted observations, all right, on problem behaviors that occurred in restaurants. And 

then what they did was they took data on a number of things that happened when the family went into 

the restaurant and the kinds of things that seemed to be predictors of the occurrence of problem 

behavior versus predictors of the non-occurrence of problem behavior, all right? And so these are a 

series of little preliminary studies on that. 

And what they then did was came up with a parent advice package for dining out with your 

children. And it included some interesting things. The first one was to never set -- never sit two children 

adjacent to each other, all right? So if you have more than two kids, they don’t sit next to each other. 



One sits next to one parent and the other one sits next to another parent. It’s because they found that 

that was correlated with the kids eventually fighting, and one way to eliminate that was to just separate 

them. The second one was that if you are sitting in a booth, don’t put the child on the outside of the 

booth. Put them on the inside part of the booth next to the wall, which makes it more effortful for them 

to get out into the aisle and cause problems, all right? Another one had to do with utensils. You go into 

the restaurant and they put the utensils down, and the kids -- you know, the kids start using them as 

weapons and things like that. And so another piece of the advice package was take the utensils away 

immediately, all right? So get them from the waitperson. They’re just unavailable until you actually need 

them. 

The next one was kind of interesting, and that is bring food to the restaurant, all right? When 

children are sitting there deprived of food and they observe everyone them eating food, there’s a very 

large temptation to exhibit a temper tantrum and the attempt to get food more quickly or to go steal 

the food from the other people. And so bring the snacks, and when you sit down, the kid has a little 

snack. You eliminate that deprivation, kid’s less likely to engage in problem behavior, all right? And then 

finally, and this is the one that restaurants seem to have picked up on, and that is bring toys, all right? 

And so most people are probably familiar with that, the crayons and all those sorts of things that are 

pretty common now in restaurants. And it’s too bad that restaurateurs haven’t picked up on the rest of 

the stuff. You see a family coming in with kids, don’t give them the utensils. You see what I mean? That 

sort of thing. Suggest a way that they might want to sit, okay? Put the toys on the inside of the booth for 

the kids to play with, those sorts of things. 

Now let me describe a couple of studies that have been published just recently. One is a very 

nice model of universal prevention. Another is a nice example of selected intervention. So the example 

of universal intervention or prevention was published by Greg Hanley just a couple years ago. And this 

was when he was at the University of Kansas, and they were working at the University of Kansas 

preschool. So there were 16 kids involved in this study, and what -- you know, there were all kinds of 

little minor behavior problems that were occurring every day and they wanted to try to figure out how 

to reduce the overall frequency of these behavior problems, although they were not serious enough to 

warrant intensive interventions. So they developed this list of 13 pro-social skills. And when I show you 

the list, it will -- some of it will be familiar. I’ve already mentioned a few of these things to you. For each 

pro-social skill, they identified what they called an evocative event. And this is an event that would set 



the occasion for the occurrence of that skill or for the occurrence of some behavior indicative of the fact 

that the kid did not have that skill. 

And what they simply did was across a series of weeks, all right, walk up to a kid and present 

one of these evocative events, and they would just take data on the kid’s performance. So they were 

doing basically sensitivity tests out there in the preschool. Now this is the list of the pro-social behaviors 

that they came up with, all right? It’s not clear how they came up with this particular list, but they 

deemed that these were appropriate. And of course, some of them are really simple such as respond to 

your name, request help, tolerate delay imposed by an adult, acknowledge/complement another, offer 

to share a toy, all those kinds of things. And then each of these was associated with an evocative event. 

For example, the respond to name one is obvious. Just call the kid’s name and see what the kid did, all 

right? Acknowledge or complement another: what they did was to have another little kid walk up and 

perform and appropriate behavior in front of the target, and the question was whether or not the little 

kid said something nice to the child who just performed the appropriate behavior and so forth, all right? 

Now what they did then, although they tested at the level of the individual, they decided that 

enough of the kids had enough of the skill deficits so they simply trained everybody. So they took a 

universal approach to prevention. They did so in the context of circle time, all right? And so every day in 

preschool, there’s all this circle time. And what they did was they divided up these little skills into units, 

and during circle time, they practiced the little skill. Like what happens when someone calls your name? 

You look up. All right, everybody practice looking up, that sort of thing. And then they went through that 

sort of training, all right, until the kids had acquired the skills, and then they subsequently then re-tested 

the kids as individuals out there in classroom probes. And they showed that, in fact, all subjects 

improved in every one of the 13 skill areas. So on the face, this is a very nice approach to universal 

prevention. 

Now the only drawback to this study, and I don’t mean to be critical at all, is the fact that we 

don’t know if this prevented any problem behavior. Do you see what I mean? Because it’s quite likely 

that none of these kids would have developed problem behavior eventually anyway. 

