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ABSTRACT: Many of the phenomena studied as examples of “social influence” in social
psychology qualify as stimulus control by conspecifics from a behavior-analytic standpoint.
Research on conformity, obedience, and social facilitation demonstrates that these constructs
involve stimulus control. Recognizing social influence as stimulus control is advantageous because
it is parsimonious, creates new avenues of research, and could potentially broaden the application
of behavior analysis. To support this second point, we conducted a questionnaire-based study to
demonstrate that the fundamental attribution error, a social-psychological phenomenon outside
the typical definition of “social influence,” is also influenced by the presence of conspecifics, as
predicted from a behavior-analytic viewpoint. This prediction was supported, suggesting that
recognizing social influence as stimulus control may prove fruitful.

Although behavior analysts have never avoided the general application of
behavioral principles (e.g., Skinner, 1971), behavior analysis, especially the
experimental analysis of behavior, appears far removed from some topics in
psychology. For example, a typical textbook definition of social psychology
describes it as the study of how feelings, thoughts, and/or actions of people are
influenced by others (Feldman, 1995). Without instruction, it might be difficult
to relate this definition to behavior analysis.

Despite numerous attempts by behavior analysts to explain a variety of issues
typically considered within the domain of social psychology (e.g., Guerin, 1992b,
1994; Staats, 1975), behavior analysis and social psychology remain separated.
Unfortunately, some social psychologists still dismiss the viability of the behavior
analytic viewpoint; however, this dismissal may arise from a misunderstanding of
what constitutes behavior analysis (Guerin, 1992a).
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We believe that confining behavior analysis to “learning” is not only
erroneous, but also disadvantageous to psychology. If behavioral principles are
valid, then they should apply in “social” situations as well as “learning” situations.
Indeed, the core subject matter does not differ across disciplines. What differs is
the approach to the subject matter. The empirical findings per se are not in
dispute (as long as their collection is sound). Therefore, if behavioral principles
have general validity, then findings in social psychology should be explainable in
behavior analytic terms.

Our goal in this paper is to demonstrate that many phenomena in the area of
“social influence” in social psychology can be understood as a function of “stimulus
control” from a behavior analytic viewpoint. We further argue that recognizing
these phenomena as stimulus control, rather than social influence, can have
positive consequences. One is parsimony, because several distinct areas of research
can be described as subcategories of one behavioral phenomenon, with a resulting
decrease in explanatory concepts. Secondly, it can lead to new research. For
instance, because behavior analysis takes the natural science approach and places
the cause of the behavior in the environment and not within the individual, as yet
unstudied environmental factors may be implicated in the control of social
behavior. Finally, recognizing social influence as stimulus control can potentially
widen the impact of behavior analysis.

Social Influence

Social influence can be described as the change in people’s behavior caused by
others (e.g., Zimbardo & Leippe, 1991). Studies on social influence are among the
flagship studies of social psychology. They include the classic research of
conformity and obedience reported by Asch (1951, 1955, 1956) and Milgram
(1963, 1974), as well as more recent contributions (e.g., Krackow & Blass, 1995;
Kruglanski & Mackie, 1991; Moscovici, 1985; Nemeth, 1986). The topic could
also be extended to include social facilitation, a phenomenon that can be traced
back to Triplett (1898), arguably the topic of the first experimental study in social
psychology (Guerin, 1993). Although these three phenomena could be grouped
under “social influence” within social psychology, they are researched somewhat
independently.

Conformity

Conformity is said to have occurred when individuals modify their behavior in
response to the influence of others who have no coercive authority to mandate or
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enforce behavioral or attitudinal change (Milgram, 1974). The earliest studies on
conformity were performed in the 1950’s by Asch (1951, 1955, 1956), who
originally set out to study independence of judgment to demonstrate that
individual judgments would not be appreciably affected by social influence. In a
series of experiments, he monitored how often a naive subject agreed with the
clearly erroneous, but unanimous, line-length judgments of a group of
confederates. To Asch’s surprise, over one-third of his subjects responded in
accordance with the erroneous group norm on any given trial.

In subsequent studies, Asch identified group size and unanimity as two
factors that influenced conformity. More recently, Campbell, Tesser, and Fairey
(1986) have confirmed that larger groups generally produce greater conformity.
As for unanimity, a growing body of research suggests that small, vocal, and
persistent minorities can substantially impact individuals’ judgment and attitude
change (Moscovici, 1980; Nemeth, 1986).

