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ABSTRACT: Native American cultures have, over thousands of years, identified cultural practices
from which other cultural entities, behavior analysis included, may benefit. In this paper, the
authors discuss confluences between the principle of shared power in Native American (particularly
Pueblo) philosophy and contemporary behavior analysis. Intriguing and useful convergences were
identified in the definition of power, recognition of connectedness and definitions of “the person,”
the importance of constructional as opposed to coercive processes, lack of hierarchy (related to
equivalence relations), and the utility of diverse voices. A behavior analysis of practices that
instantiate the sharing of power in Native American cultures provides valuable guidance for work
with problems of social importance, particularly for applied work at a cultural level. Examples of
current and emerging work consistent with this analysis are also briefly considered.

In 1995, Sato discussed Zen Buddhist practices from a behavior analytic
perspective, examining confluences of Zen and behavior analytic understandings of
phenomena. In a somewhat similar vein, in this paper we identify points of
convergence between American Indian thought and behavior analysis. Our
purpose, however, is not so much philosophical as practical. As behavior analysis
becomes increasingly interested in the cultural level of analysis (e.g., Malott, 1988;
Glenn, 1991; Lamal, 1991, 1997) and in the practical applications of such
analysis, behavior analysts have begun to examine ways, for example, to improve
child-rearing and decrease child maltreatment through community-level
interventions (Biglan, 1995; Mattaini, McGowan, & Williams, 1996), and to
reduce racism (Briggs & Paulson, 1996), sexism (Daly, 1996), and violence
(Embry, Flannery, Vazsonyi, Powell, & Atha, 1996). As we move in this direction,
there may be much to be learned from cultures that have successfully managed to
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live closely and cooperatively, in some cases for tens of thousands of years, as the
Pueblos have (Silko, 1996).

This paper is not so much an effort to integrate two worldviews, which in
some ways may be incommensurate, (Deloria, 1995), so much as to learn from
each other. It grew out of an ongoing dialogue between a Native American
(Laguna/Hopi) woman and a male behavior analyst, both of whom were interested
in improving approaches for dealing with problems of social importance. As we
examined the ways that Native Americans and behavior analysts understood
constructive power, and contrasted those approaches with the adversarial power
often characteristic of European American society (Sidman, 1989), useful
convergences emerged. Primary among these is an understanding of why
constructional practices can be collectively more useful, more powerful, than are
competitive, coercive, or exploitative practices (Biglan, 1995; Goldiamond, 1974).

We begin with a summary of shared power from a Native American
perspective, presented in its own terms, without premature translation into
behavior analytic terms. Many of the essential points are common among many
Native peoples (Lowery, 1999), but the discussion here relies in particular on
Pueblo understandings of the world and transactional relationships with it. We
then examine cultural practices involved in sharing power to identify convergences
with behavior analytic theory, and suggest ways that this analysis may usefully
inform behavior and cultural analytic practice. We then explore examples of social
Importance, identifying several behavioral programs that might be seen as
examples on a continuum of shared power, and briefly outline two programs of
developmental research that explicitly operate out of that framework.

Before proceeding, it is important to note that we are not arguing here that
Native Americans as individuals are “more enlightened” than others (a common—
and patronizing—stereotype). Rather, we suggest that a certain wisdom is carried
in cultural practices that have evolved over thousands of years of collective
experience. As Joseph Bruchac (Abenaki) (1994) indicates in discussing the
collective wisdom carried by traditional Indian stories,

It is because Native Americans are as capable of wrong action and foolish errors
as any human beings anywhere in the world that we need these lesson stories,
we need to stay close to the circle . . . and today, because (as Sitting Bull is
reputed to have said) “there are no longer just Indians here,” that circle of
stories is desperately needed by all Americans. (p. 18)

The wisdom lies in the interlocking practices involved in cultural selection. While
Native American cultures have experienced devastating damage as a result of
centuries of genocide and colonial oppression, many among them have recently
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recognized the strengths of traditional practices (as have many non-Native
persons). The reemergence of these practices may testify to their resilience
(Lowery, 1999), since the sharing of power continues to reemerge even in the face
of the most severe repression.

Shared Power in Native America

From a Pueblo perspective, power is a gift, not something one takes credit for
or feels pride about. There are many kinds of power: the power to teach, the
power to heal, the power to sing, the power to pray, the power to bring people
together, the power to advocate for clients, the power to mobilize others for
positive change. Because there are many kinds of power, power is not limited—in
fact, its exercise in a good way leads to an overall increase in collective power.
Power is not understood in a mechanistic, hydraulic way in which an increase for
one must mean a decrease for another. At root, power is action—a verb. Power is
not a thing, rather it is the expression of what one is through what one does. Power
Is what one can contribute to the collective; all things, personal, social, natural,
spiritual, are organically interrelated in a single web of being.