Okay, now let’s take a look at a selective intervention study, a case study published by Bud Mace 

just last year. And it involved only one individual who found access to computer games highly 

reinforcing. So whenever this person had free time, he would ask for access to the computer games. And 

this was fine except for the fact that they were predicting that they weren’t going to be able to do this 

very often, so they needed to figure out how to deny access to the computer game. And so they tried 



three strategies. One of them was to say no and to give an explanation. I’m sorry, you can’t play now, all 

right? So they did that on x number of times that the individual requested the computer game. Another 

one was no plus an alternative activity, okay? And so in this situation they said, no, you can’t have the 

computer game, but we can go outside and play football for five minutes. 

Now the only way that they might have improved that in is if they would have found an activity 

that’s more reinforcing than the computer game, all right, in which case I think -- well, they got good 

results, but they might have gotten actually better results had they done that. And the third one was a 

contingency. So they said, yes, but they required a response that would necessarily involve delay of 

access to the computer game. So when the kid asked for the computer game, they said, yeah, you can 

do that, but let’s do ten minutes of schoolwork first, okay? And what they found was that problem 

behavior decreased under two of the arrangements, the no plus the activity and the no plus the 

contingency, all right? So these appear to be options that one might use to decrease frequent requests 

for reinforcers. 

Now there’s one little hitch to this study, and that was the use of extinction, all right? And that is 

with the no plus alternative activity and the no plus contingency, if the individual had a problem 

behavior, then no access was given, all right, for a significant period of time. So we’re not really sure if 

the no activity, no contingency was really effective as a prevention procedure. It may simply have been 

extinction of problem behavior. 

Okay, let’s take a look at another common context that may set the occasion for problem 

behavior. And I know a number of you here are interested in behavior problems and behavior 

characteristics of autism, so that’s why I picked this particular one, and that is a transition, all right? It is 

frequently said that individuals diagnosed with intellectual disabilities, in particular autism, have 

difficulties with transition. Now these people are probably saying something accurate, all right -- 

problem. What we’re not sure of is transition because transition is a very poorly defined term. It doesn’t 

really mean anything other than change, right? And unless you know what got changed, there’s no way 

to figure out any functional characteristics of problem behavior. 

So let’s take a look at a transition and try to break it apart. So what I’m going to do is to go 

through components of a transition. And you need to consider them in isolation because if you consider 

the entire transition, you end up with a confounding. Now one of the first things that usually happens in 

many transitions is terminating an activity, okay? Now if that produces a problem behavior, we need to 

make a couple of assumptions, but I think most of you will agree with them. And then we can easily 



identify the function of the problem behavior. So if terminating an activity produces a problem behavior, 

would we say that that activity was reinforcing or aversive? We would say it’s reinforcing because if it 

were aversive, then terminating the activity wouldn’t produce the problem. We would have had the 

problem during the activity. So now we can say terminating a reinforcing activity produces problem 

behavior. Well, that immediately tells us the function. Why do people have problem behaviors when fun 

activities go away? Because when they have them, they get the fun activities back. So that’s purely a 

positive reinforcement function. 

Now unfortunately, that’s not the only component of a transition, and very often, all these 

components are confounded, so to speak. Let’s take a look at the next thing that might happen during a 

transition, not always, but sometimes. And that is you have to go somewhere, all right? We have to go 

from here over to there. Now in order to understand having to go somewhere, you have to eliminate 

terminating an activity as a prior event. Do you see what I mean? Because if you terminate an activity 

and you have to go somewhere, then you’ve got two variables that are confounded. So the situation is 

this: nothing is happening. Okay, that’s the only condition in which something didn’t get terminated. You 

see what I mean? You now have to go somewhere, and when you go there, nothing’s going to happen. 

So that’s it. This whole transition is you have to go somewhere. Now if we look at it that way, you have 

to go somewhere is a task demand, and why do people have problem behaviors when they’re told they 

have to go somewhere? Because when they do, then they don’t have to go there, all right? So it’s 

interesting that you can see that the very first two components of a transition, depending on which one 

produces problem behavior, implicates a very different function for that problem behavior, okay? 

 Now the third thing that sometimes happens during a transition is we have to do something 

new. We start a new activity. And that one’s pretty straightforward. Initiating activities if they produce 

problem behavior is most likely a function of negative reinforcement, meaning those activities had to 

have been aversive. Now the difficult when someone says my student or my client has a problem 

behavior during transitions is not the problem behavior part. It’s figuring out the transition part, all 

right? Now we can’t blame people who make that report, but it is almost universally the case that they 

are reporting on a wide range of transitions, some of which produced problem behavior, and some of 

which didn’t. And they can’t remember which ones did and which ones didn’t. And even if they did, they 

probably involve combination of -- combinations of events. So everything was confounded, all right? 

So that might give you a bit of a hint on how you conduct a functional analysis of problem 

behavior during transitions, which is something we did in a study that we published several years ago. 



