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One of the conspicuous features of B. F. Skinniée'sind work is the
contrast between the cautious experimental resetir@hbrought him
recognition as a laboratory scientist and the exgae social philosophy
that later brought him wider renown. Indeed, Skifgeall for the
redesign of culture on the basis of experimentk l@itver organisms in
contrived environments has struck many of hisaxiéis presumptuous or
even bizarre. (Smith 1996, p. 56)

Presumptuous, bizarre — relatively mild epithatthie context of behaviorist B.F.
Skinner’s controversial career. For the views heressed in his 197lew York Times
best-selling booBeyond Freedom and Dignitite was characterized as a “fatuous
opinionated ass,” an “apologist for totalitarianjshand “visibly insane® by incensed
readers. So how did the cautious experimentaligd-mannered Harvard psychologist,
inveterate gadgeteer, lover of Thoreau, and dd#tiger of two come to incite such ire in
his audiences?

For the last several years, this basic questisnrspired a body of work in which
| have analyzed B. F. Skinner’s transformation filatoratory scientist to public
intellectual (see Rutherford, 2000, 2003a, 2004}his work, | have proposed that
popular reactions to Skinner were far more nuaticad typical accounts have
suggested, and that these highly varying respamdd be understood only with
reference to the divergent cultural, historicald @olitical discourses that informed them.

That is, to make sense of the often contradictoryrayals of Skinner in the popular

imagination, we needed to understand the populagimation itself.

! For those unfamiliar with Skinner’s book, he ba#licargued that since all behavior is ultimately
controlled by environmental contingencies, fred isian illusion. Further, he insisted that we mgist up
our antiquated and sentimental belief in autononmas and deliberately manipulate these controls to
ensure the survival of the culture.

2 B. Wascenacht to B. F. Skinner, September 10, 181G FP 60.20, Box 9, Folder: Psychology Today
replies. Skinner Papers: Harvard University Arckive

% Curtiss Ewing to the Editors &fsychology TodgyAugust 16, 1971. HUG FP 60.20, Box 9, Folder:
Psychology Today replies. Skinner Papers: Harvarideysity Archives.
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As an example of this analysis, | have demongitrtitat diverse reactions to
Skinner’s baby tender or air crib were embeddeal umique cultural milieu that
simultaneouslyraisedhousehold technology as symbolic of the gooddff@950s
America anddenounceanechanized mothering under the influence of copteaneous
psychoanalytic and popular literature on child-iregfRutherford, 2003a). | have also
shown howpositiveappraisals of Skinner’s teaching machines in 8&0% and 1960s
reflected Americans’ Cold War-fuelled anxiety abtmsing the space race and the arms
race to their Soviet nemesis, an anxiety which sgaha widespread educational
technology movement in which teaching machinesqaay major role. At the same time,
negativereactions reflected a mounting distrust of angstasce to technology
culminating in the counterculture movement of thd-tn-late 1960s. These divergent
assessments revealed both the perceived prom@resumed peril, of the automated
classroom. Skinner himself appeared in the popariess in a wide array of guises, from
devoted father to cold-blooded scientist, from edional revolutionary to totalitarian,
and from humanist to fascist (Rutherford, 2000).

In the course of examining Skinner’'s complex ttyey as a public intellectual, it
became clear that a much larger story about theatiog of his experimental science
from the confines of the operant chamber to realehapplication needed to be told. No
synthetic, contextual account of this process leesn lundertaken, despite Skinner’s
prominence in the history of psychology. AlthoudtinBer himself, as a result of his
cultural status, served as the lightning rod fdsljguopinion and criticism, hundreds of
Skinnerian psychologists, enthralled by the pres@ence, technological potential, and

melioristic underpinnings of Skinner’s system, begaing the principles of operant
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psychology to refashion the human environment dnachge human behavior starting in
the 1950s. This move from the laboratory to liféalshed most intensely in the ensuing
two decades, and continues today.

A contextual, historical account of the evolutmiB.F. Skinner’s “cautious
experimental research” from the confines of therapiechamber to the design of total
environments for juvenile delinquents, prisonersgdents, and psychiatric patients, to
intentional communities and self-help programshessubject of my current project. |
explore this evolution by gradually deconstructihg box in which Skinner generated his
experimental results — the eponymously named Skinme | outline how Skinner’s
experiments with rats and pigeons in small opethatnbers inspired experiments with
human subjects in an ever-expanding Skinner bak €ingally, the box itself
disappeared.