Obedience

Whereas conformity is a change in behavior in deference to those who have
no coercive power, obedience is a change in behavior that complies with an
authority who does have coercive power (Milgram, 1974). Milgram’s (1963) classic
study found that approximately two-thirds of subjects ordered to deliver
sequentially stronger shocks to a confederate delivered the entire shock sequence,
even when they believed that they had perhaps fatally injured the confederate.
Replications of the Milgram obedience paradigm revealed similar levels of
conformity in other cultures, in both adults and children (e.g., Kilham & Mann,
1974; Shanab & Yahya, 1977), suggesting that the behavioral control exerted by
authority figures may be a general phenomenon.

In a series of follow-up studies, Milgram (1974) investigated the situational
determinants of obedience. Three findings will be mentioned here. The first
involved proximity of the experimenter. Obedience was high when the
experimenter (i.e., the authority figure) was continually present but dropped as
the experimenter’s presence was faded. The second factor involved the proximal
distance of the learner. Obedience was at its highest when the learner was in a
separate room, unseen by the teacher. Rate of obedience decreased substantially
when the learner was within sight of the teacher and decreased even further when
the teacher had to physically place the learner’s hand on a shock pad. The third
factor was the presence of other teachers. Consistent with the research on
conformity, obedience was high when coteachers (also confederates) were
unanimously in favor of continuing to administer shocks. Obedience rates

27



WEATHERLY, MILLER, & MCDONALD

plummeted when one or more of several coteachers advocated discontinuing the
shock sequence.

Social Facilitation

The phenomenon of social facilitation refers to the finding that the mere
presence of others influences a person’s behavior (e.g., Guerin, 1993; Zajonc,
1965). Triplett (1898) was the first to attempt to study this topic. He measured
the amount of time it took the participants (children) to reel a silk flag around a
four-meter course four times. Results showed that, although they displayed
practice effects, participants typically reeled faster when another child was present
and was participating in the same task than when the participant completed the
task alone.

Triplett’s findings ultimately led to a plethora of research. The term “social
facilitation” was actually coined by Allport (1924), but extensive research on the
topic did not occur until Zajonc (1965) proposed his drive theory of social
facilitation. Although much of the research is flawed (e.g., confounds with
competition; e.g., Graydon & Murphy, 1995; see Guerin, 1993, for a review),
general consensus is that the presence of others influences behavior (i.e., social
facilitation), but that the direction of the influence differs depending upon the
task. Presence of others leads to increased output of simple, well-learned, or
dominant responses and to decreased output of complex, not well-learned, or weak
responses. The presence of other people apparently leads to a change in the rate of
behavior versus when the same behavior occurs in isolation.

It is our contention that the above social-psychological phenomena constitute
examples of stimulus control by conspecifics. In behavior analysis, stimulus control
occurs when a stimulus exerts differential control over behavior because of the
reinforcement history that has occurred in the presence of that stimulus (e.g., see
Domjan, 1993). The above examples demonstrate that people behave differently
when other people are present from when they are alone.

Stimulus Control

The causes for behavior are found in the situation or context in which
behavior occurs and in the consequences for the behavior. Placing causes in the
environment allows for a rigorous scientific analysis. However, these analyses are
not necessarily simplistic. For instance, the situation exerts stimulus control over
behavior, but that control is unlikely to be exerted by the situation as a whole or
uniformly by every stimulus in the situation. Control is more likely to be exerted
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by certain stimuli present in the situation, with perhaps different stimuli exerting
control over different topographies of behavior in different ways (e.g., the presence
of one’s parents and grandparents in the same situation may be a discriminative
stimulus (S°) for several, perhaps competing, behaviors). Likewise, the specific
consequences for a behavior may not be easily identified. For contingencies that
program the delivery of tangible reinforcers (e.g., food), consequences are easily
identified. For other contingencies (e.g., why strangers passing on the street say
“hello” to each other), the consequences are harder to identify. They likely fall
under the category of what Guerin (1994) called generalized social consequences.

The three-term contingency can also be expanded; Michael (1993) identified
the establishing operation (EO), which can alter the effectiveness of a S°
depending upon which operation is established. For example, a gas station is a S°
for stopping your car to fill it with gasoline, but the reading on your car’s fuel
gauge functions as an EO. If it reads “full,” then you do not stop and fill your car
with gasoline. If the gauge reads “empty,” then the gas station functions as a S°
for stopping. Although additions to the three-term contingencies are necessary,
this paper will focus on the three-term contingency.