I’m only going to summarize the data with one of the participants because they were pretty much the 

same as what we got with the other one. We began with an activity assessment. We wanted to identify 

preferred activities and non-preferred activities because these would represent the things that we 

initiated and terminated. And then we conducted a functional analysis. Now those of you who are 

familiar with functional analyses are probably familiar with the typical way in which it is done, that is, 

you have a ten-minute session, a 15-minute session. And you keep on doing the same thing over and 

over again during the session, and you see how much problem behavior you get. Well, when we 

considered doing that, we thought, you really can’t do that with transitions because once you present a 

transition, you can’t present it again without un-presenting it. Do you see what I mean? So once you 

terminate an activity, you can’t terminate it anymore unless you start it again, which then confounds the 

termination with the initiation. 

And so the way we ended up doing this was to generate a list of preferred activities, non-

preferred activities. Some of them involved location change and some not, and we simply presented 

these things as trials. So over the course of several days, we just presented a series of trials, terminating 

activities, presenting activities, requiring the individuals to go somewhere, and recorded problem 

behavior, yes or no. And the definition of going somewhere was walking 15 feet, okay? 

Now these are the results of Michael’s functional analysis, and you’ll see a series bar graphs, and 

the bars represent the percentage of transition trials of a particular type during which we saw problem 

behavior. Now let me point out the blue bars first. The blue bars represent those transitions that 

involved location change, and what you’ll notice is that every blue bar was elevated. So obviously going 

somewhere was an aversive event. The more interesting bars are the red bars. The red bars are 

transitions that did not involve location change, and what you’ll notice is that there are lots of 

transitions that never produced problem behavior, okay? In fact, the only transitions not requiring 

location change that produced problem behavior were those associated with the non-preferred 

activities over on the left. And so although one might say Michael’s problem behavior occurred during 

transitions, first, that was only half true, and second, you’re really simply talking about escape behavior, 

all right? 

Now as long as we were looking at transitions as an environmental context, we said, let’s take a 

look at traditional types of interventions that have been recommended for problem behavior during 

transitions. And if you do that, you will eventually encounter an intervention known as advanced notice, 

okay? It’s a relatively popular intervention in the autism literature. There really aren’t too many 



empirical studies of it, but nevertheless, people write about it a lot. And the way it goes is like this: 

there’s sort of like a logic that’s manufactured around the justification for using advanced notice. 

Individuals who are diagnosed with autism have difficulties with transitions. Fact, all right? Why do they 

have difficulties with transitions? Transitions are unpredictable events, not fact, but we turn it into a 

fact, all right? How do we solve the problem? We make unpredictable situations more predictable. How 

do we do that? We tell them ahead of time, right, what is going to happen before it actually happens. 

That’s advanced notice, all right? 

So based on that series of logic, all right, lots of people use advanced notice thinking that that’s 

helpful in the context of transitions. So we thought, let’s take a look at that a little more seriously. We 

looked at all the research on the use of advanced notice that contained any data, and what we found is 

that there is a common confounding variable in all those studies, and that is the use of extinction. In the 

studies in which advanced notice has been found to be effective, problem behavior is extinguished. So 

we don’t know if advanced notice really does anything or if we’re just looking at extinction of problem 

behavior, right, that’s being described as advanced notice. 

Okay, so we selected location change and task initiation as Michael’s target context because 

these are the contexts in which he had problem behavior. And we wanted to look at the effects of 

advanced notice, but to separate those effects from extinction so we can get a look at the effects of 

advanced notice, per se, all right? Now we looked at the studies on advanced notice and how advanced 

notice is typically implemented, and usually what happens is two minutes prior to the transition, all 

right, verbal and sometimes visual signals are given that the transition is about to occur. So we did that. 

Now if compliance occurred, there was no consequence, all right? And if problem behavior occurred 

that was SIB, we terminated the transition, meaning escape was allowable, right? So extinction is not an 

effect. 

In the next phase, we looked at differential reinforcement, again without extinction. We 

conducted a preference assessment and identified highly preferred edible items, and contingent upon 

compliance during the task, we delivered a small edible item. Again, however, SIB terminated the task so 

escape was available, extinction was not an effect. And as you can see in the third phase, we added 

extinction to the differential reinforcement. Compliance produces the edible, problem behavior, we 

keep going. 

So here are the results for Michael. You see two sets of data on the graph. The top graph shows 

the walking context, the bottom graph shows the picking up context. This x axis shows calendar days, 



and the y axes show the percentage of sessions, and the session is a trial, during which we saw self-

injurious behavior. So prior to treatment during baseline, we’re getting lots of behavior during the 

walking transition and lots of problem behavior during the picking up transition. We then implement 

advanced notice right there, and for the first three days, things are actually looking pretty good, right? 

Unfortunately, beginning on the fourth day, we’re back up to 100%. We then implemented advanced 

notice down here in the picking up context. Zero effect whatsoever. 

