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; expevrmental series.

ABSTRACT. S

. I N ) . . PN
'The experimental work reported in this thesis
attempts to test *two central hypotheses: 1. Thought is

a form of %“echavjor subject to laws simjlar'to those which™

explain motor and ‘erbai behavior; ' 2. An understanding
e’ ’

-0f behavioral laws and scientiftc pr1n01ples can have

LI ~

spe01£1c therapeut;c value . SR

o . In so doxng, it makes use of tﬂz baslc ptthlples

4

- and assumptxons of sczentlflc method of radxcal behavxorlsm.

Addxtxonal principles and many of the analytzc methodol—

oqxes employed qgqunated in prevxous-studlea in the same

A
*

[

Thought as a subject-matter presents extreme

dxffxcultxes to the eXperxmental peyeh01091st. In testing

“‘the second hypothes1s, these dlffxcult;es were tackled by

operatxonalleng ;nternal ptoqeusea' in terms of overt
behav1ora1 accompanxments.. In the test of the first

hypoth831s, the: method of recall ‘of theught activxty and

-'verbal report was adopted to subserve the same purpose.

In both cases. the resultlng objeftive behavxors were coded ‘
S

.

I
T

b +

with the axd ‘of behavior observatxon instruments. *.The
.. ,
coded behavxoral patterns were then analyzod in torns of '

their occurtence (second hypothesxa), and‘their functional .

:telationahxps thh surrounding ltxmuli (tirlt and second ‘

{hypothesel) A more precise method of functional anelyliu b .

.,‘ ’ N
,? v . N .

. ,i’. ST | v;i .



wﬁs used A4 the test of)the first hypothesis; than in the

“the sécond.

. While the.ﬁethod of testing the second:hypothests
/{;/goro dwflnxtLVg than the method of testing the first

. hypothesjs, both,lechnlqucs are sti1ll being developed -

‘pSpcciél]y in Vélation to the problems presented by thouaht
behavior. Tpu central purposes of the present study are

to determ{n& how these Tethédologf&al techniques and the
experimgﬁlal design as a whole, might be altéred to provide
more/definitive evidénce about the hypotheses considered
and, hopefully, to gain objective informétioﬁ.quut the

nature of the thought process itself. .

L
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* CHAPTER I ,
—— e

HISTORICAL

-

It is clear from the written tecdrds that from

an early period, man has asked questions in an attempt
. <

to understand human behavior: this sometimes included his .

" own thinking processes. Initial explan?tiohs relied -
“heavily on magical and religious theeries The ancient
Egyptians, the Semltes and the Greeks were especxally con-
cerned wlth these proplems. Naturallstic and theologlcal
views were in confllct as far back as classical Gteek
times.
Dufing the seventeenth and eightee?th,centuries,
‘the development of mechanistic and rationalistic,cdncepts
led into the beqinninge of expe}iﬁental psycholoéy'aﬁd'
‘the behaviorist school.
‘ The study of behavior as a scieﬁce.is rooted
in early'natu}alisticgclassif;cetions éf behavior, es-
pecialiy'the Greek atemists Democritus and Bpicufus.
These concepte lay dormant for almost 2,000 years as theory

(dualistic concepts) dominated the 1nte11ectual scene.

But by the 17th century Delcartes, in his concept of . the-'”

reflex arc, was wxlllnq to lpeculete on the concept that
~ man's- movemente and behlvxor in general folloued aoue
lawful otder.‘ Bacon and Hobbes in England were lllo ex-

' trenel} siqnificent fxgureu ln this developnent Otherl

*



followed an these footsteps and began to relate precise
' 4
waoo o o Yo partilcular evcnas in the organism's
22l

Lt thas relatiogship between environmuﬁt and
ro peened the way for an cmpiriéal approach to the
at.lyeirs aof behavior.,

In the 20th Ccntu}y (1894), Pavlov's work with
rvtloxgs 1ntr§ducvd the relationship between responses and
certain tralning oporations in the organism's history.

This wérk (anticipated as a program by Sechenov)ﬁled to an
increasingly scientific appfoach,to the study of behavior
and the discovery of laws to predict and control it. It
is oﬁlx recently in the work of Skinner and other radical
behaviorists tﬁat the eérly’natufalistic concepts of the
Greek schools have been combined with the more recent
objective methods'of'fhe-empiricists.>

The rationalists considered the source of be-
havior as given, and to be explaineNy in terms of an analysis
of the "inner man", Most of the early classical philoso-.
ghers represented‘this point-of'view (stemming from Plato
and Socrates) . . oh the other hand, the empiricists em-
phqsized the_roﬁe cf.the environment and maﬁs' relatioﬁf

ship to it.' The empiricist school continued to develop

.

o ‘ : .
as techniques and knowledge grew in methods of ébservation

and control of experiments. "The‘ratiénalists.wete basically

non-oijCt;ve'(aad ceriainlyxnon-ihductive)gjn‘their

approach. Their studies fell into the area of philosophy
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of which psychology was considored a branch., The em-

piricists were more scientific nly acceptiyg observable
. . (

data. Most thcorics of thoug! ave been caught up 1n one

or bther of the two systems. wtinulng the work of the

4

radical behaviorists we are seeking to find an acceptable
mglhod and rationale for handlind the collection and i1n- ©
terpretation of thought processes as an objective preocess -

that &, thought as bechavior.

The rationalist thinking was initiated because
man saw hls world as being essentially two-fold. There
was_the natural world which followed a pattern of seasons
and reasonably predictable events and an "unnatural"_ world
of discasa, death and destruction foy which no.caugal ’
relationship seemed pqssible; Frop these concepté tﬁe
" idea of dualism develobed. For example, body and soul
came to be regarded as two distinct things ~ capable of
interactionﬁbﬁt distinct in subgtance. Thus by attributing
a "spirit" or "will" te man and inanimate objects an
explanation of many *Unnatural“_évéhts was poésigle.

The dualism of the rationalists (Wﬁich counter-
posed "mind" to "matter") fiogrished for many centuries.

An eariy exception to this apprqachwwaslDeméc;itué'in the
‘fourth centhfy B.C. He anticipated many of the broéd

- generalizations on which modern empirical science is based -
the indéstr@éﬁibili@y of matter and the cbhsa:?éfion‘of'

energy. He presented a'monistié'theoryvto'account for
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man's Ch&;dCtCFfStiC.QUdlithS. He belirceved that true
knOWl(Wkﬂfé)f reality was possible, althohgh he differen-
tiated between knowledge gained directly through the

senscs and 'truce-born' knowledge whicp came more 1ndircctly
from outside the self (Esper, 1964).

Other Greek philosophers attempted to reconcile
the traditional mind-bodf dualism yithla monism, not by
elaborating on‘Democritus' environmental approach, but
by insistinq that the mind alone was at the root of every-

thing. Human thought and log?c were their concern. This

- 4
was the idealistic trend in phiflosophy. They'a ssumed that

34
T

only by a superior wisdom which could conceptualize the

universe as a shadow world reflectingban ideai, non-

éaterial universe could the world about them be understood.
Knowledge of the properties of matter and técheiques of
experimental testing to describe the ultlmate nature of
the universe were regarded ailnlsconcelved Trae

. knoy edge could only be obtaqned by a process of loglcal
deductlons ("dlalectlc") from the qualltles of worﬂs,

thoughts and other mentallstlc constructlons.

PR *'y '
Many groups and indlviduals cont;nued the search

for the nature of mah and’ !hc'uhderstaﬁalng of hil be—

hav1or The‘Sophlstl emphpsized pragmatics of spcxal |
11v1ng without régard to the "true natuie.gk reality,

whlle Socrates stressed the ethxcal and mentalistic

analysis of xsqlity. .Plato’ turned from. the shifting
T o : . . . ’

o’
+

{4,



(allegedly) unintelligible world of sensations to a hypo-
thetical "Svff”-crcutcd world of pure thought. He stressed
the fundamental distinction between "body" and "soul".
Arlsfotle, while maintaining this dualistic approach, was
also concerned with purPUSo'(teleoluqically defined) -

what the object does, and how 1£ operates 1n terms of
immedlate and final purposes.,

Aristotle was something of an empiricist, des-
cribing and 1interpreting hdman experience and behavior in
concrete terms, returning tq a study of the senses, the
emotions, and reagoning and memory. Behavior, for Aristotle,

was a product of processes in the organism as well as

environmental factors. (Espgr, 1964). However, the
)

.alleged dichotomy between ‘'animal'. function and 'rational'

soul more aptly fitted the religious dominated philosophy

of his and later times. It was his dualism, rather than

4

the principles of empirical enquiry which Aristotle

proposed, which was selected by history for emphasis and

surwival.

i
leave us with the theory

L]

Aristotle, however, did
. .

ofgthe "association of ideas" basell on the principles of

contiguity, similarity and contrast. From this doctrihe

of association, which posits that recalling occurs as

experiences succeed one another in “memory", much of the
theory of learning as well as the theory of human thought

»

has evolved. . This implies that the psychology of »



thinking and learning 1s riddled with the Aristotelian
dualism and telcology,

The shift from Aristotle's dualistic dogma stdrtod’

L}

with the birth of science and the contradiction between g
priori method and oﬁpirical knowledge in the works of men
‘like Copernicus, Galileo and Newton. It was Bacon,
through his renunciation of the ancient philosophers, who
conceived the'possibillty of an empirical science which

would abandon mentalistic constructions derived from

o

thcology and the ancients.
o L4

The English Associationists in the sewenteenth

]
- century saw the doctrine of mental association as a way of

explaining the origins of human knowl dge.
. [ 4

. Although there were nu o] s'éxponents of this
@ theory of association (Hobbes, Loc e, and later James and
John Stuart Mill) - the concept was bdsicq}ly that all{
mental life arises from sensations., As a p;odUCt of
corresponding sense organ stimulations, experiences
became "ideas". Sensations or images can reproduce a }
chain reaction which has occurred on previous occaéions
in the temporal éontiguity with the ériginal sensation
or idea (Esper, 1964).
| While aIl‘o? these men wete'as;oéiationists to
‘a degrece, some we;; more empirically minded than others
. e ‘

(Priestley, Locke, hartley). Some tried'td go beybnd

simple associations and adopt a "common sense", intro- .
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spective approach to the study of the human mind. Starting
from their own careful observations they made generaliza-
tions centering around the laws of association and thé
ways 1n which "mental" events were connected,

During the nineteenth century associationism
reachéd its peak. Aspects o£ it becam§~linked (after 1859)
with the theory of evolution and led to a new interest in
the cnvironmental determinants of overt behavior. The

publication of Charles Darwin's Origin of Species (1859)

and The Descent of Man (1%72) profoundly influenced man's

-thinking about his own position and purpose in the

universe. Huxley also published Man's Place 1in Nature

(1863). No longer was man a special creation of a Divine
Mind but simply a product of a selective 'process' related
to his evolutionary adaptation to the environment. Darwin's
work recoynized not only the natural but also the psycho-
logical relationship;between man -and other animals, |
especially mammals. The development of {the geneticvmethod
and\ the new eVolutionary viewpoint,rled to the empirical
investigation of association and imagery (for example,
Galton). The idea that images were the main substance
involQed in ‘thought resulted in the earliest true ex-
periments in the’psychology 6f thinking. ‘

Wundt, through his use of asso?iation as a
basic principle in his new ékpeg}men?al psychology, was
a primary influencg. His iaboratory pioblems coVergd

N | o



many areas.,  He laird down very precise rules for the use
of the introspcctive method. In his 1nsistence that the

essence of any experiment ,lies 1n observind the changes 1in

the experience of the observer, he made a major contribution

to the forces of empiricism,

There were other important contemporaries and
successors of Wundt in Germany. The most significant
figure is thét of Ebbinghaus wi® made a pioneer, objective.
study of memory, learning and forgetting (without re-
course t§ the introspective method). He set himself the
ta;k of memorizing lists of varying lengths of three
letter nonsE;se syllables. By recording and comparing
the length of timé it took him to learn (up to the point
of one crrorless reproduction), short lists of words, cpm-
pared with longer lists he was able to get a quantitative
assessment of how much had been remembered br forgotten.
Thg use of nonsense syllables, of course, was to'axoid the
pbssibility of 'ready made associations' with thé material.
Thus he dev1sed$a methodology (31pg1e sub)ect ob;ectl-
fication by means of a quasi- lntrospectlve technlque which
investigates “imner processes", an operatiana‘ -definition }

"higher men£a1 process”).i-Through thése meticulously
congfolleg experiments, Ebbinghaus objectified ihé prdcess
of memory. His curve of forgettlng 1nd1caéed the operation

of causal laws in thls area.

It was at this tlme that the "Wiirzburg School"



set up a scries of experiments to broaden the use of
introspection. The Wirzburg School continued the study of
the qualitative nature of association. Thought and
aSSOCia:iOn scemed closély rclated, but to be scientific

é more precise Qethod of observation had to be applied‘r

to the study of these subjects and their responses. Watt,
through 'systematic experimental self observation! proposed

to account for the sequence of the thinking process .
(Humphrey, 1951). Wwatt presented his sub]ects with ;
stimulus card and the task (Aufgabe) was to classify it

in some way, for example, Jo name an example of 1it, to
name a "whole" to'which it'belongéd. The time for the
response was recorded a§ were the elabbrate introspections
made after each word. Specific¢ stages of the thinklng

process which manifest themselves between the subject's

preparation for the stimulus card and the spoken response

were analysed. Thus Watt's method made-possibie a more

precise breakdown of the steps in the thxnklng process. ‘3
However, as the behavxorlsts of the day '

gleefully pointed out, the Wiirzburg and the Leipzig Schools

-of 1ntrospectlonlsts were unable to dec1de the question

of xmageless thought"‘ This was a crucial test~of the

introspection method. 1Its failure to answer the question

~ discredited. the work of all psychologiéts using it.’  The

n: introspectxonlsts deveLOped many mentalzstic gzrmulatxonn

»
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The historical course of associationism divides
after John Stuart Mill. One line, which started from the
empirjcal lahoratory of Helmholtz, reached down through
Meyer and Weiss to the American functional psychology.

Helmholtz was a man‘of widce interests and great genius.

 Educated 1n physiology and physice, he was instrumental

ip applying the same systematic experimental approach he

had uscd in his early studies on such subjects as sthe

“prineiple of the conservation of energy to several branches

*

-

.’prlnc1p1e that the organism is xnaeparable from its en-'

}ﬂ'psychology These included the laws of perceptioh
-and the nature of scientific observatlon Another side
llne of associatiaofiism reached Amerlca by travelllhg
through Russia.p

The immediate antecedents to the wohk of Watson
were to be found in the writings of %wo Russian physiolo- ,
gists, sechenov and Pavlov. JTheir behavioral studtes on
reflex theory, while prlmarlly in the field of physiology, .
supplled a theoret1ca1 model whxch was largely Lgnored by
the American behaviorists who followed Watson. Sechenov, ‘
who had worked WIth Helmholt;, 1dent1f1ed reflexes as

being innate or 1earned’ Learnlng itself was a process W

of aSSOCLatlon obtained through env1ronmental stimulatlon.' L

.Thinkxng, to’ Sechenov, was an 1nh1b1ted reflex. The

’vironment is basic to Sechenov s work - (McLexsh, 1975)

However, it was Pavlov ‘'who examxned thele foundatxons

.
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through experimental study,

On the basis of his extensive work on conditional
reflexes, Pavlov (1927) posited that higher processes such
as speech, constituted a "sccond sig;allinq system of
reality" which is governed by the samec fundamental laws |
of the reflex as governed t "first signalling system"
(motér responses).  In his desire to establish a science
of behavior which would replace’ the mentalism of the
introspectionists, Pavlov insisted, that his‘experiméhts

on the physiological activity of the cerbral co:texf@ere

really investigations of behavior which he conceived to
be "higher nervous'activity“.

While ideas from many saurces filtered across
the Atlantic, itAwas principally the introspgftive study
of mental‘life; sb vig6rously pursuea on ths‘Continent.
3gnd in éfeat Britain, that was attacked by the early.
American behaviorists.. J.B. Watson in his fqm0u511913

manifesto claimed that:

Psychology as the behaviorist views it .

is a purely objective exptrxmental branch,

of natural science. Its theoretical goal

is the prediction and contfol of behavxor.

, . Introspection forms no essential part of

i its methods, nor is the scientifig value
of its data dependent upon the readiness
with which they lend themselves to inter-

. pretation in terms of consciousness.

(Watson, 1913).’, ,

VWatson thus made it quite clear that xntrospection and
" the study of mentaI processes was nbtoriously invalid as;

a acientific method -- this is his ttrenqth.y‘ap\re-
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nounced the use of mentalistic terms. In the behaviorist's
view the rationalists and the empir{cists were to be
Beparated once and for all., Watson equated the phenomenon
known as "thinking" with covert behavior chains. Speaking-
loudly is overt behavior and manifestation of the thought
processes.  As the volume decreases and dies away this
behavior (what is called pure thought):is hidden. Thus,
“thought is always, for Watson, ichibited covert speech.,

As such, it is a.non observable, non empirical phenomenon
4and.kan be ignored.

During the great waQe of interest in the new
psychology'of behaviorism, considerable work wae alsg
being‘done 12 the area of language and its acquisition.

De Laguna em;hasized the role of social interaction in
language development. She 9051ted that the 519n1f1cance

of language arises from the situations in which it occurs

and also the behavior which it occasions.r

"
-

Vygotsky’should also be noted *He refuted the
1deallst1c‘not10n that speech. logxcal thought, mem;ry,

. etc, are in any sense "innate"” ‘or‘that they "maiaref_in.'
‘ some way in, the absence of soc1a1 experxence. While
demonstratlng the 1ntegra1 character cf thought and .
:speech Vygotsky (1962) recognlzed that tha two phenomena
~fare by fio means identical Thul Vygotsky addressed hxm-

‘self to the same problem as Watson. but xn a ggre sophis-j'

txcated'way.
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B.F. Skinner's theory of language developed out
of the productive rescarch of many of these psychologists
vvho attempted to free themselves and theii.scienbc from
@ subjective approach to mental phenomena 'through intro-
spection'. While avoiding the crude and narrow behavior-
istic principles of J.B., Watson, Skinner, adbpting a
podition of radical}bghaviorism;iwas able to develop a
methbdological approach which could copé'yfth the subject
mat:éY o% the rationalists whilst superseding their
theorct}cal_analysis. |

Skinner does not ignore brivate events because
theréxcan be no public agreement about their validity.
,ﬁhf h% raises the question of how much of oneé bodily
processes, or behavior can actually be observed. Sihce
it does not insist upon truth by agreéhént As-a-methpd-
oiOgical ;;bposition, radical behaQiorism can consider
events taking place in a private world-within the skin.
[t does not céll these eventé unobservable or dismiss them
as subjecﬁivef‘ However, this does not mean that what'is
‘ felt or 1ntrospect1VQly observed exists autonomously or
.13 the cause of behav1or (Sklnner, 1974)

The main tenet of radxcal behavxorxsm is that
an-prgaﬁlsm,behaves as-xtvdoes as a functiOnal response o

;toﬁéhé éhanginé environmeﬁt,' Thls is in tetmg of 1ts
,structure whzch is determxned by denetic environmental

histories. All of “mental 1ife" (so-called) can. be ex- -

v‘a‘
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Plaincd by a knowledge of these sources. Through the
applicatiOn-Qf/éAcomplex and dynamic series of contin-
gencics of reinforcement, the environment leads to a re-.
Structuring of the inner "experience" of its ojcupants.
No adequatc account of the development of langdage or >
thought is possible without a'knowledgc'of "the hundreds

of thousands of occasions upon which a child hears words

and ‘sentences spoken or the many thousands of times he | ¢
himself speaké them with results" (Skinner, 1974). - Coﬁ-
tingencieg of reinforcement operate in the ontogenic

histories of individuals to select the behaviors in ik—

dividual repertoires at any point iﬁ'time,.in much the i
same way as natural seleotlon accounts for the phylogenetlgi
evolution of entire spec1es. In relatlon to the develop-

ment of speech d'thought, the contingencies of rein-

forcement which exert control, without our awareness,
AareAthose'thch have'béen;incorpbra;ed over the millenia

of human evolution into the particuiar'vegbal communities

iin whichiihdividuals reside. These contlngenc;es of re-'

1nforcement which affect xnaxvxdual organlsms are not | _ .fpf_;.
MLnsme them; they | i."f?‘.‘-’»-;
feducatlonal and héf shap&ﬁé‘ptocessgé. 7‘:‘ o ‘_; ‘vip;u:;};
| The ani%ion of thinking given by Skxnner v' i;§4‘§,
~Q(19§! 1957 ;974) is by fat the most.bomplex and :ubtle :;!:ffi
theory avallable.' The flrst and most signxfzcant fact .'hilﬁ}.
::ﬁut th;nkzng 13 that, lxke speech, it is behavior.:"',.

T 4 . . . * . . . v L : . . . . . ' .
' L . ) . N . - ) . o . . L
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More precisely, it 1s covert behavior (which manifests
itself to dE primarily in the form of private experience).
That it exists as a process 1is attested to by certain
external manifestations, overt activity of one kind or
another (for exémple, verbal report, functional expression
in problem-solving activity, egocentric specch; behavior
patterns which involve problem solving and covert behavior,

" inference by analogy from our own éxperiencc). Covert
behavior is always acquired in overt form.

In thinking, inner speech is substituted for
external speechf‘it is af though the speakér is made the
sole listener. Covert behavior has the advantage ﬁhat we
can revoke the behavior without external punishment and
'try again if private conseguenées ate‘not‘reinforcing.

| In this way, and in several others, itAaiffers‘from ovért

behaviofal forms. One.other significant difference is that

thlnklng is behav1or which automatlcallx, and in a uniquely
characteristic way affects the behaver. ‘The “speaker" |

and the "llstener ylnslde the same skin spéak and under~ J
.stand the same languége in all ;ts nuancés. ‘“They" are
iqhsitive to”a;l:thelresonanCes of mein{pg based on
chmmon,expeiiences.~  | | | .\

| i Thinking is behavihg It does pot explain S e

) overt behav1or, but is 1tself simply more behavior to be ’
. explalned,‘ The mxstake of. the mentalists is to allocate

“this fqrm‘of behavxor to some autonomous gntlty - the

PR
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"mind". Thinking has the dimensions of behavior, it 1is
not of some fancs»ful innér process which finds expression
in behavior.,

The conceptual model developed for the purpose
of the experiment desckibed in this thes;s takes its
starting point from ghe radical behaviorist positions,
especially of Secheﬁ?v, Pavlov and Skipner. In addiglon,
we incorporate a geieral systéms theory assumption which
is implicit in thegpavloyian conception of the organism

(McLeish, 1955, 1975). Thus we begin from a siMplified

model which dispenses with the hypothetical entitl
the mind, soul @r .spirit, substituting for them certain
: methodological concepts as our organising conceptual ’
framework. This is based on 8ix basic principles which
have empirical referents: in this way we believe it to
be superior to t;aditionél explanatiops of the thinking‘
process. |

13 »

Basic Concepts :

1. vEnvironmenséi,COntrol ; The sofcalled‘hi her mental

| proceSses,af; ﬁnaer the cqntfol of such features as:

',(&);the physicai environment?(i e.) Buéh'Objeéts as
chairs, clocks, coffee éups, etc. and (b) social

| 'objecps 1nc1ud1ng ‘the 1nd1viduals in th. group, the.

