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Disclaimer:	This	content	was	produced	with	the	help	of	AI.	Always	refer	to	trusted	sources	for	accurate	information,	especially	when	making	critical	decisions.	Behavioral	Legal	Theories	represent	a	transformative	approach	within	legal	philosophy,	emphasizing	the	psychological	underpinnings	of	human	behavior	in	legal	contexts.	This	paradigm
challenges	traditional	norms,	suggesting	that	law	is	not	merely	a	product	of	rational	decision-making	but	is	profoundly	influenced	by	cognitive	biases	and	emotional	factors.	As	legal	scholars	and	practitioners	increasingly	acknowledge	the	impact	of	behavior	on	legal	outcomes,	understanding	Behavioral	Legal	Theories	becomes	paramount.	This
intersection	of	law	and	psychology	offers	valuable	insights	into	decision-making	processes,	shaping	the	future	of	legal	practice	and	policy	formulation.	Defining	Behavioral	Legal	Theories	Behavioral	legal	theories	encompass	a	range	of	concepts	that	focus	on	understanding	how	individual	behavior	influences	legal	processes	and	outcomes.	This
perspective	integrates	insights	from	psychology	and	sociology,	proposing	that	human	behavior	cannot	be	entirely	predicted	by	rational	models.	Instead,	emotions,	cognitive	biases,	and	social	influences	also	play	significant	roles	in	legal	contexts.	These	theories	examine	how	legal	actors—such	as	judges,	juries,	lawyers,	and	clients—make	decisions	in
practice.	Behavioral	legal	theories	challenge	traditional	assumptions	of	rational	decision-making	by	highlighting	the	impact	of	various	psychological	factors	on	legal	judgments.	This	paradigm	shift	encourages	a	more	nuanced	understanding	of	law	and	its	application	in	real-life	scenarios.	Furthermore,	behavioral	legal	theories	aim	to	enhance	legal
effectiveness	by	addressing	common	cognitive	errors	and	biases.	By	incorporating	behavioral	insights,	legal	professionals	can	develop	strategies	that	promote	fairer	and	more	just	outcomes	in	legal	proceedings.	Overall,	these	theories	offer	a	comprehensive	framework	for	analyzing	the	intersection	of	law	and	human	behavior,	ultimately	striving	for
greater	accuracy	and	equity	in	legal	practice.	Historical	Context	of	Behavioral	Legal	Theories	Behavioral	legal	theories	emerged	as	a	response	to	traditional	legal	doctrines	that	often	overlooked	human	behavioral	nuances.	Historically,	the	legal	field	primarily	relied	on	rational	actor	models,	emphasizing	logical	decision-making.	In	the	late	20th
century,	scholars	began	to	integrate	insights	from	psychology	and	behavioral	economics	into	legal	theory.	This	shift	was	influenced	by	landmark	studies	on	cognitive	biases	and	decision-making	processes,	particularly	those	conducted	by	psychologists	such	as	Daniel	Kahneman	and	Amos	Tversky.	Their	work	revealed	systematic	deviations	from
rationality,	leading	to	a	reevaluation	of	how	law	could	account	for	actual	human	behavior	rather	than	idealized	notions	of	rationality.	As	legal	scholars	began	to	explore	these	insights,	behavioral	legal	theories	gained	traction	within	various	areas	of	law,	including	criminal	justice	and	civil	law.	The	historical	context	thus	reflects	a	growing	recognition	of
the	importance	of	human	psychology	in	shaping	legal	outcomes.	This	evolution	laid	the	groundwork	for	contemporary	discussions	on	integrating	behavioral	science	into	legal	practice	and	policy-making.	Core	Principles	of	Behavioral	Legal	Theories	Behavioral	legal	theories	focus	on	understanding	how	psychological	factors	influence	legal	decision-
making	and	behavior.	These	theories	merge	insights	from	behavioral	economics	and	psychology	with	legal	frameworks,	emphasizing	that	human	behavior	in	legal	contexts	is	often	unpredictable	and	influenced	by	various	cognitive	biases.	One	core	principle	is	the	concept	of	bounded	rationality,	which	suggests	that	individuals	do	not	always	act	as	fully
rational	beings.	Instead,	their	decisions	are	shaped	by	cognitive	limitations	and	emotional	responses.	Understanding	this	principle	allows	legal	practitioners	to	anticipate	how	biases	may	affect	judgments	and	legal	outcomes.	Another	principle	is	the	role	of	social	norms	and	cultural	contexts	in	shaping	legal	behavior.	Behavioral	legal	theories	propose