We then move then to differential reinforcement, and you may be able to see that there are 

numbers on top of data points. The numbers refer to the distance that Michael had to walk in order to 

get the reinforcer. The terminal goal was 15 feet, but we thought, let’s do a little shaping here. So we 

started at three feet. You have to walk three feet and you get an edible, and that’s the end of the 

transition. And you notice the problem behavior immediately dropped down to about 50% of the 

transitions, and on the one, two, three, four, fifth day, we’re at zero problem behavior. Things are 

looking good. All right, so let’s add on a couple of feet and say, you have to go five feet. Not so good, all 

right? So then we use what’s known as the titration procedure. We back down the criterion to three feet 

and we get a couple of days of no problem behavior, but then the procedure apparently fell apart and 

was no longer effective. 

We then added on extinction, so you walk the three feet, you get the edible. If you don’t want 

the three feet, then we help you walk the three feet and you don’t basically -- you’re not allowed to 

escape from the transition. So this is still at three feet. Things are wobbling around for several days, and 

eventually we would to a couple of days with zero. We go to four feet. Problem behavior goes up and 

down a little bit, then it goes to zero. We go to five feet. We wanted to see if we could maintain a low 

rate at a constant distance. We had a long run of six feet. We then went to eight feet. There’s an 

increase, but then it went back down to zero. We went to 11 feet. Things are looking good. So now we 

are at our terminal goal of 15 feet. Not so good. So then we backed up to 11 feet, eventually got 

problem behavior to zero. Instead of going from 11 to 15, we first went to 13. It looks good. Fifteen, a 

couple of bad days, and then back down to zero. So by this point, Michael just readily gets up, he’ll walk 

to 15 feet, he’ll get his edible. No self-injurious behavior whatsoever. 

Now because we didn’t see such good effects with the DRA here, we waited to see what the 

effects were when we added extinction, and then we implemented that down there. So we went from 

100% of the transitions during picking up with problem behavior to zero. Problem behavior bounced 

around a little bit, and then eventually flattened out, went to zero, all right? And so this is treating 



problem behavior during transitions simply as escape behavior based on the results of our functional 

analysis. 

All right, so let’s take another look at the functions of advanced notice. Advanced notice is a 

procedure. This is what you do, all right? And a lot of our organization of interventions emphasizes 

procedures, all right? Advanced notice -- probably the best one is planned ignoring, all right? In many 

textbooks, planned ignoring is considered to be synonymous with extinction, all right? In fact, some 

textbooks will actually say this is the way to extinguish problem behavior. Now planned ignoring may or 

may not work. It actually often doesn’t work, but it’s not a basic mechanism of learning. You see what I 

mean? To say you’re going to implement planned ignoring doesn’t say anything about how behavior 

change is produced. If planned ignoring works, then it must have been extinction, which means that the 

reinforcer for the problem behavior must have been attention because planned ignoring eliminates 

attention. However, if the problem behavior is not maintained by attention but rather it’s maintained by 

escape, then planned ignoring, which is terminating interaction, right, means delivering escape, which 

means negative reinforcement for problem behavior. So you can very quickly see how the same exact 

procedure involves very different mechanisms of learning depending on what the function of the 

behavior is. And it’s possible that the same is true with advanced notice. 

So let’s take a look at three hypothetical situations, and I just made these all up, okay? One of 

them is in scenario number one. The transition represents an unpredictable event, and this is what has 

been described most often in the literature. If the only thing that is the issue is not knowing what’s going 

to happen, then advanced notice simply consists of a cue that delivers information. Do you see what I 

mean? And then the transition occurs, and what happens after it is totally irrelevant because the 

important thing is the predictability of the occurrence of that transition, okay? Now if that’s true, then 

this predictability cue will exert its influence independent of any consequences for compliance with the 

transition. 

When we introduce consequences, we have a different situation. So scenario number two, we 

have a transition, and now the issue is that the transition either will produce compliance or it will 

produce non-compliance. So we have a particular target response of interest. Now in that situation, 

advanced notice probably consists of a cue that the transition is going to occur, which if it produces 

compliance, leads to reinforcement. And anyone who knows anything about behavior analysis will say 

that is a discriminative stimulus, right, because the advanced notice is not simply an informational cue. 

It’s a stimulus correlated with reinforcement for compliance. 



Now there’s a third scenario, all right? And that is the occurrence of a transition. And the issue 

here is not compliance, but the occurrence of problem behavior, all right? So I’ve got a ton of dumb 

examples I can use to illustrate these. Let me just pull one out for this one. Let’s say that I’m at the 

dentist, all right? So I’m sitting there at the dentist’s office waiting with this toothache, and of course, I 

predict that I’m going to have to have a tooth drilled and it’s going to be somewhat uncomfortable. So 

I’m sitting there, and eventually the door opens up and the technician peeks around and says, oh, good 

morning, Mr. Iwata. We’re glad you’re here. You’re a couple minutes early so we’ll have this suite ready 

for you in about five minutes. And then begins to close the door, but then reopens it. Peeks around 

again and says, oh, and by the way, I have to tell you that we ran out of Novocain yesterday afternoon. 