, | ‘.lobj.ect himselt‘ his own body and bqéily proc‘s.

‘his U!havxor. ST S -
. : » N
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Salient stimuli "emerge" from this environment and
"shape" the on-yoing thought process by controlling
mechanisms.

Systems Model - Each element, whether physical or

social, whether verbal or non-verbal, intefacts with
every other. SOme éfgaghts becomo more salient than
others, then gpfge baak to become mirely contextual.
Dynamic - The environment is constantly changing its
form as the orgénism{shifts from object to object,
from moment to moment different pattérns of elemeﬁts

control and dominate the ongoing process.

Reinforcement - Each element in the environment has

i

poéitive and/or negative aépects for each thinking
subject. Thinking is a form of behaviour subject to
the conElngenc1es of relnforcement relevant to the
behaving subject, to the place and»tlme.

The Thought Contingency

A. Discriminative Stimulus - a discriminative stimulus

pattern élicits particular thouggt content depen-
ding on previous contingencies. This stimplus'
represents énAa&gebraic summation of salient
- aspects (both p031t1ve -and negatlve) in the en-
‘vironment at. the particular moment when the thought‘
is " c0nce}ved", or whenla link 1s,established‘in -

the sequence, . | o oy

9

5
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B. The Responsc is in terms of a camplex amalgam,

or intecgration of threec aspects of the higher
mental;procossos. Any of these may be dominant:
(a) the “thinking" aspect, (b) the emotional
reaction, and (c¢) overt behaviour or an "inclination”
towards an act. . .

C. Reihforcemc;t is the sum of the positive and

. [ ™
aversive consequences of the particular thought,

or sequence of thoughts.
Typology - Social stimuli (peQ§ons) are.reinforcers
as are physical oﬁjects. Each person in the group;l
(as well as each physical élement) has both positive
and aversive qualities. It is possible to deve}op a
typology of reinforcers on this basis. (theish and

Martin, 1975).
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1. Introduction

to the S;tﬂu*dz

’g The cxperimental work reported in this thesis
1s o 1

n a series of rescarch UnqulrlOS which have been,

and a%ﬁ,hplng,%condULted at the UnlvorQ1ty of Alberta
under -the derCtlon of Professor John McLelsh The overall
purpose of these studies 1s to investigate psychological
problems which are especially pertinent to learning and
feaching within a syste@atic scientific framework. Each
experiment in this series stands in a vital relatiohsﬁip

to its pgedecessors and 1its successors, all are done in a

s -~
2 ©

naturalisgic social situation so set up that Ssubsequent
analysis 1s possible. .Consequently, many of the basic
arguments, assumptions, hypotheses, and methodological

techniques of the present study have been conceived and

developed within an "extended family" of empirical studies.

In a more general sense, the Alberta investi-

’

gations are historically rooted in the traditioa‘fq’:adical

" behaviorism common to Ivan Sechenov in the ninetedgth“

- century and B.F. Skinner in the twentieth. The guiding

principlé upon which this tradition rsgts was stated by

Sechenov as follows:

19
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It (psycholoqy) will no longer be based
on erroncous rcasoning prompted by the
misleading vof? of consciousness; it
‘will reply on/positive facts, on veri-
fiable propositions...In short, psycho-
logy will become a posit}vi science,

-

For the purpose of our work at Alberta, psycho-
logy 1s defined as the objective scientific study of
overt human behavior as 1t occurs 1in naturalistic settings:‘
One of the common denominators of the experiments in the
present series stems from this concern with naturalistic
study. The greater part of our experimental data consists
of behaviors generated 1in natural student groups. The *
normal procedure is to set up a learning situation in-
volving a small number of participants, generally six to
twelve in number. We set them a particular lé;rning task
~under the direction of-a ieade’while other member§ of
the research team observe the on-going pfocéss through
a Qne-way window. The observers are usually éngaged in
some kind of systematic analysis of the on-going process.
In addition, ﬁhe interaction is recorded on video tape

: o . *
so that a detailed analysis can be made later., Using
thig general procedUre; with appropriate moditiéations ang
adjustments, we have studied learning outcomes associated
with various kinds of small,group interactions, formulated
principles of process and structure which affect dYnAmic
group.interactiqps‘in varjous ways, opetatibnhlized common

psyc€hological terms (such as the Freudian ego defence

.
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mechanisms) by equating th:m with specific behavioral
patterns, and cvaluagyd contemporary psychotherapies.

| Most reccently, we have completed an extensive
investigation of vvrﬁal behavior, both vocal and non-
vocal, as 1t occurs in the context of the small learning
group. The main finding herc was that all verbal
behavior 1s under the causal control of tri-member contin-
gencies of reinforcement made up of stimuli‘in the 'here-
and-rnow' situation. 1In other words, verbal behavior was
found to obey the same basic principles énd laws as does
the motor behavior of sub-human species in the laboratory
researches of Skinner and others. A behavioral model was
constructed which satisfactorily eﬁplained the variation
in the frequencies of the vast majorit*of verbal behaviors
in the Qroups we oObserved. )

The experiment répofted in this thesis was set

up 1n an attempt to ascertéin whether the éame model, or
oﬁe analogous to it, can be used to explain and control

'thobyht bechavior' in similar contexts. - More generally,

we were intcrested im determining whether*thought'bs a

- 3 - "' I -
form of behavior subject to the same basic principles

-which operate to maintain and control other behavioral

o

forms.

B. Basic Assumptions

t

. The science of behavior adheres to certain basic

-
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tencts and assunptions which may or may not be comkon to
other kinds of approaches to behavior. It Is the rigoéous
nature of these assumptions which affords a firm base

for empirical investigation. While it is, of course,
possible to debate many of these principles from a philo-
sophic standjyoint, 'the proof of the pudding is in the
cating', In other words, when consistently applied,
these pranciples go a long way towards explaining that
body of data about behavior which interests us. In our
work at the University of Alherta, adherence to these
tenets has resulted in a good deal of success in dealing
with subject matters which have defied other working
propositions and presuppositions.

So that there might pe no confusion about'whag
the basic assumptions of psychological behaviorism are,
they are summarized below. A detailed discussion is not
offerecd at this point, but may be found .in McLeish (1963),
MacCorquodale and Meehl (1955), and Skinner'(l953,-l975);

1, Objectivity - It is possible to ascertaiﬁ

through the development and use of special

teChniques”of'obse§Vation, the objective |
-realities of human behavisr. Thgvobserva;ion
of these objectivé realities and subsequent
.descri@tidn of them must not go beyoﬁd'the
empirical data. |

2. " Parsimony - the fewest number of constructs:
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and the simplest explanation necessary to

account for thc essential aspects of the behavior
being studied 1s the best,

3, Causality - Human bohavior 1s causally deter-
mined. It is'possible by using the appropriate
techniques, to discover causc ahd effect rela-
tionships in this area. An effect follows

from a cause, and does not occur in the absence
of that cause.

4. Functlonallsm - The meaning of any human
behavior is to be found in the qssoc1at10n it

has with the total stimulus situations which
precede and follow it.

In‘additién to these four basic assumptions of
hradical behaviorism, a number of seco;dary éssﬁmptions‘have
been substantiated by-ouf experimentai work Eo date. These
may be seen as corollaries of the first four, being natural
extensions of those statements.’ However, the extens1ons
_here, are not simply. loglcal or phllosophxcal but stand
wp to the»empxrxcal test as well Like those four. already
:mentloned these secondary assumptxons ‘have a lang hlstory.'
K They may be f;und exp11c1t1y or xmplxcxtly in the work

of scientists such as Sechenov, Charles Darw;n, B F.
Sklnner. ‘and Ivan Pavlev.- B |

1. EVOlutxon - Man as a species zeptesents the

hthest torm.of physxolOgical development..
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Given this development and origin, his bechavior
is subjecct to natural laws no less than the
behaviors of oﬁher animals. Both individual
and speciés are products of a process of
natural selection which involves an adaptation
to an extornalienvironment.

2, External Forccs - The so-called 'inner

processes' of the human organism develop from

and @re maintained by external physical, social,

cultural, and historical forces.

3. Naturalistic Setting and Systehs - Any
human behavior must be looked upon‘in relation
to the pQ§ition it occupies in the entire |
'life-system' of the individual who emits it.
The life-system inciudes vafipus subsystems

%

such as the present situation and its ph&sical
properties; the past’ history of the'behaving.
indi#;dual, and-other'éontemp;rary envirqn-
'ﬁenés and sitﬁaﬁions in whiéh the-indivi&ual
'is embedded. If a tbtal_undefsﬁand#hglof} |
‘behavior is to.be obtained all the mgnifést
comﬁonents oi"éhe situationgAinivhicb humaﬁé
A - ,

'behave must- be consxdered.

4. Validxty of ééhavxoral Lpﬁ; - The model

.

of behavxor elaborated by Pavlov and Skinner

can be arplied validly to human behavior. ,

o
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5. Contingencies of Reinforcement - Any tem-

poral sequence of human behaviors and associated
”~ : : , .
environmental stimuli can be most effectively

scrutinized in terms of contingency or operant

patterns.

C. Hypotheses and Model of Théuqht Behavior

In the present experiment, the assumptions of
principles just described are employed in an éxperimental
test of two central hypotheses: 1: Thought is a form of
behavior subject to laws similar to those which explain
ahd maintain motor (Skinner, 1953), and verbal behavior
(Skinner, 1953, 1974; McLeish and Martin, 1975). 2. An
understaﬁaing of behav;ora;~1aws and soientific principles
can have BeEific therapeutic value

' The second hypothesxs encompasses the idea that
an undexstandxngcof the varxables which control human
behav1or can, by 1tse1f, facxlxtate a modlfxcatlon of un-.
desxreable behaviors, in that it is posslble for dn xn-‘} |
dividual to apply his knowledge of the causal relatxons |
supportxng his own behavxor patterns in such a way as to
‘restructure the systems of reinforcements and- d.:.lsc:tuau.natnre'.~
stxmulatxons to whxch he is subject.- It thll hypothesil
is true,«the process of thought (in ita c&;nztive form |
‘of 'underatanding and comprchension) would :ecm to cxert

a bansal influence on other formn of behavior (i.e.‘QVa:t

v

- B . . " .. . . .
‘ . . , « « N LN
S ! . , o : . . . .
.’ . - R - * e " . R .
« . . . , B . Lot
:
.
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behaviors which are undesireable),

The first hypothesis implicitly supposcs a par-
ticular model of the thought process., This model is based
on the assumption, alrecady recognized, that the so-called
Yinner proccoses' of the human organism develop from and
are maintained b} external physical, social, cultural, and
historical forces. . The only difference between"inner—
processcs' and public behaviors such as vocalizations and
gestures, is that the former are ‘'covert' (inaccessible
to the direct observation of others) and the latter are |
‘overt' (directly observable byﬂothers). Moreover, this
difference, rather than being one of quality, is primaril&
one of quantity. In other words, the intensities and.
strengths of part1cular‘behavxors are weakened (e1ther by
punlshlng consequences or stlmulus deprlvatlon or economy)
until they> cease to be maintained in overt form asof

ovcft, public behavior. Thus they become covert. The

@

‘raison d'étre of covert inner behavior is found in lawful

" behavioral contingencies. ' o

Prom a functzonal standpoxnt, the model assumes -

I
that thought behavxor 18 patt of a total response unit

'wahxch contains both overt and covert parts- Hhatever
-elic;ts,‘or stxmnlates or rexnrorces the overt part of
‘ the total::esp%nse unit. e11c1ts, stxmulates and re nforces
. 'the ‘overt part.. Thouqht il influenced in a like-mnner ‘.

-by external observable variables, and is part of the sane

.

ST
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causal chain.

The conception of thought as pars of a total
behavioral system which includes associated overt
behaviors is, as we shall sece, crucial to the methodologlcs‘
which we have developed to test our two hypotheses. The
first hypothesis, in partlcular s a test of this model.
This hypothesxs 1s an 1ntegral part of the second hypoth-
esis. If the first hypothesis is valid, the test of its
validity should go some way towards establishing the
second one as well. 1£ is concg&?able that a real under-
standinc of the causal relations, asscciated with the.
subjects' dysfunctional behaviors 6n1y‘developed towards
the end of what was, in reélity, a brief experiment,
There was no attempt actually to use contjingencies and

reinforcement with deliberation to alter behavior patterns.

1I. Description of the Experiment

The’subjects in the ekperfment consisted of
five graduate students in Educatzonal PsychOIOgy and one
research a531stant in that same department. These 31x
1nd1vxduals were selected because of their famlliarxty ‘
thh the. prxncxples, assumptxons and lxtereture of _
»behav1orxsm, and their: assocxatlon thh previous exper1~ :
_ments in the series. - Two 1nstruct0r:. actipg as par-

‘ﬁgtic;pants and experlmental supervisors, brought the total

“f}namber of those anolved to eiqht. Responsibilitz for
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planning and COndUSting the expcrimehtal secssions was
oarried primarily by the instructors, although both made
extensive use of student inputs, |

The experiment 1tself was conducted‘in group
meetings of all partieipants, dyadic ioterviews between
each subject and one or other of the instructors,‘and
private individual ekercise sessions., The structures,
formots and coneéh(§ of the meetings, interviews and
indiv1dual sessions were'adapted from a method of inves-
tigating the nature and deve;Opmenr of creative desi*‘

skills first formulated by E: Matchett (1968). By

Buperimposing the assumptions of psychological behaviorism,

especially that of contingencies of reinforcement, onto .

the framework kupplied by Matchett's Fundamental Design

Method, the 1nvest1gators hoped to achieve a synthe31s of
pertinert theoretical and emplrlcal Lnformatlon with a
tested methodologlcal procedure, which would optrm;ze
.student performance. Such an effect ‘would ideally throw
light upon the validity of falsehood or the two central
experlmental hypotheses.

| BefOre turnlng to’ a detaxled summary of the
exper;mental program, the reader shou%d be alerted to the

fact that this experlment was set up, not as a defxnltive

Al
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investigation of the thought process, but as a pilot-run
aimed at developing methodologies, models and insights
which could be implemented in a later, more controlled
experiment of larger and rigorous design. Thus, the
analyses and results reported in the later chapters of
the thesis are not intended.to be more than indications
of vital causal connections. Limitation due to flaws in
expefimental design and oversights are pointed out as the
occasion arises. The main gogl of the present work is to
come éo grips with what actually occurred during, and as
a resﬁlt of, this initial pilot design, qnd to formulate
a ptograg.forAa more sophisticated and complete stﬁdy of
- the thought process‘at‘aAlater date.

With these feservations in mind, the present

study might be structqrallyepitomized as follows:

1. The Beginning (April 30Q)

‘Priox to the first group discussion, par-
‘ticipants wereAhet individually to alcéftain thoir in-
terest in becoming involved ‘in the projoct. At this
time they were told ‘that the purpose of the oxporilcnt
was two-fold. (1) to deternine whether or not ‘thouqht
processes' are forms of bchavior. -ubjtct to lavn ";. '
uinilat to those which explain and nnintliu vtrbcl |
_ bohaviox and (ii) to tott the hypothclil thlt a qoed

.understanding of behavioral laws and aeicatif&o pxinciplos - 

e . . ‘ o
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can have specific therapeutic value, Each individual
was informed that the time commitment required would be
from eight to ten hours a week, to be divided equally
between group or dyadic activities and individual exercises.
All six individuals intérviewed expressed an interest in
the project. Since all of these were adjudged to be
relatively stable and were known to have had previous
exposure to behavioral principles and scienti¥ic method,
we felt fortunate in obtaining such a sample.

hd | 1

2. First Groub Session (Tuesday, April 30)'

The first group session was spent in recapitu-
lating basic assumptions and in outlining the set of
principles which form the framework within which the

experiment was to be conducted. Participants were urged

" to accept thgfillead hnd to make use of them in their
project aéﬁy jnotions of cbntingenciéshof
reinforcemen .lism, fundamental ﬁesign method,
systems, dyn; _nt, behav;orxsm. analyuis, and
inteEaction'we ‘pitulated briefly. Pattxcipants “.Qf
urged to beddud rzmenterl in’ this new area of
| +qu1ry and ton se of these tundamcntal principlel in
developznq met* ;ppropriate to.a dilcxplinbd exaninatioan‘
of the "thouqht, _ﬁcess"4 To facilitatd both spocificity
;and nnsivation the participants woro urgad to ouxlino at

lqast ten,ﬁxntellectugl' (acadgmic)igc;ivitieq in'yhicn_ v'



31

they were engaged and to select one of these that might

be improved. Haviny done this, the "task" was to isalate

A

a particular problem area associated with this one general
activity and to define 1ts behavioral manifestations;in
terms of observable behaviors if possible. This prablem
was to become the focus for the thought exercises ;hich
-Iay ahead. It was hoped that some lmprovement in this
area would resuit from a careful and controlled analysis
of the thought behavior associated with the pfoblem.

The problem selected was to be of sincere concern, to be
readily identifiable and yet not'so 'specific that it
failed to arise in a variety of circumstances. The par-
ticipants were exéected to select a problem and to begin
daily half-hour thought exercises immedi!tely. The half

hour peri l ere initially to.be used in identifying

specific methods pplyiné the basiq.principles of

' psychological behaviorism to an understanding of the «
_sources of "thought" in the immediate ehy}rohment. Two
handouts were given'af this‘time:'v(i) “Systems( Models,
Simulatiéns,and Games in Education:- A Désééiptiﬁn and
Bibliography"”, by John McLeish , ,(1’959)';’n&_(ii) }i‘x'mdam'ental
Design‘Mett.xod, by E. Matchett (1968) (;ta-ken from The -

3

- . _.‘ - . ) /'_
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Accelerated Development of Creative Mental Skills),

3. First Set of Dyadic Interviews (May ! and 2)

Each participant was asked to recapitulate his
or her method of choosing a problem arca from 10 intel-
lectual activitaes. In some cases -suitable problems had
already been chosen; in others, one was eventually deter-
mined during the interview. Participants were then en-

couraged to identify specific situations in which this

y

selected prpblem arose, and to identify the different

systems in which they were involved. The starting point

for an attempted systems analysis was to be the "here-and-

@

now" system in which the half hour exercises were carried
out. Participants wcre encouraged to do these exercises

at the same time of day and in the same place. The routine

.’/

suggested was to think about the problem, to relate such

thought to the environment (starting with the relatively .
|

: ' |
simple here-and-now system and then extend it to other \

interlocking systems). Eventually a consideration of the \

individual subject's "history of contingencies'of rein-

fércement" was_ﬁrged. It was further suggesfed that

, : A " , o

those processes which: might-inhibit or facxllta?e the
T ,

problem in terms of identified contingencies in®the form

of a systems analysis shbuld'be the :goal of the -exercise.

”
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- 4. Sccond Group Scssion (Friday, May 3)

*

The basic concepts of reinforcement, func-

- tionalism, dynamics and systems were once again high-
lyghted.  Special emphasis was éiVen to a detailed de-
lincation of the systems approach to thought analysis.
Each participan® was grven the opportunity of relating
his or her experience with the daily half-hour thought
e#erc1scs - the specific methods each member had employed
became the focus of discussion. Various approaches to
the actual mechanics of the individual exercises were
discussed, with students being encouraged to gdopt more
analytical and "atomistic" methods. A very fké}t pefiod
of timé (% sec.) was suggested for a "free thought"
perio@, the rest of the exerc%se time being used to ;nalyzq
systeéXtically,the thought content obtained during this
brief time. . The session ended with a discussion about

s .
the possible explanatory nature of "inner processes", .

®and the relationship of cohtingencies of'reinforcemeﬁt S e

to ‘the systems approach. Finally, two brief handouts

were dlstrlbuted dealing with the basic assumptlons under- : @

- B ™

lylng the experimental design and the systems approach @ gpb

ta, thought analysis.

&

£

_ , , o ’
5. Viewing of the videotapos(May 3 and §) : , o

i

After the second qrdup sess1on it was decided

that someilnput xnpo the development of methodologles
A -

t e ’ ’ L)

<




34

aimed at analyzing the thought process might be gained
by viewing the videotape recording of that session. The
specific task invelved an attempt, by the participants

(three or four members only of the group) engaged in this

activity, to recall those thoughts they were experiencing
. .

at different stages of the group discussion and to relate

L

these to the total group environment. Both instructors

and three students took part in two such exercises. Un-

1}

fortunately, it was discovered that the students had very

little ability to reconstruct their past thought processes.

-
.

6. Individual Interviews (May 6 - 9)

Thié phase of the project was less structured
than earlier phases. Participants were requested to come
in for dyadic interviews on a daily basisiif.at all
possible. Two students adopted this séhedﬁie; the rest
were interviéwed more spasmodically. The primary purposes
of this set of interviews were to develop more sophis-
ticated and productive methods of.thouéht analysis-(és—
pecially in the half-hour exercites) and to obtain
specific feedback from .each of §h¢~participants, Basié
principles were rehashed and suggestions for improvemeht
made. The following excerpts from audio recordings of
interviews stress most of the main ideas expressed at
this tiﬁe;

1. Link the association of_*ideaﬁ' with_gljeptl
v : ‘. T
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in the 1mmediate environment,
Try charting out, on paper, the flow of the

thought sequence.

-Recognize salient objects in the environ-

ment which might interact to produce a
"here-and-now" system,

One possibility is to limit the stimuli

from the external environment - for example,
by blindfolding - and concentrate on the

other types of stimulation remaining..

"It is difficult simultancously to write down

things and to think. A very short "think
session" followed by a written analysis is
better,

féelings and perceptions are also to be
considered, for the purpose of this ex-
periment. Thought is any inner process we

4
are aware of,.

-Mostly, association of "ideas" obscures the

influence of the enwdtonment on thoughts.

Focus should be on changés in the thought

"themes. When these shifts occur, they qhgnld

be recognized, recorded hnd associated yith

objects in the *here-and-now" system which

5ecome salient at the fime of these cbaﬁgés.