that	individuals	are	significantly	influenced	by	the	expectations	and	behaviors	of	those	around	them.	This	highlights	the	importance	of	the	social	environment	in	legal	interpretations	and	enforcement.	Finally,	the	principle	of	prospect	theory	illustrates	how	people	perceive	gains	and	losses,	affecting	their	decision-making	processes.	Legal	actors	often
evaluate	risks	and	outcomes	not	in	absolute	terms,	but	relative	to	a	reference	point,	impacting	their	choices	in	legal	disputes	and	negotiations.	Behavioral	Insights	in	Legal	Decision-Making	Behavioral	insights	in	legal	decision-making	encompass	understanding	how	cognitive	biases,	emotions,	and	social	influences	affect	the	judgments	of	legal
professionals,	including	judges,	lawyers,	and	jurors.	These	insights	reveal	that	legal	decisions	are	not	purely	rational	but	are	shaped	by	human	behavior,	which	often	deviates	from	traditional	rational-choice	theories.	See	also		Understanding	Critical	Legal	Studies	and	Its	Impact	on	LawFor	instance,	confirmation	bias	can	lead	judges	and	jurors	to	favor
evidence	that	supports	their	preexisting	beliefs,	potentially	skewing	verdicts.	Similarly,	the	influence	of	framing	effects	can	alter	how	legal	options	are	perceived,	thereby	impacting	decisions	regarding	plea	bargains	or	settlements.	Additionally,	behavioral	insights	highlight	the	significance	of	group	dynamics	in	jury	deliberations.	The	presence	of
dominant	personalities	can	suppress	dissenting	opinions,	leading	to	a	conformity	effect	that	may	not	reflect	an	impartial	evaluation	of	evidence.	Understanding	these	behavioral	factors	is	crucial	for	enhancing	the	accuracy	and	fairness	of	legal	outcomes.	These	insights	guide	the	development	of	interventions	aimed	at	improving	legal	decision-making
processes.	By	acknowledging	the	role	of	human	behavior,	legal	practitioners	can	foster	environments	that	mitigate	biases,	ultimately	contributing	to	more	equitable	legal	practices.	Critiques	of	Behavioral	Legal	Theories	Critiques	of	Behavioral	Legal	Theories	often	focus	on	the	limitations	of	empirical	data	and	the	reductionist	approach	to	human
behavior.	Critics	argue	that	these	theories	may	oversimplify	complex	legal	phenomena	by	primarily	relying	on	behavioral	insights	instead	of	considering	legal	principles	and	societal	values.	Another	critique	emphasizes	the	potential	for	ethical	concerns	arising	from	the	application	of	behavioral	insights	in	law.	Critics	worry	that	understanding	human
behavior	might	lead	to	manipulative	legal	practices	that	prioritize	outcomes	over	justice,	compromising	fairness	in	legal	proceedings.	Moreover,	some	scholars	contend	that	Behavioral	Legal	Theories	may	not	adequately	address	the	diversity	of	legal	systems’	cultural	and	social	contexts.	This	inadequacy	can	result	in	theories	that	lack	universal
applicability	and	fail	to	resonate	with	the	nuances	of	local	legal	practices.	Finally,	the	integration	of	behavioral	science	within	legal	frameworks	raises	questions	about	the	integrity	of	legal	decision-making.	Critics	assert	that	prioritizing	behavioral	analysis	could	overshadow	important	legal	doctrines	and	principles,	thereby	undermining	the	authority
of	established	legal	norms.	Applications	of	Behavioral	Legal	Theories	in	Law	Behavioral	legal	theories	find	extensive	applications	across	various	areas	of	law,	significantly	influencing	legal	practice	and	decision-making.	In	criminal	justice,	these	theories	illuminate	how	cognitive	biases	impact	juror	decisions	and	law	enforcement	practices.
Understanding	behavior	can	enhance	interrogative	techniques,	leading	to	more	accurate	disclosures	from	suspects.	In	civil	law,	behavioral	insights	shape	the	resolution	of	disputes,	emphasizing	the	importance	of	negotiation	and	settlement.	By	recognizing	psychological	factors,	legal	practitioners	can	draft	contracts	that	better	reflect	the	true
intentions	of	parties,	minimizing	conflicts	and	enhancing	compliance.	These	theories	also	extend	their	impact	to	areas	such	as	administrative	law,	where	behavioral	insights	inform	regulatory	policies	designed	to	influence	compliance	behavior	positively.	By	implementing	strategies	rooted	in	behavioral	understanding,	lawmakers	can	create	more
effective	legal	frameworks.	Through	ongoing	research	and	application	of	the	behavioral	legal	theories,	the	legal	field	continuously	evolves,	providing	tools	and	methods	that	improve	the	overall	administration	of	justice.	This	interplay	between	behavioral	insights	and	legal	principles	exemplifies	the	potential	for	creating	innovative	legal	practices.