One of my major premises in this account is thatrhost prominent aspect of
Skinner’s cultural legacy is not his experimentalgsis of behavior, his philosophy of
radical behaviorism, or his social philosophy -rett@ough many of these contributions
propelled his meteoric rise to public prominencéhim early 1970s. Instead, | argue that
Skinner’s most enduring legacy is eshnologyof behavior. The ease with which his
experimental principles could be lifted from thbdaatory and applied to human
problems aligned itself seamlessly with the Amaritachnological imperative, or, as
historian of psychology William Woodward has putwith “the American penchant for
making and remaking the environment” (Woodward 130@). In this project, | detail
how the technological potential of Skinner’s scedcove an inexorable process that

ultimately resulted in the complete deconstructibthe operant chamber, both literally
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and figuratively. Where, when, why, and how didr8idrian science move from the
laboratory to life?

In this presentation, | abridge this larger proj@gselecting three episodes in the
evolution of Skinnerian psychology from a cautisagence to a widespread technology
of behavior. These episodes, chosen for both épéstemic and literal significance,
exemplify the gradual expansion and ultimate dettaogon of the Skinner box. First, |
describe a room-sized Skinner box for human subjemstructed by Skinner’s student
Ogden Lindsley at the Harvard Behavior Researclotabry in the late 1950s. Next, |
examine a building-sized Skinner box designed brsoldaCohen at the National Training
Institute for Boys in Washington, DC. Finally, llustrate the complete deconstruction of
the Skinner box by describing how Skinnerian ppihes were used in self-help in the
1960s and 70s. Finally, | conclude by assessingrpact and current status of Skinner’s
technology of behavior, and suggest that we migthtimk the over-simplified claim that
behaviorism is dead.

Although college professors are fond of repeatingcaived view of the history
of psychology in which Chomsky slayed Skinner with scathing review dferbal
Behavior Skinner’'s 1957 treatise on language, and thaihéy 960s the bright lights of
the cognitive revolution had emancipated psycholfogy the dark age of behaviorism,
historians have recently begun to point out (d.gahey, 1992) that this is a grossly over-
simplified version of the recent past. Althoughughg for dramatic pedagogical
purposes, these accounts fail to hold up an accuanator to history. My account adds to
these revisions of Skinner’s fate by examiningdtelution and impact of his technology

of behavior as it moved from the laboratory to.life
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I. From Pigeons to People:
Ogden Lindsley and the Room-Sized Skinner Box

Ogden Lindsley was a frequent participant in S&isPigeon Lab staff meetings
in the basement of Harvard’s Memorial Hall betw&6b1-1964, first as a graduate
student and then as a post-doctoral fellow. Lindeksd entered psychology after a
harrowing experience as a German prisoner of waeraupon he had vowed to spend
the rest of his life having fun and studying peoplespite his obvious interest in human
behavior, Lindsley began his research career inlpdggy by investigating the operant
behavior, not of man, but of man’s best friend. Figrdissertation, Lindsley designed
and built the first Skinner box for dogs.

In his efforts to help Lindsley acquire a dissiotaproject, Skinner had directed
him to Walter Jetter at the Boston University Madli8chool. Jetter held a grant from the
Atomic Energy Commission to study the effects cddiation on the physiology,
exercise, and behavior of beagles. As his coniohub this project, Lindsley designed
an operant chamber in which the canine subjects vegjuired to paw-press a panel for
portions of raw hamburger. Using a large samplsvofyear old male beagles, Lindsley
established reliable response rates and then téuglliogs to stop pressing the panel
when a light flashed and when a buzzer signaledid horn blast. He then examined the
effects of various drugs on the operant resportes,raisual discrimination, and
conditioned suppression that he had established.

Despite his enthusiasm for the beagle work, Lieylstmained more interested in
human than in dog behavior. During the course shieetings with Skinner to discuss
his research, they often strayed from beagle beh&vithe topic of schizophrenia.