We reiterate that we are not the first to apply this three-term contingency to
social-psychological phenomena (e.g., Guerin, 1993, 1994; Staats, 1975). We are
therefore not the first to note that this contingency has its own problems trying to
explain these phenomena. For instance, the tendency to behave as others do
appears to increase in the presence of other people (i.e., conformity), but what
reinforcer is controlling such behavior? In some cases, the role of reinforcement
can be documented. For instance, rates of conformity change as the “importance”
of the task is altered[d rates increase with task difficulty (Baron, Vandello, &
Brunsman, 1996)01 indicating that consequences are controlling behavior.
However, consequences may not be easily identifiable. As noted by Guerin (1994),
most research in social psychology has focused on contextual or situational
determinants of behavior and has ignored or overlooked consequential
determinants. Difficulty in identifying consequences, however, should not lead to
the conclusion that consequences are not important and/or are not playing a
critical role in accounting for behavior.

Despite the above complexities and drawbacks, there are myriad reasons to
adopt a behavior-analytic viewpoint when dealing with the above social-
psychological phenomena. For one, because behavior analysis explains behavior by
referring to the reinforcement history of individual organisms, this viewpoint
predicts that general results should be observed only in as much as individuals
have similar reinforcement histories. Because reinforcement histories will differ,
conformity, obedience, and social facilitation effects may not be universal. That is,
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due to different reinforcement histories, local contingencies and/or the relevant S°
may differ somewhat across individuals. Research on these topics confirms that
indeed the effects are not universal. For instance, nearly one-fourth of Asch’s
(1951) participants never conformed. Therefore, although a behavior analyst
cannot predict specific differences between individuals without knowledge of their
reinforcement histories, the behavior analyst would correctly predict differences
would be observed across individuals.

A second advantage of the behavior-analytic view is that it is a general
theory. Specifically, the theory does not relegate itself only to human behavior.
This is an advantage because some phenomena in social psychology are not
restricted to humans. For instance, Guerin (1993) summarized a number of studies
that appear to demonstrate social-facilitation-like effects in nonhuman subjects.
Such findings are explainable within a behavioral framework.

A third advantage of the behavior analytic viewpoint is that it assumes that
the stimuli that come to exert stimulus control over behavior will also differ across
individuals. Similar behavioral effects should be observed across species under
similar conditions of stimulus control, but the stimuli that come to exert control
over behavior may differ across species (i.e., there is no reason to predict that the
presence of conspecifics will have universal effects on the behavior of all species).
On the contrary, the effects of such a presence would be expected to differ
somewhat between humans and nonhumans because of the ability of humans to
add verbal stimuli to social situations (Guerin, 1994; Skinner, 1957).

Recognizing social influence as stimulus control is parsimonious. It can
explain a variety of phenomena using a three-term contingency. In social
psychology, the areas of conformity, obedience, and social facilitation have been
researched separately and, with some exceptions (e.g., social-conformity theories of
social facilitation, Guerin, 1993), theories for each have developed independently.
Stimulus control, on the other hand, can explain all three phenomena making
fewer assumptions.

In addition to parsimony, the behavior-analytic viewpoint makes several
correct predictions. It correctly predicts the absence of universal effects. Most
social-psychological theories, on the other hand, because they typically assume
universality of effects, need to posit additional assumptions to explain when and
why effects do not occur. It also predicts that effects will not necessarily be
confined to humans, but that some effects may be unique to humans. As argued
by Skinner (1957), the human animal has the ability to respond verbally.
Therefore, for humans, conspecifics can provide a dimension of stimulus control
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that may not be present for other species. See Guerin (1994, 1997) for detailed
discussions of verbal contingencies.

Novel Predictions

The behavior-analytic approach also leads to novel predictions. For instance,
stimulus control should result in stimulus generalization (i.e., similar responding
when in the presence of a stimulus similar to one that already exerts stimulus
control over responding). Because, for humans, conspecifics exert stimulus control,
it should be possible to demonstrate stimulus generalization as a controlling
variable when studying conformity, obedience, and social facilitation.