Criminal	Justice	Behavioral	legal	theories	offer	significant	insights	into	the	criminal	justice	system	by	examining	how	cognitive	biases,	social	influences,	and	emotional	factors	affect	legal	decision-making.	These	theories	challenge	the	traditional	notion	of	rational	actors,	asserting	that	judges,	jurors,	and	law	enforcement	officers	often	make	decisions
based	on	heuristics	rather	than	objective	assessments.	For	instance,	the	phenomenon	of	confirmation	bias	may	lead	jurors	to	favor	evidence	that	supports	their	initial	beliefs	about	a	defendant’s	guilt	or	innocence.	Recognizing	this,	behavioral	legal	theories	suggest	that	jury	instructions	and	deliberation	processes	could	be	structured	to	mitigate	these
biases	and	promote	more	objective	outcomes.	Additionally,	understanding	the	impact	of	emotions	on	law	enforcement	can	enhance	policing	strategies.	Training	programs	that	address	implicit	biases	and	emotional	responses	may	lead	to	more	equitable	treatment	of	suspects	and	victims,	thereby	improving	community	trust	and	cooperation.	These
applications	illustrate	that	integrating	behavioral	insights	into	criminal	justice	practices	can	not	only	enhance	fairness	but	also	improve	overall	legal	outcomes.	By	prioritizing	awareness	of	psychological	factors,	stakeholders	in	the	criminal	justice	system	can	foster	a	more	just	and	effective	legal	environment.	Civil	Law	Behavioral	Legal	Theories	within
civil	law	focus	on	the	principles	that	govern	individuals’	interactions	and	relationships.	The	application	of	these	theories	helps	illuminate	how	psychological	factors	influence	legal	outcomes	in	civil	disputes,	emphasizing	the	dynamics	of	human	behavior	in	legal	contexts.	See	also		Theories	of	Legal	Language:	Understanding	Its	ComplexitiesCore
applications	of	Behavioral	Legal	Theories	in	civil	law	include:	Analyzing	settlement	negotiations,	where	cognitive	biases	may	affect	the	parties’	willingness	to	compromise.	Understanding	contract	negotiations,	particularly	how	parties	perceive	risks	and	rewards.	Addressing	tort	claims,	where	emotional	and	behavioral	responses	can	shape	the
perception	of	harm	and	liability.	Behavioral	insights	can	also	optimize	dispute	resolution	mechanisms.	By	anticipating	how	parties	will	react	to	various	legal	arguments	or	evidence,	practitioners	can	design	processes	that	facilitate	more	equitable	resolutions.	This	proactive	approach	enhances	fairness	and	efficiency	in	civil	law	applications.	Behavioral
Legal	Theories	and	Policy	Making	Behavioral	legal	theories	significantly	influence	policy-making	processes	by	incorporating	insights	from	behavioral	economics	and	psychology.	These	theories	provide	a	deeper	understanding	of	how	individuals	make	decisions	within	legal	contexts,	allowing	policymakers	to	design	regulations	that	align	more	closely
with	human	behavior.	One	application	of	behavioral	legal	theories	in	policy-making	can	be	seen	in	criminal	justice	reform.	By	recognizing	cognitive	biases,	such	as	overconfidence	in	risk	assessment,	policies	can	be	structured	to	mitigate	these	biases	and	promote	fairer	outcomes.	For	instance,	introducing	structured	decision-making	tools	can	enhance
the	accuracy	of	risk	evaluations	in	sentencing.	Similarly,	in	civil	law,	behavioral	insights	contribute	to	improving	compliance	and	understanding	litigation	behaviors.	By	designing	policies	that	account	for	common	behavioral	pitfalls—like	the	bystander	effect—legal	frameworks	can	encourage	appropriate	actions	among	individuals	in	civil	disputes.	This
can	lead	to	more	efficient	dispute	resolution	and	adherence	to	regulations.	Overall,	behavioral	legal	theories	offer	essential	perspectives	that	not	only	guide	the	legal	framework	itself	but	also	enhance	the	effectiveness	of	the	policy-making	process	by	aligning	laws	with	the	actual	behaviors	of	individuals	within	society.	Case	Studies	Illustrating
Behavioral	Legal	Theories	Case	studies	provide	compelling	illustrations	of	behavioral	legal	theories	in	action,	showcasing	how	these	principles	influence	legal	practice	and	decision-making.	Landmark	cases,	such	as	R	v.	McNaghten,	highlight	the	impact	of	psychological	insights	on	legal	definitions	of	insanity,	ultimately	shaping	criminal	responsibility
standards.	Innovative	legal	practices	also	exemplify	behavioral	legal	theories.	For	instance,	problem-solving	courts,	like	drug	courts,	apply	behavioral	insights	to	reform	offenders	through	targeted	interventions	rather	than	purely	punitive	measures.	These	courts	rely	on	understanding	human	behavior	to	reduce	recidivism	and	promote	rehabilitation.