Use éoncént:ic1¢1:¢13(fystgms‘diagr;ns to
. L . ‘ “..; ‘ v . : . o
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facilitate systém analys®, the inner
circles enclosing the more salient objects
or thoughts, the outer circles the less
salient.

10. Concentrate on reinforcing stimuli. But

remembe; that not all behavior is reinforced,
some behavior patterns may be punished or
extinguished.
11. Concentrate on thinking and your problem
‘area will come up quite naturally.
At the end of this‘period students were still having
difficulty in two major ways:
1. An iﬁability tb extrapolate their theoretical
knowledge to thé‘thought exercises.
2., An inability to relate the pfojeqt problem
to the thought analysis techniques.
Anothervhandéut was distributed at this time - an excerpt
entitled "Thought as Behavior" from B.F.‘Skinner's Verbal

Behavior (1957).

7. Third Grohp Seésion (Friday, May 10)

The thxrd meetlng of the particxpants as a group
was very informal, and was structured to facxlxtate a
’greater amount of student Anvolvement.' Particxpants
 exchanged 1deas and fxndings related to. the methods they

"had been uszng, 1nd1cating the strengths and ueaknesses

o’
e
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of various stragegies. Specific thoughts from the half-

hour exercise periods were'cited and functional explana-

tions postulated. Working principles and assumptions

were iii9léscd in this context. The last part of the

session was taken up by a demonstration of the techniques

of tHc "thought exercise" by one of the instructors.

The dem)“strationrconsisted of a five second "free thought”

period. This was followed by a verbal charting of the |
)

chain of "inner events". A hypothetical explanation

using a "systems" and "contingency of reinforcement"

approach, was then attempted. The gtudents were then iﬁ-.

vited to attempt their own functional aﬂalysis of the

instructonr's thought process. The response to this

modelling was encouraging and the demonstration itself

secemed Lo‘clarify_notipns about what w&s tb bé considered

a uiit of thought. and what "inner processes" count as

thougyht.

-8, 1Individual Interviews.(May 13 and 14)

During this series of interviews the par-
ticipants began to show definite insights into the project.
as a whole. Questions such aSv“Hhat.cOunts as.thought?” |

L4

“and "What is the besgt unit of thought for analysis?' began
to be Lntelllgently consxdered and dealt with. Howeve: ‘

-many d;fflcult;es st111 remaxned in terms of the ap--

\f"

lxcatxon of the analysls - dxtticulty in rclating thouqht - |

-
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)
exercises to problem areas, failure to pick up reinforcing

stimuli, inability to deal with punishment and extinction,
etc. In order that the thought exercises and subsequent
analyses might be more concrete and immediate for both
participants and instructors, tﬁe interviews at this. time
consigted of attempts to do the thought exercises in the
context of'the dyédic iﬁterview situation itself. This

seemed to be more profitable in terms of both’anxiety

reduction and productivity.

9. Fourth Group Session (Wednesday, May 15), /

The fourth éroup session was very informal and
consisted of an extension.of the “6n-the-spot! ﬁhought
exercises which had begun to répresent the forﬁat of the
dyadic interviews During an initial orientatjon phaae,
partlcxpants were encouraged to record the;r thoughts for
' brief periods at any time gurzng the group session. The
group actiQity fheh conéistedfof individual thought re§orts '
~ and- ensulng d1lbussions ‘and analyses of those ‘thought
contents é%xch involved both ‘instructors and participants._;
The informality of the sesszon and the specificxty'nith
whxch systems analysea could be conductcd'appclted |
“beneficzal to task production.\ l.intorcinq stinuli Q!rc
fdealt thhy putterns of contingenclcl wb:oxaonnidcrod lnd
" a, new method for. study of -ponunaous tbought" was '-

advocated._ The lattar 1nw01v.d thc 1dsa-o£ ntﬁdyinq thc .
, . _
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thoughts which occur prior to beginning the exercises and
"going blank", rather than those occurring after such

initial attempts and frustrations,’

10. Individual Debriefing Sessions (June 14 - June 20)

After a break of one month, some of tﬁe par-
4 ticipants were interviewed for a final time. They were
asked to relate their own assessments of the sis week's
experiment in relation to the two hypotheses.. There was
general agreement that the method of studyipg priox
thoughts was superior to the method df examining, post
thoughts The former methods was sald to glVe a bet:er
example of spontaneous thought.

Some concern was expressed about the lack of
rlgld methodolog;es which the. partlcxpants had employed
in carrylng out thEIt tasks. Various technlques were
suggested whxch would allow fér better controls.

Most of the students felt tbat they vere better
. J
able to understand their-problems, and also better able -

to manlpulate undesireable bahaviors, The first hYPO*
Tthesis also received a vote of coafiraatian. Tho sub-

¢

'_)ective feelan of thc participantl val that thougﬁt
. ,,_behaviors could be undcutood !m a bc&lvlexinte.v_

1u,pc|ition. R QVN'"~};
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11. Fifth Group Session (June 20)

This was an informal'session in which studeﬁts
were given a final opportunity to express their viéws on
the experimental hypotheses. WHile there was considerable
support for thc_hypothesis.that thought processes are
forms of behaviog subject to the basic p:inciples.which
apply to other.fo;ms of beﬁavior, there was less agree-
hent that an undérstanding of behavioral laws and pfinci-d
‘ples had‘specific therapeutic valug. Several participants
remarked that theéir problems scemed less impor;ant to
them than they,had originally imagined. 'Some felt that '
the exercises and discussions had given them deeper '
understanding of:their own'behavior and moods; A moré
concentrated and extensive expérimgnté} pe:iod'was sug-
gested as one way‘of,qvercomidg many 6f the dif{icplties"b

encountered in the_ present experiment.
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CHAPTER III A \\\\

THE ANALYSLES

A. The Test of the First HYéoﬁhesis

The first hypothesis was tolthe effect that
thought 1s a form 6f behavior subject to laws simila;
to thosc which explain verbal behavior. More specifically,
this means that the occurrence of thought behaviors. is
determined by céntingencies of reinfbrcements (discrimina-
tive_sfimuli, responées ahd reinfdrcements) whichbcan be
recognized by the ‘experimenter.
| Behavioral scientists have long been familiar
with the laws of reinfcréement, exfinction, pu£ishmeht,
shaping,'disCriﬁination and.generalization.which‘control
" the motor responses of sub- human spec1es. Invthe.seven-
-~ ties, a number of 1ndependent stud1es (cf. Mchnnles and
:Ferstgr;-197l: McLeish and Martin, 1975),haye~empxr;cally
shown that the ‘same._' principles, with oﬁlj(_— slight modifi-
.cation1if any, have eﬁﬁlanatory power for the %ciﬁal (bbth
‘vocal and non-vocal) communxcations of hunan cubjects.,
 Concomitant with this gnneralisatxon of the:e laws fron
:notor to verbal behavior, ‘has been a -hift in cqphacin

trom rzgzdly controlled laboratory letting:'

 ,nocia1 contexts. The -othod of nlturalitti ‘

L' ticld.; Hhile various nathodoloqical :.zgnﬁ"_iv

.

- . i N . - . L . .o e L
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been necessitated by this change of scene, the rules and
assumptions of psycholog;cai behaviorism stated earlier,
remain basically pnchanged.

The present. experiment Qas designed to provide
an initial test of the fi?st hypothcé;s. In so doing,
-it paves the way fbr a more definitive test in the futqre.
In a sense, the éxpe:iment was intended. as a-'braiﬁ-
~ storming' enterprise ;hich would determine in rather a
'loose” fashion whether it was posgiﬁle to conceptualize
thought in the behavioral .paradigm. Consequently, much
oflwhat will be reported in relation to the first hypo-

thesis is prima facie in nature and depends to some

extené on hypothetical constructs which do not meet the .

' requirémenfs of rigorous research. While this.may be
somewhat discéncerting for'thosé of us who adéét a
scientific stance towards ;eality, it is unavoidabie at
".this stage 1n attexh&ng‘ to work leijitim,itely in a dif-
flcult research area. Béfore definitive"tesearch can be
attempted, tho sc1entxst must firet fovnulate questions
.xn thg-proper.way, Such 13 the aim of this pgrt,of.the .
' brenpﬁﬁfpxperimént; | - _- '

7o, Y H;th these points xn mxnd, it must nonctholtl:
;be emphasxzed that oven pioneetxng tblolrch of this typ.
..”1- different f:om the subjectivq intm:pectiva mthod
'Unlike intro:pective experimcnts, tho brcsont ;tudy il not
regardod as being an end in 1t|e1f. Its ,ovcrau purpon
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is to work towards the establishment of a basic corpus of

informatidn which can be empirically investigated. The

‘hypothetical constructs used are not antithetical to

“scientific explanation since they are not posited in lieu

of existing knowledge, arnd because, their existential

properties are manifestly stated. Further, the working

~assumptions employed are extrapolated from an establlshed

body of facts accumulated in reference to motor and verbal’
behav1or "The basxc requlrement for a legltlnate use of
hypothetical constructs is that the reader be warned of
their existence. Thus, the promulgation f»psepdo-
explanations of the~phenomenon_under invgitigation,.wh£ch
hight be based on this initial research study, are tore-
stalled,

To counter-act the effects of hype;hetical,
speeuiative iAputs, 1‘&02@ contr;lled anaiydis'#aseat-‘

tempted. The.methodology used was an extensjon of the

- McLeish and Martin yerbal behavior methodoiogy'f the

»

difference being that the subject matter in this case is

thought/behavior. more precisely, vorbal bchavior which

reports Lnternal thouqht epxsode:. *

- 'rhe data for the analyais wcre obninod from

the vxdeo-tapen of the Iourth grtmp uuion. In thh ‘

sesaion the particxpants were requited to. teport thouqht
‘axerciabs carried ‘on during !‘xo group laplion. The ", . .
e video-tape thus alferdc the pos:ibility of N dctallcd

A

) e -
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situational analy51s of the actual thought episodes, the

immediately succeeding verbal accounts, and the ensuing

group discussions. -

In their verbal behavior, McLeish and

Martin made use of! bl system of interaction

analysis to of al behaviors of all group

participants econd of interaction time. A

computer analyf ' coded behavioral sequences then

determined the icies of reinforcement which

changed or maing he emission frequencies of par-

ticular ve:bal fv In 439 cases of such quctuatibns(

McLeish and Marti be able to account for 404 on the

basis of tri-membs tingéncies revealed by their

.analysis.

.

'To determiMif whether or not a similar behavioral

framework supports t;' fcurrence of thought béhaviors,

pdologies were applied to the

4

the McLeish and Mar 

vthought ep;sodes r;, \ in the fourth group session.

Since thought behaviWs are, of course, not directly ob-
servable, our analysxs relies heavily on. the valxdity of
the subject's verbal report of his internal activity
This report followed d1rect1y on the actual thought
‘epxsode., sy suparimposing the subjoc:'n subsoquent
'account of his thouqht bohavior onto the: actual period

- of the thought epiaode, the thouqht p&pcoa: van placad

]withxn ztl:ptqper‘nt;mglq;,cqqttat,nnd-thq-lasociatcd;‘="

*
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. ]
overt behaviors were also observed. A functional analysis

of the behavioral and stimulus patterns thus fecorded
enables us to gést our second hypothesis in thg same way
as McLeish and Martin tested their hypothesis about verbal
behavior.

Our procedu“f;hus consisted of coding the sub-
jects' verbal repoxts o;‘their internal activities during
the thought exercise periods, and comparing these codes
with those code operants wh;ch epitomized the overall
social situation in'which the thought exercises were
actually embedded. All codings weré done iﬁ terms of thé
Vcrbal Operant Codlng System (McLeish and Martln, 1975 -
see p 53 - 54). To fa0111tate this comparlson, detalled
systems diagrams were constructed. These clearly out-
1fned the salient stlmulus obJecﬁk'and behavxors in the
'here—and-now systems in which the\exercises took place.

Unfortunately, thls abtempt\to repllcate on a
small- scale, the McLelsh and Martin methodologles in the'

\

thought modality met w1th serlous dlfflcﬁltxes. In
addition to the rather tenuous aasumptxon that thé\sub-
jects would be able verbally to reproduce an' gccurate
account of their 1nterna1 actxvxty during th;§>xerclse
perlods, the txme dxmension ard the bchawioral\unxt in %he

| thought modality are not ‘the same al those found }Q the

\ iialysxs of . verbal behavior:. Thouqhts occur at an

\fmazing speed . They are oftcn tr(

N
A
i o ) ’ . . T D X . . . . N

A
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obscured by other simultancous sensations and perceptions.
More will be said of these problems later.

A criterion level had to be set up to evaluate
the data obtained by this comparison procedure. Thus
if ph& coded operants of the verbbl reports, when super-
imposed on the overall social situation in which the
actual thought occurred, presented a significant in-
crease in the number of externally coded operants we

would consider this supportive of our first hypothesis.

In otherwords, the number of self-stimulated echoics and
intraverbals coded by a simple analysis of the verbal

report had to decréase. | - -



RESULTS 1

This chapter reports the results of the hypo-

¢’

thesis of the environmental ihcnm<n.continqcncy analysis,
‘ .
namely, that thought 1s a form of\behavior subject to

laws similar to those which explain and maintain motor

and verbal behavior. That 1s to say, particular thoughts

are determined by environmental controls, in particular,
[

by contingencies of reinforcements and discriminative
stimuli active in the "he&e-and—now" situation.

The hain data used were obtained from ‘the video-
'tape of the fourth of.a series of five discussion sessions
related to thought and the thbught exercises. These are
supplemented from other reports of dyadic interviews?and
other group sessions.

The sﬁbjects involved were graduate students in
the educational psychology depaftment, as well as t;;
ingtructors;‘ Grbup meetinéé, dyadic interviews between
‘each subject and one of the instructors and individual .
private thought exercises were used t¥ guide and train
the subjects‘;QVtécoghizé their thoughts, to record'their
tﬁnught unxts and to Iink these to diaérimzn&txve
(elxcxtxng) st1mu11 and rexnforcements <

In/;bait private thought exercises, subjecta
were asked to think 'freely for- several secondn and .

theg to chart‘but on paper the orde; and flow of thouqhtl

e
7

.‘7 | R Y L . ' ' . . /‘



that had occurred during that brief time, Any salient
objects or changes in the environment, whether perceived
auditorially, visually or kinesthetically during the
thought period, were then to be recorded (eg. a clock 1in
the room started the subject thinking of an appointment
the next day). Any changes 1n the thought themes were
ospeclally to be noted and where possible, identified
as being assoclated with particular iﬁ&rusioﬁs from the
environment (eg. the ringing of the phone), ‘
Examinations of thought content and possible
related salient environmental influences were discussed
in the dyadic interviews between the individual subjects
and cne or other of the experimeqters.‘ These acted aé
training sessions tb help the éubjects 'undergéand' par-
ticular contingencies of reinfofcement. In many inétanceé
it was possible to identify only part of the tzi-member
sequence, Occasionally, and more frequently as.training
progressed, the discriminating'stimulus, response'aﬁd
reinforcement became‘recognizable. | |
Several examples from the taped inte;viewx
follow: ' »A | _
One subject, Casey stated that in trying to do
his thought ,exercises at home thé; d‘y he had tried to
gain some 'insight' into Ms probleﬁ of feeliﬁgl"anxiogp“

and "uptight” when called upoh to speak in a group.
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I tried to think of past situ-

ations where I had been uptight.,,

you know, earlier ones.,,athletic
competitions with huge crowds.

When I was swimming, competition

was keen and 1 was anxious.,.con-
ditioned to feel anxious with

large unknown crowds. Ah..,

there's less competition in academic
situations but...crowds of strangers...

Experimenter: This reflection on past

Casey:

events...is this what is meant by
trying to study the situation fun-
ctionally? How different from
psychoanaly<ts?

Aw...I see the stimulus situation

as competitive, environment and’
crowd. The response is nervouspess
and anxiety. And aw...reinforce-
ment is aw...vague. Winning involved.

‘Experimentcr: Spend time on the 'here-and-

Casey:

pasey:

now'. For example, why did you
think of swimming just now?

" Stimulus in this room?

£
is

(I) looked out the window, saw sports
field...guys running, so com- :
petition. When I was younger I

swam competitively, '

1 was putting a tape on the tape
recorder (at home) and it acted
as a stimulus to get me on to my
thought’ exercise. :

Experimenter: Was this just an'exténded

Casey:

tact from tapes? We are taping
during the thought exercise

" (sessions)?

It...No. It was a feelinq...aw,'
noise of traffic outside my room

‘and tape on and confusion..,all

this noisc and agitation. This
noise was the stimulus and I thought
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'oonfusian' and lecturer
(experimenter) saying it was my
turn (to talk).,

So, I jumped from 'tape' to
'thinking of session' to 'get on
with job!'

et el

Jennifer: 1 was thinking about my
problem...you know, that I find
it difficult to listen attent-
tively to someone and retain the
train of thought I want to use"
when it's my turn to talk.

- And I thought, 'What are the

elements in this?' Maybe I'm just
not interested..

Experimenter: Where were you when you had
this thought that maybe you weren't
interested? Do you remember the
exact moment?

Jennifer: Yes...walking over the board-
walk out of the new building over
to the Students' Union...and I
. thought, "sometimes I'm bored".:

Experlmenter- Did you have. the thought
'boredom' first-and 'boardwalk’
- second? ~

Jennifer: I never connected them: I was
just thinking as I walked that
some of it (my problem) was boredom.
I tried to expand later on and could
'see' this image of the place where
-1 first had the thou

Experimenter: ~Was this a pun?' Bored? Board?

Jennlferv No...No. Boardwalk - Honopoly
Boardwalk and Lexxngton.

Experimenter. Monopoly board? '
Jennifer: 'NO: Boardwalk and promena&é and

strutting...and I was pleased thh
nyself s& I vas .truttinq.-

-~ "

-

(9]
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»

This practice was put to use during the fourth

session of the group discussion series, when thought

‘exerciscs were carried out by three individuals during

the otherwise normal flow 6f conversation in.the room.
Each subject thought, - noted, aﬁd then verbélly
presented his flow of ideas from the period of time (four -
ten ;éconds) when he had "withdrawn" from active listening
and participating in the conversation going on around

Khim. A discussion and analysis of these "on-the-spot"”
thought exercises and reports was then indulged ip by

the three "thinkers" and the rest of the group.

This whole session, like all the others in the
series, was recorded on video-tape. A detail%d word-
for-word transCript was made of the complete fourth
session{ The exact time when eéch individual did

particuiar exercise was Qbserved_by'noting "withdrawal"

from group participation, loss of eye contact and Sub-

sequent note making on individhélkppte papér provided.
These periods were also verified verbally by each “thinkgr”
during the session and confirmed again by some of the
subjects watchmg ve-run of the tape. .
A In thxs study thought is treated as behavxor,

ﬁélieyiﬁgtas'Sklnner (1957) ¢1a1med. that;{ |
thought is not a ﬁystical cause or pre-
cursor of action, or an inaccessible
. ritual, but action itself, subject to :
cnalysxs with the concepts and t;chnique:

of - the natural sciences, and ultimately

to be. accounted for. in tetns of coatrolliu&
varlables._ : .
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In this experiment the flow of thoughts, as
related by each subject, was lifted from the transcript
and broken into a series of thought units, As an initial
approximation the thought unit was defined analogously(}o
Bales' (1970) single interaction unit{ thét is, "the
smallest discernible segment of verbal or non-verbal
behavior to which thé observer can assign a classification
under éondition§ of continuous serial sco:ing“; Normally
this is equivalent to "a simple phrase".

| These thought units were then examined in 6he
light of a systems model which was constfuc;ed to indicate
as exactly as possible the complex system of “signélf
objects present in the immediate environment for éach
individual dufing his few secbnds'thinking time (seev
Apéendix Spcial System Diagram). This consiéted of:.
1. The salient physical objects in tﬁe seminar
room including:
.'(a) seating positions of the persons  in
room | | |
“(b) permanent oﬁjecés close ﬁoAthe table
and supjects"egk'coffge éupl;ﬁpiﬁ: etb.;'. 
“oﬁ table top, ) | ‘ | | | |
{e) clothing”glqélois,'designs, teﬁtur@?-“f
S (d) ‘permanent 'opjects away from the iible;
| o§5'§96¥§;7§199k,tnlemiéihg cquiphonﬁj' :
'”Oté; ' I S .

. R ¥
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2. The non vocal gestures and vocal minutiae
occurring during each exercise;
- this inciuded hand gestures, tabie tapping,
writing ACtivities, nodding and shifting,
tﬁroat clearing, cigarette smoking, etc. by
all members in the group. ‘
«.3. The vocal themes, in order of occurrence, by
"t everyone who spoke during the time each
subject was thinkiné. |
The thought units were examined and'classified according to
the Verbal Operant Coding System (MartlnhMcLexsh 1973)
which is based on Skinner's verbal operant descrlptlons
(1957) Skinner recognized several verbal classes’gnd
degcribed probable cbntingencies oflfeinforcement thtougﬁ‘
which thése might be acquired and maintained: such con-
tingencies'éré embedded in,the'patticular verbal ¢dnmhhity’

Jto ‘'which each ihgividual speaker and listener belongs. .

‘Verbal behavxor is d&flned as behavxor which is rexnfoxced

by its effect on peoPIe. listenert as well as self
Thought behavxor is a. special form of the latter. o
The fxve verbal aperant cla::ificationt ulcd to
code the thOught unzta verc: - o , o
1: Mand -a vcrbal opazlnt 1n ;hich the. tco-
- ->fponsq is aornally rotn!ozced by'a
 'charactet1stic c¢nloqu¢ao0 and il {;5 .

| thertfdrc undet tha fnnstienal eantrol
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of relevant conditions of deprivation
or aversive stimulation, »

2, Taét - a verbal operant in which a res—Jp»
ponse of given form is evoked (or
at least strengthened) by the physical
presence of a particular object, or
event, or property of an object ofl
event.
3. Extended Tact - a verbal operant in which
a response is generated by physicél
properties of objects and events,
and the association between verbal
_behaviors and Qhe physiéal proper-
ties are not commonly feinforced'byr
a éa:ticular verbalﬁcoqmunity. .
4. Echoic - ua verbal'oberantvin which thg}res-}'
. B ponée is under thé contrbl,bf‘vétbal
| timuli _such that the responie has
formal ptopertxes precisely the same
'. o ';; " as the stimulus. . _
5¢ Intravtrbal - a vetbal operant in which the .
xelponse is. theaatzcally relnted. bnth»
AN showl ho point-to—point corrdtpondenco
‘ Co the verbal itinplua._;f g o
rhis £unctxona1 system ot intetaction analysiu

was applied to the thought epilodclaau :clated in tho
oL : o
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fourth group session, _ .