Although this prediction has not been directly tested, the results of Milgram
(1963, 1974) suggest that stimulus generalization may indeed partially account
for obedient behavior. Across his experiments, Milgram varied the proximal
distance of both the researcher and the learner from the teacher. That is, when the
researcher was continually present, obedience was high. It decreased as the
physical presence of the researcher was faded. On the other hand, obedience was
low when the teacher had continual visual, and some physical, contact with the
learner. Obedience increased as the visual and physical distance of the learner from
the teacher increased (i.e., an inhibitory generalization gradient). These results
cannot technically be categorized as stimulus generalization effects because they
are comparisons across subjects. However, they are certainly consistent with the
idea of stimulus generalization because the rate or strength of behavior changes as
the characteristics of the controlling stimulus is varied.

Another prediction that can be made stems from the fact that people come to
exert stimulus control over behavior based on their ability to provide verbal
stimuli (Skinner, 1957). Therefore, it could be predicted that differential results
would be observed as the possibility of verbal interaction between the participant
and the conspecific is altered. Social psychological research suggests that modes of
verbal interactions do influence outcomes of conformity and social facilitation.
Asch (1956) found that conformity decreased when judgments were written down
(i.e., textual verbal behavior) rather than spoken. Likewise, Guerin (1993) cited
studies on social facilitation that reported different effects depending on the
interaction between the participant and the person/people present. This idea
would suggest that people who either cannot emit verbal behavior or who speak a
language different from that of the participant would exert less stimulus control
than would a functionally verbal person.

Perhaps the most important novel prediction is that there is no reason to
believe that such stimulus control by conspecifics is confined to conformity,

31



WEATHERLY, MILLER, & MCDONALD

obedience, and social facilitation. That is, other “social-psychological” phenomena
should also display such effects. One such phenomenon is the Fundamental
Attribution Error (FAE).

The FAE can be defined as the tendency for people to overestimate
dispositional or internal causes when explaining the behavior of other people and
to underestimate situational or external causes (Ross, 1977). It is called
“fundamental” because of its prevalence. If the behavior analytic viewpoint is
correct and conspecifics exert stimulus control, then the presence of conspecifics
should alter the FAE as it does conformity, obedience, and social facilitation. To
test this idea, we conducted an experiment similar to that performed in social
psychology (i.e., overtly manipulated context but not consequences). Specifically,
we predicted that the addition of conspecifics to situations in which people are
asked to make attributions would alter the observance of the FAE.

Method

Participants: One hundred twenty-nine undergraduate psychology students
from two universities participated for supplemental course credit. After
completing the procedure, data from two of the participants were discarded
because they failed to follow instructions, leaving 127 participants.

Materials: The materials consisted of five written vignettes and corresponding
rating questionnaires. Vignettes depicted various combinations involving a
primary actor and a target actor. The primary actor was the person to whom the
behavior was directed and the target actor was the performer of the behavior.
Three vignettes were treatment vignettes and two were controls. Treatment
vignettes had two variations, actors alone or in a crowd (i.e., presence of others).
Only the wording for the crowded and uncrowded conditions varied. Control
vignettes had only one variation. Examples of each vignette are found in the
Appendix.

Questionnaires were printed on the same page as each vignette. They
involved a three-way split for attribution. Participants could attribute any
percentage they chose to situational, dispositional, or purpose factors to explain
the vignette given that the sum of the percentages equaled 100%. Each type of
factor was accompanied by an example. The questionnaires are also found in the
Appendix.

The attribution of purpose was included because past research on the FAE has
been criticized for forced choice (Lewis, 1995). Furthermore, by discarding
attributions of purpose, parametric statistics could be employed on the
attributions of situation and disposition because they were no longer constrained.
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Procedure: Once the researcher obtained informed consent from the
participants, she passed out the packet of vignettes. The cover sheet contained the
instructions and a sample vignette (see the Appendix). The packet also contained
one treatment vignette and the two control vignettes, in randomized order. Each
control vignette was written to be skewed either toward situational or
dispositional factors, while the treatment vignette was ambiguous. Each
participant received one situation (crowded vs. uncrowded) of one of the three
treatment vignettes. A minimum of 20 participants made attributions for each
situation of each vignette.

Results and Discussion

Results from the control vignettes suggested that the participants read the
vignettes carefully. For the control vignette written with a situational skew, the
mean attribution to the situation was 61.5%, whereas the attribution to
disposition was 10.4%. The control vignette written with dispositional skew
produced a mean attribution to disposition of 76.1%, whereas the attribution to
the situation was 15.5%.