Furthermore,	case	studies	in	civil	law	reflect	behavioral	theories	through	concepts	like	nudging.	In	contract	law,	behavioral	insights	help	design	more	effective	consumer	protections,	guiding	choices	that	align	with	individuals’	best	interests.	This	approach	exemplifies	the	application	of	behavioral	legal	theories	to	enhance	fairness	in	legal	transactions.
Landmark	Cases	Landmark	cases	serve	as	pivotal	examples	in	the	study	of	Behavioral	Legal	Theories,	illustrating	how	human	behavior	influences	judicial	decision-making.	These	cases	demonstrate	the	intersection	of	law,	psychology,	and	social	norms,	crucial	for	understanding	legal	dynamics.	Brown	v.	Board	of	Education	(1954)	challenged	racial
segregation,	highlighting	societal	biases	against	African	Americans.	The	ruling	underscored	how	behavioral	insights	into	prejudice	shaped	legal	outcomes	and	influenced	public	policy.	Miranda	v.	Arizona	(1966)	established	the	necessity	of	informing	suspects	of	their	rights.	This	decision	was	partly	rooted	in	psychological	studies	about	coercion,
illustrating	how	behavioral	theories	can	affect	law	enforcement	procedures	and	protect	individual	rights.	Roper	v.	Simmons	(2005)	invalidated	the	death	penalty	for	juveniles,	recognizing	cognitive	and	emotional	development	variations.	The	Court	relied	on	behavioral	research	to	reformulate	its	stance	on	punishment,	aligning	legal	standards	with
evolving	societal	understanding.	These	landmark	cases	exemplify	how	Behavioral	Legal	Theories	can	impact	legal	practices,	revealing	the	importance	of	considering	human	behavior	in	both	judicial	decisions	and	broader	policy-making.	Innovative	Legal	Practices	Innovative	legal	practices	leverage	insights	from	behavioral	legal	theories	to	enhance	the
efficacy	of	legal	processes.	One	notable	example	is	the	use	of	nudges.	These	subtle	interventions	influence	individual	choices	without	restricting	freedom,	often	improving	compliance	with	legal	norms.	Courts	have	implemented	behavioral	strategies	to	promote	more	transparent	decision-making.	For	instance,	simplified	legal	forms	and	clear
instructions	help	laypersons	navigate	complex	legal	systems,	promoting	greater	access	to	justice.	This	innovation	ensures	that	individuals	are	more	likely	to	participate	effectively	in	legal	proceedings.	Additionally,	restorative	justice	practices	exemplify	behavioral	legal	theories	in	action.	By	focusing	on	rehabilitation	rather	than	punishment,	these
practices	aim	to	address	the	underlying	causes	of	offending	behavior,	fostering	a	more	constructive	dialogue	among	offenders,	victims,	and	the	community.	See	also		Exploring	Theories	of	Legal	Responsibility	in	Modern	LawFinally,	technology	plays	a	pivotal	role	in	innovative	legal	practices.	Platforms	using	artificial	intelligence	analyze	case	law	and
predict	outcomes,	empowering	legal	professionals	with	data-driven	insights.	This	integration	of	technology	reflects	the	evolving	landscape	shaped	by	behavioral	legal	theories,	enhancing	legal	practice	in	myriad	ways.	Future	Directions	for	Behavioral	Legal	Theories	Behavioral	legal	theories	are	evolving	rapidly,	particularly	in	light	of	interdisciplinary
approaches	that	draw	from	psychology,	sociology,	and	economics.	By	integrating	insights	from	these	fields,	scholars	can	better	understand	how	human	behavior	influences	legal	outcomes	and	decision-making	processes.	Technological	integration	presents	another	significant	future	direction.	Artificial	intelligence	and	data	analytics	can	facilitate	a
deeper	examination	of	behavioral	patterns	within	the	legal	framework,	enhancing	predictive	modeling	and	informing	legal	strategies.	The	application	of	behavioral	insights	in	legislative	processes	will	also	gain	prominence.	Policymakers	can	utilize	behavioral	legal	theories	to	design	laws	and	regulations	that	anticipate	and	address	potential	public
reactions,	leading	to	more	effective	governance.	Emerging	research	in	this	domain	emphasizes	the	necessity	to	adapt	traditional	legal	theories	to	contemporary	societal	challenges.	This	adaptability	will	ensure	that	behavioral	legal	theories	remain	relevant	and	effective	in	addressing	complex	legal	issues	in	modern	society.	Interdisciplinary
Approaches	Interdisciplinary	approaches	to	Behavioral	Legal	Theories	draw	from	various	fields,	including	psychology,	economics,	and	sociology,	to	inform	legal	practices	and	doctrines.	By	integrating	insights	from	these	disciplines,	behavioral	legal	theory	develops	a	richer	understanding	of	human	behavior	and	its	implications	for	law.	For	instance,