‘ These thought‘behavdors werpAcoded and con-
sidered not as isolated st;eams of words, but in relatisn
to the observable qualities existipg in the immediate en-
§ironment at the specific time the th;?#ing occurred in
the hope ‘that through a functional analysisg we could in-
dicate that the majority of each subject's thoughts were

a responsé to, and were controlled by, the particular
) S

physical and verbal environment surrounding each subject \

at the time he was thinking. This was done through a
"time-leg“.brocedure whereby the vocal minutiae, non-
vocal gestures and physical space present during each
vthought eplsode were superxmposed on the verbal repOrt to
| generate a klnd of systems matrlx. By embeddlng each
subject.s\verﬁa; account of his or 5Qt’cove:t behaviors
ihteethe.appropriate environmental' coﬁplex, tﬁe coVerth
thought processes were placed in thaxr proper stimulusl '
contexts. ‘The behaviors associated with the rgﬁprted

thought helppd-tot”objeetxfy ;the thoqghtxcontent.

'Thbdqht Ekereise One: . reuith SQaliohkﬁw;

COnliaer this portion ot the reported thought
sequences of one: ot the subjectl. |

Y "he stmuxus that -urted ne bft vad the

’ ' - “pen with University of ‘Alberta. . .ah, t! t )
 led me to) think about .the University of
. .‘New England...in Australia. And ‘then for .

‘qone reason, x thought about ou-n.r“ BRI

L)
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Without anf knowledge of the situation in which
~the reported thougﬁt sequence actually occurred, we could
break this down into the followiny thought units.
pen - U of A - U of N E - summer
and explain each:
pen is- a tact; a response evoked b¥ the physical
' presence of this particular object
U of A: : an exténded-tact
a response generated by the
thsical,object (pen) and extended
possibly to a broader asséciation
(a writing implement used during
lectures)v |
U of N E:,, ~ an intra&erbai

a response thematically related to

L

U of A but not showing complete ~
- point- to-poxnt correspondence to
| the origxngl stimuli.
| gummer: .again an intravefbal thematically
| . - linked to the previOus thought
,‘and Cependent to some extent on
the 1nd1vidua1'l own. personar

4

|”lhittory.

- . "_‘V N . :
rhes“ wfre 1ntetesting but supplied vety fow

fpoznt-to-pointrco}respondonces with an externnl stimulus..

Upon questioning. this ttained thinker could

“ b
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add several more thought units between University of Néw ‘
\
England and summer. These'were:

) .
pen - Y of A -~ Uof NE - beautiful - green -
= sunny - summer

'beautiful', 'green' and 'sunny' were coded as intraverbgls.
thematically linkéd‘to cach other and explained as self
stimulated "internal" associations. (see Table 2, column
2). But after these same units of thought were subjected
to a more detailed analysis aﬁh SUperimposed on the phy81ca1
and social dlmenslon present at the game time as the )
thoughts were occurring, a somewhat different explanation
was available. One which depended much more heavzly on an

A
external cdusal relationshxp than on a self stimulated

mental;stic,,covert'explanationi
COve _
) : ' ‘ ' -

pen = tact again - physically present in the
environmenf;
Uof A -~ tact - the words are written on

' this particular pen and
fhe gfoup seséion was
situated on the'uqiyeraity

| campus. o

Uof NE - extended - a reséonse generated byl

tACt the presence of the word:
U of A and extended to a
RS brqqder:ap;bciaeion with"

Ldnother university.



beautifuL

green

sunmer |

-
T

0’.
caubdl’

i?traverbal

extended
tact

intraverbal

intraverbal

¢
external

extended eact

internal
intraverbal

extended tact
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thematic qsggciation by 1in-

dividual "private" experience

at the U of N E,

from green chairs present in
the room (confirmed by the
thinker when questioned)
salient.because thematically
associated with previous
thoughts

associated with green and also
external extended tact.frdm.
the actual sun shining outside
tpai hornihg

connection with’sunﬁy but also
extended tact from‘presence

in room'of another subject who
had discussed summer w1th the

thlnker just prevxously

Thus<when looking carefully for a possible

connectlon between the various thoughts, tlborted

by nﬂxndxvzdual, the operants appeared to EE lnfluenced

Qy QPJB than just 1nterna1 thematlcally l;nked Lntravezbals

.8 .

4

‘
o

) hp prxvate modality.

As ueen in Table 2, the proport;on of intraVerbal

x ,bhoxc re:ponsas was much Iatqer when the Verbal

’4Jnt COding Syltem (vocs) was qpplxed without a tine
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Without Superimposing

Thought Superimposing

. Units Physical Space Physical Space/

! ’ Time-Lag Methods

pen tact tact -

U of A extended tact . tact

Uof NE % .. intraverbal extended tact

beautiful intraverbal intraverbal -

green intraverbal extended tact &
\ intraverbal

sunny - -intraverbal extended tact &

o g intraverbal

summer intraverbal extended tact &

intraverbal echoic
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lag. Thc‘classifications relied on logic, as well as
associlations with cher thought units in the same reported
sequence.  Thus only an internal (I) explanation seemed
possible because knowledge of the total environment was
noﬁ available. 1In contrast, the time lag system in-
creased the proportion of.mands, tacts and extended o
tacts toded and aliowed ma;y (supposed) "internal"

echoics and intraverbals to then be coded externally (Ef
because they were functionally related to the verbaliza-

tions of other group members‘;uring the course of the

“free-thinking" periods.

Thought Exercise Two: Fourth Session

Consider the following reported series of

thohghts:
" editing - ‘not doing task -‘blank“; TV - teaching -
- classroom - profe%so; going on/and on

Without a time lag a functional analysis is forced to code

most of this chain of thinking a% internally stimulaied.

(Table 3 column 2).

By going a step further and superimpésinawthe
actua{zconversation going at thé very time thé subject |
waé &oing-his thinkiﬁg we see the infringement of-the’ o
environment én thisAflow of thoughts® ‘s

editing - becomes:an'echpic because at

the very ‘time that this sub-



not doing task

blank

T.V.

teaching
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ject was thinking another
person 1n the room was
saying "don't hold thoughts

back, don't edit...they are
editing for themselves".
becomes echorc (E), the
pérson insisting on the task
being done was present (tact
E) and speaking of 'not doing
the task' echoic (E) and the
subject was thematically con-
'necting the’editinq without

doing task (intraverbal I)
appears;tdabe removal of
aversive stimulus - from
presencé of task master
(tact E), as well as an intra-
‘verbal.(I).

;emains a tact (E) from the
physical presence of thé
.video-recording TV monitor

in the room, as well as an

intraverbal (I).

"is an echoic as the discus-

sion at this time had turned

to comments’ about teaching -

o



classroom -

. professor going -
on and on

62

"Much like teaching...dif-
ferent from behaviors of
teaching 1tself",
while still an intraverbal
(I) from the teaching associ-
: a
ation, also becomes an ex-
tenéed tact from the discds-
sion and classrqom like
situation
remains an extended tact from

the professor's presence in

the room, an internal intra-

-verbal from the association

with a classroom anhd an ex-
ternal intraverbal from the
professor actually speaking

*on and on" at that time.

Thus through a careful examination of all

.

poss}ble observed conditions existing in the immediate

environment of the thinker.at'the precise time of the

thinking the greater number of the thought sequences

appeared to be stimulated by an external, or an external

and internal, rather‘tﬁdn‘qimply an internal controlling

*mechanism"®,
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p———

Thought Units

Without Time Lag

With Time Lag

"editing"

not doing task
blank

T.V.

"teaching"

classroom

professor going
on and on

intraverbal (I)

extended tact (1)

intraverbal (1)
tact (E)

intraverbal (1)
intraverbal (1)
intraverbal (I)

ex tact (E)
intraverbal- (1)

echoic (E)

echoic (E)

~intraverbal , (I)

tact (E)

tact (E) 7
intraverbal (I)

tact (E)
intraverbal (1I)

echoic (E)

ex tact (E)
intraverbal (I)

ex tact (E)
intraverbal (I)

intraverbal (E)

an
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3
~ .

Thought Exercisce Three; Fourth Session

The third subject reported the following
;hought seguences:
forcemeat - meaé hanging in shop - mother -
kind of cut - joke - ladies present -
A\
unclothed - meat
While this example is perhaps not as dramatic
as the previous two, the time lag analysis does supplement
several of the thought unit; which would otherwise have
becen coded simply as intraverbals. ({Sec Table 4),
forcemeat - becomes an echoic (E) because

when this line of thought was

occurring a speaker in the

room was saying "Without fbrce
in that diregtion". Aiso it
remains an intraVerbal because
of the forceggggiconnect@ph from
childhood visits to the butcher
shop. '
meat hanging - remains an inttaveral gd.wgll
h as becoming an echeic (I) -
repeating hiﬁ.éwn previous
‘thouéht of 'meat'.
. mother - remains ﬁnexplainéd and thus
| ;séill ;ﬁ fnterverbal (I).

kind of cut .- extended tact (I) -from meat
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Though Units

With Time Lag

forcemeat

meat hanging
in Siyp
mother

kind of cut
joke

ladies present

unclothed

| meat

:.;:

Without Time Lag l

intraverbal (I)

intraverbal (I)
echoic (I)
intraverbal (I)

intraverhal (I)
intraverbal (I)

tact (E)
intraverbal (I)

extended t§9t~(E)

intraverbal (I)

echoic (E)
intraverbal (1)

.intraverbal (I)

echoic (I)

intraverbal (I)

intraverbal (I)

extended tact (1)

intraverbal 1)

tact (E)
intraverbal (I)

extended tact (E)

4.

extended tact (E)

extended tact (E)

~echoic (I)

pe o
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associlation.
joke - extended tact (E) from subject
"in room to whom he had told
the meat shop joke the previou§
day, as well as intraverbal
association (I) thematically
connected with the butcher.
ladies present - a tact (E) from the ladies
. present in the room at the
rmoment and intraverbél (1)
linked with the dirty joke.'
unclothed - extended tact from ladieé
| who at the moment werelblbthed.
meat - extended tact from females as .
'meat’' and internal echoic
from repetition of his own
‘prior tﬂought unit of ‘meat’'.
- ‘Agaﬁn more detailed knowledge of the physical
and'social environment sﬁrrounding'ﬁhé éhinker ﬁhrows
llght on causal links between the external obJects and
act1v1t1es in the sl‘hatxon and the content of the
thoughtsf : ;;, '
our. percenta;cs of external and lnternal ex-
,planatxons of thought for the three sub)ects in this
partlcular expetxment using the time lag nebhqp aré :

 shown in Table 5



TABLE 5
External Internal Both Total
Only Only
Subject 1. 70% 11% 193 1008
Subject 2 418 263 33 100%
Subject 3 58% 5% 37% 100%
Average 56.88% 14%

29.66% \ 100%

67
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The diverse results reported in the two columns
of Table 6 reflect the dichotomy of internal (self) versus
external stimulation. The vast majority of the reported
thought units which werce scored without the time-lag pro-
tedurc were self-stimulated echoics and intraverbals, a
breakdown congruoﬁt with the idea of maﬁ'stimulaping him-
self independently of any external contingency control.
Conversely, the ;esults of the time-lag analysis, which
considered report thought units iﬁ relation to the
situatioqs in which the thoughts actually occurred, are
congruent with the basic paradigm of operant behavior. oOf
the time-lég‘codes, 54% were tacts Or extended tacts which
were stimulated and reinfdrced by physical properties in

-

the group envirqnmgnt., Without the time—lag‘pfocedure
only 7% were_éaé;sjand extended tacts. Thus our criterion
level for 6cceptin§ the first hypothesis waé‘metL

K ~ The ha;n point is that when thopghx evints‘are'
analyzed without reference to”the éﬁvi:gnméht‘ihv@hicﬁ they
vactually occur,'internal‘thematic 1inks betweenvvaribus
.thought unlts are the only functlonal relatiOnships avall- ,
rable.‘ Thouqht becomes an autonomou:, self—stxmulatxng
"process. When the same thought units are studied witﬁ a
knowledge of the envxronnqntal pmpe;ézqs a‘ctive durinq.
their: 1nit1a1 emxssxons,.fuhctloqu relatlcnships betw;;n‘
‘thoughts and extexnal stimuli are rcad;ly discetned Tho-,'
‘ :t1me iag codings attests to the more objective nature aﬁ »

;fthxs 1atter method of analy'lﬂ- nAi 7

aed . i B f . >



TABLE 6

Percentage Breakdown of VOCS codings

with and without Time-Lag Procedure*

Without Time-Lag With Time-Lag

Mand -y 3
Tact - ‘ ‘ .4 | 26
Cxtended Tact 3 2Q
Echoic o 19 14
Intraverbal - 71 29
Total - . 100

]

A total of 74 rep§rted

100

I

Vthouth units were coded.

69
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The most preyalcnt of the recurring patterns
of operants found in the thought analysié of all three
thinkers was that of an extcrnal tact (6r extended tacti
Yeing followed by another external extended tact and an

intraverbal, This is illustrated in the following example:

One subject stated that the humming of
the TV recording equipment in the room
stimulated her to report the thought

"airplane". This follows the common

battern of ‘ ’ .

Q

Tact — Extended Tact ——s Intraverbal

(TV equipment) (other;motors (this hum (TV)
» ‘ make similar - 'reminds' me of

no!ses) : that hum (plane))

The tact is our direct contact with the environ-
ment. The frequent use of tacts as é "take off" point for
thonghts has been Lllustrated in this study. There is
noth1ng pattacularly novel about this. demonstratxon except
th@ fact that it happens much.more frequer,tly than we -

. imagine. The rginforcement here’appeats to 11e, not in
the establishment of the recoqhxtlon of a sxmilar obJect
_ g; a 1xstenér ;s is the case when usxng verbal tacts,
but 1n establxshxng and expandxng on an. astociation
;ﬂ within the tblnket a petsonal 1ntrathouqhta1' ﬁbmnunityf
| The exten?ed tact peruits an axtenlion fron

b4

the physxcal stimulus (tact) 1nto the privately san-

B

. o
e
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ctioned community.of intraverbal associations. Thus
thematic relationships (or internal intraverbals) can:
become'oxtremely complex because of each individuals'
prior hisiory of experilience. Thematié responses are
oftenchained toqothér (Pavlov's "dynamic stereotypes").
Each may serve as a reinforcemcﬁt for the previous thought

while at the samc time acting as the discriminative

"stimulus for the succeceding thought. This process is

prone to constant interruption from ghe environment.

These interruptions break the thematic association and
begin a new cycle. The intraverbals reinforce the tact-
extended tact operants. If ihe intraverbals are'punishing,
"blank" periods may occur and break the "flow of thoﬁgh;s".
So salient external stimuli (the phone rings) or-internal

stimuli (pain strikes) and/or aversive intraverbals may

.serve to break the operant chaining. The operant chains

represent the earlier ("personal") contingencies of re-
inforcement ("the unique experience of each individual").

The firstlchiﬁg our experiment has demonstrated is that

thése_earlier contingencies are not nearly so numerous,

~nor so effective, as they are imagined to be. We were

COnstantly impressed by the‘fact that whét seemed to be '

' rare and exotlc thought contents reduced themselves to
'rather banal assoc;ations to obnects in the here—and-

now env1r0nment lf-n resuit of our analysis. 3.- :

e Since all forms of béhav1or serve ‘a function



. immediate environment.

> - 12

which relates to the situation which preééaes 1t and

the consequences which follow 1t, according to our model,
sO too must thought. In order to explain thought as
behavior we must have as complete a description as possible
of the total physical and social environment that accom-
panies 1it, This study has brought thought as a form of
behavior closer to being understood because a methodology

M i ;- A
has becen proposed which helps to determine the controlling

elements in the environment surrounding the act of

thinking. These verbal réports of thought contents have

been analysed by the "time-lag" method so that the covert

behaviors can be explained as objec;ive data causally
related to preceding and succeedih; stimuli. Thus they
are explained more parsimbnious1§’than previous studies
have ailowed. - |

We concludqd,'it is ﬁossible to determine in

the majority of instances, "a causal connection between

the thoughts of an individual (as rfeported by him verbally
. ' - . :

immediately following the thinking) and the preceding
, - . o ,

L4

/o "

-and accompanying objects and activities in the "think U

P

~

. , .
“" - Do
- »
.

oy
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B. The Test of L\a;‘%ocond Hypothesis
The second hypothesis to be tested in the eox-
periment was that an 'understanding' of bchavioral laws
and scientific principles has specific therapoeutic value.
' The word 'thcrapcutic; implies a movement from disrup-
tive or maladaptive behavioral forms to more adaptive and
acceptable forﬁs of bechavior. A criterion of such be-
havioral change is the frequency with which definea
behavioral operants are manifested. Accepting the
validity of behavioral laws and the concept of contin-
gencies of reinforcement, any increase or deérease in
" the frequency bf éhe particular patterns must be con-.
trolled by environmental stimuli. If a disruptive behavior
‘Sattern decreascs in the course of the experiment, such a
change wfll qualify as therapeutic. Conversely, any
increase in frequercy o% the same behavior must be con-
sidered anti-thergpeutic. Moreover, the environmental
‘stimul'i which control such changes. ‘f‘ they occur) can
‘be discovered Ly a scrutiny of the total behaviorad con-
text 1in which these changes occur.,‘

Such an cmpirical test does, of course, require .
N .

that suitable data be avgﬁlable. These data must. be in
the form of objectively recognizable behaviors recorded

on a time dimension. In addition, the stimulus contexis

;n Uﬁich these behavxors are embedded must be accurately

AT

and Blmonxously delineated Ideally, the data should
e A8 ) .

. 2 . ’
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be obtained from a naturalistic sctting so that the

-
principles, of "mcaningfulness-in-context” and of 'systems
are not vidlqtcd. .

Our usual method of icquiring data 1s to record
on video-tape the group intéractions:which constitute the
focus of our 1nvestigation. The preservation of the actual

N
behaviors no the contexts in which they occur is vital
1f our studics are to be reliable and valid. By recording
the group sessions 1in the présent experiment, we obtailned o
a permanent record which forms the basis for the empirical
ana'yses presented.

Once in the possession of such data, the ex-
perimOntorfs task 1s to recognize behaviors which either
vsupport or refute the declared hypotheses, working on
the basis of the prxnc1ples of object1v1ty and par51m0ny

The behavioral data can be directly and D&mply llnked to

the theoretical questions which are being asked in this
way. D
, This is not as easy as. it gouhfs, since the
untrained observer is in the habit of sﬁrrounding his
descripfions of évents with intetpretétiqni"mentalistic
explanations, and e tional feactiohs. Oftén.these
'hypothctical constructs (mentaliéficlconStructions’in'
particular) obscure thé Objective‘facts of the event as'

it actually occurs, separate from our own hopes, ds-

‘pirations, and blases.A A sccond dxff;cqlty is that we

/ ' T " . e
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often, unwittingly, tocus our obscervations on only a part

of the phdnioncenon, and neglect other aspects which may be

crucial to an understanding of that phenomenon. A common
N . ®

example of this error 1s the way in which we habitually
pay .]t£t‘llt1()ll to vocal behavior, and neglect 1ts non-veocal
accompﬁnlmcnt. Scientitic observation is not an casy
ski1ll, and thce mcmb;rs of our research team have spent
hundreds of haurs in obscervational training.

A similar difficulty occurs in attempting \
operationally to define a behavioral difficulty. In the
present study, the participants were unable to formulate
the behavioral problems which they hoped to solve in a
manncr appropriate.to e;pirical analysis. For éxample;
a male subjcct‘in the experiment described his difficulty
as 'an uncomforgable feeling when asked to séeak in the
prescnce of a égoup of pebple‘. While such a description
satisfics the réquirements of normal social discoﬁrse,~
it is not satxsfactory fnom a sc1qngLflc point of view.
rraf the pant1c1pant s statement i ;would be xmpossxble

to 1dent16y partxcular sequences f behavxor which cgh-

promxsalhxs d!ffxculty. If a: béhavxoral analysis of tﬁi

rtherapeutlc effect of our nxperimental pxod%am was 0 bo

'forthcomang, the prochm are&& selected by . the particxpants

had ‘to be operatxcnally deflned in behavibral tetms 80 that
|

.they could be relxably’ceded_and their manxfestatlog' o

€ .

studied. -
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Thus, a mcthod of operationalization was re-
quired before our test of the sccond hypqthcsis could get
off{ the qr:und. Since we were uspocfallyvintcrestcd
(partacularly an relation to the first hypothesis) in
troublcesome 'thought' behaviors, such operationalization
presented a good doa; of difficulty. 1In the final analysis,
the question became whether or not ig was, possible to
find patterns of overt behavior which were indicative of
the internal problems posited by our subjects. 1If ouﬁh“
initial model of the thought process was correct, at least
some overt part of the to}al response which comprised a
particular thought sequence should be capable qf objective
recognition. This possibility was strengtheﬁ;‘ by aur
concern that the problems selected by the participants
should be appropfiatelto group discussion, such as we
' wished to record. 1In other words, we sought tq select
only p}oblgms which arose in group situations.

| Many of the techniques of operationalizatian
: eventually used had fdrmerly been tested in an earlier
experlmcnt in the serxes. This set out to define 4
behav;orally the nature of the Freudian ego-defence |
mechanisms. Ideally stated this prbchu?e mgy_bp sum~"
marlzcd as followt: | | o .

LN .
Y
)

Y 1. The experxment‘l’béh&ﬁipr (An this c&go .
prohlem ) is idcntiiiia qh hﬁﬁ‘;kabo-taPOI by. .

a panel c: qnalxtxed judges, or by tho qroup

’ M ] . '
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members an association with behavioral special-
ists. This initial procedure is somewhat 'sub-
jective', and the Iinterpretations of the group

A}
members normally excéod empirically verifiable

Y limits, . '

2. The taped scquences identified in the first
stcp are thoroughly obscrved with the aid' of a
'behavior observation system' which transcribes
the bchavior into numbers corresponding to
several well-defined catagories of.behavior.