Figure 1 illustrates the attributions of situational and dispositional factors for
the treatment vignettes. Each graph presents the results for a different vignette.
Each function presents the results for vignettes that described a crowded scene
(closed squares) or an uncrowded scene (open squares). The results presented are
those for the mean of all participants.

Data in Figure 1 were analyzed using a three-way (Vignette by Situation by
Attribution) mixed-model analysis of variance using the attribution scores for
individual participants. Results showed a significant main effect of attribution (F
(1, 121) = 8.03, p<<.01), indicating that, across all three vignettes, participants
attributed cause more to disposition than to the situation (i.e., participants
exhibited the FAE). A significant interaction between vignette and attribution was
observed (F (2, 121) = 37.26, p<<.001), indicating that the FAE was not observed
for the “Restaurant” vignette. Finally, and importantly, a significant interaction
between situation (i.e., crowded vs. uncrowded) and attribution was also observed
(F (1, 121) = 4.61, p<<.05). No other significant effects were observed. Results
were considered significant at p<<.05.

33



WEATHERLY, MILLER, & MCDONALD

THEATRE

T =
&0 -
5oy
40
20

PERCOHT ATTRIBUTED

SITUATION DISPOSTION
JOGGEER

el A s B & 1 4 1 o

PEACENT ATTRIBUTED

EITI.IJIuTl:H'.I I:IERJ:'ETTI'M
AESTAURANT

70 = ——=— CRONTED

PERCENT ATTRIBUTED
&
1

L 1
SIMUATION DESACEITION
ATTRIBUTION

Figure 1. The percentage of total attribution to the situation or to disposition for the mean of all participants
for both variations of each treatment vignette, crowded (closed squares) and uncrowded (open squares).
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Figure 1 and the significant interaction between situation and attribution
confirmed our prediction. As can be seen in Figure 1, attributing cause to
dispositional factors was more frequent when the vignettes contained the presence
of many conspecifics than when they did not. Therefore, these results support the
contention that the presence of conspecifics exerts stimulus control over subjects’
attributions. When considered along with results from studies on conformity,
obedience, and social facilitation, our results strengthen the argument that, for
people, conspecifics exert broad stimulus control.

By overtly manipulating only contextual information in the vignettes, it is
difficult to pinpoint the third factor of the three-term contingency (i.e., the
consequences) in our procedure. In other words, the consequences for making
dispositional versus situational attributions are not obvious. Overt reinforcers (e.g.,
praise or feedback) were not provided. Therefore, the attributions that were made
were either maintained by intermittent reinforcement or were reinforced by
generalized social consequences.

Guerin (1994) outlined four potential general forms of social consequences
that could maintain behavior. They were aversive techniques, attention and
contact, approval and affection, and verbally mediated consequences. Because of
the procedure we employed, it is difficult to place the potential consequences in
that procedure into one of these categories. That is, it seems unlikely that the
presence of conspecifics in the written vignettes altered any of the above
consequences. It therefore seems more likely that the behaviors we measured were
being maintained by intermittent reinforcement.

What the intermittent reinforcer was cannot be concretely determined. Our
procedure, like many used in social-psychological research (Guerin, 1994), did not
overtly manipulate consequences. In fact, in reviewing studies of attribution,
Guerin (1994) cited only 20 studies that had manipulated consequences within
the procedure, either intentionally or unintentionally. Of the 20 studies in which
consequences had been manipulated, 12 of them had done so by arranging or
feigning a future interaction between the participant and the person about whom
the participant was making an attribution. No such manipulation was done here.
Unfortunately, the potential consequences in our procedure do not closely match
any of the 10 potential consequences for which Guerin reviewed (see Table 1, p.
117).

Whatever the consequences were, increasing the number of conspecifics in the
vignettes increased the frequency of the FAE. Why does the presence of
conspecifics increase, instead of decrease, the FAE (notice that both instances
would be considered stimulus control)? We do not have the answer to this
question, but several potential explanations exist. First, it is possible that the
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presence of conspecifics was serving as an EO rather than exerting stimulus
control. However, the observance of the FAE was not dependent on the presence
of conspecifics. Participants showed (or did not show) the FAE regardless of
whether or not the context contained many conspecifics along with the primary
and target actors. Therefore, it seems unlikely that the effect of conspecifics
resulted from motivational differences. Put another way, EO’s determine when
contingencies will be effective; they do not alter the contingencies in the
environment. The participants in our study, however, behaved as if different
contingencies were in effect when conspecifics were present versus when they were
not.