incorporating	psychological	principles	can	illuminate	how	cognitive	biases	affect	judicial	decision-making.	This	understanding	allows	lawmakers	and	practitioners	to	craft	legal	frameworks	that	anticipate	and	mitigate	potential	biases,	leading	to	fairer	outcomes	in	the	courtroom.	Economic	theories	can	also	contribute	to	Behavioral	Legal	Theories	by
analyzing	how	individuals	respond	to	incentives	within	the	legal	system.	By	examining	the	relationship	between	legal	rules	and	economic	incentives,	lawmakers	can	devise	regulations	that	more	effectively	encourage	compliance	and	discourage	misconduct.	Furthermore,	insights	from	sociology	enhance	Behavioral	Legal	Theories	by	exploring	the
societal	contexts	in	which	laws	operate.	Understanding	social	norms	and	cultural	factors	enables	legal	practitioners	to	design	policies	that	resonate	with	communities,	thus	ensuring	greater	adherence	to	legal	standards.	Technological	Integration	Technological	integration	in	Behavioral	Legal	Theories	refers	to	the	incorporation	of	advanced
technologies	to	enhance	understanding	and	implementation	of	legal	principles	influenced	by	human	behavior.	These	technologies	facilitate	the	analysis	of	data	and	trends	that	inform	legal	decision-making.	Effective	applications	of	technology	include:	Predictive	analytics	for	assessing	case	outcomes.	Artificial	intelligence	in	analyzing	legal	precedents
and	behavior	patterns.	Online	dispute	resolution	platforms	to	streamline	civil	law	processes.	These	innovations	enable	legal	professionals	to	better	understand	cognitive	biases	and	emotional	factors	that	affect	judicial	outcomes.	By	utilizing	technology,	practitioners	can	refine	their	strategies,	leading	to	more	equitable	legal	systems.	Moreover,
technology	fosters	greater	accessibility	to	legal	resources,	allowing	for	increased	public	engagement	with	legal	frameworks.	Enhanced	online	platforms	democratize	access	to	information,	empowering	individuals	to	make	informed	decisions	regarding	their	legal	rights.	This	integration	ultimately	supports	a	more	nuanced	application	of	Behavioral
Legal	Theories	in	various	legal	contexts.	The	Impact	of	Behavioral	Legal	Theories	on	Legal	Practice	Behavioral	legal	theories	significantly	impact	legal	practice	by	reshaping	our	understanding	of	decision-making	within	the	legal	framework.	These	theories	incorporate	psychological	insights	to	analyze	how	individuals,	including	judges	and	jurors,	make
legal	decisions.	The	primary	influence	lies	in	recognizing	the	cognitive	biases	that	may	affect	interpretations	of	law	and	justice.	One	noteworthy	aspect	is	the	application	of	behavioral	insights	in	jury	selection	and	trial	strategies.	Legal	practitioners	utilize	these	theories	to	better	understand	jurors’	predispositions	and	behaviors,	enabling	them	to	tailor
their	arguments	effectively.	This	has	led	to	more	strategic	presentations	of	evidence	that	resonate	with	jurors	on	an	emotional	level,	potentially	improving	case	outcomes.	Moreover,	behavioral	legal	theories	are	informing	legal	education	and	training.	By	integrating	psychological	principles	into	curricula,	law	schools	are	equipping	future	lawyers	with
tools	to	understand	both	their	biases	and	those	of	others.	This	shift	fosters	more	informed	and	ethical	legal	practitioners	who	are	aware	of	the	psychological	dimensions	of	their	work.	Overall,	the	integration	of	behavioral	legal	theories	into	legal	practice	not	only	enhances	the	understanding	of	legal	processes	but	also	broadens	the	scope	of	strategies
available	to	practitioners,	ensuring	more	nuanced	and	effective	approaches	to	justice.	Behavioral	legal	theories	represent	a	significant	evolution	within	the	domain	of	legal	theory,	marrying	insights	from	psychology	with	traditional	legal	frameworks.	Their	application	fosters	a	deeper	understanding	of	decision-making	processes	and	human	behavior
within	legal	contexts.	As	the	legal	landscape	continues	to	evolve,	the	potential	of	behavioral	legal	theories	to	inform	policy-making	and	improve	legal	practices	remains	substantial.	Engaging	with	these	theories	will	enhance	our	comprehension	of	law’s	impact	on	society	and	encourage	more	effective	and	equitable	legal	outcomes.	Behaviorism	is	a
psychological	theory	based	around	understanding	observable	behavior.	The	theory	posits	that	adjusting	or	manipulating	the	environment	of	the	subject	will	cause	them	to	react	in	observable	ways.	Behaviorists	consider	the	subject	to	be	passive,	and	learning	being	something	that	happens	to	them,	rather	than	an	active	participant	in	learning.