3. The numbers so generated.are scanned for
similarities' and differences using behavior
sequences which have been previously idel[ifiod
as homogeneous, . {

4. If.the numeric bghaviéral_strings whish
discriminate 5uch seduences are found, tﬁ%se .
are checked for rellabllity and validity by the

~ groyp members, judges, and spec1allsts

These steps need to.be repeated several times

before speq1f1c behav1ora1 criterza can be formuléted
Sometxmes,cﬂ?course, :his 13 impcssibla since thé |
critcrxa formulated in step 1 may remain too vague and’
amorphous. The operationalization procednre u:ﬁ;lly
faxls when the construct we are attonpting to défin; “.' .
is too general in lCOpe, or overlagl qtth othar :bnu' |

atructs._ Throuqhout the oPerationalization pro¢edu:e,
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- movcments anﬂ;tolc diffarenti&hionljﬁbnt to sunnarxze
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9
reliability chocké arc made between the various observgrg

and chiii: validity is controlled by comparing experi-
A
menters with subjects or with specralists. In order that

the specific behavior pattern should not be taken out of 1ts

S -
total social context, tHe simultancous behaviors of other

‘group members, as well as the preceding and succeeding

group behaviors are coded using the same behavioral ob-
scryation system.
Sarprisingly enough, the methodological dif-,

ficultips which had been anticjpated as a consequence of

.+ emplqQying 'thought'.as a subject-matter proved to be no

grecater than those encountcred w1th the Freudian defense

mcchanism and other common Qﬁychologlcal concepts.. These

-

two conceptual syStems are based on mentalistic netions
validated by‘introspecticé evaluations which lack4pragmaéic'
obscrvability. Consequently, one is no less troublesome

than the other, Thé truth of the matter is that many
»

branches of psycholoqy employ some form of 'mind-readlng

I3

as their pr1ncipa1 modus operandi;;

"'Phe. behavioral observationnl system devised for

the preunt ftudy codei vcry ducxtu and npecitic be-

haviors. TH is ‘not nn all—enconpatasng syltem of inter- hl %E?"‘

actlon analysis such as Balet (1950. 1910), or Flanders

(1971}.. Itl chief aim is not to dxscvver graﬁp?i

gucc;ntl) -t.he gh)ectivo behaitérai reax}uu of qroup ‘-

] N .

S
s
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interactions at specific points in time, It coh§{séslof
significant group behaviors defined in common, ctﬁryday

: o
English, The coded behaviors are listed in'Tablg-l. A
key iQCntifyinq the participants in the experimente 15 also
included.

Once the coding system had been worked out, the

five video-tapes were viewed for ouccurrences of the specific

bchaviors characteristic of the participant's ‘problematic

behavior'. The entire scot of tapes wadmviewed twice for

v

each participant by two trained observers. The océu;rence

. ¢ o
07 the symptomatic behaviors was recorded on a time chart,

one for each participant. During a particular 'problem'

sequence for onc individual, the behaviors of alllthe\par?

[y
)

ticipants were coded.

The validity of the hypothesis that an under-

. -

standing of behav1ora1 laws and sc1cntif1c prxnc1p1es can
have specific therapeutxc effect was assessed on the bas;s
of incrcases or decreases in the emission rates of prob~-

lematic behaviors. Grbup.behauioré~whichAproceded, ac-

companied, or succeedgd 'bboblem'-seqqences wefe'anhljbeq‘~ 

-

.an tr1~member contxngency quuences. Théke }equenCOs’aie’

o 4
|

emonstratlon of thc efftciency of particular bnhaviotal

,“\‘ T a : R

"esents 1n‘b11c1t1ng and rcintorcxng the axperxmental

« - Ll Y ‘- L -
N - ‘ Sy

L XY
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RESULTS 11
/ ) ,o
.This‘chuptur roports thc‘kesults of r§ otheb3
I1, namcly that a subject's knowlgdqe 01’ bohaw;l !
prlncu)hs has gpelelC thcrapoutlc value for h1m. i' .
Tho data were collected from vidcg-tapes of five
discussion b\SSthb lastlng appr031mately onc hour gach
Six SUbJOLtS participated in the’ experiment. The grouy.
also included a leader who prepared and presented ‘dig-
cubsxon-materlal. There was also .a secondary rcsource
person, Jim, who played a major role in dlrectlng and
guldan the subjects throughout the experxment
The VLdeo -tapes. of each sess;on were viewed in ,;
(

detail. many tlmesav Nxt‘x an awareness o?each subject's‘; “

N L] . ' P .
statod problcm, he alonp waa abscrved andicoded Whan an’ &5

. ﬁl i‘ ‘\.’

,1nstance of more than flve secondq~of appqren&ly dys-
.’functlonal behaVIOt was Qbscfved the time of thia occur -
rence and its durgtxen was noted. Precnding and tucceedxng
‘behaviors in the whole group were‘alpo noted e.g, who wll
Afﬂpeaklng at the txme the dysfunctxonal bnha’iOt occhrgkd,
The results are presented laparntery tor eléh .

»person in a sessxon-by-session deanxiptfbn qﬁit;n ingivid-- N

K




throughout the whole experinient,
Time charts are included (Appendix A). These
" incorporate the collected data for cach person in each
session. This material 1s pre§onted in a tri-member
sequence manner.  Three columns appcér on cach time chqrt.
The leftAhand column lists apparently salient stimuli
‘Which are manifest immediately p;ibr)to the subject's
coded dysfunctidnal bechavior (respunse). The résponse is
shown in graph form in column two, followéd in the thxrd
column by a reference to the act1v1ty whlch occurstas the
sub;ect dlscontlnues hls dysfunctlonal actlvlty.

Flnally, each session is described w;th referenée
to all the sub;ects togethe1 in the group The prevaxllng
.l;fy-ﬂ. tOpxcs-o{ dxscussaon and general 1nteract1on durlng
‘ 'géch.hourly pcrlod are qllo_recorded. >f. _ _ .,“ ,-3
. . S ; .

k4

;-



Subjcci:

Problem:

[ 4

» 82

CASLY

Cascy stated that he felt self-conscious and
embarrasscd when he was asked or expoétod to
specak in a group. It was most apparent prior to,
and in the initial stages éf speaking. It was

more prevalent 1in intellectual situationé because‘
there was "no necessity to_perfotm in social |

sitda£ions“.' Casey §aid.his self consciousness

and embarrassment were manifested by feeling

"Very'Uptightf, "flushed" and ”ruéhed” "especgially
during the initial Stages of delivery" The .
discomfort was accompanied by an "incredibly :

increased pulse rate".

Attention wasugivqﬁ‘to Casey's behavior prior to

and during sp‘eak‘in-g' ‘es, éarticularly wh'eh he'

-knaw ahead of txme that he would be called ugm

to spcak‘ Changes tn qeneral posture, avoidance _f‘

R "ot eye. cont.act with the npeaker. anxiety ex-'- e

ynued in fidgetiﬂg, lhiftmg and rubbmg and

a tn&hed" apeakmg pétﬁern were watched ror. e
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behavior of Cascy's "sclf-consciousness™
. The majority of the coded scquencés (15) were
charactcr&zéd Sy qcnorgl fidéetinq, intermittent attention
" to the speaker and/or the group and rocking or rubbing '
‘motions. |
On several 6thcf occasiohs (6), there was.marked
,lacﬁ df eye contact with the speaker and lack of attenti&e
orientation. A head-down positionvw?s common, - |
At mid point in the session the leader asked the
' group to volunteer comments. Casey immediately 1ower§d
‘ ;pisleyas'td th? tablelénd-wroée oh his-pépers‘shdfflihg.'vx
thém.about. This Qas‘followed by a'h;ad-dobn rock§ngy
motion which ceased wheﬁvthéAleadef got a response frp@ |
sdmebne‘elqe.' The rocking beéan again q; the;ieidén
;preéen:Ld another point, sioﬁping-whén'cabey himself asked | )::‘
: *é question. The leader dxd not reply dxrectly to hxm but - |
{ made some Jokinq comment which evoked general laughter in”
) whlch Casey did not )01;..;1 L, .f - B ff;}f
Caney spokg again at ilt;y ninut.s, lcconpanxodf:_— ‘
uuion ended with L

g . by fidgetinv and finger tapplng.;g}“ 
ma.«-down, s‘hxtting pontion vhih lilter\iqg 'rho nolt .

Irgquent frl—member aequencd occqxtinq thzl lehtionuual:  fa*7"
. ) . A: 2 ’, . S . R

I

\-;




:  -1nutes the leadcr anked tor a roaponso from nnyonc 1‘{

: hands, noving a hand to hiu ponth troquontly. At cight

;the group c::.y novcd in his chair, rubbod hls ‘ear and
';:gazod oxt until nnethor 1ndiv1dnn1 :clpondod !hp t..- ,:"

o ?ttcxp.u.
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. The longest dysfunct2onal behavioral period can

be summarized as follows:
leader speaking + Casey with head + leader still speaking

directly to down and fidgeting directly to Casey
Casey ‘ '

Session 2'

Seventeen Séquenées, repcesenting 23§ of the
session time were coded as ganifesfatiohs;of 'self-con-‘-i'
scxousneln | B ‘

The na)ority of these :equcncoo (12) were ‘lack

of orientatiqn to the lpoakcr and/or a head down pOlition

L

_often holdan his head in'pis handl. Thorc were fewver

(5): inatances of fidqeting, hand tappiqg and nole rubbing

than 1n the first les|£on. Hoq’vor, thcuo latot norvous

. activitie: wcrc vory pronouncad during Calty'l own spcaking

T-nt]\uru::e:. _' ;y N : S "'f : ;
' . - L

casey began this sa-s n with his hhld in hia

pondor's—in:roductory rcnatkn paua"




'“"was somQ nabe rur
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and cycs down and did not orient to any of the speakers
duginq this time.

When Cascy was called upon to talk about his
problem he began hesitantly. As e spoke he engaged in a
~great decal of body movement, he shrugged his shoulders
and rubbed his hands on the table with intermittent finéér
tapping. He gonerdlly gazed down while epeaking. The
hand motion ceased as soon as Casey stOpped talklng and
another %ndlvldual was called upOn. This is thg same
patterp of behavior that had been displayedlin session one
by Casey after a duéstion had been put to the group.

‘Casej then shifted in his chair, iaugheq, merd
his shoulders and génerélly seemed 'muéh‘ more relaxed, ' He -
]oxned in group laughter after this poxnt.

There was stlll some - 1nattentiveness as, others in
the group made thelr'contrlbutxons. When' queries were put
to the group as a whole Casey avozdeé eye conéact ‘'with the
leader and frequently rubbed hxs nose or arm. Q? seemed
.partlcularly fldgety when Dave,was speaking Casay spoka

‘a second txmg (at 40 mins.).. Thxs was self tnitiated as &
lhe aaked foqtclanlficotion ot a-point by the leader,  &9
apparent i?xxety proceeded th;s.djuowewor, durinq his,‘;-

' Iapeak1ng hig - hand moved xn upt;ght ppsition ané there
fng and later. tinger taﬁbing.‘ Caley '

s

fjlust attentionra;_v

'n aa,chn session drew-tn 9 510'00‘~
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. . . .
VJsu&g cquipment and as Jim responded to a question from‘
Dave. .During this time his head and eyes were turncd
down Ma he did not orient to group members as they spoke.

The most common tri-member scqguence in session two for

Casey'was:

¢
. ’\‘ k
leader asking + Casey looking down + another individual
a -quegtion and failing to orient  responding to the
] . - 1 question .
7 onset of . ‘termination of
s dysfunctional dysfunctional
behavior . , behavior
s . v
» 9 ~
S5e$ 3

-

L3

.Ten sequences were coded as manifestation of
"self consciogsness"‘and 6% of the timé was coded as dys-

functional behavior.

%ﬁ: f This éessiég\bpenéd with an informal atmosphere. _
o ' o o

Several people had cups of coffee and were speaking . s
\causually as the tapxng begaq Casey éppeafed relaxed,

&:;}, he oriented well the fxrst few minutes and sat. with his
han#s in hxs lap.“' | |

-

'J ?-' o Casey spoke spontaneously on a numbar of occasions

- -

. this session. Thcre was no Apparent anxiety prior toer’ - .,

PR
9

ﬂur;nq theso Bpeqking 1natancolh ;Sqmc Qllqht‘lgr&ﬁghin9:4;5"
: ‘7 tometmes :m, " e -

-

' a pctﬁicular no!ﬁaﬁ'nuq an the tahlo and then qada ax-; )gﬁf .

’.;
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reference to Jim's inscession thought excercise, wondering

if this cup could have been a salient 5tid@gus._ The leader

‘dismissced this suggestion (punishment to Casey) and he

then turncd away completcly for 8Several minutes with his |

head hung down and some shifting about in his chair. A

later fcfercncc by éhe leader to this reprimaﬁd evqked a

spontancous comment from Casé} and increased awareness. g
Generally, this was a good session for Casey.

He was not expected to speak out, his inattentive . periods

were shorter and he displayed less fidgeting and body

movement. He was still rather slbw in much of his orien-

ting. Several short spontaneous comments did not seem to -

L 4
be preceded by_"self conscious” behav1or. The mosé‘common

tri-member scquence this session was:

. . ) ‘.

another individual -+ Casey not + other individuals speaking
_speaking . orienting or being spoken to
\ . . : "
‘ . “ } " . .D e

Session 4
| Fqurﬁuen sequences;manifés;ihq'hélf cqnsqiousneséb
wéfe coded. 16% of the time dyifunctionai'béhayior'waéw |
:ev1denced | | | " |

In this session each sub;ecf was expected to do.
; an 1n-se§sxon exerclse and explaln xt to thc qroup.i Caaey
‘~appeared relaxed and spoke Jokingly“thh the group aa the
sabsion began. The tesk fcr thxs seui.m was expla!ud ‘

and at four- and a half mi.nutes casg uitbdrew hgit.tnately f":"..”

B



«relaxed consxderably after hls speech

re

;ﬁrequently looked°up‘qu them down at his notes. Casey

.

compared to the activity displayed in session one.. He

88

from participation and did his thought exercise for eight
minutes. There were a few bricef periods of attention
during this time but generally he was looking down, writinq
and eoncontr;fing on the paper in front of him.

Casey did not orient frequently to Jim who was
playing the role of lcader this scssion, except to give
brief eye confaci at the mention of several key task
words - e.qg. "stimul&s deprivation", “?ﬁfraverbay" and
"extinction". Thesc words appeared # be saliefit"stimuli
eliciting attentive behavior from Casoy. He easily answered

a direct question put to him by Jim. However, he con-

tinued to fidget and to give most of his attention to hise

own task and the shects of paper in front of him. This

3

continued until the recital of his own exercise. He
glanced away When interrupted but continued with his report.

His hand movements were relatively subdued when speaking e

L

‘ There is another heavy perxod of 1nattent10n
towards the end of the sessxon. when Wendy, who was -

81tt1ng between the lehder and’ Casey was asked a number.

: of-direct questions, Cagey Iooked up as resbonsea or

comments were made but gazed down each tlme anothcr MAx.

quegtton was, fzred often. rubb1nq hxs nose or ear f‘!

hfs hand. Thit pattern of Iookxuq dowq when questi,

v
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o the vroup cocarred over and over with Casey.

woere g ERTRYE I
»
Most freqgquent -0 b coquencoe this Sesoron was
question ashed - Casey drops » someone else responds
cyes and head
Sessi1on ., Casey was absent.
t

. ‘

General

Cifey appeared to lose eye contact a great deal
during the sessioMp. At these tiTe he sat well back from
the table with his head down. During™his eye contact,
attentive times he did spme fidgeting and shifting in his
scet.  He usually had his cyes downcast when speakiqp.

There were several instances of "spontaneous"
speaking (05pecially'in-sc§slon three) which were not
preceded by apparent "self conscious".behiyiors. However,

thesc situations were not those in which Casey said his

problem was located. 1t was when h& was asked a Suestion

.

or was otherwise expected to speak that he felt embarrassed,

{

Certalnly when he knew ahead of time that he woulF be

called upon thetre was a very apparent buildup of anxlety

This was shown in session one when each individual was .
called up on to state his problem and again in session

four when everyone had to do an' "on-the-spot” exercxse and

[}
then relate 1

Casey‘wds quite able to’identify and define his

: /) y
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problem Precisely but scemdd unable to control overt rany -

festations of Loehavior dastoctated with 1t. He continucd
throughout the sessions to be pestered by.this "sclf-
conscicusness™ prior to an expected spaking instance.
Cascy's dysfunctional behavior was at its peak
1n S(.‘.‘H»;lf\)n. two when it‘wlched 2371, almost'})n(j quarter
of the session time. It wf:s on this occasion that.bo knew
h' would be caldea upon, as were all the subjecgs, to tell,
about” the problem he had chosen to wd‘x‘k on during the ex-
periment.  His dysfunctional behavior ZnCreased mo;é and
morc as his tuyrn approached. It d%sappeared almost com-
pletely immediately he finished his specch.,
The two séssions, two and fouf, where Casey
had anticipated being calied on‘to speak had the longest
average times pe; sequence of dygfunctiénal (withdrgwn)
behavior.‘ . : U
Casey was quxck to drop his head or l?se eye
contact when a question was put to the group. 1In this
way he generall; avoided being asked a question dirgcély,k

especially by one of the leadérs. Even when énother

subject was being questioned dlrectly‘ Casey av01ded

orlentatlon to them or to the questloner.“

qahy of the occasions when Casey returned hls
attontlon to the group seemcd to be stimulated by task -
oriented words - eg. “reinforcement" 'stimplps deprivation"”

’

This concern for the task is allo evidenced'by the type

) B’
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of clarifircation questions Wb asked.

A

= More sess i%nsz would be required before one could

say Cdasey was making progress with/,his problem,  His

fidgeting and tapping while Pecaking decreased between

two _and four &ut he contigued to have a -build-up of anxioty
/

priogl to an expected speaking turn., Cascy was-abscent for

' the last S¢S510n.

/!



Subjoct :

l!}nﬂ(qw?

Coding:

~times ue{e especially observed. Relhtive‘btimuli

ORMA

Crma's sclected problem was her strong inhibition

to writing letters.

A sccondary problem appeared to be her pdor com-

’

prchension of English and subsequent difficulty
in communicating with others in Lnglish.
Orma made the following statements when speaking

about her problem during her inte{view.

I'm poor in writing". "I'm very scared '
of writing term papers". "I always-my.
mind made me heavier to writing". "i%m
very single minded". "I have a troubie
in expression, writing especially, I
always put it off",

Orma's stated problem was not qne which would be
manifest»specifically during the experiment,

because there were no written assignments. Hoy-

\

_ever, it seemed closely rélated to her overall

prbblem in communicating verbally - she said she
4 ‘ - - K
had “trouble in expression, writing especially".

L B ‘
Thus, in coding Orma her communicating or speaking

ﬁrior'tq her speaking and_thpse,ih effect as she
cohcluded.a statbment‘wereanpteg to see if thereQig'

were ave sivé factqts'tﬁat mighékinhibit>htf;

’

conmunicatibn;' Tbémqtiézcons;stencies; or 1§ck

of these,'were,also ISORed'fqrfa;npossihie ihf,

-
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\"

dicators of her ability to comprehend and com- ¢ Y
municate 1n English. . oo
Coding was difficult because:
;) *the Subjoct;s sitting posture was o
always very immobile " % ‘
. . R
b) the subject chose to sit with Rer chk ~.-k

~

to the.camera in all but onc session

»
T
v
’%’h&n

(#4). | ' { K
) B "y
Session 1 ' ) [
. — . ‘ - / _ Q‘
1% of the session time was coded as dysfunctiona} _d..

bechavier. This was in two short instances.

Orma's normal sitting position was qiite il- ’ M

mobile. This was maintained throughout the session with ﬂ'

v

*slight eye and Foxd orlentatlon to the various spe.kers.
Orma d1d not make any contribution when the group as a

wholo»was addressed. In one ‘instance she was “asked by the
leader if she had any questions but did not respond vocally.

I'd

She”giggled rather'ihanely and smiled ‘blandly. heat-the

end of the session Orma's slngle Speaking incident occurred

N R

N When she asked an 1rre1evant questaon.'

v ; ) . , . ‘ ) . ' . . ' R ' .
53551on 2 ‘ --'_ . , | 4'{;; .

| 14% Bf this session's time wnl codad as dys-, g
) 7 . v'b‘-
'functlonal behavxor. Thxs accumulated:over aix 1nstance|.

»

In this sessxon there were £out occasicns when -

Y : C . A

, e | ;-_' " '
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/

Orma did not orient to a new speaker, These were 36-} 60 Y

second periods when several di{ferdnt individuals were
speakiné. iowever,; the greater part of her dysfunctienal
behavior oecurred in three scquences of two—thfee minutes
duration cach. Orma spokc during ;wo of these long Q'
'sessions in a ven¥\runFon anccdotal style. The rambling
storics werce somowha£ disconnected although points relétod,
occasionally to the general theme. The group was generally.
attentive andvpaticnt while §hc spoke but she w4¥.finally
interrupted by thg‘leador oh one occasioh, and by the con-
clusion of the scssion on the other.

Session 37 R °
“ s \\ . - ' .
¢ 8% of this session was coded as dysfunctional

behavior. All of thfg occurred during'Orma'S‘five speaking
instances. N
Orma maintained her usual static poéitibn’during

the first quarter hour of the sedsion. She'then:respdnded

when addressed by the leader but d1d not laugh thh the - ’

}

group followlng the leader s joke. buring the. nﬁrt four

speaklng t1mes she rambled on- about personal incidents that

| were vaguely connected to the,group theme ‘or tllk- TVice ;

L igng_gntcrrupted other speﬁkers to begin her oun vocalxzation

/

-and on four out of £ive :peakxng ocpauions thc leader in- ’

“terrupted b&r in order to tcxce a condlusicn to het apeech.u

T -rh;s trt-member sequence it repeated frequently throughout =

L]
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. s
this se¢ssion:
r
leader > Orma interrupting (thematically » leader
speaking inconsistant, fidgeting and : in;prruptinq

obsessive vocalization)

Session 4“\\ ~

of thc session was c¢oded as dysfunctlonal
behaV1or. bnc period of ever five minutes and another of
over Clqht mlnutes contributed largely to thxs sum.

Early 1n the session- Ormo ppo*% agaln 1t seemed
unrelated to the subject matter_belng dlscussed. However, «
Jim responded to her comments and shé’spoké again within
a few minutes, addr;sSipg herself to Jim. He cut her off .
shortly. There were no furtpgr'spéaking attempts until
the yéry cnd of the hour when the leader asked her a
'qhesiion She responded but agaxn was’ themat1c611y in-
con51stent and rambled vaguely. She was cut off by the
.endlng of‘the tape‘and thus’the se#sion.; Orma'had two
extremcly long perlods of dysfunctxonal behavxor not con-'-
nected thh speakxng instanges. The first long period
(almGSt 31x mxnutes) oécurred in the first quatter of the
se331on immediately following the leader s expressed ':§.E~"
annoyance with her. ~She slips into -a pqriod of no orieﬂiﬂ'
‘tatzan to ;;eakers in the qroup. no participation in group ;"'
Uilaughter, and 8 head-down posxﬁibn le&ning away tzom the |
Leader.. ?his is’ tallowed, mid sosn;on, by a socond, avon

longer (etht mtn#tes) pcriod ot withdrawal trou tﬂg 9:0np'7

¥
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roo
.
Again thore ydﬁ 4 staring-oft with lack of orientation,
farlure to join group 1auqh£pr, and a/loanihg a;ax position
from the two group léqdcrs. This secricd to be a very

. ’
unhappy session for Orma.