One’s power is limited only by the extent of effort to strengthen and share
one’s gifts. In a relationship of shared power, everyone involved speaks with their
own voice, everyone contributes from their power, and all share responsibility for
outcomes. Our contributions serve to strengthen you in your power and me in
mine, and establish accountability. In traditional Pueblo society, there were many
roles, many powers, and many ways to contribute to the overall unity of society,
which itself was in transactional continuity with the rest of the physical and
spiritual world (Ortiz, 1969).

Note that shared power is distinct from empowerment. The term empowerment
is rooted in a transitive verb that requires a subject and an object, perhaps
unavoidably suggesting that someone possesses power that he or she then cedes to
someone else. Although all of the material that follows will further qualify and
behaviorally elaborate this discussion, the essence of shared power is an active
search among all participants for what each of them can bring to collective action
for which they individually and collectively accept responsibility, whether that
involves consultation related to personal or family issues, community organization,
or anything in between. While concepts like “partnership” and “collaboration”
capture portions of the shared power construct, the active and respectful
recognition of the real, complementary, and essential power of each participant
moves beyond simple partnership or collaboration, toward co-construction,
contribution, interdependence, and a sense of belonging. A “strengths perspective”
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also captures part, but only part, of the meaning of shared power; as seen below,
power is not just a strength, it is action, and shared power emphasizes mutual and
collective responsibility more than a strengths focus sometimes does.

One example of shared power and American Indian contribution in
philosophy and government is found in the core principles of democracy.
Weatherford (1988) observes that, “despite the civic myths surrounding the
creation of American government, America’s settlers from Europe knew little of
democracy” (p. 134). Most had come culturally from monarchical and oligarchical
societies. (Greek and Roman models were generally short-lived, often economically
based in slavery, and only narrowly inclusive.) Working models of a democratic
government were limited despite philosophical contributions from Plato and
Aristotle, and the reality of forming a United States of America from 13 sovereign
states posed a significant challenge.

In 1744, Canassatego, an lroquois chief, suggested that British colonists form
a union based on the League of the lroquois (Johansen, cited in Weatherford,
1988). The Iroquois “Great Law of Peace” was championed as a model in later
years by Benjamin Franklin, Thomas Paine, and Charles Thomson, the secretary of
the Continental Congress. Not only did the Great Law of Peace represent the
sharing of power among nations, but also between men and women (unlike the
U.S. Constitution), and among those within communities (Jacobs, 1991).
Developed between about 1000 and 1450 A.D., the League was “the most
extensive and important political unit north of the Aztec civilization”
(Weatherford, 1988, p. 135). Major features of the Iroquois model included
internal affairs governed by sachems of five Indian nations, with common concerns
discussed and decisions made by a joint grand council, where oratorical power,
education, and persuasion were key. Additionally, the separation of leaders for
peace and war—the civil government and the military—and a council vote to
admit new members were emulated by the new U.S. government. The lroquois
model included women who selected key participants, a practice ignored by the
new government. Weatherford (1988) found that similar councils chosen by clans,
tribes or villages to govern Indian nations were characteristic “throughout all of
America north of Mexico and much of Central and South America as well” (p.
142). Historical evidence reviewed by Weatherford indicates that these models
were in fact key in the development of the U.S. federal system.

Shared power is the essence of contributing to the work of group life without
making ego and accomplishment center stage; it is about us, not about me or you.
From an indigenous perspective, “How do we make sure we survive?” is an
alternative, collective question to Klein and Ackerman’s (1995) question in Women
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and Power in Native North America, “Have these women lived autonomous lives?”
(p. 12)—which reflects a European American perspective on power. Similarly, in
trying to understand the experiences of Native American women, one might ask,
“What is her contribution to the group and the collective quality of life?” rather
than “What is the extent of control over aspects of the lives of others?” (Klein &
Ackerman, 1995, p. 12). The two perspectives reflect incommensurate views of
power, and of value.

Knowledge as Power

Deloria (1995) compares the knowledge of science in dominant society with
the knowledge of indigenous peoples. Knowledge through the oral tradition for
American Indians “represented not simply information on ancient events but
precise knowledge of birds, animals, plants, geologic features, and religious

experiences of a particular group of people . . . [knowledge] valid within the
historical and geographical scope of the people’s experience” (Deloria, 1995, p.
51).