Behaviorism	has	a	role	in	teaching	in	aiding	teachers	to	understand	how	the	environment	affects	learners’	behavior	as	well	as	a	behavior	management	tool	(1).	Conditioning:	The	act	of	learning	by	environmental	influence.	Learning	is	usually	measured	in	observable	behavior	and	has	two	main	motivational	drivers;	classical	and	operant.	In	either	type
of	conditioning,	internal	processes	like	thoughts	and	feelings	of	the	subject	are	ignored.Classical	conditioning:	Learning	through	associating	environmental	stimuli	with	a	particular	behavior.	This	type	of	conditioning	causes	behavior	to	occur	when	the	associated	stimulus	is	present,	regardless	of	if	the	original	stimulus	is	or	not.	For	example,	a	child
might	associate	the	word	test	with	an	unpleasant	experience	and	exhibit	avoidance	behavior.	Or	the	word	chocolate	with	excited	behavior	like	smiling	and	bouncing.	In	these	cases,	the	word	is	the	associated	stimulus	that	produces	an	observable	behavioral	response,	not	the	actual	stimulus	itself.	Classical	conditioning	associates	an	undesired	or
desired	outcome	with	a	particular	stimulus,	which	is	usually	neutral.Operant	conditioning:	Learning	from	the	consequences	of	behavior.	The	addition	or	removal	of	stimuli	will	result	in	either	a	desired	or	undesired	outcome	for	the	subject.	The	outcome	for	the	subject	is	called	reinforcement	or	punishment,	which	can	happen	through	either	positive	or
negative	means.	The	subject	adjusts	their	behavior	to	either	avoid	the	undesired	outcome	or	bring	about	the	desired	outcome.	Operant	conditioning	needs	to	be	repetitive	to	be	effective,	as	without	reminders	of	the	consequences	for	behavior,	the	behavior	and	related	associations	will	go	extinct.	There	are	several	examples	of	this	in	the	next	few
sections.Punishment	vs	Reinforcement:	These	two	terms	are	part	of	operant	conditioning.	They	refer	to	the	outcome	for	the	subject	of	the	process	of	conditioning.	Reinforcement	is	a	desired	outcome	for	the	subject,	while	punishment	is	an	undesired	outcome.	Subsequently,	reinforcement	will	usually	encourage	behavior	by	providing	the	desired
outcome,	while	punishment	will	usually	discourage	behavior	by	providing	an	undesired	outcome.	For	example,	reinforcement	can	encourage	behavior	such	as	sitting	nicely,	because	you	will	get	told	“well	done”	(desired	outcome)	while	punishment	might	discourage	behavior	such	as	playing	up	because	you	will	get	told	to	sit	at	the	teacher’s	feet
(undesired	outcome).Negative	vs	Positive:	In	the	context	of	behaviorism,	negative	means	the	removal	of	stimuli,	and	positive	means	the	addition	of	stimuli.	Because	negative	is	often	associated	with	“bad”	and	positive	is	often	associated	with	“good”	these	terms	are	frequently	misunderstood	when	used	for	behaviorist	principles.	Thinking	of	the	terms
as	addition	(positive)	and	subtraction	(negative)	symbols	can	help.Positive	Reinforcement:	Taking	into	account	the	previous	discussion	of	these	terms,	positive	reinforcement	is	the	addition	of	stimuli	to	create	a	desired	outcome	for	the	subject.	An	example	of	positive	reinforcement	is	praise	or	stickers.	The	stimuli	of	praise	or	stickers	are	introduced
producing	a	desired	outcome	for	the	subject	(they	feel	good).	The	result	is	that	the	behavior	that	caused	the	desired	outcome	of	the	introduction	of	stimulus	increases.Positive	Punishment:	This	refers	to	the	addition	of	stimuli	to	create	an	undesired	outcome	for	the	subject.	An	example	might	be	to	write	lines,	the	introduction	of	the	stimuli	of	writing
lines	creates	an	undesired	outcome	of	boredom	and	annoyance.	The	result	might	be	that	the	learner	no	longer	engages	in	the	behavior	that	resulted	in	the	undesired	outcome.Negative	reinforcement:	The	most	frequently	misunderstood	concept	in	behaviorist	theory,	negative	reinforcement	does	not	refer	to	undesirable	stimuli,	but	rather	the	removal