Hcr spoa}lnq attempts were

thwartcd by the leaders und she spent a large percentage .

of the discls

the grou

Jim
speaking

leader or Jim

p-

-»

sion period apparcntly out of contact with

The two frequent tri-member sequences were:

Ogma. speakKing (thematically * Leader or Jim

inconsistant)

-

speaking to other . head down
individual

Session

her eyes and 'head well,

5

interrupting

» Orma not orlenting, *laUghter

7% of the session was coded as dyéfunctional.

This time Orma appeared attentive and oriented

She did no£ attempt to speak

,untll the very end of the sess1on when she was appnoached

by the leader w1th K question.

e o

She excused herself and

left the room for-a minute and .a half On her return she

was agaxn queé%sﬁned and responded tth time.; Ongg ‘more

she was off th\hsub]ect, leaned away from the leaders

fawkwardly Qnd
. fxnally cut off by the leader‘
‘funct;onal behavior decreased to " this time. A g;eat,:"‘

gaged in: obsestxve ranblings and,was

Haveve ' her codad dys- L

| decllne fran lessicn four at 39!.A Orma;p l1n91e~§p§ech

-

R 2

N
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for this session was agailn interrupted by the leader and
by the ¢nding of the session ™ . , ‘)

v

General: : ’ .

Orma's normal sitting posture is erect but
static. This is quite likely a culturaliy canditioned,
(Oriental), socially accepted, female listening stance. e
Eye contact and slight head orientation were possible from
this position and were gene;ally evident duriné most of
. the sessions. | |
r In almost every instanée'when Orma was coded as
diSplaying dysfunctional behavior she'waé attempting to
communicate through speech The, other subjects were
generally attentlve, leaning forward and looklng directly
. at her, durlng these tlmes.“bn several occas1ons _people
nodded understandlngly or even filled 1n phrases for her

whlle she was relatzng her anecdotes. However, her sen-

tence structure and prdnounc1a;10n wg:e poor‘gnd she did
not contribute mucﬁ subétanée to the. giOUp discussions/

' The léader, or the end of. the session, 1nterrupted Orma
75% of the time. she spoke Thxs must have been averslve

and dlscouragjdﬁ to her. The tremendous increase in non-' o
E speak1ng dysfunctional behavzo: in seslxon tbur and plain B
}non-speakxng bethLor in session fxve could well eatlect } -
a reapOﬁse to these 1nterruptxve. cnttinq-of! patzerns H

Jtﬁat began to develop tbward the end of the third ncetinq

) Q
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There scems no evidence of a therapcutic effect

for Gvma .as she?progresses through the sessions. Mergdys-
functional behgvior.flucdtuates, goinq_from,l%.to 14% to
8% to 39%.ané down to 7%. Her specaking instances increase
to a\maximum of five during seésiqn three (cut off four‘
times) then drop aQay again‘to threévtimes and only once
in the final session. Hers thematic {nconsistency is ;meén
throughout ali her attcmpésxat verbal communication. ?he
difficult} with writing (her selected problem) is not
really chailenged in the efperiment. The secéﬁda;y issue
of poor En;lish expression appears tof remain constant.

| Certainly the pattern that qpbears over and over

again for Orma is:

leader asks Orma -+ Orma responds (thema- » leader 1nterrupts
a questlon' } tically 1nconslstent)

.
-

- _This’leéds to a deéregse'in the number of

- questions-tne”ieader puts to Orma. The thematﬁcally in-
consistent responses become aver51ve pand are avo;ded by
hlm. In. the meantxme, Orma is forced to 1n1tiate her own
speakan instances by 1nterrupt1ng~' she still indulqes

~in exce531ve rambllngs and vocalxzatlons and 18 once more

cut of f.

L1
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Subject: JENNIT'ER
Problem: 4 ‘
—xr \ J.
Jennifer indicated her problem was inatten-,
| ] y . ’
tiveness to thé speaker during discussions *

“~

(éspecially in a one-to-one academic conver-
‘sation). Jennifer felt this was because she
wds overly conéerncd with formulating her own
immediate contributionlto tﬁe conversation.
Coding: “ | . . o

) . . . ) . :
Consideration was given to coding Jennifer's

inat;entive'behavior.
~ Either loss of eye cqhtact with the
speaker or grbub; or siown;ss in orien-
tlng to the speaker, or person spoken to;
- ora head down inactive posxtxon
Themdtlc 1ncon31stenc1es were looked ‘for when
Jennifer commented or\gsked questions, hoping

to find evidence of missing the point because

of her_inat&entiﬁe spells.

. 3 sgion 1 _ | :
18% of thxs sessxon tlme Has coded as inatten~

L 4
’tivéness. Jennlfer had a great number of 1nstances of lack

/" of eye contact thh, ér. lack of o:aentatlon to the speaker.
Thu happened most often ‘when' ﬂi‘ .peaker spoke tor pro-

. longed penods and/or was the 1eader. | 'rhere were several
. i A , . ,

P N
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prolonged periods when Jennifer leancd away from the
speakgr or Athvbgrovup. C "

. There were three occasions where fidgeting was s
aquite pronounced. Jennifer frequently reached into her
handb;xg which was p].ac‘cd on the floor beside her chair. -

The thematdc connections throughout ;\t‘his session
\wcrc good. Somotimcs orientation to the speaker was slow.
She” responded more quickly to Jim's comments than to the
leader's. . .

Jennifer.contributéd several suggestions, asked
far clarlfieation On one or two ideas and generally par-
ticipated.readily. Aﬁtentiycness inéreased toward the end
of the discussion period/especially after a cémment seemed
wel; received by the¢1§ader (reinforéement). The most

frequent tri-member sequence occurring this session was:

leader's long - Jennifer's lack leader's continuing
speech .+ : of eye contact speech

‘Session 2°
| In this session Jénnifer's coded inatténgiyeness’}
deciea§3d to 8§,i7' | : o
‘ . Jeénifef's periodSAof 1ack\d£ éye‘contact fell
bf§ this éession‘although theré uas'stiil‘céﬁsidetablg
fidgeting evidenced bywpencil.t@pLing._tofqﬁeéd rubbiﬁq |
,;hnd>segt‘ﬁgi§q;ing; There”waS’5’§oﬁ¢wh§té;;§longed ini§i31 
,periéd of géﬁ}ing setgledf She frequehtly»tﬁrned tb the |

~
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s
outside person away from the leader,'
While reasonably attentive, Jennifer did not .
. :
tharticipate a great deal this time. The whole groawp was
rather slow moving. Jennifer had her arms spread an front

of her on the table for much of the time - a pesture which

was not repeated in the other scssions.  The most freqguent

tri-menber scquence occurring this session Was:

leader » Jennifer's lack - leader asking a question

speaking of eyc contact or new 1individual speaking
>

Session 3 | : ' ’ . *

o [

Jennifer's dysfunctional behavior again decreased,

-

this time to- 1% of the session time. Therc was only two
coded sequences, one during the first few mihutes and the
other during tﬁe last two minutes. Agaln there was an

'1n1t1a1 glggllng and hand- bag searchlng perlod where her

head and eyes were lowered Jennifer sat in a promlnent
.. ’ ) ’

poeition, facing_theicamera where she was easily viewed.
uer orzentatxon was fast, she was ‘attentive and’ laughed

approprlately. She emitted a number of nodding,, smiling

ST e oy
and agreelng motlonsf i -t

Thereggld not hppehr to. be any thematic 1ncon~

51sbenc1es 1n é?nnxfer s comments, she seemed ‘relaxed as
l .

d1d the‘whoie group.t Both short inattentive perxods were"

*»preceded by one of the instructors speakang
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Sess o g
Throuah a misunderstanding Jennifer was not
ardvised that the group was meeting on this occasion.  She
came 1notwenty six minutes late.  She expressed surprise
.

A}
with some exaggerated pitgh, was offered an explanation
: ¥

and sat down 1n the empty chair, with her back to the
camera, with little fuss.,
It was difficult to observe 1nd™Ntentiveness in

&
Head orientatidn wis very good. Relevant, thematically

this position :;? in fact no problem sequences were coded.
linked questions were asked, laughter was appropriate and
easy and Jennifer responded quickly to questions and made
several light hearted jokes.. She appeared to behave in a .
very normal, interested mafner.

. ‘

.

Session 5

—

Jennifer's coded inattentivenes§ was at 2§ this
,time. There was again a general getting settled period.
, Throughout the hour there was intermittent laék of eye
contact with the group. She oriented quickly and appeared:
;ttentive aLthougH shg turned away from the leader on .

numerous occasions. She was thematically cpnsistent when

speaking and participated actively. The.mpst frequent

tri-member occurring this session vad:

leader + Jennifer's lack ~+ someone asking a question
speaking of eye contact or new member speaking
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General;

Jennifer's normal pattern of behavior in these
small group sceminars was to orient quickly between speaker
and listencr.  When speaking herself she kept hqi head up
and addressed, through eye contact; most of the members
of the group.

 with the coxception Qf the first session Jenﬂifer
showed very little dysfuncﬁional behavior. Her seatihg
pogﬂtions generally granted ample oppor£unity for accufate
viewing and coding. Jennifer seemed to have an 4nitial
period each session of fidgeting before she Settled down
for the discussion. She responded smootﬁly and willingly
to gquestions addressed to her and ofien.answered when the
‘group as a whole was quest"ned. She frequently moved ﬁer
'hands.while talking an dressed the whole groJL when
responding or commenting. She often nodded ana smiied
agreement when other subjects were speaki;q.' Jennifer
seemed'partiéularly encouraging to Wendy.

There is a very'apparent decrease in Jennifer' s
dysfunctlonal behavior as the se531ons progress.' (Compare
graph 1 with graphs 3,4 and 5). Her inattentiveness drépped
from 18% in session one to 8%'during the second (problgm;
relating) seséion chén to 1%, 0% and up slightly in the
final mceging to 2%._ Jennlfer s prgblem seemed to dxs-

'sxpate after 1t had been 1dent1f1ed (between session. 1

and session 2). Certalnly a muf h more ‘normal. 1eve1 of

- .
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behavior followed after session one.  This could not be
accounted for simply on the basis of familiarity with the
group as ghu knew the subjects and particularly the leaders
QUito well boforc the experiment began, .

g T

Jennifer's inattentive behavior was alh sa
always prcceded by a speaking instance by the leader.
This pattern ocgcurred thrcgctimes morc frequently than when
anyone c¢lse was speaking. A change ofvpacc, that is, a
question being asked or a new person speaking appeared to
be the most common stimulus to return Jennifer's atthtion
to the group.y Jennifer suggested during session two that
'her inattentivencess might be-caused by boredom rather thanm
with concern at forming her own forth-coming comments.
Therc seems some evidence to support this‘as~Jennifer with-
drew during long spgeches by the leader and returned when
something new was happening. Her,spontaneit& and themétic
consistenty inlansweriné. asking or comMenting Qia not &
suggest: the behavior of a person over-concerned with making

an appropriate comment. Thébf appeared to have been con- ;

| , - o
siderable therapeutic progress for Jennifer through the. ' .
duration of the experimental sessions.

(4
/ ) - . '
) ]
' ¢ * , .
: .
N ' =
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Subject; DAVE

Problem:

j Dave said hc'frcquontly experienced feelings of
frust;ation and 1mpatience 1n inter-personal
dialogue. Dave stated that, "I would hope I
dian't show it (impatience) obviouslyf. When
feciing impatient ;; had three choices:
‘1. "Take control of the situation" (ie. direct
the conversation to his liking).
2. "Opt out of it" (ie., withdraw to an inner
state away from the fruétrating situation).
3. "What I tend to do most often ... is adopt
a posture where 1 watch‘what's happening and
le£ it tryjand run its course. I try to pay
attention to where it's going and see if
there's anothe; point yhere I'm not frustrated
any more and where I feel I can plug in.
This may’ be a‘way of‘pdstponing‘either a
" control eﬁdeavor or opting out.
My *"choice mostboften is to listéﬁ but hotl.
: parfipipate - kind‘os'see if sometdlhg is
going to come around that I bélieve is worth
o ' hegriﬁg“, |
Codingi  A | .
'~ While codihé DaVe,-attentioh‘waS éiveﬂ tp.his.“

lack of partieipation in the group - gené:ql;y,by;los; of
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eye contact, or lack of oricntation to the speaker, agd his
indications of irritability through shifting ?r shrugging.
Particular activitics or speaking pattern§ immediately

N :
prior to Dave's comments and participation in the groug
were looked at. Interruptions and cutting comments might
bo<wmﬁmn for Dave 1f he was trying to change the s;bject
or.s?eaker. Fidge;ing and body restlessness are frequent
reactions to impatience and frustration - these weré

watcﬁed for and codcd. "
)
Session 1 ]

Fourtoen sequences representing- 14% of the
session time were coded és dys%unctxonal behav1or. These -
1nstances con51sted prlmarlly of lack of eye contact wlth'
the speaker, or person spoken to, and were generally ac-

companied by a head down, arms folded across the chest

posture.
Dave had a number of intermittent periods of
1nattentiveness during thk first session most freguently

during ghe 1eade:‘s long speeches. These ;ntrédgctory
remarks were of ah.explﬁn;tory nafﬁfé,-ih thié:caséfre-
viewigg_behavioral pFinciples thét Dqu'would_ilfeady’haVe
been ‘familiar with. Dave's second io§t frequeh£.incideqF

-of lack of eye contact was follow1ng the aakxng of a
B

i questxon by one of . the other sub}elfax Geno:ally, Dave |

Ny
xbecame J&tentxve aQA1n as one of the leaders rcsponded

‘ Y B ‘L
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'and Jennlter) for tbe thought experiment., Aggin, pgg.r-,l,-r"lﬂﬁ’fﬁf
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to these questions even though he had not oriented well
when guestions or responses were presented by his fellow
subjects. The occasions when Dave did return eye contact

during the lcaders' continuing speeches were usually pun-

ctuated with key task words, eg. "behawior patterns",

’
"project”, "task". They appeared to be salient stimuli

L 3 v .
Dave because they referred to the experiment and exercid@s

that the subjects were involved in, becguse, immediately
-— . s

: 3
following their utterance Dave returned to an attentive

stance. The most frequent tri-member sequence occurring

-

this session was:

leadere + Dave, head down = leader speaklng task ) -

speaking ~and fidgeting words
B

During this session, twenty sequences, represen-

. tlng 11% of the elme, were coded as 1mpat1ence and frus- (. ~ 
tratlon. During the leader's 1ntroductory remarks there R )

were several short instances when Dave gazed away. ‘Dave

was more attentlve as a new speak.r entered the scené
(Wendy), but there was periodic los; qt eye contact and . ;:j~17.“Q
orlentatzon as the dlaIOgue contxnuod. Dave wa: thh the 2 |
group as they laughed, added a spoataneous conmant Ké‘thén ﬂ;f} » ;

made his major speech He appeared less Lnterqsted aa

"

' other subjects related their chosen probleus. (eg Catey

R
L2
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seems to give mor.e. attintion to the two leaders especially

Jim, as he initiates a comment, than ‘t:o his fellow subjects.
However, even if Dave was not looking at f.he group he .

| seemed cognizant of what was going.on and att.énded quickly
whenever he or the group was presented with a question.
‘Noh--vocal orientatjons from she leader‘were respoﬁded‘to 4
quigkly. Dave/'{s)very«responsive whgn asked for a con-
tribution. Again the majority (eleven out of twenty) of
times ‘when Da'Ve" lost eye contact were durfng the llém‘ieAr'sA
long speakihg sessions.. Rowever, he responded quickly o
when the leader (four times) oriented toward him and -

4 'p‘a'used,_ giv_ing Dave a chance to speak. The two frqqucni ‘

»
tri-member sequences here were:

leader. + loss of eye Contact -~ 'Ieaderoorients to Dave

‘speaking :
' L~

‘other subjéct spedkj.ng -+ fidgetiniy - -irea_d_o.r ‘or Jim
N ' ' ' responding

" session 3 ‘ _ | | | |
o 'ron imttontive uquencu were codnd. loupoung o
9% of thc uuion tine. - ," e "
| . THis session . bcqan 1n£om11y without 'Y lenq L
" "-introduction by thﬁ luder. Dw. wu lttontivc ll\d luokod
o .._Ml p;lpc. 'rhoro were a mﬂnr of ahort eonmatim and
L'eo-onu which hcld l‘ic ltmzion. Dav- froquuuy nt
bagk in u- chur m».n a num—up pouuou. uu wowned .
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normél 1is£oning posture. He asked questions of others
in the group and attended to their responses hore this
session, -He was often reinforcing to -others with com-
ments or nods. Again Dave responded yery‘eff?qtively to
the frequent non-vocal and vocal questions that were
presented to him by the leader. During long apeechés,
Dave sat back with his head down or else engaged in a
rubbing motion on his nose or muétache. He beéahé atten-
tive much more often dufing short conversations than during
long speeches but oriented very quickly when a conclusioﬁ‘

Oor question was imminent. The most frequent tri-member

sequence was:

, »
leader + _loss of eye contact + leader questioning or
eaking - "and fxdget1ng ~ orienting to Dave
. ¥ “
Session 4 j r. °
Dave was absent. = . '

‘ s .7 R - - toe
N . ' ’ 1 ’
¢ Session 5 e
Six'instandes-of dysfunctional behavior were .
f I -

--noted, totalllng 3% of the sesslon txme.{
Dave was’ generally attentive thll nelslon. He

"seemed pa:txculatly reaponsive to dzscussion at an abltract

c. )

1eVQ1 and made many of hi; coatributions xn thll atea an 'f . 1’;fﬁ;
‘f 5w911.f Dave appeared very sens;tixg to tha group mood &p  "1;5
1,'! =an1te of his ftequent leaning back, beadrdaun pocture.;

v
o
. % .




'nxght be wxse to note that the leader :poke th¢ nost

' trequently of anyoni in ‘any qiven so:cion. Dan ¢n¢-od

-
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He oriented quickly to group 1aughtér, and his responses ,
were always thematically linked. Loss of eye contact and

poor oricntation were minimal gluring this seséion and no
significant tri-member sequences seemed evident.

\

Genecral

Dave was genérally_fairly‘attentive and res-
ponsive throughout the sessions. (Percentage of total
time coded as‘dysfunctiohal was 37%). During his lack of
eye contact and poor oriehtalion (fidgetin§) periods he‘;_

frequéntly sat or -leaned back in his chair with his head

down and his arms crossed over his chest. Nevertheless,

Dave's quick and thematiéally,consistent resbonses in-

dicated that he was more perceptive than his posture would
suggest. Dave's own description of his usual way'of be- G.

"_havinglinia group gifuatidn seemed to fit his performarce.

Dave'generally "tuined'off“ during the leader's -
lengthy speeches.» However, hé also responded most\?requen- '

tly during the leader 8 speakxng txme.A These responses

.("awakenxngs") usuallg occurred as the leader was con—
' wclndxng a speech and/or g&&nced in Dave 8- direct1on. Thx:

'oxientatxon to Davb was very etfective 1n kegaxninq his ~ 1, '4>4

attentxon ana served as well. to reinfo:ca th& 1eldcr..‘1qv

.Lcll interested 1ﬁ the conﬂent: or qucstionl of hia fillbv f;rf;? }?

\ .
o .
’ ‘.
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. dncrease in Dave s atteneivc behavinr as’ thé unicns
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subjects than in what the leaders had to contribute,

(ggf%aps he deemed one contribution hore relevant than

| ~the other and thus more'reinforcing). Dave's lack of in-

terest was evidenéed by the occurrgnce of his fidgeting
periods. Ehe.gréater part of the Iime when Qave was
rubbing his nose or mustache, or when he was wriggling
about 'in his seat occurred when one of his fellow subjects
was posing a question or méking a response. Oﬁ thé few
occasions where he appeared'resﬁléss when either the leadef

or Jim was spéaking, they were speaking at length or they

were addressing, not the group as a whole, but spec1f1ca11y

] N\

one 1nd1v1dual in a dJ.aLogue Situation. It was when ‘t‘

information was contrlbuted by one of the -leadegs that ‘

Dave appeared interested again.

. Sh:ster COnVersations appeéred to hold Dave's
attention,

did more abstract, theoret1ca1 discussxons.
Th1§\yas partlcularly ev1dent‘u1the £ifth seasiog‘

Dave had a steady dfop 1n ‘the percentage of

ltxme coded as dysfunctxonal bchav;or durxﬁb eaéh Session -

-,

5consisr~

from 14% to 11%°- to 9! to 3. 'rhis represents

nces . and,repetitxan ‘He respondod pOlifﬁhﬁ
Wit

ion‘:— from ‘the leaders. ‘!'h.ic often Appcﬂ& ﬁ}

.~"w.v~ocal remforcement £or Daw:. rn' picked 1t up :
A-responded to it quickly. ‘rhere nmd t.o bg a hﬂﬁto

. , ) 1 Q-‘
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progressed. &Ais 1s most marked towards the end of session
two and throughout session three as the leader orients more,
frequently towards Dave aﬁd thus appears to grﬁnt and
receive reinforcement for an exchange of ideas. This
pattern of rewarding must be satisfying to‘Dave,thercby
removing many of his feelings of frustration and impatience.
This ;ncréased-atteﬁtiqn from the leader seems to cor-

respond with a decreaée in dysfunctional activity by Dave.
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Subject: : WENDY

Problem:

v
Wendy stated she was reluctant to speak, es-

pecially to bégin to speak, 1in an academic or

iauthoritarian situation.
] N

?Oding:lw
gh Attention was given to th% following bchaviorg,
f/ or combinations of behaviors.
(I) mouth openlng wlthout utterlng words,
(2) abrupt hand gestures, waving or p01nt1ngL
(3) sudden shéftlngs of position espe¢ially
) forward movements, |
' (4) strong nods of agreement without speaking,
.(5)';attempts to interject, interrupt or
. mumbles.
Sg#éion 1

wendy Qirtually did not talk during the first
grqpp session although she had four perzods of m1n1ma1

responses‘ She responded with an "ok" when asked to pass

clgafettes. And she_ had three Bequences of respondxng to

a dtseCt questxon by noddlng and 3ay1ng, umhum There .

are fHive occaaxons when Wendy made unsuccessful attempts

“to add a comment. 'rhese occurroé :s the leader was ‘

'speakan or pausxng in hxs speech._ Generally hd’continued ‘

. and oveu-ode her, flgnonnq her farward movemmts and [
f L , .
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sudden gestures with her hand.