Lindsley became fascinated by an operant explamafipsychotic behavior:
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Fascinated, | promised Fred that if he could geti§) | would give human

free operant research with psychotics five yeammylfife. If it didn’t pan

out, my parachute plan was to go to Ringling Brrg@rcus and shape

Gargantua the gorilla to play a piano and simptd games. | ended up

spending eleven and a half years studying psychttoen the back wards

of Metropolitan State Hospital. (Lindsley, 2001,138)

In June of 1953, Lindsley’s dream of studying peopés realized. With grant
money from Harvard and the Office for Naval Reskeahe set up shop in an abandoned
hydrotherapy unit in the basement of the MetropaliBtate Hospital in Waltham,
Massachusetts. Lindsley quickly converted it insiate-of-the-art experimental space,
including two six-foot-square operant chambers gogd with plunger operanda and
magazine delivery chutes designed to administeri@ty of reinforcements to human
subjects in what looked like a fairly straightfomadduman Skinner box. The plungers
were connected through programming relays and sintecumulative recorders situated
in a hallway adjacent to the experimental roomsclvhindsley came to call “Apparatus
Alley.” Eventually, the lab became known as theudad Medical School Behavior
Research Laboratory (for a more detailed accoutitefaboratory, see Rutherford,
2003b).

In one of their first publications, Lindsley andifker described the experimental
procedure for introducing human subjects to theusi box. Patients were brought
down to the laboratory and were shown a varietyaténtial reinforcers including candy,
cigarettes, and coins. They were prompted to séieat preferred reinforcer. They were
then led to the experimental room where, in the cdseverely catatonic patients, they
were shown how to operate the plunger that wouldetethe reinforcer. Better-

functioning patients were allowed to explore themdreely until they spontaneously hit

upon the plunger and began pulling it. Subjecteween left alone in the room and their
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responses on different schedules of reinforcemeng wecorded. Skinner and Lindsley
concluded that the effects of the schedules obdhavior of their subjects were orderly
and similar to those found in rats, pigeons, argsd®hey then recommended using
these response rates as baselines for investigagngoment-to-moment effects of
psychotropic drugs.

From 1958-1965 Lindsley received National InstitotdVental Health grants for
projects entitled “Screening potential stimulamsirmactive psychotics” and “Drug-
sensitive free-operant measures of psychosis.atkeel 950s and early 1960s were truly
a golden age for operant research on drug eff€otaccommodate this research,
Lindsley’s human-sized Skinner boxes became incrghselaborate. He equipped each
room with electrical mats to record pacing, and nted voice-operated relays on the
ceiling to record vocal hallucinations. With typliesmthusiasm he noted, “The technique
of direct, continuous, and simultaneous recordingymptomatic and nonsymptomatic
responding is the most sensitive index we havelge¢loped for screening
psychotherapeutic compounds” (Lindsley, 1962, 8)3The genius lay in the method,
and the method was intimately tied to the apparafusiost all of the behavior inside the
room-sized Skinner box could be recorded and medsur

Although the Behavior Research Laboratory shuddtsrs by 1965 and Lindsley
pursued other projects, the expansion of the Skiboe to accommodate the human
subject had begun. If a room-sized operant chaweddd work, what about a building-
sized box?

[I. Expanding the Human Skinner Box:
Harold Cohen and the CASE Project
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Harold Cohen was perhaps an unlikely architeet lofiillding-sized Skinner box.
A former student of R. Buckminster Fuller at thetitute of Design in Chicago, Cohen
was neither a direct student of Skinner nor a psiggist. However, he was an educator
who was keenly interested in the influence of thesical environment on human
behavior and human learning. After graduating ftbmInstitute of Design in Chicago,
Cohen was recruited to Southern lllinois Univerg®yU) where he was charged with
setting up a design school. Once there, howevegnted up designing a school.