Another potential explanation for our results may be as follows. As citizens of
a western culture, our participants likely have a reinforcement history which
includes reinforcement for taking responsibility for their own actions. Taking
responsibility for one’s own behavior is usually verbal in nature (e.g., “It was my
fault.”) and is reinforced by other verbal agents (i.e., conspecifics). Therefore, the
presence of other people may serve as the SP for personal responsibility, hence the
increase in the FAE with the presence of other conspecifics.

A third potential explanation is that communicative behavior has been
differentially reinforced by conspecifics. Guerin (1997), for instance, describes
results very similar to the FAE in that people are more likely to give summary
information in dispositional terms to an audience because such terms are easily
defensible. Communicating in terms of situational factors is more concrete and
therefore more open to punishment. By increasing the number of conspecifics, our
procedure may have increased the audience and thus exacerbated this effect.
However, it is not clear how conspecifics in the written vignettes would exert such
consequential control.

General Discussion

The present paper forwards the idea that many examples of social influence
can be more constructively understood as instances of stimulus control. A number
of well established social psychological phenomena rely on the finding that people
behave differently in the presence of conspecifics than when not in their presence.
Furthermore, we have shown that the presence of people influences the FAE, a
phenomenon typically considered outside the realm of social influence.

Recognizing that social influence can be understood as stimulus control
should not imply that the influence of the presence of conspecifics will be universal
or even singular. That is, as discussed above, the universality of this influence will
depend upon whether different people have similar reinforcement histories in the
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presence of conspecifics. Moreover, because SPs can identify multiple consequences
(Guerin, 1994), the influence of conspecifics may differ depending on the behavior
under study (e.g., conformity vs FAE).

These complexities are assets, not burdens, of the behavior analytic viewpoint.
By classifying social influence as stimulus control, behavior analysis could be
placed in a position to have input on several issues of social importance. Only a
few of these issues will be addressed here.

Stimulus control of social behavior could have profound implications for our
legal system. For instance, if the stimulus control exerted by other people does also
result in stimulus generalization, then the question as to the impact of having
television cameras in the courtroom arises. Such a presence could potentially alter
the behavior of witnesses, the judge, and the jurors. Of course, one would also
need to determine interaction effects caused by the actual presence of other people
in the courtroom.

Stimulus control exerted by the presence of others also has implications for
the workplace. A common trend in business over recent years has been away from
office environments in which employees are isolated in offices or cubicles, toward
an office or workplace relatively free of barriers between work areas, thus
increasing worker-to-worker contact and thereby the potential stimulus control
exerted by others. It would be naive to assume that the effects of such control
would always be beneficial. The behavior analyst, armed with the three-term
contingency, would seem to be in an excellent position to determine the benefits
and/or drawbacks of such changes in the workplace.

A final social issue that the present topic may address is that of
prejudice/discrimination. From a behavior analytic viewpoint, it is easily
understood why the battle against racial and sexual discrimination has been a
difficult one. If behavior has been reinforced in the presence of certain stimuli,
then reducing such behavior will not be accomplished simply by “educating” the
person that such behavior should not occur.

According to the three-term contingency, such behavior will only subside
when and if it is either extinguished or punished in the presence of stimuli that
control discriminatory behavior. If our premise is correct, and the presence of
others does exert stimulus control, then the behavior analyst is armed with a tool
that could reduce discrimination. A behavior analyst could empirically determine
the type of people (i.e., the stimuli) exerting stimulus control over discriminatory
behavior. Once determined, these stimuli could be reconditioned. That is, one
could go about changing a person’s reinforcement history in the presence of those
stimuli, thus combating discrimination. This, of course, would be a laborious task.
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However, it appears to hold at least as much, if not more, promise than any such
attempts of altering discrimination behavior to date.

Conclusions

Social influence is a substantial portion of what constitutes social psychology.
We have therefore argued that much of social psychology is explainable in
behavior analytic terms. By classifying social influence as stimulus control,
theoretical issues are simplified, new research is generated, and a variety of social
Issues are opened to the techniques of behavior analysis. Behavior analysis could
benefit from each of these results. Furthermore, by identifying these situations as
forms of stimulus control, the student of psychology benefits from the
understanding that behavior analysis is applicable in many courses and areas of
study, not just courses on learning.
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Appendix

Instructions:

Attached are several brief stories. Each story is followed by a question. Please read
each story carefully and answer the question before proceeding to the next story.
To answer each question, you must assign a percentage to any or all of the
possibilities described. Select percentages you think best explains the story. When
added together, the total percentages must equal 100%.