Session 2
Wendy's efforts to participate increased during
the sccond session. At nine minutes she responded to a

direct question and quaﬁ.glmost four minutes (with inter-

mittent uxginé) r tlng heé’cﬁosen problem and dlscu551ng
her initial thoﬁght exefc1ses. o

| Wendy was not called upon to speak again although
'sﬁe made eiggt attempts, gengfally by moving, forward with
some animation and gesturing with her hands. During this
session she tfied to interject when some of the othef
subjgcts were speaking as opposed to when fhe leader was
hQ}diné the'floor. However, even.if noticed,‘her gesfu:es
were not ‘strong enough, or persistent ‘enough to be success-
ful and the leader, or Jim or both of them were instrumen-
tal in over rldlng | |

Wendy's attempts to speak were cqnéistenfly

punishédx ' B | .

Session 3 - _ 7 % .

Wendy parbxcxpated more frequently and success-
fully during the thlrd group sepalon. Out of a total of
flfteen Speakxng 1nstances she Lnxtiated elght, three of
k these were soe;al asxde comments, two were 1nterruptxve

statements.vanQ)three were simply thematlc contrxbutions
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to the conversation. Five other times Wendy tried to
comment by leaning forward, mumbling, or moving her hands,
b;f faded away as someone el'se, again usually the leader
or Jim took over the conversation. There was a consistent
punishment contingency. Her éttempted speaking instances

were unrecognized and Jim or the leader continued to speak

_over her.

Session 4
During this . meeting Wendy spoke 17% of the time.
This was her most vocal session although she did not’speak

at all during ‘the first twenty-six minutes prior to the

' late entry of Jennifer to the group. However she made

one attempted move to comment earlier on by leaning for-

ward and moving her hand as Jim asked the group a question

but,the leader came in with the answer. Wendy made a

further attempt just before she wa& called on to relate

her own thinking”éiercise sequebcef She'tried to break in.
vocaily when Jim said “trying to break cut of the punish-
ment” but Jim continued overriéing her. |

oﬁring her allotted speaking time Wendy initiated

‘scvéral comments and carried on succeaatully»séve:al

times after being interrupted. Sheflauqhed oh a number

of o;ianons and seemed more relaxed and comforta?lp‘than

dutxng the prevxous sessions.
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Session 6

O e
Wendy 's atlompts to speak itfcreased but she
was sti1ll not very successful. Her mumbles did not turn
into audible contributions. She made two efforts to
comment. when Jennifer was speaking (this may have seemed
a safe place to try to interject because Jennifer often

reinforced Wendy's efforts) however, someone else was

Y always faster at replying. On eight more occasions Wendy

tried, somctimes maintaining a controlling hand gesture

o -

" for some time but was always overridden. Half of these
times she tried to make a comment when other subjects were
involved 1in short dialogues with the leader or Jim. But
the latter two always maintained control. Wendy even
tried éuripgva couple of brief pauses to ehter the“con_
versation<bpt to no avail.‘ Her behavior was not as easily Q}

'qE:eitinguishéd as in sessiag one but eventualiy she gave up.

K _ : )

Even her nbdding, agreeing behavior diminished when she

was not acknowledged.

- {

General ) ‘

Wéndy was a quiet but attentive member of the
".equrimental‘group. Sﬁe f&stehed care ' ly but uﬁually
oniy»respondéd whéq asked for a contrifution. After N
wéﬁdy identified heriprdblem (reluétiﬁce to'beqin speaking)‘
in session two, she incre€==? hef-atteﬁpts»to make spon; '

. taneous comments in the group{"Unfo;tunatély, the§o~wire

’
L



seldom recognized by the others and she was not strong
enough or persistent enough to gain control. \

He;& tempts were most frequently punished by
‘the leader an!::r Jim. This resu%ted in a pattern of
pgnishmcnt and her attempts decreaséd toward the end of
each session. |

However, she progressed from only speaking when
spoken to in session one to making ten attempgts tg inter-
ject in session five.

"This indicates considerable improvement for
Wendy. A slight set back in session five was concenxraied
in the last fifteen minutes when Jim and the leader (her.
main punishers) were attempting to €m up the complete
experiment. Tﬁeir desire to Ye profound in the éOncluding
minutes of the last session was ;erhaps too much for
Wendy cven with her fW found skill. .

The moé: frequent“tri-member sequence for WendyD
during all the’sessions.was:

Brief pause - Wendy attempts - Leader or Jim
to speak overrides her.
. L :

L}

The percentagé of Wendy's-suécesses in
‘speaking;éht (o;her'thén in response to berné gpecifically
addressed) compared'to her unsuccessful attemﬁts,:in¥‘
creased overitbe'sessian from 0% + 13% » 508 71y -+

- 718,

-
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S ,

o

Pam stated her problem as bcing a serious

aversion to numbers. Anything mathematical

caused her great anxicty.

Pam was dropped from the analysisdbecause:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

she was present for only three out of five
sessions. '

she had no private audio-taped interviews
about her thinking exercises.

she was off the TV screen a great deal of
the time during the first session.

her problem seemed inappropriate for coding

in these discussion sessions.
I 4

she was already attempting to cope with

" her problem by a different, independent -l

method. : : : .
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Session Descriptions with All Subjects

Session 1
The firet group session was fairly formal and
leader dominated. Basic assumptions and certain Skinnerian
principles were recapitulated for the subjects in order
to lay the background for the experiment. 'Tbe notions
of contingencies of reinforcement, functionalism, fun-
damental design method, systems, dynami'c movement,
behaviorisml analysis and interaction were discussed. The
subjects, were asked to make use of these fundamental
Principles in developing methods appropriate to a discip-
lined examination of the‘"thought process". The 1mmed1ate
‘task Qas presented, namely for each subject to consider
" at least ten.intellectual activities they commonly engaged‘
in and then to isolate one of them as a problem area
needlng improvement. This was then to be.the subject of .
their concentrated "thought exercises” in the immediate
future. Thus, at the time of the first'seesion individual
, .
problems had not been cohsidered or isolated by tﬁe sub-
. jects' It therefore seems reasonable to assume that this
first session cogld be consxdered as a base level of the
sub3ects' normal behavior in a discussion aituation. |
The subjects were: somewhat familiar with each

~other havxng beeh classmates (in varzous combinations)

together over the yeay. They had all attended clqssea
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and/6r seminars under the direction of the group leader.

Interaction between the subjects was limited
during session onc. The grecater part of the interaction
occurred between the subjects and the leaders. For the
most part 1t wes a listening experience. »Sunjects were
asked for their comments fowafd the end of the session
and questions and clarifications were handled.

. Individual with highest percentage‘
of dysfunctional behavior coded: Jennifer 18%

. Individual with lowest percentage
of dysfunctional behavior coded: Orma 1%

Jennifer is the first subject to speak in tnié
session (15 mins) responding t; a direct, "any comment"
question'whlch is put out to the group as a whole. Dave
nade an ittempt‘to respond to this point alsa but did not
gain the leader's attention and waited until twenty five
minntés before/speaking' In the meantine, Pam asked for
'. and received some clarxficatlon,-usually from Jim..

. Jennxfer was inattentive dutlng these rep}ie;.. Jennifer
‘yas.also sbmewpat withdrawn during fhe leadef'l'tesponpese

- to her ownlquestions. This appeared to reinferco the L

.leader to contlnue speaking. Jenbxtar was thul rewarded

j by further clarifxcatiOn. This pattern was repeatoﬂ on
several other ocoasxons when the leader addressed a

- questxon to the whole gtéup | iy

Cascy folloved'mnch the :cnn plttutn, 10l1ng
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eye contact and fidgeting while the leader was speaking
Oor questioning the group. He secmed reinforced wheh
familiar taék words were mentioned particularly if Jim
took over the issue under discussion.
» Dave 1n contrast to Césey lost interest during
the discussion of familiar bacKground theofy particularly
if other subjects were asking for clarification of points.
He responded most frequently when Jim or the leader gave
a short reply in answer. | °
Some diréct references tq the task ahead ap-

peared to be discriminating stimuli for DaQe. (eqg.
"behavior patterns“' "prdje;t" expectatlons") ‘To
these he responded with increased attention. |

.. Orma did not participate in any interaction.
She sat wlth her arms crossed and dlsplayed very little
movement, ‘not even reachxng for her. coffee cup on the
table 1n front of her. She did not respond when the
1eader asked her directly. aay commant:?‘ This h
.negat1v1sm prompted the. IOader to turn to the rcct of the
- group wlth hzs question expccting reinforcenent fron f.{ -
elmhera. | In fact he received 1t £ron wondy who ru- -
. ponded .”No, ‘no quest:lons" Cuoy and Jennuat beth .
““dmpped their headsc;nd avoidcd this :ituation. E Porhaps |

:Orna vas attempting to tndo?f.hnr;al! tor thi: lack ot

f»renponse latet vheﬁ she’ lp&&‘#bﬂh_lt tifty*thtqc ulnuton."’*
"hayen tqough her question was. 1rr01.vaac. .

k"

- P ! . . .
e LR Y |
- - e DT -

o
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Wendy was attentive but non-participating
during this session. She said "um-hum"'énd nodded several
" times whén the group as a whole was addressed. She
answered, "No, no questions” ih her single speaking in-
cident above. She smiled and nodded to a couple of aside

comments from Jennifer. .

Session 2

The second session was again fairiy slow-moving
as basic.concépts were once aéain reviewed., The systéns
.approach to thought analysxs was explazned and handouts
- were given to the subjects. The partxcipants each re-' {
lated their partlcular selected problem for the project
P exercxses. An 1ncreased sense of gros J"th{ ‘appeared .
’ to develop following everyone" cpnfgu#ion';oi é.tr;f.ig-
some area in thelr 1nte11ec al activit{eé that reﬁﬁ- .'

- ‘some attentzqn.“

¢ R - |
R lﬁxndivzdual with hlghott pe cntaqe R o
of dysfunct;on 1 behavior eoded V- Casey | 238
. Individual with dowest perentage . - -
L of dysfunetxo al Iy aviqr codhd a “qéhnifor 8%
. : B . . A . . I *
| _ Casey uas the n-ivldual wtth the hithlt |
'“pg .entaqe of cod;.;,:'ipf B onal hobavior thin :c-linn,

| aost of it e1az;pg dixge tly to Ris Aﬁ:iety in anticipating
. q;‘requlred tg apo ok tﬂ th‘ 9 . '~‘b°“t 31' "I‘Gt‘d ff
Brobl n for. the prbj ct. 5f""  ' R AN
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Any questions put to the group or. to another
individual acted as a discriminating stimulus to Casey
who responded by "ducking". He was reinforced when
another individual ;esponded.

Wendy was the first person to be called upon to
relate her problem. She was initially:encouraged by
ﬁatlention and nodding from the group. However, as ﬁhe
leader-duestioned her further and‘interrupted her comments.’
Casey, Dave, Orma and Jennifer dropped their eyes: for a
short period. - | o |

They all returned theiruattentiqn td her fairly
.Guickly with smiles and nods.' However,.Wéndy did not
speék égéiﬂ during thissg§s§6n‘alﬁhough she made thrée
unsucceséivg_aboftive'attempts'to_speak; On each Qécésipn
‘, J;m}inierrubted."Jennif;r noticed these attempts aﬁd,kf-

smiled ehcourageméht‘ihe tﬁiid time.  preve;;;wgndy's
attempég at speaking appeared Lo have'peonrpunikhed buf--‘;
f1c1ently to haVe been exixngui:hed for this session. .

Jennifer 8 dysﬁuncticnal bohavior decrealed

.cons1derably ftom the first sctnion. Thorc ceanad to be

A"vﬂ scme turning away<vhen Pam waa lpeakinq or npckon to -

Aﬂposszbly because of tha 01tting posibtonl which !ocu!.d
fy.the 1eaders glancc on Jennifer as U!ll whna tddreosing

Ai- 4pam. All other instanccs of Jenni!er'l n.gativiaa

" occurred dutinq tha 1,;5;;-. tpcakipq ti-a: ind ,'r' t._:?ﬁ '

S

B “‘fmwed by the loador qnutioninq or otientinq to mothor VRS
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individual or the group (removal of aversive stimuli).
. .

Dave had a number of fairly short fidgéting
periods fairly evenly diSpersed.zhrough the session.
Several occurred when other individuals Qere tal&ing but
the majority were under the influence of the leéder's

-speech. Towards the end of the session a very distinct
—=iri=member sequence deQeLOped.. When Dave drépped his

head or lost eye contact with the group while the leader

was speaking, he (thé leader) then turned to Dave and
hesitated ig his delivery. This stimulated Dave tp orient ‘
and return his attenf@bn1thus}reihforbing the leader to -
cgntinue speaking. |

- Orﬁa did not interact a great deal with the -

[}

other qroup members She -had: three Lonq dysfunctiondl

4

perxods two of them assoclated w1th her own’ speak;ng in-
'stanCes where she’ again i;dulged in obaeﬁsive vocalxzatlon
w;th ramblxng anecdotes. One :peech was cut off by the
v‘leader and’ the second'was~d18rupted by the end of thc |
dxscusslon period
.'Session 3 |
| The th;rd sessxon had an informal atmosphete.-k:
B -The group had collected t;ogether beforc thq n:ciqn boqah B
V:jAand had socialized. Cupl 9! coftao w.rc clrriod ineb thc

‘ iea1nar :oom and a éowfortable nood‘ymevuilod. Pur—

"' ﬁfticipnnts exchanged idoac and findtnqn relatcd to th. |
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nethods they had been using, Specific examples were
cited and functional, explanations were posited. Jim
demonstrated the technique of charting'verbally the flow
of "inner processes" he had experienced.following_a five
~second "free thOughé" period conducted earlier in the
session. The other subjects then added their own con-
tributions to the functional analysis.

Individual with highest percentage
of dysfunctional behavior coded. Dave - 9%

Individual with lowest peréentail
of dysfunctional behavior coded¥  Jennifer 1%
These were extfemely low percentagés compared
to the other se351ons and in fact very llttle dysfunctzonal
‘behav1or was in evidence this time. |
Casey operated well because he had no expected
sPeaklng requlrements. He spoke spontaneously several
.tlmes with no apparent‘buxld up of anx;qty-and his slov
'orienfation, heéa-GOWn movemehts Qete at a minimum. ‘
 Toward the end of the ‘session there was a mo:e concen-
trated dxsplay of loss of eye coptact and negat1v13m
fOllowxng the rejectapn by the leader of ‘a suggection
’7puﬁ o Jim by Casey ‘ N _ A
_ The leader 8 disregard ct Casey s contributianﬂ'
‘Jappeared punishxng to CaseA and hc tesponded in hio | |
'""'-u-ual wny~~ L T e

o mvc l\anaged to rocﬂ,‘w mre attention trou

. L
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the leader who again was reinforced by Dave's attention
if he oriented tohim. Dave's intermittent fidgeting

and bowed head usually occurred when other subjects were
being spokgn to directly.

ﬁave was alert and attentive during short con-
versations and may have suffered from stimulus deprivation
when his fellow participants were speaking. However, Dave
interacted to some degree with the others, addressing

\ and reinforcing Wendy at one poiht and fefgrringAto Some
of Jennifer's comments latef in the séssion.

Jennifer's dysfunctional behavior was very
slight. _She appeared attentive and interested; often
making joking comments and being very supportive to andy.

| Wendy téo seemed:to "bloom" in this more com-
foftable a;mbsphere. She spoke seven or eight iimes;
often'on her own initiative and increased her instances -
of agreeing, "um-hums". Jennifer and Dave frequently'
tewarded her responses. She was also reinforced on on’
'occaslon by éhe leader's agreement. The interruptive“
behavior Jim dlsplayed toward Wendy in sasa;on.two was
hot repeated th;s tlme Wendy waa tewarded for her c0m-

nents thxs session and xncreased her speaklng iustances )

&
. )

remarkably. - o
L Otma 1ntetacted prxmarily with the leadet. in

iact interruptinq hxs speakinq on’ tno occaqionl. The -

leader had previous avarsxve gxpotiencel attcr appxoaching e



. leader. She repcats the pattern three more ;imes.

Session 4
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or attending to Orma (ie., she did not respond (session
one) or spoke¢ off the subject (session two). Tbus, on
this occasion he only oriented to her once and then, with-
out awaiting much response turned to the group and joked.
Orma then shortly spoke on her own accord several times,
twice 1interrupting the leader and four times having her
comments cut off by the leader's remarks, Orma may be

reinforced by this method of gaining attention from the

¥

A 4

The fourth session was again informal and con-

-

sisted of a brief discussion of the project. Participants
all engaged in a brief "on-the-spot" thought exercise
during the session (with the exception of Jennifer who

pen the task was proposed) . Throuqhout'the

‘ividual reveaied the line of thoughﬁ he
f‘in thé immédiate énvirdnment and-a‘disé.
‘halysis of fhese thought contents were con-
§ing both thé participahts'apd¥tp¢vinstructbrs.

ome insights into’cohgidering prior activities

" t0 thy ght exercises;developédvas well as an awareness

ociation with objects in the immediate environ-
angcioukly"infringes,dn;tbeAth6uqht'pro¢ebse;s  ,
“Individual with higheht pe:éen;age'  ,~ R

‘of dysfunctitnal behavior coded.  Orma 39%

. A
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Individual with lowest percentage
of dysfunctional behavior coded Jennifer 0%

‘e

Orma's percentage of dysfunctional behavio; was
extrémely hiéh; the highest coded'fqr anyone in apy of
the five sessions. - ..

A pattern had developed during the latter part
of session three when Orma was not receiving recognition
from the leader and she adepted an interrupéing technique
leading to a thematically inconsistent anecdote which the
leader in turn, interrupted. This did not»appear to
e?tinguish Orma’'s speaking attempts as she took two op-
portunities in the first eight minutgs of this new session
to,speak; HoweVer, again, she seemed unable to make a
relevant contribution and‘Jim,’who was leading the dis-
qussion, cut her short. At fifteen ﬁinutes thé ieader
expressed annoyancé with Ormé. This was followed by a
. five and a half minute perlod in whlch she urned away
from the two 1nstructors (removal of aversive stimulx)

isitting with her head down, not orienting to vgrious |
'spéakers and not joining in the Q}bup laughfg;zl She
returned a%_Jim put a qﬁestioﬁ to ;hépléader and the,
group ;aughed...This-pgriod of witﬁdra&al‘fbilpwed an
~apparént series of-punishing experiaﬁées. ‘Orma did not
venture to speak agaxn and in fact had a futther elght.

minutes of w1thdrawa1 and lack of orxentatlon. At the

very last moment, the leade; t;nally aaked her for her

¢ .
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contribution to the discussion (perhaps awarc that her
comments would be concluded by the ending of the seminar).
This repcated pattern of punishment appearcd'fo cause the
extinction of Orma's speaking attempts. In fact, by
.session five, Orma excused hersclf from the seminar room
for fifteen minutes as the énd of the session approached
and she had not previously been given (nor taken) an op-
portunity to speak. |

Casey also had considerable dysfunctional behavior
in sessién four (16%). By four minutes the in-session task
had becn E%oposed to the group and Casey was aware that he
would have to take a turn at speaking. His‘attention from
‘then untii his turn camé (24 minutes) was primarily‘ocP
cupied_With his own task of thinking_and-@ritingl There
was a half hour period in the,midalq of the session when
Casey secmed to relax and enjoy the discussion.- He was
very éccépting of authority statemgnts, appéaring‘to agree
fﬁadily to any suggestions.( Casey had a second concen-
tfa£ion df head-down activity during the last ten minutes
of}session four. Salxent stimuli precedxng these latter
responses appeared to be assoc1ated wlth Wendy and the
1Ate111ng of her tale whlch was encouraged and lnterrupted
frequently by the leadet. Perhaps thll 1nattqﬁtive
‘behavior by Casey when the leader was addressing Wendy
w;s explaxned by Casey 8 31tting position -- beside Wendy

he wou;d,fxnd hxmselflxn the lgader s vxewlif he looked

»
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up.
Wendy continucd to take a-more active role this
session, although, interestingly enough, she did not ‘speak
at all during the first part of the period'when Jennifer
was absent. She initiated a couple of comments and later
related her exércise when questioned but needed prodding -
to caryy through with it. It was at this poing'that Casey
turned away. Wendy made an unsolicited contribution as
the session was drawing to a close and laughed comfortably
with others in the group on several occasions.
Jennifer, the other"partiéip;nt present this
time had no coded d}sfunctional behiyior. She appeared
attentive and interesged'in all th@ﬁ?ttivities and dis-~

cussions.

Session 5
The wind-up session was a fairly comfortable
gathering with everyone but Casey present. The main area

of discussion surroundeé the two hypotheses that had.peen ,

‘posited at the beginning of the project. That is,*that

1) a knowledge of behavioral principles has specific

.~ therapeutic va!ué and 2) that thought is a for!ﬂdrgrehavio:

subject to behavioral laws..

Individual with hdghest pbtcintaqo
of dysfunctional behavior coded Orma - T8

Individual with lowest percentage . .
of dysfupctional bghavior coded  Jennifer 2%



131

Dysfunctional bghavior for everyone was at a
minimum this session,

Orma was attentive, but ;ilent until the end of
the session when she excused hersélf from the room for a
few minutes. ‘This was perhaps the ultimate retaliation
for the leader who had snubbed and interrupted her! She
spoke when asked to during the fading minutes of the
session just after she réturned to the_ group.

Dave was attentive and relaxed this sessiPn,
appearing particularly respon31ve to the abstract level
of discussion being pursued. He atténded ‘and responded
well to others in the group.

Wehdy, while somewhat quieter thigysessfon than
last, resﬁggzed with a ﬁumber of "um-huﬁs' and agreelng
nods but was thwarted in her speg%;ng attempts on many
occassions. Either the 1eader of Jim overrode her at
,each attempt to speak. This was a return to the pattern
set in session one. 'However, Wendy was not so easily
discouraged this time, as she tried to interjéct a com~
ment on at least sg#en 8C:Clionl. |

Jennifer exhibited very little dilfuhctionalf

‘behavior during this fxnal :clsxon and no plrticular

sequence of events developcd xnto a pattern.
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CONCLUSIONS

The many variables that must be considered in
any study of human behavior make it a very complex
situation indeed. To cloud the issue further by attem-
pting to look at covert behavior in a naturalistic setting
compounds the questian even further. MNevertheless, this
thesis has proposed a method of approach td the analysis
of this complex situation. We have attempted to identify
objectively patterns of relationships between covert
- responses (thought~content$ and the environment.