That’s advanced notice, okay? So five minutes later, the door opens up, the technician turns around, and 

what does the technician find? I’m gone. Do you see what I mean? 

When the transition produces problem behavior, it must mean that life is going to get worse, all 

right? And cues that life is going to get worse before it actually gets worse become their own aversive 

events to avoid whatever is coming up to get worse. And so as you can see with the three scenarios, it’s 

possible that advanced notice could serve very different functions depending upon what the behavior of 

interest happens to be. 

Okay, so we published that study 11 years ago and that was it. We were fairly satisfied that this 

advanced notice didn’t mean a whole lot, and we went on to a whole bunch of different other things. 

But subsequently, I have found that this advanced notice has acquired a life of its own, that pretty much 

everybody uses it and they all swear by its predictability cue and, okay, all that kind of stuff. So we finally 

said, all right, let’s do some studies to figure out whether or not this made-up hypothetical situation is 

actually true. And we’ve just completed two of the three studies that we’re planning to do. 

All right, now the participants in these two studies were six individuals who were diagnosed with 

autism and also intellectual disabilities. The general sequence was that we conducted a whole series of 

assessments and then conducted study number one. And study number one was scenario one and two 

combined. We were looking at compliance versus non-compliance. Study number two was looking at 

escape. So the assessments that we conducted were to identify highly preferred and non-preferred 

activities, and we identified them different ways. The highly preferred activities, what we did was we 

laid out a whole series of stimuli, these are activities with which they could engage, and then we had 

them select one, all right? They could engage with that activity for a while. And then we removed it and 

we laid out the array again minus the one that they had selected, and we kept on doing that until only 



one was left and they selected that one last. And we did that several times to see if their selections 

would be consistent. And we eventually identified the highly preferred item that was the preferred 

activity. That’s the pre-transition activity. 

And then we wanted to identify a non-preferred activity, so how do you identify a non-preferred 

activity? Well, we figured one way to do that is to compare that with nothing. And so we had two chairs 

set up at a table, and one chair involved the nothing, all right? The other chair involved an activity. And 

we figured if the kid picked the activity, then obviously that was preferred to nothing. And so what we 

were looking for are -- were activities for which the kid always picked nothing. So what that meant was 

the activity was negative. It was worse than nothing. That was the non-preferred activity. 

Okay, sessions were conducted in trials, and so what we basically had was a two-minute pre-

transition period during which the individual had access to what we had identified as his highly 

preferred activity. Then the clock counted down to zero, the transition occurred, and the therapist 

basically said, time for work, removed the preferred activity, presented the non-preferred activity, the 

work task. And what we did was we watched for another two minutes to see whether or not they would 

engage in the work behavior. Compliance, okay? 

And now in studies number one and two, we took data on compliance during the post-transition 

work activity, and study two, we also took data on escape behavior, all right? Now this is a study that is 

designed sort of as a prevention study, and so we didn’t actually work with people who had problem 

behavior. So instead what we did was we taught them how to escape, all right? And we wanted to see 

whether or not they actually would escape. 

Okay, let’s take a look at study number one. So during baseline, all right, compliance with the 

non-preferred activity produces nothing. Non-compliance with the non-preferred activity produces 

nothing. We just wanted to see whether or not they would engage in the non-preferred activity. Of 

course, we knew that they wouldn’t based on our preference assessment, but this is like the ongoing 

data of the experiment. We then looked at the effects of advanced notice, per se, that is all by itself, 

uncorrelated with any consequences for problem behavior. Advanced notice consisted of at the 

beginning of the two-minute pre-transition period indicating that in two minutes, it’s going to be time 

for work, that we count down, and then we have the transition. We then included a condition in which 

advanced notice was correlated with positive reinforcement for compliance. So we start the two-minute 

pre-transition activity, in two minutes it’s going to be time for work, we count to zero, present the non-



preferred activity. They engage in the non-preferred activity, they get positive reinforcers, okay? And 

then the last condition was a return to the advanced notice all by itself. 

So here are the results for these three participants, and they are uniformly the same. The -- 

what we’ve got here are sessions across this axis, and the percentage trials compliance across this axis. 

You can see that during baseline, no compliance, no compliance, no compliance. We then go to 

advanced notice. No compliance, no compliance, no compliance. Now this is advanced notice as a 

predictability cue, do you see what I mean? And we’re removing its correlation with reinforcement, so 

we’re just looking at its effects as a stimulus that increases the likelihood that a transition is going to 

occur. And we actually had a very long run here because we wanted to see whether or not anything 

would happen. So this is one, two, three, four, five, six, seven, eight, nine, ten, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 

sessions. The predictability cue didn’t induce any kind of behavior. 

So let me correlate the predictability cue with reinforcement. Increase in compliance, increase 

in compliance, increase in compliance, all right? And so the data from this condition indicate that 

advanced notice acquired discriminative stimulus properties for compliance, all right? They signaled the 

opportunity to engage in behavior that increased the likelihood of reinforcement. 