Soon after arriving at SIU, Cohen met and was iheafluenced by a cadre of
Skinnerian psychologists. Teodoro Ayllon and Nareirwere there, and were setting
up their pioneering token economy program for hiaéiped schizophrenics at nearby
Anna State Hospital (see Ayllon & Azrin, 1968). Thwtspoken Israel Goldiamond was
also on faculty at the university. From these meheh was introduced to operant
psychology and its applications, and was espedialpressed with the effectiveness of
positive reinforcement in bringing about behavibaege. He observed Ayllon and
Azrin’s token economy at Anna State and learnedibbontingency management. Thus,
when the president of Cohen’s university approadhedwith the dilemma of what to do
with the large numbers of high school students vatbpugh guaranteed a spot in the
state university system, were literally not makihg grade, Cohen combined his design
skills with his newly acquired knowledge of operpaychology and took up the
challenge of designing a total learning environmVith a class of about 65 students
selected from the lower one-third of lllinois’ gtaating high school seniors, Cohen
designed the “Experimental Freshman Year” programhich attempted to boost the

performance of the state’s low-achievers. A keyueaof his program was individual
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cubicles which were essentially large cardboardimoproviding a controlled
environment for studying and learning — cardboddithi®r boxes.

Cohen was thus converted to the Skinnerian appraad subsequently left SIU
for a position at the recently-founded behaviongalnstitute for Behavioral Research
(IBR) in Silver Spring, Maryland. Many of the projs run under the auspices of the IBR
were educational and community-based. The federsrgment was pouring more
money into research on crime and delinquency iraftesmath of the urban riots and
civil unrest of the mid-1960s. Cohen was the beeafy of some of this federal largesse.
Soon after he arrived at the IBR he was awardeatgfeom the Office of Juvenile
Delinquency and Youth Development of the Departnoéitealth, Education, and
Welfare. With this grant support, he put his ingtii@ education, his experience at SIU,
and his knowledge of behavioral principles to watlthe National Training School for
Boys (NTS), a prison and reform school for juvemiéinquents in Washington, DC.

Cohen and his colleagues arrived at NTS with gnaoey and an ambitious
mandate: to take a random sample of NTS inmates &lbgrade levels, place them in a
total learning environment, and, over the coursenaf year, prepare as many of them as
possible either to be able to return to the putititool system or pass a high school
equivalency exam. They called their project Corgmges Applicable to Special
Education — or CASE — and immediately began a piplementation. There were two
key components of the program. The first was ant@@nomy in which the students
could earn points for academic performance. Thersktwas the design of the physical
environment itself, which was arranged to maxinazademic achievement and to

provide numerous opportunities for reinforcement.
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To implement the program, the participants weneskd in a completely separate
building on the NTS grounds — their own, elaboratalti-level Skinner box. The
building, Jefferson Hall, became Cohen’s buildinged behavioral laboratory. He
quickly discovered that it was an ideal site fag t@search. As he put it:

When we first started CASE I, | was worried whetvercould work in a

“penal institution.” | had preconceptions abouspns and what

constituted a free or restricted environment. drstearned what the

medical profession had learned long before me thigaprison

environment presents one of the finest laboratdoebuman research that

is available for researchers in a free societyodn realized that the

university places more constraints on educatioesgarch than does the

Federal Bureau of Prisons. (Cohen, 1968, p. 23).

Thus, under the fairly unrestrictive aegis of Besleral Bureau of Prisons, Cohen
was able to randomly select 41 participants forpifegyram. Most of the boys had
dropped out of school before being committed toNA& for a variety of crimes
including homicide, robbery, rape, and automolikftt Once selected for the program,
the boys were extensively evaluated and testedderiin their existing levels of
academic ability across a variety of subjects. Tihey received individualized
educational packages consisting of programmed esursgular texts, and lecture
classes. The only way to earn points in the CASHgmam was by studying for an hourly
wage or getting 90 percent or better on a teshtP@arned could then be cashed in for a
variety of reinforcers.

Once points were earned, the “Student Educati@eakarchers” as they were
christened, could choose to spend them in a vaoietyays. Popular purchases included
soft drinks, milk, potato chips, Polaroid snapshetdgrance to and time in the lounge or

library, smoke breaks, rental of a private roomtaieof books and magazines, purchase

of private tutoring, and purchase of goods fromadl wrder catalogue. Integral to the
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implementation of the program was the layout ofeisbn Hall itself. In their 1971
monograph, Cohen and his colleague James Filipgesgribed the design of each floor
and explained how each space was designed to duniatia specific way. Access to
certain parts of the building, such as the afordimead lounge, was built into the token
economy. Other parts of the building, such as theational floor on the second level,
were designated areas where only certain behawiens expected and/or allowed to take
place. All students were constantly monitored dodked in and out of certain areas
designated by function. As a result, detailed dat#éhe length of time each student spent
in each area of the building were available tordsearchers: “The individual student was
clocked in and out of each area.... This procedweiged an exact record for each
individual over hundreds of calendar days, in teafnactivities in functional locations
and time measured in hundredths of an hour” (CéhE&ilipczak, 1971, p. 109).