This study represents_oniy a beginning, a
stepping stone towards a more .definitive methodoiOgy.
The formulagion that thought is behaviér has powerful
face Qalidity,'that thought is under the control of the
environment is a more debatablelpiopdsitiQn. What we
are ésserting is that thought, as behavior, must be under
the.jurisdi;tion of the same fundamental . laws of behavior -
which_géﬁétn all operant tesponses. Whetler these
opérantstbe_public or_private'séenslto'be beside the
, Pdint;_ ' | - | f} ‘ v-fi ’
What has been est.a’blisjhed i_n"tmg.; .bkpe:iﬁent is
-that yhén thought is analy!e@_with 5efqr&ﬁc€ to th“tpt@l“ |
enirirdﬂment, in whié:h it pcéux;s, 'tun‘c‘tivonfagiv ';Ql&tidqghilp:f

between thoughts and extegal stimuli of anigacxhcct'od o
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character are readily aiscerqu. Introspective approaches
to the study of internal, covert activitiee have 1in the
past willfully ignored the external environment as a
source of thought content on the grounds that the thinking
brocess was relatively autonomous and creative.

Nevertheless, while this study reflects a
‘certain improvement.in methodology for dealing with covert
behavior the study cannot be taken as definitive. 1In the
anélysie of our data there remained a number of oéerants
where 'internal' thematic links were stiil>the only ex-
planation available to us. - This discrepancy with hypo-
thesis may be due to a number of ppSsibilities;

(1) The analyses relied heavily on the validity of
the subjects’ "tranSlatione" of their.ihterndl' ‘
activities. It is doubtful whether,the overt
verbalizarions perfectly refiect in sequence-and
complexlty the subjects' covert thought processes.

(2) It will be noted that almost all the external
st1mu11 identified through the “tzme lag" method
referred to physical objects in the room or
verbal behavior of tho other subjects.

‘Thus possxbxlltxes such as-tenperature Changes;
: vabrat;ons, noises from outside the room, odors (perfune,
coffee, cxgerette smoke) were not captured for lator
analysxk anq assocxation. xnternal ttiumli. tor exanplo.‘

toothache. a bruiaed ank;g, or an intostinal cranp w!re N

\ .. . - R . - .

] L . ) ) . T e .
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not recorded. Much of the inner bodily metabolism was un-
available for analysis. Nor were the possibilities of
kinesthetic associations explored, for example, from a
handkerchief to the nose, an uncomfortable chair or knees
togching under the table,

These consideratigns raise the possibility of
repéétlng the study with a number of more stringent controls.
We are thinking of sgch possibilities as the ‘thinkers'
using ear plugs or blind folds,'or in some other way,
working within a rest:icted environment. Subjectsktraened
in ";ntrospection" should also be u;edj

In repeating the experiment,‘éonsideration should
also he glven to a more exact method of 1dent1£y1ng exactly
when the thought to be -analysed is takxng place. This
mlght be done by a signal belng given at the ‘beginning
and end of the sequence - eg. a llght beinq p:essed,pn.and‘
‘off, More sessions and a tough tra1ning petiod for ¢the’ |
' sub)ectsmlght also facilitate more exact translations o£
thought 1nto verbal reports of thought.l' .

Nevertheless, a consxderable advance has been
ffmade in a method for studyxng reported thouqht sequences
and understandxng them more fully in light of the total ::
,envxronment 1n which the thinking occurtod.:v; |
e Our second hypothesia, that aa uadeutanding of.
.hehavmral lavs niqht have a thcnpeutic effet:t to: thc
individual in fhe 1iqht of lone (nild) dysfunq*ional

e

B Cee L n » . "
N : o N : Lo
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activity was not well substantiated\

Two subjects, Jennifer and Dave, did, according
to our definition show a therapeutic change over the
experimental period. Whether these changes were causally
related to their increased kanledge of specific patterns
of reinforcements operating in their own syetem, or not,
is a matter for'conjecture. The "improvement" could be
due to greater familiarity with the'persone iﬁVolveﬁ.
Casey, Wendy and Orma did not appear to have a}systematic | t
decrease in dysfunctional behavior. However, wehdy was
able to increase in the percent of speaklng out 1nstances
and thus xndxcate progress. Whether~thereewas‘a tranefer'

‘of therapeutic effect to.other similar'situetiohs for any
of these subjects while'not part of our concerhlin this -
.study, 1s nevertheless an 1nterest1ng ‘possibility.

Certaxnly our detarled analysis of the taped
sessions allowed us to 1dent1fy many recurring tridmember
sequences tor each xndlvidu*l - provided we identified the
overt manxfestatxons of their acadenic pxoblem' in a

g}flcxently defznitive and objoctive vay.__ |

- !'hese patt,erns were not thomughly dincuutd
‘Jf with them 1n the group lessionl. Althouqh 1n tho in—Ah
."dividual intervxews,somewhat mora attcnéion wlc dirccted

_to the ptoblem‘ behaviora,. in uct. no. lttcupt was ndo P
"J;to cpﬁly 'treatnent’ dutinﬂ thc Cxperilcnt; ?hlh 1!, vhllt ,;f:-tﬁ
the lubjeeta'“‘ovcnn knowhdvo of bchavxonl psrlnciplu
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was expanded duripng the sessions, SPElelc knowledge of
their own, behav1or and of particular p051t1ve and negative
reinforcers operating fox them were not developed

In all, this was a pllOt study in a methodology
to record and analyse thought content from verbal report.
As such it proved worthy of being tested. And certainly
- it offers a‘mOre empirically supported'approach to the*
olaws affectlng covert activity than do the. mentallstlc
theorles of the majority of our predecessors and contem-
poraries.

: . The 1mp11cations for educatorsiare not profound,
at least at this po1nt in time. The physical ‘and 'social
envxronment of the classtoom seems to have a controlling,
influence on students and their "higher mental processes”
in ways in whlch teachers are entirely unaware. ‘The fact
that 1nd1v1duals Operate in a dynamic situatxon where
salxent stzmull and rexnforcers change frqm movement to
.'movement must become pert of what a teacher is awete ot in
his/ner effort to 'control' the stndentt' thinkan and
'learning,3

s Objectively 1dentifyinq stinuli, reaponnoe end

o reinforcements is a conplex prablen 1n a dynpnic,:ituqttcn
| ‘nevertheleac. this stndy haq eontrihnhcd te oux‘unde: ;
g j,;atandxng of thought end to its placn 1n tho ﬁtharioral

“Ioéel.ge-’
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SYMBOLS ‘FOR CODED BEHAVIOR ON TIME CHARTS

Table 1
Meahing Symbol Meaning
Persons: ~Casey J Jim
L Leader
Or Orma
Individual P Pam
Jennifer We Wendy
Meaning

AFtempts to,sgeak
Eye~contaé£
Fidgeting (rubbing, shifting in seat)
Head in hands |
Head down
Interrupts I
Jokes : _a'
" Leans away | C, R
'S'Lf HLauQBs . |
N o Nod:. lmxles. agrec: 
o . Orient: |
},'Queotions
>'. gkopliet. respondl ;t;‘v;; -
.sp - speaks | (speaking) Lo e
L D Sp* ) iuai:hn :pukinq ' Sl SR
ETIEIVNS e ", IR uble continucd
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) \

Table 1 continued

Behaviors: Symbol Meaning
Tp Tapping, smoking ritual
TH Thematically consistent
Q‘ Writes
" ob Obsessive Vocalization
/ negative; eg. E/C, lack of eye contact
@, doesn't orient
. , L
* continues; eq. Sp , continues speaking
‘repeats; - @", repeats question
- leads to; eq. JSp.* WeAsp,.Jlm speaking leaés to

"N .
Wendy. attempting to speak ;o

- to, address; eq LQ (56), Lééde; addresses a‘question
to the\group.',
' Jr (—P);\Jim responds to Pam
- § ‘
A .

W

\
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Coded Dysfunctional Behavior

Session # | cas~y
Preceding Dysfunctional Behavior Succeeding
v Activity (seconds) 'Activity
Y Y v v
Lgp ™ = B¢ 100 200 — L,
‘ .
[ e
LSp' — i' F+E¢Z — LSp*
10
g Jesp(—L) g LE;HF —_ JeSp*
: p) = A
-s JR( P) 20 E¢+F . — JSP
D (-3) — E
8 Dof-9 — E¢ — Iy
=}
-4
1 w
¢
&
o
5 k[0 o
. J L+ P+Hd —

Lf LSp r H.- Lﬁp
LQ(-G») — _ HAW+F — "'n' .
L' — 40 - P+LE
Sp+Jo

. J' — L | + N e .
. Sp - F”“uﬂd o “sp
r . - . . N .‘ "'
L, (=C ' —— 'Ef+Nd+ ©
. ’ . oo 1
. 0_} ‘_,‘ . s "? . : h
i B | . . gﬁ'



Minutes in Session

° 145

Coded Dysfunctional Behavior

Sp GLf
L (_C)___’L’O >' F+Hd‘+’l‘p+9# —> L_(=P)
Q , Q
L (-pP) —» Hd ‘ '
Q( ) r-

o

.
40

Session # 2 Casey
————
Preceding Dycfunctiongl Behavior Succeeding
Activity (seconds) Activity
B GRS S S T Ll
L —p [=H4F . 100 200 — L
Sp Sp
LQ(-G)‘ - BEC+HA+ 1A b We_
10 [
-We)—» ' +
Lsp( We) : o E€+¢g ——bWeSp
- - :::::::==—' + — +
L, (-D) g+Bt L1o*0p

- P




Coded Dysfunctional Behavior

146

Session # 3 Casey

Preceding Dysfunctional‘Bchavior Succeeding

Activity (seconds) Activity

LA v L{ v
100 200
10 [
Loy
c
o) .
; BE 4 .
:’,, .Je.R(-D) > sp
n
(o]
ord [] : . .
w L —_—b "] Oor
$ Lgy — [ #Ef . > JeSp
g e PV " | © e
Js.p' —40L ua — L (-0
Jg, —* F————— Hd+¢ N . a
’ ﬂ‘ . ! ' .
: » ——oee Hd+ | L
Lgp, —*s0 | —ha |7 Lgp'-©
£0 § — ~



Coded Dysfunctional Behavi

or

147

Session # 4 Casey
Preceding Dysfunctional Behavior| Succeeding
Activity (seconds) Activity
100 200
4 .
(explains ' ‘
task ) ::::::::::::::::::::. W+H4| —> JQ(-L)
10 F— | i
J, (- L) W+H |—* L
(3% L) ————= Hd4EE — gJoOtLE
) Q(-L)
J (- c) —_— Ty — L
Q q
o
o .
.;: 20 s ‘ v
” . '
-G)—> —
§ Lop-OTr e w — g
c .
-
w .
9 . : .
3 L (-C ~ HAd -C
g Lyl )—30f—- ‘ —* L, (-C)
.z' ) .
40 |
J B o ]
J_(-We) — === H4 B e g N DI
) LQ(-WQ)'#ﬁg e 7 o g*uu
Q o <l A&p
< Lgl-ve) - T —="uaswr “‘f'"’-sp |
Lgl-He) —+ [T Ha [ Gawelg,
i,.. i H ,"‘.'v‘ 2 - .



P

148
[
Coded Dysfunctional Behavior

Session # 1 Orma

Preceding Dysfunetional Behavior Succeeding

Activity (seconds) * Activity

T r 1 § L *
100 200
10 [
c .
2
o . 20 P
b4 _
o
[
=
-
0
v
&
2 L
£ 30
z .
'o
L. (-Or)—b . o )
(=0T Yo P LEMK . TP Lpl-0)
L 2 g

',- : so 5 N . .

Tep T W ' 4

. S . [ B



. Coded Dysfunctional Behavior

149

Session # 2 Orma

Preceding Dysfunctional Bchavior| = Succceding

Activity (seconds) v Activity

- T L4 T T
100 200 .0
10 [ .
—1,
LSp - > ¢ Sp*
O
o
0
o - 20 ¢ :
. -—p G_.
‘3 pSp —_—b ——— 4 LE
0 !
=1
ol .
3 I"Q(-or) —>  —— K+TH+Ob. - I'.'I_
g' . ¢ . <- -
& 30
x
1]




50
Coded Dysfunctional Behavior

Session # 3 _ Orma

-~

Preceding - | Dysfunctional Behavior Succeeding

Activity ' - (seconds) ’ Activity

Minutes in Session

T ¥ LN

» 100 200

20 »




5
| 151

Coded Dysfunctional Behavior
Session # 4 . Orma

Preceding Dysfunctional Behaviork Sdcceeding

Activity _ (seconds) T Activity

L 4 ¥ ¥
100 200

J — ‘*\& TH+Z —»J_ (-0r)

J. —b  ba TH+Ob — .
P 1wl _ -

(-Or)-» — : —_— , .
: g+Lf+Hd -
> | I PG

Av,'

Lg+sp

20}F 7

30 [

Minutes in Session

B A St — i NI tnd > S D B




152

Coded/Dysfunctionél Behavior

Session # 5 . Orma
Preceding Dysfunctional Behavior ‘Succeeding
Activity (seconds) > Activity
T DL L { Y l
100 200
- i.
¢
10 [
l 1]
-
-
g .
a
0 20 F
)
.0 .
0
o
.,.! .
- ' :
b 30. -
: .
" ‘.. . . . ’ - ./
v o . T % .
,. “°~ ’ ’




153

Coded Dysfunctional Behavior
Session # ] _ Jennifer,

Preceding Dysfunctional Behavior Succeedin%

Activity : (seconds) ~ Activity

Minutes in Session

¥
- 100 200 ' .
—

F , LSp’* .

LR(-Je) -—'> Hd+N —» Sp*

Ji)' — b Ksp+HA+Ef | ) ‘——-D‘Js-p*

J‘p(-G)~-' -  F4Ef¢ o — JR(-I‘DQ‘)

'A"'Q("G? "'f" >_ ?8’?’*?“3 “-o L, :

LQ(-G)'-' ——— Bt*!' o -'-OLQ, e




154

3

Y
Coded Dysfunctional Behav\'\or '
Session # 2 ' \ : WJennifer
\ .
Pregeding Dysfunctional Behavior Succeeding
Acfi{/ity (seconds) Activity !
L v R L .
g 100 200
m—
- e
Lsp* _— — %.+F | "‘"_’Lsp* .
10 [ o
LSpmegp-“’ > BEE+HA -—-»LQ(-We)
, @ ! ’
c . £
o \
.S . 20 L. .
8 ’ /
7] L h— — ety
c Sp . Be o GLf :
. ———p . - .
- Sp . Be , LR( ??
" .
3 : N
g 30 | '
ol g
z - .
L,(-P)—> = pt+na T— Pép-
Ly,  — Eo—— B¢ | —1,(-6)
| 40 F .
gy T P B B o .I_»Q( G)
\: " ‘,‘ |
sof




P

. !
.
¢ t
L |
.\ 4
T
.
\ 4
» .
l'_" g
e
o
A '
H i

. '
4 to
:{ {
R
L 1
;o

L ¥ -
L
ot L
o
J

T -

T

g ks

4‘.'.
L.

‘,__\
Toderi

™ -
-

. Session # 3

Coded Dysf!pctional Behavior

155

Jennifer

.‘

Preceding

Activity

Dysfunctional Behavior

(séconds)

Succeeding

Activity

e -
e T e e . i

Minutes in Session

50

10

20

30

40

'> E£+HA+F

T 1}

- 100 200

-
o
L}
-
»
o
»
=
-
1
: .
v B
'
L}
L

— -
LQ( Je)




Coded Dysfunctional Behavior

\ 156

\

Session # 4 Jennifer\
Preceding Dysfunctional Bchavior Succeeding
Activity (seconds) - Activity
L L4 | v
100 200
j;;%¢§/ .
10 [ '
absent
o
S /
0 20 p / /
” ,
; | _
& 7 .Aéé
» :
5 1
g ‘ -
& 30 _
=
40
i
50 |
.




157

Coded Dysfunctional Behavior

Session # 5 Jennifer
Preceding Dysfunctignal Bchavior Succeeding
Activity (seconds) Activity
T L 4 L L
100 200
oy
+ ' i -
DSp !LSp —— Bt —.DQ( L)
10 [
£ We —_— = Be — We
(¢} Sp Sp*
! 20 p
n
n
LY
o
A
o ‘LSp —_— P Bt — LQ(-G)
& —— e Y
3 “sp ~ Be Jsp
ol ' 30
4 . -
z .
° ©
J
!
40 | ®
) ]
5 H
e
50 ¢ .
,.
s 60 L -



)

158

Coded Dysfunctional Behavior

Session # 1 - Dave
Preceding Dysfunctional Behavior Succeeding
Activity (seconds) Activity
T — Ty | A Aj -
: 100 200
En—
‘LSp I E£+Hd i LSp
10 [
-— -
g Jg = —* Lo (-J)
I~ 20
"
) . .
. m .
£ L,  — e
v Jp(-D) — =" Hd+La — Je,(-J)
s e
3 _ -
Ef% T o~ ¥ (/ —* Jp(-P)
b o — -
QQ = Be LR( J)
40
LSp =~ [ ——= Hd+F+4Tp — LSp*
. p » el | ) T
LSp :>— BE+W — LSp
50 ¢
| s
) 5 ‘e
sl




159&’

Coded Dysfunctional Behavior

8Session # 2 Dave
Preceding Dysfunctional Behavior Succeeding
Activity (seconds) Activity
 § ] | 4 1 4 v
100 200 .
a
10 [ ' '
Wep (-L) — [™——u pt+Fig s
P
S CSp — [ PBE+F -—!LN
. 5 20 .
4
* 0
w )
)
‘: i
-rd . '
0 )
I
3 L (-Or) ——» € , ’ —> J
’ 4 T30 ;)- ki - Sp
x ’ :
Ly — > Hd+Tp+F Loy
40 | ‘
Ls, I . -—-01,0'(-0)
" — [——tper “@—D)
50 § 4 : )
- Lgp — = % —=* L, (-D)
604 ' . '
s , : ;
.- o R -’



] 160
» Coded Dysfunctional Behavior
Session # 3 Dave
Preceding Dysfunctional Behavior ,Succceding
Activity (seconds) - Activi&y
1 T 4 Y Y
.100 200 | :
LQ(-Je)-——+ == Bt — JeR
10 [
o ‘
.5 LSp 20 ;>' »$6+‘Hd ) GLf .
0
@ L (-G)
g Lgp(-We)—> = &€ — 12(.p)-
5 (o)
o :
v
4
3
_5 30 -
L, — [ — 1 (-D)
. - 8p
40 o \
OrQ(-L) ——O”E:=?' HA+BE - -—OOri(-L)
i 7 — . BE+F . T el (=)
e T W T e




161

-

Coded Dysfunctional Behavior

Sesgiont# 5 Dave
Preceding Dysfunctional Behavior Succeedipg
t Activity (seconds) ~ Activity
- | 4 Y LAD | §
100 2Q0 ;
\
(
10 [
o ] k
'2 20
u -
0
&
— —_
8 esp Rl “sp
] ' ~
Y ' . -
g sp “-—.30 - e i —* Jp(-G)
ved he -l : )
x Lsp+Jes p—’ = S > ‘ — CLf
' oF .
L (-P,)‘--—OL- F =L (-P)
Sp - : Q°
) 40 A v
~ / \4}
?50',
34 1]
i ‘ i
-5 ﬁan * N ~ e




162

Coded Dysfunctional Behavier

Wendy

Session # 1

Preceding

Activity

Dysfunctional Behavior

(seconds)

Succeeding

Activity-

10 [

v 4 v
100 200

i

S




s
Sl

o

Session # 2

163

Codced Dysfun&tiohal Behavior

Wendy

Preceding

JActivity

Dysfunctional Behavior

(seconds)

Succeeding

Activity

' Minutes in Session

20

~—TT Y T

\I 100

200

== Asp

Asp+N

b ASP h
’
b= Asp
~ ASp
e ASPAP

—'L' '

O

- J
- J

1=—dD_+J




Coded Dysfunctional Behavior

164

Session #3 Wendy
Preceding' Dysfunctiona'l Behavior .Succeeding
Activity {seconds) ‘Activity
L4 i k L
-100 200
10 [ )
. g L —_— >A5p —>L, .,
0 > S :
" ' :
e [ %
c ' ' ' N
& ()rsp — =-- Asp+Lf -— LI .
.o®
o*L, L — : N+Asp oy J
g S_p r i I
5 30
. 40




165
Coded Dysfunctional Behavior
Session # 4 Wendy
Preceding Dysfunctional Behavior Sueceeding
Activity -(sécqnds) Kctivity
- ’ Y T 14 4 - g
' 100 200 - .
10 [
8 J (-6)—b. b=a '
§ spta—y, s T
n o
@ s
0
s
ord ) . .
° .
d .
&
n . .
“5 0T :
- ‘ 1 .
| 4d0fF L Rt
Jap""’ '.A'.p g d _‘_’J’pi )




166

Coded Dysfunctional Behavior

Session # 5 Wendy

Preceding: | Dysfunctional Behavior Succeeding
- Activity ' . (seconds) i "Activity

: ) v . ¥ L L —

100 © 200
10 [
Je — i Asp+N - | ~—> Je .

o .

o 4
4 " 20} - 1.

" ' . o .
8 _Jeqﬁc|)ﬁ b ASpP | | . __.L.R

g -
i
) t
Q..
o . .
,g . -
- 30 .
: v i - o




167

' . TABLES .



lé68

07 TABLE OF CODED TIME FOR DYSPUNCTIONAL BENAVIOR
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1] 'I‘AI.L! OF CODED TIME FOR DYSFUNCTIONAL BEHAVIOR
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9 TABLE OF CODED TIME FOR DYSFUNCTIONAL BEHAVIOR

Total Time Total Time No. Av. Time Coded time/secs.

WENDY per session Coded of per seq. Time Total ¢ — .
(seconds) ‘(seconds) seq. (seconds) Coded 7otal coded ::ne
session I N4 26 s 5.2 .8 }.‘,1- - 15y
’ ’ J (3% )
Session 11 3782 [ }§ | 10.1 2.1 m" 478
Session II1 3842 27 s .4 7 {.}1 - 168
Session IV 13962 ) 2 4.0 .2 r'n. - 5y
Session V 3839 29 ’ 3.2 ) ;.'n. .17
Totals 19,599 - m 29 5.6 .6 1008
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Dave ' Casey Jennifer Orma Wendy ]
Total Time attendence
over all sessions 14,637 14,760 12,039 18,599 18,599
(seconds) !
Total time coded
as dysfunctional 1,292 2,248 1,011 2,700 171
(seconds) ’
Percentage time 7 62 294 694 6.6\
coded as dysfunctional
Total number of s1 62 37 26 2
sequénces )
Average time pe. . .
sequence 25 3 20.8 89 4.6
- (seconds)
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