Okay, so having shown that there’s no real predictability cue benefit for advanced notice and 

showing that there is some perhaps potential as a discriminative stimulus, we thought, well what would 

happen if once you establish advanced notice as a discriminative stimulus, would it continue to have 

those properties if you uncorrelated it again with reinforcement? Do you see what I mean? And so we 

removed the reinforcement for the compliance and we end up with drop in compliance, drop in 

compliance, drop in compliance, all right? So much for advanced notice, per se. 

Okay, so now let’s move on to study two. Recall that these were individuals who did not have 

problem behavior, but we wanted to teach them to engage in escape which would be the analogue of 

their problem behavior, okay? So prior to the study, we taught them how to terminate the non-

preferred task by simply engaging in a button press. So we exhibited it -- we present a number of trials 

of the activity. We said, if you want to work on it, fine, if you don’t want to work on it, fine. Hit the 

button and we terminate the trial. So we give them a problem behavior to escape with, so to speak. 

During baseline, compliance produces no consequences, non-compliance produces a prompt sequence, 

which is common during shaping of compliant behavior. Pressing the button produced escape. 



Then we implemented advanced notice, all right? And that is, again, at the beginning of the two-

minute pre-transition period, we say, in two minutes, it’s going to be time to work. But then of course, 

it’s the same thing as during baseline. We then correlated advanced notice with positive reinforcement. 

We delivered the advanced notice, we implement the transition, if compliance occurs, we deliver 

reinforcement, but if they press the button, they still get to escape. And then finally we added 

extinction. We delivered the advanced notice, compliance occurs, person gets the reinforcer. Non-

compliance occurs or problem behavior occurs, too bad, you still have to comply, okay? And then we 

went back to the advanced notice condition at the very end, all right? 

So these are the results for these three individuals. The red data points represent escape. The 

blue data points represent compliance. So during baseline, we have escape, compliance, escape, 

compliance, escape, compliance. During advanced notice, escape, compliance, escape, compliance, 

escape, compliance. During reinforcement for compliance, escape, compliance, escape, compliance, 

escape, compliance. And only when we add extinction do we then get compliance, escape, compliance, 

escape, compliance, escape. And then when we removed the reinforcement and extinction, we end up 

with escape, compliance, escape, compliance, and escape, compliance. So again, the advanced notice 

had no information as a predictability cue or no benefit, and in this particular case, there’s no benefit as 

a discriminative stimulus for compliance as long as escape was available and was reinforced. And it was 

only extinction that produced the change in behavior. 

Okay, so what conclusions can we make about advanced notice as a potential prevention 

strategy? Advanced notice as a predictability cue: I say perhaps as a predictability cue because we did 

not test it as a predictability cue, all right? The pure test of advanced notice as a predictability cue would 

be to present the predictability cue and then determine whether or not the individual could guess 

whether the transition is more or less likely to occur. That’s a predictability test, all right? But that of 

course is not the real value of the cue as the way people describe it. It’s that it will generate compliant 

behavior. So advanced notice may or may not have the value -- it may or may not serve as a 

predictability cue, but if it did, it didn’t have facilitative effect on compliance in study one when it was 

not correlated with reinforcement, and it actually had a detrimental effect in study two. 

Advanced notice as a discriminative stimulus for compliance: it was entirely dependent upon the 

correlation of reinforcement. When there was a correlation between advanced notice and 

reinforcement for compliance, we got an increase in compliance, but when we later uncorrelated 

advanced notice with reinforcement for compliance, we saw a drop in compliance. So advanced notice 



appeared to be helpful as a discriminative stimulus, all right, only when compliance was the sole target 

behavior in study number one, and ineffective if the transition produces escape behavior as it did in 

study two. 

Then we have advanced notice as an establishing operation for escape. Yes, all right? It appears 

to serve as a function of an establishing operation of escape -- for escape when reinforcement is 

available, as in telling me that they ran out of Novocain before I even get into the dental chair, all right? 

Now the one thing that we did not measure or did not account for in the study was problem 

behavior occurring during the two-minute countdown period. Do you see what I mean? So when we 

gave the advanced notice in study two, if the individual pressed the button then, then we still initiated 

the transition, all right? So pressing the button was effective once the effective started, that is as an 

escape response, but it was not effective as an avoidance response. We did anecdotally see some 

uneven variable increases in pressing the button during the two-minute countdown, but it wasn’t 

reinforced, so we don’t really know what happened. So that’s why we’re doing study three. 

And study three is pretty much the same as study two, except that we give the advanced notice, 

then we have a two-minute countdown. If they press the button during the two-minute countdown, 

they get to avoid the whole task, all right? And what we’re assuming is that when we give the advanced 

notice, they’re going to press the button and they’ll learn that that avoids the task. And we’ll start to see 

the button pressing behavior move forward in time. That is, they won’t wait until the transition. They 

will press the button when we give the advanced notice, as in, I walk out the door when they tell me 

that they don’t have the Novocain, all right? Now that’s somewhat speculative because we don’t have 

the data yet, but I’m pretty sure that’s going to happen because we’re already seeing some of that 

behavior. 