It was clear that one of the keys to the functignof the program was being able
to use physical space to influence and monitob#tevior of the program participants.
The Skinner box had expanded to encompass muibplas and several floors without
sacrificing control or precision of measurement.

So how well did the program work? The main goaC&SE was to boost
educational and academic achievement. Overallrdicapto its developers, it met this
goal remarkably well. Participants’ grade levelshat beginning of the program were
measured across five subject areas — Reading,dBn@cience, Mathematics, and Social
Studies. According to their entrance placemenstiesine of the participants had reached
either the junior or senior levels (encompassingd8s 8-12) in any of these areas except

Reading, where thirty-seven percent of participargee reading at the junior level
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(Grades 8-10). By the time this group had complétedorogram, 26% had achieved
senior level status in Reading, 33% had achievemskvel status in English, 18% were
seniors in Science, 25% were seniors in Math, &¥d ®&ere seniors in Social Studies.

This was good news indeed. If provided with appiaie incentives within an
educationally enriched and individualized learnégmyironment, it was clear that even
society’s write-offs could make impressive acadegaims. But for prison officials and
government agencies, the acid test was in thevellp data. Would the Student
Educational Researchers maintain their motivatiwh @cademic performance when
returned to mainstream society — when released tinenSkinner box? Furthermore,
would they stay out of the penal system for good?

In 1969, Cohen and Filipczak received more fed@m@ey to make an evaluation
of recidivism in CASE project participants. Withglgrant, they were able to gather
information on 31 of the 41 students in the proj&gtenty-six of these 31 participants
were interviewed and tested to measure whetharabademic gains had been
maintained. Overall, they concluded that spellmgth, and reading scores were
satisfactorily maintained by most students evenghahey had been out of school for
over two years. In terms of measuring recidividmeytdecided that students who were in
the program less than 90 days, and/or those whe rmeé&rased from CASE back into
other programs or institutions before final rele@ag¢her than directly into society),
should not be included in the analysis, thus reudytie sample to only 11 of the original
41 participants. Four of these 11 participant8&#4%, recidivated within three years of
their release. The group of CASE participants wétwed time in other penal programs

before being released recidivated at the rate @%68The researchers reported that
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according to NTS data, 76% percent of similar juledelinquents receiving no
rehabilitation recidivate during the first year.&dall, they concluded that although
numbers were small, it appeared that the CASE progfelayed the delinquent’s return
to incarceration, but his behavior would requirdiadnal maintenance “in the real
world” for the CASE experience to remain effectiVlée case was made for the transfer
of Skinnerian principles from the laboratory telif

The termination of the CASE program coincided wiité closure of the National
Training School for Boys in 1967. In a letter tol@a about a year after the program had
ended, Skinner wrote that he considered the CAS[egrto be “one of the most
important experiments in the history of penologyeanwhile, with the CASE programs
as a model, other behavior analysts were trying t@ds at behavior modification in
the prison system. With grant money readily avddaan arsenal of scientifically-
derived techniques at their disposal, and a dé&sibe socially relevant, they moved into
cellblocks nationwide to tackle the thorny problefiiow to move prisons and prisoners
from incarceration to rehabilitation. | have totetstory of their successes and failures
elsewhere (see Rutherford, 2006). Suffice it toteay converting prisons to Skinner
boxes was a tricky endeavour indeed, and providaayrnteresting lessons in the perils
of using science and technology in the serviceooias control.

[ll. Deconstructing the Box:
Skinnerian Principles in Self-help

As Skinner’s system expanded into a full-fledgezht®logy of behavior and
behavior modifiers used their expertise in insigioél settings, they also explored the

potential of their techniques in everyday lifetitheout could be used on the psychiatric

* Letter from B. F. Skinner to H. L. Cohen, Janusy 1968. HUG FP 60.20, Box 6, Folder: IBR 1961-72.
Skinner Papers, Harvard University Archives.
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ward, why not in the home? Why not use stimulugrobin a personal weight-loss
program? How about a self-designed and implemeotezh economy? Could people be
taught to be their own behavior analysts?