Deloria (1995) distinguished between the “accumulated wisdom of the
tribe,”and specialized knowledge or personal knowledge gained through visions or
experiences which was shared with others in the community as needed.
Accumulated wisdom was reiterated in stories told in the winter, during regular
activities of camp or village life, and through recitations in ceremonial practices.
Specialization evolved in larger groups when accumulated knowledge of
“information about the trivial past, the religious revelations, and the complex
knowledge of the physical world” became too great for any one person to
remember and recite (p. 53). Deloria uses the example of a young person’s Vision
Quest as specialized knowledge, for this experience included help from animals,
birds, or spirits, with specialized knowledge given and shared with spiritual leaders
who guided the ceremony. Sometimes, knowledge in behalf of the community was
sought. Hence, knowledge was personal, a gift to be used and shared
appropriately.

Sharing Power, Creating Culture

In their edited work, Klein and Ackerman (1995) describe power as an active
process (rather than a status) in women’s life development within their societal
history. This concept of power is not tied to the political process and can be
observed within family interactions. In their book, power and gender are viewed
through the lenses of anthropologists observing and studying eleven different
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American Indian cultures and geographies. Language, meaning, and concepts
shape the interpretations of anthropologists in their studies of the cultures of
American Indian tribes.

Guemple (1995) points out that “terms like ‘equality’ and ‘power’ are
certainly outgrowths of contemporary Euro-North American interests in gender
relations and so express cultural values and sentiments that can be ‘exported’ to
other cultures only with some care” (p. 17). In support of this thinking, Sharp
(1995) argues for a nonbinary and dynamic model of complementarity (A + B +

.. N =1) as a model better suited to “the analysis of gender as an active creation
of human beings engaged in the process of living together” (p. 49) rather than a
dominance model (A > B). Sharp also suggests that the “perceptual framework
provided by the social context of [dominant] culture has prevented examination of
the balance and complementarity of gender roles” (p. 49) within specific societies
where anthropologists have interpreted labor production as primary (men’s work)
and secondary (women’s work).

Guemple (1995) describes the emphasis on work performance among the
Inuits: “Eskimos themselves tend to characterize the relations between people in
terms of the allocation of work, a characterization that includes not only what one
should do but also what one is and in what terms one should be valued and
respected by others” (p. 19). Separate spheres of domestic activity and hunting
activity permit women and men to be together for short periods of time and allow
the development of exemplary work performance in one’s own sphere.

Cultural Practices and Red Baize Cloth: An Example

After contact with European cultures, the red cloth from the cloaks and
trousers of the Spanish soldiers’ uniforms was favored by Pueblo Indians, reports
anthropologist Ruth Underhill (1991/1946). The traditional vegetable dyes did
not easily produce a bright red color and this colored cloth was unique. This red
cloth or baize was manufactured in England, exported to Spain and brought by
ship to Mexico, then by caravan to Santa Fe, the Spanish capital in the Southwest.
The Pueblos would trade for the cloth uniforms, unravel the strands of the worn
cloth, re-spin the thread tightly, and incorporate it into decorative borders in their
own weavings of white cotton kilts or mantas. This is a straightforward example of
a culture willing to use what they could from another culture, enhancing it with
their own differential gifts. Physicists have recently begun formal dialogues with
traditionally learned Native Americans, recognizing useful confluences between
the two seemingly very different worldviews (Ross, 1996). Are there ways that
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behavior analysts and Native America can similarly benefit from each other’s
visions?

A Cultural Analysis of Shared Power

Glenn (1988) indicates that behavioral science deals with “relations between
the activities of individual organisms and environmental events; cultural analysis,
by contrast, deals with relations between “recurring cultural practices (interrelated
behavior among individuals) and the environments in which those practices occur”
(p. 161). Glenn (1991) also indicates that,

Although the behavior of humans engaging in cultural practices continuously
produces cultural outcomes, most of the behaving individuals never come into
contact with even a verbal description of those outcomes, let alone the events
that comprise the outcomes themselves. Once some outcome has been specified
as resulting from a particular cultural practice, people’s behavior in the cultural
practice may change as a result of following rules that describe the relations
between participants’ behavior and the outcome. (p. 65)

Her point, as we take it, is that cultural practices are selected by outcomes
whether or not the mechanisms of selection are recognized. If the relationship
between interlocking sets of cultural practices and the outcomes that select them
are observed and described as verbal rules, however, the verbal description itself
may affect the behaviors involved. An explicit analysis of the advantages of the
practices involved in shared power among Native Americans may then contribute
to shifting practices in behavior analysis and the wider society.