Okay, now let me move on and summarize with some general sorts of things. This may not 

relate to you because my guess is most of you are practitioners, but it relates to me and other people 

who are researchers. And that is the big methodological problem is the prediction, all right? And in the 

area of risk factor identification, we really don’t know if the occurrence of a risk factor is predictive of 

the development of problem behavior. So we can come up with all of these little sensitivity tests, expose 

these individuals to them, and if they flunk them, that doesn’t necessarily mean we’re going to get 

aggression or self injury or property destruction out there in the future, okay? And so eventually, we 

need to get down and do some research in which we look at individuals who have problem behavior, 

individuals who don’t have problem behavior, we expose them both to the tests, and all of the 



individuals who have problem behavior should flunk them, okay? Then what we should do is look at the 

individuals who don’t have problem behavior but flunk the tests, don’t implement a prevention 

program, all right, and follow them long enough to see if the kids who flunked are the ones who develop 

the problem behavior, all right? That will basically establish the predictive validity of the tests. 

The other big question is, what is the criterion for prevention? That is, passing a test does not 

necessarily mean that you won’t develop a problem behavior because we’re not sure of the 

predictability of these tests to begin with. So we’re going to need to conduct some studies that are sort 

of different than the kinds of studies you see in the area of behavioral analysis, namely some between-

subject, longitudinal studies in which some individuals who flunk the test get the prevention package 

and others don’t, all right, and we see whether or not the ones who got the prevention package are the 

ones who are less likely to develop the aggressive and the self-injurious behaviors in the future. Now 

that’s the traditional group method way of doing it. 

I think there’s a more innovative way to do that that involves within-subject comparisons 

because there are always difficulties comparing between people because there are a variety of personal 

differences. What if we have an individual or a group of individuals who flunk a series of tests, all right? 

So we’ve got a bunch of individuals who flunk a series of tests. Then what we can do is implement these 

prevention packages for some of the tests that they flunked, but not for other tests that they flunked. 

And we will be able to look at their behavior longitudinally and see if they develop problem behaviors in 

particular situations versus others, namely they develop problem behaviors in the situations in which 

they flunked the test but didn’t get trained, but don’t engage in problem behaviors in which they 

flunked the test and did get trained, all right? So that’s a combination of sort of like longitudinal analyses 

plus single subject design. 

Okay. I’m not sure who here is a researcher versus a clinician, so let me just close with some 

suggestions for research. Risk factor identification: it seems to me that with the technology that we have 

now, we can come up with a very nice, efficient list of selective tests for risk factors, all right, like the 

disappointment test, the I-can’t-have-it-now test, the turn the other -- all those things. They’re very 

simple to do. You just need to identify what the evocative event is going to be, all right, that is the 

antecedent event, and expose the individual to it. We then need a methodology, as I just indicated, to 

establish the predictive power of these tests. In terms of risk factor reduction, we can develop a whole 

pile of risk factor interventions singly, as in the case of the Mesa Dahl study, access to the computer, or 



we can look at complex behavioral constellations, as in the Balman study, right, dining out with children. 

And take a look at that one. 

Incidentally, there’s a very similar situation to the one that Ken Balman looked at many years 

ago, and that is taking your kids to the food store or your clients to the food store, all right, because 

what that does is involves prolonged deprivation, all right, in the face of many stimuli, right, that are 

repetitive stimuli. And of course, I don’t do a whole lot of grocery shopping, but I do enough to have 

seen many instances of problem behavior in public. And when an individual is writhing on the floor, 

screaming and hollering, there’s not a whole lot that a parent really can do. Do you see what I mean? 

Because it’s too late. It’s too late to engage in any training at that point. The kid’s out of control. And so 

what most parents do is shove a pile of candy at the kid, and what does that do? That reinforces that 

behavior the next tome you’re at the store. What you do is you don’t take the kid to the food store, but 

you teach some appropriate behavior at a time when you don’t have to go to the food store. Do you see 

what I mean? And then you test whether the behavior occurs simply by taking the kid into the food 

store when you don’t need to buy anything. So the consequence for having a problem behavior is just 

walk the kid out the store, and you don’t have this big scene happening. 

All right, some general implications for prevention. Prevention in the short run: eliminate or 

minimize establishing operations. I indicated what the big ones were: deprivation from attention, 

aversive stimulation, and no access to sensory reinforcement. And so if one were to say, how would you 

design an early intensive intervention for preschoolers who are at risk for problem behavior, it would 

have lots of that stuff. Teachers just running around all day long delivering attention, free access to toys 

except during the very brief periods of instruction, and that instruction is simply going to involve, play 

with toys, all right? Follow my instructions and play with these toys, okay? 