of	stimuli.	Stimuli	may	be	viewed	as	either	good	or	bad	by	the	subject.	Negative	reinforcement	often	comes	as	a	response	to	undesired	behavior	in	a	subject,	that	inadvertently	reinforces	the	behavior.	An	example	might	be	the	child	throws	the	chair	across	the	room	and	is	sent	to	the	principal’s	office.	Being	removed	from	the	classroom	means	the
student	does	not	have	to	complete	a	test.	This	is	a	desired	outcome	for	the	student,	resulting	in	them	repeating	the	behavior	of	chair-throwing	next	time	there	is	work	they	do	not	wish	to	do.	In	this	example,	the	stimulus	is	undesired	work,	and	being	sent	to	the	principal	removed	that	stimulus,	creating	negative	reinforcement(6).Negative	Punishment:
The	term	negative,	as	mentioned,	refers	to	the	subtraction	or	removal	of	stimuli,	while	punishment	refers	to	an	undesired	outcome.	Therefore	negative	punishment	refers	to	the	subtraction	of	stimuli	to	create	an	undesired	outcome.	An	example	might	be	being	kept	in	at	recess,	the	removal	of	the	stimuli	of	playing	outside	with	friends	creates	an
undesired	outcome.	This	should	discourage	the	behavior	that	caused	them	to	be	kept	inside	such	as	not	completing	work	or	disrupting	other	class	members.Radical	Behaviorism:	A	development	of	behaviorism	created	by	Skinner	to	attempt	to	bring	the	concept	of	internal	processes	to	the	theory.	Early	psychologists	did	not	believe	that	internal
processes	influenced	learning	and	that	all	learning	occurred	because	of	how	the	environment	around	the	subject	was	controlled,	which	could	be	measured	in	observable	behavior.	However,	radical	behaviorism	suggests	that	internal	processes	are	important	and	can	also	be	measured	by	observable	behavior.Reinforcement	schedules:	As	part	of
Skinner’s	work	on	understanding	how	operant	conditioning	influenced	behavior,	he	created	five	schedules	to	aid	understanding	of	different	ways	to	apply	operant	conditioning.Continuous	Reinforcement:	Earning	the	same	reinforcement	after	every	same	action	performed,	such	as	a	sticker	on	every	correct	answer.Fixed	Interval	Reinforcement:
Receiving	the	reinforcement	at	the	same	time,	every	time.	This	might	be	a	game	every	Friday	for	the	learners	who	have	consistently	completed	a	particular	task	all	week.Variable	Interval	Reinforcement:	Reinforcement	occurs	at	intermittent	times	at	random.	Such	as	praise	and	a	sticker	when	a	student	sits	quietly	every	3-7	days,	and	at	least	once
every	week.Fixed	Ratio	Reinforcement:	Learners	get	reinforcement	when	they	engage	in	the	behavior	a	set	number	of	times.	Such	as	when	a	learner	receives	a	sticker	for	behaving	a	particular	way	during	each	learning	session	of	the	day.Variable	Ratio	Reinforcement:	Learners	receive	reinforcement	occurs	when	the	learner	engages	in	behavior	a
random	number	of	times.	For	example,	a	learner	may	get	the	answer	correct	and	receive	a	sticker	every	3-7	times.	Skinner’s	work	can	help	educators	to	know	the	best	times	to	give	reinforcement	to	best	avoid	extinction.	His	experiments	have	revealed	which	of	the	reinforcement	schedules	are	most	effective.	Continuousness	is	good	when	setting	up
habits,	then	retreating	to	other	schedules	is	best.	Both	variable	and	ratio	were	revealed	to	be	stronger	than	fixed	or	continuous,	with	variable	ratio	reinforcement	being	the	least	likely	to	result	in	the	extinction	of	the	desired	behavior.	Behaviorism	as	a	fledgling	concept	first	appeared	in	1887,	when	Ivan	Pavlov	performed	his	famous	experiment	with
dogs.	The	actual	term	Behaviorism	was	coined	by	John	Watson	in	1913	when	he	presented	a	paper	that	combined	his	own	work	with	that	of	other	psychologists	to	create	a	cohesive	theory.	There	have	been	four	major	psychologists	who	were	fundamental	in	the	development	of	the	theory,	each	building	on	each	other’s	work.	Behaviorism	dominated