Points of Convergence with Behavior Analysis

Behavioral and cultural analytic theory intersect with a Native American
perspective on shared power in several ways. In a broad sense, practices proposed
in Skinner’s Walden Two (1948) demonstrate clear similarities to the sharing of
power in traditional Pueblo societies. (For example, in Walden Two, each person
pursued work that he or she found reinforcing, and could do well, or was willing
to learn to do well. Skinner believed the collective outcomes for the community of
such practices would be substantially better than in most contemporary cultures.)
At a more specific level, potentially useful confluences between Native practices
and behavior analysis are found in the definition of power, recognition of
connectedness, reliance on constructional rather than coercive processes, the role of
collective contributions and responsibility, shifts in equivalence relations related to
hierarchies, and the importance of diverse voices.
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Definition of power. Behavior analysts often address the problem of
reification, noting that many phenomena that are traditionally viewed as nouns
are more usefully viewed as processes—verbs—that may be actualized only in
transaction with the social or physical environment (Lee, 1988). “Power” is one of
those. Guerin (1998) indicates,

It is now acknowledged that power to do things, or have them done, cannot
always be assumed to be in the hands of the conspicuously wealthy and
powerful, as if individuals had or possessed power.... Authors such as Foucault
(1982) argue that we need to move towards theories in which power is just
things getting done, not a source or a possession that originates inside
individuals. (pp. 56-7)

From a Native American perspective as well, power is not a possession, and is
present only in action; shared power is actualized in collective transactions. As the
biological and physical sciences are also discovering (Capra, 1996), the essence of
reality lies not in things, but in transactional events.

Connectedness. A core concept in Native American thought is the
connectedness of all things (“All my relations”). Deloria (1995) indicates that a
recognition of this relatedness is only recently coming to be recognized by
Western science. Contemporary behavior analysis increasingly recognizes the
organic interconnectedness of persons with their contexts. Lee (1988) defines a
person as “an accumulation of acts grounded in the behavior . . . of a single
organism,” and recognizes that those acts are “field events that include
extraorganismic factors” (p. 93). Skinner (1974) goes perhaps even further: “[a
person] is a locus, a point at which many genetic and environmental conditions
come together in a joint effect” (p. 168). Viewing the person in this way,
behaviorists recognize that the autonomous self is at best a metaphoric construct,
and that the connections among people and their social and physical environments
are integral. The recognition of this connectedness, a transcendent awareness of a
sense of locus, has been described by Hayes (1984) as characteristic of diverse
spiritual traditions. Self as indissoluble part of the collective, as in the Native
American view, is an easy perspective to take from these positions. And as Nevin
(1991) indicates, “[t]here is not much room for personal pride in this view of life”
(p. 36) and certainly not for egotism and arrogance, however much such behaviors
have traditionally been shaped by European American cultural institutions. (We in
behavior analysis have not always avoided such shaping.)

Constructional versus coercive processes. Constructional approaches
(Goldiamond, 1974) which rely on positive forms of influence rather than coercive
or aversive processes are characteristic of shared power. In parenting, for example,
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behavior analysts over the past several decades (e.g., Latham, 1994; Patterson,
1982) have learned what Native America already knew. As a character in Ella C.
Deloria’s Waterlily (1948/1996), first exposed to European Americans, reported:

“Ah, wife of my nephew, | was coming to that. And it will surprise and shock
you.” She spoke with the air of one about to tell something too fabulous to
believe. “Listen! Those people actually detest their children! You should see
them—slapping their little ones’ faces and lashing their poor little buttocks to
make them cry! Why, almost any time of day if you walk near the stockade you
can hear the soldiers’ wives screaming at their children. Yes, they thoroughly
scold them. I have never seen children treated so . . . (p. 103)

Unfortunately in this case, the transmission of cultural practices can be reciprocal.

Interlocking contributions and responsibilities. Perhaps most important
in a Native American culture of shared power is the understanding that everyone
involved has something unique to contribute to the collective process, that these
contributions are by nature complementary, and that everyone involved
participates in the responsibility for aggregate outcomes. The similarities to
Walden Two are particularly clear here. Failure to use all of the available resources
(strengths, gifts, power) can only result in less than optimal outcomes. In
behavioral terms, multiple actors and classes of actors are involved in a set of
interlocking practices and contingencies, but there is more.