As many writers, both scholarly and popular, hpemted out, the practice and
principles of behavior modification have existetbtighout time and place:
“Commonsense notions of the ways in which rewai@mishment can change
behavior have existed since time immemor{&tolz, Wienckowski, & Brown, 1975, p.
1027). The power of positive reinforcement has begerienced by anyone who has
ever become hooked on lottery tickets after a smial] or rewarded themselves with a
vacation after completing a difficult assignmeniveéh that “The principles used by
behavior therapists in their work are availablanad in fact are universally used by
virtually all people at all times” (Stuart & Davi$972, p. 75), how did applied behavior
analysts both lay claim to a body of specializedvidedge and a set of specialized
techniques, and give them away?

In part, behavior analysts accomplished this bleif hand by using the cultural
authority and practical tools of science. Systeoaliservation, measurement, control,
and precise monitoring of behavior took the behaailytic system beyond common
sense. As behavior analysts themselves wrote: ffineiples of behavior modification
codifyandorganizecommon sense, showing under what conditions amdat
circumstances each aspect of ‘common sense’ shheutgbplied” (Stolz, et al., 1975, p.
1029, italics added). The techniques of behaviadifitation, although in many cases
topographically similar to everyday practices, weecentifically derived and tested -

based on findings from the experimental analysisatfavior, which itself was conducted
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in what sociologist Thomas Gieryn would call a tirspot” — the scientist’s laboratoty.
The application of these principles to dieting,guding, and assertiveness training thus
benefited from their place of provenance. The flaat the principles were systematically
tested in the laboratory of the psychological sts¢mfforded them significant cultural
currency as they moved from the laboratory to edayyife.

Behavior analysts also distinguished their techesgiutom common sense by
formulating a specific language that set their eeh\d@part and marked it as scientific, or at
least technical. This was the language of posdive negative reinforcement, stimulus
generalization, stimulus control, aversive consagas, functional relationships, and
self-control. The use of the term self-control iga not only a change in language, but
a change in approach. Willpower, insight, and dtation were out, behavioral self-
control was in. Shedding a few pounds or givingig@arettes was no longer a matter of
exercising willpower, gaining insight into uncormaes motivations, or working towards
self-actualization. Behavior analysts highlightlkd limitations of these inner-focused
approaches: “Many of the humanistically orientethteques...fail to provide self-
controlling skills. Too often the focus is excesdy insightful rather than ‘outsightful.’
That is, the person focuses on historical undedstgs and current interpretations rather
than on the functional relationships between hia behavior and the immediate
environment” (Thoresen & Mahoney, 1974, p. 140uild@ng self-control became a
matter of analyzing and arranging your environmerspecific ways to maximize the

probability of the desired behavior change. Yof@ Was your laboratory.

® Thomas Gieryn describes a scientific truth-spat physical place that in its very generality and
reproducibility actually transcends place and agtseuniversal acceptance as a spot from with tsuth
generated. The scientist’s laboratory, he arguas pecome such a truth-spot (see Gieryn, 2002).
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Behavior analysts advocated the use of self-cotgrtiniques for a wide range of
personal problems in the 1970s. These includedeatieg, lack of assertiveness, fears
and phobias, poor study habits, marital and sepuaddlems, smoking, and parenting.
But the impulse to train people to be their owndyebr analysts had started earlier. As
Israel Goldiamond wrote to Skinner in 1962: “If ogyet procedures are to be used
[outside the laboratory], then they should be dsakly, and in on-going analysis, to
shape self-control. So, | have been counselirapa¥e students, b) students who are
flunking out of school, and c) marital problerhs”

Goldiamond was not alone in his conviction thatdwedr analysts could help
others help themselves. By 1976, there were so ealfhelp programs based on
behavior mod that one behavior therapist suggebktagrofessional regulations be
developed to help monitor the quality and effecta®s of self-administered
“nonprescription” behavior therapies. In 1976, gsylogist Gerald Rosen noted the
proliferation of the “self-help” behavior modifigah literature, and called for increased
guality control, worrying that the spirit of empmal rigor so central to the field was being
diluted as behavior modifiers jostled for theirqaeof the self-help pie (Rosen, 1976).
Although his recommendations for monitoring thisdature were not adopted, his article
and the rejoinder to it written by Israel Goldiardphighlighted the genre’s rise to
prominence. As behavior modifiers began to seasticeess of their efforts in closed
environments such as psychiatric wards and classpa desire to promote the use of

their principles in everyday life quickly ensued.