For example:

Mary had a little lamb,

Its fleece was white as snow,
And everywhere that Mary went,
The lamb was sure to go.

Why did Mary’s lamb follow her to school?

Situation factors
For example: Mary had the lamb on a leash

Disposition factors
For example: The lamb loved Mary

Purpose factors

For example: The lamb wanted the treats Mary gave whenever it
followed her
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(Asterisks indicate the sentence that was altered for the “crowded” variation
of each vignette.)

Theatre Vignette:

It was a rainy Friday night and Lou was going to the movies. There was no
line at the ticket window.* Lou got to the window, told the cashier which feature,
and passed the money through the window. However, when the cashier gave Lou
a ticket, it was to the wrong feature. Lou pointed the problem out to the cashier.
With no discussion or explanation, the cashier told Lou to discuss the problem
with the manager.

Why did the cashier give Lou the wrong ticket?

Situation factors
For example: The ticket dispenser was filled incorrectly

Disposition factors
For example: The cashier was not attentive to the job

Purpose factors
For example: The cashier wanted Lou to see a different movie
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Jogger Vignette:

Sam was a dedicated runner. Each Saturday found Sam alone, on a twenty
mile run through the countryside.* The course was varied each week to prevent
monotony. This particular Saturday found Sam running a new course beside a
country road. During the run, an automobile approached Sam from the rear.
When the automobile was beside Sam, the driver repeatedly blew the car’s horn
and gestured wildly toward Sam without slowing the car’s speed. The driver then
continued around a curve and out of sight.

Why did the driver of the automobile blow the horn and gesture wildly?

Situation factors
For example: Sam’s T-shirt had “Honk Now” printed on the back

Disposition factors
For example: The driver dislikes runners or joggers

Purpose factors

For example: The driver wanted to warn Sam about upcoming road
hazards
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Restaurant Vignette:

Although it was still early, Taylor was quite hungry. Seeing a 24-hr diner
ahead, Taylor pulled into the parking lot. Upon entering the restaurant, Taylor
took a seat at the counter. The restaurant was empty.* The person behind the
counter brought Taylor a menu. Taylor ordered a hamburger steak and a cup of
coffee. Several minutes later, the person behind the counter brought Taylor the
coffee and a hamburger. Taylor pointed out that the order had been for a
hamburger steak, not a hamburger. However, Taylor was hungry and decided to
eat the hamburger rather than wait any longer. Taylor ate the hamburger, drank
the coffee, paid the bill, and left the diner.

Why did the person behind the counter serve Taylor the wrong meal?

Situation factors
For example: The person had not heard the order correctly

Disposition factors
For example: The person is absent-minded or indifferent

Purpose factors

For example: The person was trying to serve Taylor as quickly as
possible
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Situational Control Vignette:

It had been snowing all night but Jesse had ample time to dress before
leaving for work. Jesse put on a heavy winter coat, but forgot to put on winter
boots. Wearing loafers, Jesse exited the door of the apartment building. When the
bus was approaching the nearby bus stop, Jesse began to move toward the bus.
One foot hit a patch of ice. Jesse lost balance and landed flat on the sidewalk.
Seeing the bus drive away, Jesse rose slowly and limped back to the apartment to
get winter boots.

Why did Jesse fall down?

Situation factors
For example: The conditions were hazardous

Disposition factors
For example: Jesse is a clumsy person

Purpose factors
For example: Jesse was in a hurry
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Dispositional Control Vignette:

Although already fairly wealthy, Ashley played the lottery each week. One
lucky day, Ashley had the winning numbers. The winning jackpot was
$100,000,000.00 (100 million dollars). Ashley bought a big house and a big car.
The rest of the winnings were invested with the claim that Ashley needed to save
for retirement. In the months following the big win, Ashley received several calls
from reputable charities along with requests for aid from numerous family
members. However, Ashley declined to donate any money to any of the charities
or to assist any family member. Through it all, Ashley kept playing the lottery
every week.

Why didn’t Ashley donate any money to charity?

Situation factors
For example: Ashley has no other retirement money

Disposition factors
For example: Ashley is a selfish person

Purpose factors
For example: Ashley was looking out for the children
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