Sets of interlocking practices produce outcomes for the group. In the process
of cultural evolution, a selective relationship between interlocking sets of cultural
practices and the outcomes they produce for the cultural group emerges. Sets of
practices that produce better outcomes for the group or contribute to its survival
may be selected in transaction with the natural and social environment. This
selective relationship is what Glenn (1991) terms a metacontingency, emphasizing its
homology with behavioral contingencies. Attention to aggregate outcomes may
increase attention to metacontingent relations between practices and outcomes,
and emphasize the multiple important linkages. In effective cultural
arrangements, collective positive outcomes for the group figure in effective
contingencies that maintain the practices that produce those outcomes, while
poorer collective outcomes result in changes in the practices that produce them.
Valuing diverse and shared contributions and responsibility increases the universe
of possible variations, which may expand potential for positive outcomes both for
individuals and for cultural collectives, from the family to the larger society.

Lack of hierarchy. The empowerment literature commonly discusses the
need for “equality” in helping and other relationships, but in practice this has
proven difficult to operationalize and is probably unrealistic (Cohen, 1998). A
shared power perspective is somewhat different, however. In sharing power from a
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Pueblo perspective, there is no hierarchy, no participant is more important than
another, but since each carries different power, each contributes differently. In
behavior analytic terms, all actors in scenes of shared power are members of a
single equivalence relation in the technical sense. Members of an equivalence
relation are members of the same set (Sidman, 1994) in terms of their function in
at least some behavioral contingencies. (Although full discussion would be
tangential to the purpose of this paper, our use of the term equivalence relation here
includes technical properties like transitivity.)

The crucial relation to be shaped in a culture of shared power is { every actor
| essential participant | contributor }, thus avoiding the we/they contrasts that
can emerge from repertoires in which clients and staff participate in different
equivalences (for example, { staff member | competent | powerful } and { client
| incompetent | weak }). For instance, Finn and Checkoway (1998) discuss the
differential outcomes associated with viewing young people as “youth at risk,”
victims, or problems, as opposed to looking at them as “resources,” as competent
citizens with interest in and responsibility for serving their communities.

Diverse voices. In Native American cultures of shared power, each
participant speaks from his or her own perception of events and conditions—even
persons whose messages may not be popular. Especially important are the voices of
those most affected by decisions, and of those most likely to recognize the
consequences of decisions (or having special gifts for doing so). Traditionally,
Indian scouts, who have had unique opportunities to observe what others have
not, have particularly strong voices (Deloria, 1995). Over the past several decades,
behavior analysts have moved increasingly toward collaborative arrangements in
which clients and consumers have strong voices. Examples include techniques to
ensure that even nonverbal clients can act to improve their quality of life (Green,
Gardner, & Reid, 1997), and to choose living situations that are consistent with
their preferences (Faw, Davis, & Peck, 1996). Wolf (1978) and Fawcett (1991)
emphasize the crucial importance of social validity in program design and
implementation, in which those with a stake in the outcome have the major voice
in selection of goals, appropriateness of procedures, and determining the
importance of the effects.

In addition, others may see important contingencies that one person does not.
It is easy to be convinced that one’s own worldview (be it fundamentalist Christian
or behavior analytic!) is the best description of reality. There is much to be said for
“humble behaviorism” (Neuringer, 1991), for a culture of behavioral practice that
recognizes the profound contributions the science of behavior can make, while
recognizing what other people and cultural entities have to teach. A respectful
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emphasis on diverse voices increases the chances that all of the important
contingent relationships present will be recognized.

Cultural Practices Consistent With Shared Power

Based on the analysis above, there are several theoretical reasons why a
culture of shared power is likely to generate interlocking practices that produce
positive aggregate outcomes, and in which metacontingent relations between
practices and outcomes are likely to be observed. First, in a culture of shared
power, the primary source of interpersonal influence is authentic recognition of
contributions on a face-to-face basis—reinforcement. This is important for several
reasons:

» Reinforcement is the most resilient of contingent relationships; behavior
shaped by intermittent reinforcement is likely to persist through difficult
periods.

» Reinforcement is constructional (Goldiamond, 1974) and creative; it can
shape new collective arrangements (while punishment only teaches one
what not to do).

» Direct face-to-face contingencies can be more powerful than compliance
with rules specifying consequences that are “indirect and usually long
deferred” (Skinner, 1987, p. 25). Such rule-governance can be quite
insensitive to actual contingencies. In direct personal contact authenticity
Is important because manipulation or exploitation may be recognized, and
naturally reinforcing consequences can be immediately delivered.