8 |srael Goldiamond to B. F. Skinner, December 8821 HUG FP 60.10, Box 6, Folder: #1 of 2 Misc.
1962, Skinner Papers, Harvard University Archives.
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In the published literature, one of the earlgsblems to be tackled and
reconceptualized in a behavior analytic framewods wvereating. In 1965, an excited
testimonial arrived on Charles Ferster’s desk atistitute for Behavioral Research in
Silver Spring, Maryland:

Dear Dr. Ferster,

I am a psychiatric nurse in charge of Unit 9 at teat State Hospital....
Since November of 1964 we have made practical fuspepant
conditioning procedures in an open unit.... In thiperiment in operant
conditioning, we of nursing service attempt to shapd control the
behavior of chronic schizophrenic patients. Whamas in the program a
little over two months, | decided that if | expelktle patients to change
old habits, | had better start on myself.... | weigl263 pounds and was
sorely in need of changing my eating habits. dusced to me that
operational [sic] procedures could apply in my casaleveloped self-
control in eating much the same as you have recbmlgour paper The
Control of Eating | have demonstrated that this method does Work!

How well did the method work? Nurse Norma Fullgrddst 95 pounds using
Ferster's method. Wakhe Control of Eating miracle diet? Had a behavior analyst
discovered the cure for obesity?

In 1962, Ferster, fresh from collaborating withrisler on their boolSchedules of
Reinforcementpublished an article in which he provided an gsialof eating behavior
and outlined behavioral strategies to control bi@kavior (Ferster, Nurnberger, & Levitt,
1962/1977). The report was actually based on aerexpntal diet control program that
Ferster had carried out with a number of ‘humaersat 12 nurses at the Medical
Center, ranging in age from 24 to 65 years, whodadididentified as wanting help with

dieting and weight los%.

" Norma Fullgrabe to C. B. Ferster, December 295198ox: Ferster Depot, Folder: Diet control. Fers
Papers, Archives of the History of American Psyolyl

8 C. B. Ferster, “The control of eating,” Unpublishmanuscript. Box: Ferster Depot, Folder: Diettomin
Ferster Papers, Archives of the History of AmeriPaiychology.
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So what did the nurses do to lose weight? Feostiined a four-step plan: 1)
Determining what variables influence eating; 2)detining how these variables can be
manipulated; 3) Identifying the unwanted effectsrtltimate aversive consequences
(UACs) of overeating; and 4) Arranging a methodie¥eloping required self-control -
perhaps the most challenging task, at times reguso “drastic a change in behavior”
that reinforcing by successive approximations becastessary (Ferster, Nurnberger, &
Levitt, 1962/1977, 310). Of note was Ferster’sstesice that the program was not about
developing willpower or some other internal propeReveloping self control, like any
other behavioral problem, was a matter of arrangiegenvironment and manipulating
conditions to make some behaviors unlikely (eatang) others more likely (not eating).

Despite Ferster’s interest in the project andjigarent success (at least in the
case of Norma Fullgrabe), this early treatise @ncibntrol of eating was relegated to an
obscure publication outlet, thédournal of Matheticsand Ferster left the project behind
when he moved from Indiana to Maryland. The ideapglying behavioral strategies to
the problem of overeating, however, soon caughOore of the most widely referenced
and well-known weight-control manuals of the 19#@s Richard Stuart and Barbara
Davis’ Slim Chance in a Fat World: Behavioral Control db&3ity(1972). Stuart, a
behavioral psychologist in the School of Social Watr the University of Michigan,
influenced by Ferster’'s 1962 article, designedois behavioral treatment program
involving eight patients and reported the resulta 1967 publication (Stuart, 1967). In
this article he wrote, “The behavioral processeslied in a person’s control of himself
are the same as those one would use in contraimgehavior of others” (p. 357). A