Intermediate approaches to prevention: we’ll establish responses protective against these 

establishing operations. That’s basically going to mean language, compliance, and personal 

entertainment, how to entertain yourself when nothing else is going on. And so those three behaviors, I 

would submit, are the key behaviors to early intervention prevention programs. Heavy focus on 

language, not just language, but, I want, and, leave me alone, all right? Compliance, that is starting with, 

play with these toys, all right, and then actively teaching engagement with the environment, 

engagement or manipulation of toys so that you don’t end up with whole lots of self-stimulatory 

behavior. 



Now in the long run -- or what? Yeah, in the long run, I think prevention efforts are going to 

require systematic exposure to problematic situations. So here’s like a little editorial comment. Many of 

our students and clients have varies behavioral characteristics, and in response to some of those 

idiosyncratic preferences, we design facets of the curriculum, all right, to prevent that situation from 

happening. Like the advanced notice, like everything happens at the same time, like we’ve got the visual 

schedule, like we’ve got all kinds of things going on, classroom rearranged, and all that sort of stuff to 

provide continuity sameness so that kids are not exposed to variations in routine that may cause 

problem behavior. 

And of course, that’s a very sound strategy from the standpoint of immediate prevention. But in 

the long run, that kid’s life is not going to look like that. Do you see what I mean? And the longer you 

persist in doing that, what you will do is not teach them a response, all right, that will be effective in the 

face of other kinds of stimulus variation. And so eventually, the best thing that we can do is begin early 

on trying to look at our students and clients to figure out what their weird little idiosyncrasies are, and 

trying to figure out how to gradually expose them, right, to variations to the point where they will 

eventually be able to tolerate them. Because right now, we may get a little bit of crying if things don’t 

happen in the same sequence. Five years from now, we’re going to get some self-injurious behavior or 

aggression, okay? 

Now there’s one area that I neglected, and I said I’d come back to it in the end. And that is the 

contingency deficits. So here are some suggestions to take care of the contingency deficits. First of all, 

and this is like -- I have no idea when this will ever happen, teacher training programs should include a 

component in the curriculum that covers applied behavioral analysis. I would suspect that there are 

probably five percent, all right, of the Bachelors of Education curricula in universities across the country 

that contain any exposure to behavior analysis as part of the training curriculum. I don’t understand why 

that continues to be the case, but it simply is. We’re much better off actually in special education than 

we are in general education, but nevertheless, in both, there’s a big problem there. 

Second, school psychology training programs, okay, should contain a component on how to 

conduct functional analyses of problem behavior, and graduates of these programs should have skills 

equivalent to those of a certified behavior analyst. And my guess is that probably ten to 15 percent of 

school psychology training programs include that information. What dominates the curricula in school 

psychology training programs to this very day is what? IQ and educational testing. So our graduates 



come out highly skilled at giving labels to students and clients, and then they kind of like throw up their 

hands, all right? 

Now finally with respect to parent training programs -- and this is the bizarre punch line, okay? A 

couple of you may have been around long enough to be familiar with an individual whose name is Rob 

Hawkins. And he actually spent some time at Pittsburgh. There either was or they may still be a school 

called Pressley Ridge School. He was a behavioral consultant at Pressley Ridge School for a number of 

years, and he was a faculty member at University of West Virginia. While I was still a graduate student, 

this is about 1973, he published an article in the American Psychologist, and it was a very controversial 

article back in 1973. And I’m sure if it were re-published again, it would be very controversial today. He 

began with some statements of fact, and what he essentially said was that when society deems that 

there are certain behaviors that are very important, or certain skills that are important to have, and if 

one does not have them then that individual places others at risk, then we sanction those behaviors, 

okay? For example, if you want to drive a car, you have to get driver education and get a license. If you 

want a gun, you have to get a license. And so he went over a whole series of behaviors that were 

important enough for society to have stepped in and said, you have to get a license. 

Now after having done that, and of course, as you’re reading the article, you go, yeah, yeah, 

yeah, yeah, yeah, here’s what he proposed. And I’m going to leave you with this. How about that one, all 

right? He suggested that of all the skills that we might want our children to have, there is probably none 

that is more important that effective parenting. Nevertheless, there are no contingencies whatsoever 

placed on being a parent. Now of course, you can’t do that for being a parent, but you could on having a 

child. Do you see what I mean? So if you have a child, you must very quickly become licensed as a 

competent parent. Now of course, the real way to look at this from the standpoint of prevention, is not 

to wait until people have kids then imbue them with some competencies, but to include some parent 

training programs or similes -- facsimiles of parent training programs in all of the high school human 

development curricula across the whole country, okay? 

So I’ll leave you with that. Of course, I’m not really serious, but I thought that that was a very 

provocative notion, and if you sort of take the long behavioral view of things, it’s hard to argue against 

that. Thank you very much. 

WOMAN: Thank you, Dr. Iwata, for being here today. The verification code for today’s presentation is 

AGE142. That’s AGE, A-G-E, 142. And [inaudible] for Dr. Iwata, thank you very much. 