Interlocking practices rooted in reinforcement, therefore, are both stable and
creative. By contrast, many contemporary cultural entities (organizations, political
entities, even families) are deeply rooted in coercive control (Sidman, 1989).
Coercive interlocks are often not stable, however, and require constant
surveillance. They also have the potential to produce countercontrol and emotional
side-effects. Perhaps even more importantly, coercive processes may reduce
undesirable behavior, but are inefficient mechanisms for constructing alternatives.
Cultural arrangements that rely on adversarial and coercive control may achieve a
certain level of homeostasis (Glenn, 1991) but are unlikely to produce optimal
collective outcomes, or to respond efficiently to changing environmental
conditions (Biglan, 1995).

A second advantage of shared power arrangements for working toward the
goals of cultural analysis lies in the encouragement of what has been discussed
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above as encouraging “diverse voices”—multiple observers who may experience,
observe, or extrapolate differing sets of consequences of cultural practices or
decisions. Malott (1988) argues that cultural selection often relies on some actors
recognizing the metacontingent relations between current and potential
interlocking networks of practices, and the often deeply complex networks of
aggregate outcomes they produce. It is more likely that such metacontingencies
will be recognized if multiple perspectives are heard. Cultural diversity in the sense
of common usage is important here, because different ethnic and other cultures
have been selected as the result of somewhat different environmental conditions,
and therefore offer a wider set of different views of those conditions, and a richer
menu of possible responses. Such diversity may be as crucial as biodiversity for
survival in a changing world.

A third dimension of shared power that could contribute to improved cultural
outcomes is that of complementarity. In complementary relationships, what I do is
not more important than what you do, it is simply different. Complementarity
recognizes that the best outcomes usually come from pooling collective resources
and that the outcome depends on every part. Given the deep interconnectedness
among all elements in the field, in fact, what is good for us is good for me. Given
the unique genetic makeup and learning history of each person, it is not surprising
that each would have different gifts and powers, different repertoires, and that
cultures that recognize and use these differences would have an advantage over
those that neglect or suppress actions and observations that have been selected by
experience. A genuine recognition of complementarity is also inconsistent with the
often coercive practices inherent in many hierarchical arrangements.

What practices and scenes are likely to be present in interlocking cultural
arrangements that produce positive collective outcomes in the face of changing
environmental conditions? The convergences of the analysis presented above and
centuries of empirical experience that have shaped Native American cultures
suggest that cultural entities characterized by two clusters of shared power
practices are likely to produce better collective outcomes than those that are not.
The first has to do with encouraging contributions from actors and groups with
unique repertoires, gifts, and powers; the second involves increasing sensitivity to
aggregate outcomes.

Examples of practices and scenes of the first type include the following:

» The incidence of recognition events is relatively high, while that of
coercive events is relatively low;

» Participants actively seek alternative voices;
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Participants actively identify and plan to address residual coercive and
exploitative processes;

Informal and formal conversations regarding individual and aggregate
strengths, powers, and contributions are common,;

Cultural actors privately and publicly question the motivations for their
own actions, with an eye toward reducing rates of behavior that produce
reinforcers for themselves rather for the collective that includes them;

Participants report their observations in honest and nonpunitive ways.

The second cluster of practices are likely to enhance responsiveness of the
cultural unit to aggregate outcomes; the following are examples:

Participants honestly explore the long term consequences of decisions
taken; in lroquois tradition, for example, consequences out to the seventh
generation are considered;

Cultural actors specifically identify any and all negative consequences, to
anyone, of actions taken or proposed, and attempt to minimize those
consequences to the extent possible;

“Stakeholder satisfaction” is a primary determinant of the need for changes
in cultural practices; for example, the levels of satisfaction of owners,
workers, and consumers are all taken seriously in decision-making;

Multiple rather than single outcomes are tracked, reported, and considered
as standard practice in organized cultures, with an eye to identifying both
positive and negative outcomes to the extent possible.

It is not enough, of course, to identify such practices; what is crucial is the

construction of interlocking organizational cultures that shape and reinforce
them—the “co-construction of empowerment cultures” in which scenes of shared
power occur often, while scenes instantiating the use of adversarial power occur
infrequently (Lowery & Mattaini, under review). Such practices and scenes can be
operationalized, observed, and analyzed. This could be a potentially rich and
critical research agenda for cultural analysts interested in improving collective
outcomes for organizations, programs, governments, and other cultural entities.
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Applications of Shared Power in Behavioral Practice

The sharing of power, to a lesser or greater extent, is increasingly represented
in contemporary behavioral practice and with explicit attention could be extended
much further. Self-monitoring and self-management have long been recognized as
empowering (Kopp, 1993). For example, teaching a parent with a developmental
disability how to shop independently for nutritious meals for her child (Lutzker,
1997) is a meaningful step toward increasing her power in life. Further along a
continuum of shared power, Ninness, Ellis, Miller, Baker, & Rutherford (1995),
taught aggressive youth to monitor their own behavior, resulting in increased self-
control] a rule-governed developmental cusp (Rosales-Ruiz & Baer,1997) that
may help the participants discover and create power in many other areas. If
participants are actively involved in planning for projects like these as well, if their
voices are valued and respected in the process, the advantages increase. The
Achievement Place (Teaching Family) model of residential care, for example, from
its very early days incorporated a self-government component which has proven
effective and useful (Fixsen, D. L., Phillips, E. L., & Wolf, 1973). Several more
extended examples follow in which some of the practices elaborated above are
present to a greater or lesser extent.