self-administered behavioral program to treat cating was clearly possible.
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In their 1972 manual, Stuart and Davis made tledfrleelp philosophy clear from
the outset: “the environment rather than the mahdsagent of control of human
behavior” (Stuart & Davis, 1972, p. 62). They expéal that their approach was based on
the principles of behavior modification, and delsed in detail four classes of antecedent
conditions and four classes of consequences thatvedfect the probability of
overeating. Thus, the reader learned of discrirvaatacilitative, instructional, and
potentiating stimuli, as well as positive and nagateinforcers, punishment, and
extinction. The reader was then taken throughteeratlaborate series of steps employing
these principles in the behavioral control of oedireg.

The reader first learned to “narrow the span afagibnal cues which are
associated with eating.” That is, readers weretmlairange to eat only in one place in
one room and not to engage in any other actiwtigi$e eating, such as reading, or
watching television. The second step was “congtig@n environment free of stimuli
that might cause overeating” (p. 79), or, more $ynspated, putting temptation out of
reach. If possible, the dieter should remove temgpfibood from the house and “increase
the response cost of eating” by making it diffidolteat high-calorie foods that may have
been intended for other family members.

Another important component of ti&im Chancerogram was the use of self-
administered positive reinforcement following tlmempletion of eating and exercise
requirements or weight loss. In fact, the authecommended a self-administered token
economy approach. Dieters were encouraged to setalen reinforcement menu in
which behavioral goals such as following their degtone meal would earn tokens which

could then be exchanged for tangible (presumabhycamsumable) rewards. For
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example, they suggested an award of 3 tokens flomfimg one’s diet for one meal, or
100 tokens for following one’s diet for seven cange/e days. The successful dieter
could then exchange 500 tokens for a new dressniimive tokens might buy an extra
baby sitter for three hours during the day (St&atavis, p. 94). The power of social
reinforcement was also highlighted: the weight-csgwas advised to enlist the help of
others and to discuss her efforts only with thggemathetic to her goals. Friends and
family were welcomed within the life-sized Skinrmrx, but only if they gave out the

right kind of reinforcement.

Conclusion

By the 1970s, the potential power of the technoloblyehavior seemed limitless.
Skinnerian psychologists had convinced the Amerpalic that in making and
remaking their environments, they could essentigiyake themselves. Despite
Skinner’s polemic iBBeyond Freedom aridignity, which collided with one set of
American values, his technology of behavior aligiteelf both with the American
technological imperative and with the progressivates of self-improvement and
perfectibility central to American national idegtiFurther, Skinner offered the unique
potential for control, not over nature, but ohemannature. It is plausible that Skinner’s
system could neither have arisen nor taken hoshynother cultural milieu. After all,
Skinner was himself a product of this distinctly @mcan context.

Metaphorically, in moving from the laboratory téeli Skinner’s system also
moved from the basic to the applied, from the laodhe universal, from the specific to

the general, from the private to the public, amarfthe academic to the popular. The
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evolution of the technology of behavior involveti@lthese processes. In making these
moves, the technology of behavior came to informamby cultural practices, but the
very ways Americans experienced themselves. Iptypsilar 1974 booBehavior Mod
journalist Philip Hilts wrote: “The mod squadderesek graphs on themselves, their
children, their friends...The world is a differenapé, with a different set of boundaries,
structures, and meanings for the mod squadders. a Bociety obsessed with efficient
tools, with getting results, the neat systems efttbhaviorists will be hard to resist”
(Hilts, 1974, p. 17).

Although the technology of behavior has not createdferent world for most of
us, it has been remarkably successful in many itapbareas of human concern. It has
directly informed treatments for many developmedtabrders, including autism and
attention deficit disorder. Weight control programassertiveness programs, parenting
programs, and animal training programs often uszaog psychology as the bedrock of
their approach. Teachers and parents use behawtdification in the home and in the
classroom on a daily basis. In short, Americanetgatontinues to be driven by the
desire to achieve ever greater control over nandhuman nature. Skinner’'s most
enduring achievement was to treat human behavemgslike any other technological
problem. To the extent that we continue to engitediavior, Skinner’s cultural legacy

lives on.
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