Practice with Families

Multisystemic therapy with the families of children and youth involved in
antisocial behavior (Henggeler, Schoenwald, Borduin, Rowland, & Cunningham,
1998)—which has proven to be considerably more effective than traditional and
often much more expensive approaches—relies heavily on shared power, working
with youth, family members, and agency and school representatives in
partnerships in which there is (a) an assumption of power on the part of the youth,
family and environmental actors; (b) an active search for, acknowledgement of,
and reliance on strengths; and (c) an explicit expectation of shared responsibility
for outcomes. In cases in which this approach has proven less successful, the
developers indicate that problems often stem from failure by the professional to
engage with and facilitate action with the multiple actors in the case, or involve
framing issues in terms of personal pathological traits rather than collecting data
regarding transactional events.

In cases in which intrafamily communication has seriously broken down,
behaviorally-oriented clinicians have often turned to some form of communication
and problem-solving skills training (e.g., Bornstein & Bornstein, 1986; Ginsberg,
1997). Over the years, one of the challenges in this work has been ensuring
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transfer of skills learned to the home, and generalization to the wide range of
situations that commonly occur in families. Serna, Schumaker, Sherman, and
Sheldon (1991) worked with difficult cases in a university setting, added skills
review in the home for periods of nearly a year, and still did not find adequate
generalization to naturally-occurring situations in the home. Ultimately, they
developed a new approach, the family conference, in which families learned to
address problems using a structured format. Among the components of this
format were opportunities for each family member to identify issues, to participate
in the search for solutions, to evaluate the conference, and to recognize each
other’s contributions. In each case, even as the structure was faded, this approach
produced meaningful and lasting results. While not conceptualized in these terms,
the procedures described in the research report clearly rely on the repertoires
involved in the sharing of power.

Evaluating a Healing Intervention for American Indian Families

“Healing the Future,” a program of the American Indian Institute (Bozeman,
Montana), works to reintroduce American Indian cultural wisdom into Indian
communities (initially in Washington, Arizona, and Montana) through instruction
by Indian elders and family interaction in structured settings with a focus on
elder-youth interaction. Professionals and volunteer mentors from the community
provide exercises to deal with mental, spiritual, emotional and physical natures of
the Indian participants in a 2- to 4-day intensive retreats. Community follow-up is
scheduled with a progress review after 3 month and 6 month intervals with a final
celebration and commitment to the future lead by youth and elders.

A circle divided into four quadrants, representing the collaborative structure
for “Healing the Future” as the program was originally designed is remarkable for
one prominent omission. While the structure includes elders, coordinators,
volunteers, mentors, and training teams, there was no place in the circle
designating Indian families and youth nor any place for the Indian community.
Some of those with the most to contribute, and in the best position to identify
active contingent and metacontingent relations, then, were left out. A revised
evaluation strategy grounded in cultural analysis moves to remedy these oversights
through interviews and observations of scenes that occur within networks of
interlocking transactions among all actors involved.

Examples of transactional scenes being analyzed include scenes of planned
interaction (scheduled activities), scenes of contribution to the process or activities
in camp; scenes of exchange (gifts, support, comfort); and scenes of reflection
(processing material, sharing experiences in the groups). Observations and
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interviews seek to answer the following questions: What cultural practices are
being identified or created? How are those cultural practices being reinforced or
ignored within networks of interlocking contingencies? Who is (or what elements
are) reinforcing or ignoring? Ultimately, observations by multiple actors and
classes of actors will help to specify the transactions occurring and the networks of
interlocking practices present, and will provide the data needed to ensure that
accurate feedback loops, which can help refine those practices, are present. Cross-
site comparisons provide an opportunity for cross-site transfer of practices that
encourage growth and the identification of elements that impede growth.

PEACE POWER!

The PEACE POWER! strategy for preventing youth violence
(http://www.hfsr.org/PEACEPOWER.html) was designed specifically as a behavior
analytic elaboration of shared power in a project that focuses on changing
interlocking practices in school, institutional, or community cultures. Unlike
programs that focus primarily on reductions in aggressive or violent behavior, the
PEACE POWER! strategy is constructional. Rather than discouraging and
punishing undesirable behavior, it emphasizes the shaping and maintenance of
four clusters of positive practices in organizational cultures which are inconsistent
with violence and coercion, and are important to increasing the incidence of
desirable scenes (Mattaini, Twyman, Chin, & Lee, 1996). The four core practices,
each of which has considerable empirical support, are:

* Recognize contributions and successes: techniques to dramatically increase rates
of contingent reinforcement (Mayer, Butterworth, Nafpaktitis, & Sulzer-
Azaroff, 1983; Embry, Flannery, Vazsonyi, Powell, & Atha, 1996; Finn &
Checkoway, 1998).

»  Act with respect: strategies for reducing the rate of aversives experienced and
increasing interpersonal positive exchange (Sidman, 1989), which include
self-management, assertiveness, anger management and other skills
training.

o Share power to build community: building on the model discussed in this
paper; see also the Achievement Place self-government system (Fixsen,
Phillips, & Wolf, 1973) and a range of emerging community-level
programs (Finn & Checkoway, 1998). Young people also may have more
available energy and time than any other group in contemporary society.

»  Make peace: conflict resolution and problem-solving (e.g., Kruk, 1997).
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The program emphasizes the use and modeling of these practices by adults in the
environment toward each other as well as toward and among youth, and is
designed to be highly flexible so that it can be shaped in ways that are consistent
with local values, and sustained with local resources (Fawcett, 1991; Fawcett,
Mathews, & Fletcher, 1980).

Each group and individual involved brings something to the project. The
developers and trainers bring behavioral knowledge and group work skills;
teachers bring knowledge of the youth involved, the school culture, and
educational technology; administrators bring multiple forms of recognition and
specialized knowledge; parents bring intimate knowledge of their children and the
community; youth bring the most detailed knowledge of all about what they
value and about each other, energy, and involvement. In addition, individual
members of each of these groups bring their own talents and powers.
Responsibility for the collective outcome of the project is explicitly framed as
being shared among all participants. Cultural analytic tools and theory provide a
technology for constructing the networks of interlocking practices required to
construct a PEACE POWER! culture. For example, Figure 1 depicts some of the
contingencies that the project team decided might be useful in increasing the
incidence of recognition events in a school in which we are working.

The goal is then to establish the identified contingencies within the
behavioral system. An increase in recognition events will improve individual and
collective outcomes, which in turn will provide more opportunities for recognition.
If effective interlocking behavior traps can be designed, and metacontingent
feedback loops can be designed, a stable cultural system grounded in
reinforcement may be possible.

Conclusion

Behavior analysts, and the culture of behavior analysis, like North American
society in general, might find it useful to consider what they could learn from the
empirically derived practices of Native American cultures. The examples
elaborated above reflect several points on a continuum of shared power in
behavioral programming. Participation in cultures of shared power is reinforcing
for the individual, and we believe likely to lead to improved aggregate outcomes
for cultural entities as well. Explicit discussions of shared power may also be
helpful in identifying and elaborating the interlocking practices and contingencies
that produce those outcomes, and may thereby contribute to the establishment of
feedback loops that increase the probability of effective metacontingent
sociocultural arrangements. The convergences and confluences of Native American
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Practice: Recognize Student Contribution

Actor: Staff member

Antecedents:

= Occasion: Student makes Contribution

= Models: Administrators, supervisors, and peers who provide high levels of
recognition to staff and kids

= Establishing Operation: Presence of PEACE POWER! Planner

= Establishing Operation: Presence of Self Monitoring Chart

= Establishing Operation: Presence of Poster

= Establishing Operation: Presence of Key Chain

= Establishing Operation: Presence of Recognition Boards, point charts, etc.
= Establishing Operation: Kids observed struggling

- Establishing Operation: Aversive exchanges with kids

Consequences:

= Positive changes in kids’ behavior

= Self-designed incentives within self-management plan

= Recognition (private verbal, public awards) from administrators and
supervisors

= Opportunities to present creative innovations

Figure 1. Antecedents and consequences associated with increasing the incidence of events of recognition
(reinforcement). (PEACE POWER! planners, self-monitoring charts, posters, key chains and recognition
boards are materials provided by the PEACE POWER! strategy, designed to act as SDs for recognition

events.)

thought and behavior analysis identified in the dialogue from which this paper
emerged demonstrate equifinality; we arrive at a similar place from very different

routes. There may, therefore, be something useful and fundamental here.
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