psychological	thinking	for	several	decades.	While	behaviorism	is	no	longer	as	widely	cited	and	used,	it	remains	a	dominant	theory	that	underpins	much	of	psychological	thinking.	Ivan	Petrovich	Pavlov’s	work	was	concerned	with	understanding	classical	conditioning.	He	completed	a	series	of	experiments	to	understand	how	environmental	stimuli	could
be	manipulated	to	adjust	behavior.	He	came	to	conclusions	about	how	the	brain	learns	in	relation	to	his	observations.	Ivan	Petrovich	Pavlov	(26	September,	1849	–	27	February,	1936)	was	a	Russian	physiologist.	In	his	most	famous	experiments,	he	used	a	bell	to	let	dogs	know	they	were	about	to	receive	a	treat.	His	research	was	originally	concerned
with	the	production	of	saliva	to	aid	digestion,	but	he	noticed	the	dogs	salivating	in	anticipation	of	their	feeding	schedule	and	became	interested	in	what	was	happening.	He	began	to	measure	the	volume	of	saliva	the	dogs	produced	when	an	aural	stimulus	–	a	bell	–	was	presented.	He	then	measured	the	saliva	produced	with	the	addition	of	food.	Within	a
few	repetitions,	the	dogs	associated	the	bell	with	the	expectation	of	food	and	would	produce	saliva	whether	the	food	was	present	or	not.	Pavlov	concluded	that	you	could	pair	neutral	stimuli	with	desired	stimuli	to	create	a	particular	outcome	of	observable	behavior.	Pavlov	called	this	association	of	stimuli	to	a	particular	behavior	conditional	reflexes.
He	created	the	stimulus-response	model,	concluding	that	the	brain	learned	in	response	to	stimuli,	by	creating	associations	between	those	stimuli	and	particular	behaviors.	Pavlov	went	on	to	see	how	adjusting	the	parameters	of	the	study,	such	as	length	of	time	between	the	bell	and	the	treat,	or	how	randomization	of	whether	the	food	was	offered,
affected	the	response	to	stimuli.	Pavlov’s	work	contributed	the	following	influences	to	the	theory	of	behaviorism:	Behavior	change	stems	from	environmental	influenceLearning	will	be	exhibited	in	an	observable	behavior	change.All	behavior	comes	from	the	formula	stimulus-response.	Edward	Lee	Thorndike	was	another	important	part	of	the
development	of	this	theory.	His	research	formed	the	basis	of	understanding	operant	conditioning.	He	also	created	a	learning	model	called	the	Law	of	Effect.	Edward	Lee	Thorndike	(August	31,	1874	–	August	9,	1949)	was	an	American	psychologist.	Thorndike	performed	experiments	on	animals	to	measure	how	long	it	took	them	to	learn	to	solve	a
puzzle	ie:	press	a	button	or	pull	a	lever,	to	produce	the	desired	outcome	–	getting	to	food.	Thorndike	observed	that	through	practice	the	animal	learned	which	behavior	caused	the	desired	outcome	and	so	performed	such	behaviors	more	quickly.	From	his	experiments,	he	concluded	that	behavior	that	produces	desired	outcomes	is	likely	to	be	repeated,
while	behavior	that	produces	undesired	outcomes	will	decrease	over	time	and	even	go	extinct.	Thorndike	called	this	the	Law	of	Effect.	His	work	is	still	influential	in	understanding	behavior	and	learning	today.	Thorndike	also	founded	the	field	of	Educational	Psychology,	publishing	a	book	on	it	in	1903.	He	worked	to	apply	his	research	to	the	field	of
teaching	and	was	influential	in	reexamining	the	way	that	learning	and	punishment	were	viewed	in	the	classroom	setting.	Thorndike’s	work	contributed	the	following	influences	to	the	theory	of	behaviorism:	Specific	behavior	will	form	as	a	result	of	consistent	reinforcement.Both	negative	and	positive	outcomes	can	be	influenced	by	changes	in	the
environment.Behavior	that	consistently	results	in	an	undesired	outcome	for	the	subject	will	go	extinct,	while	behavior	that	consistently	results	in	the	desired	outcome	will	increase.	John	Broadus	Watson	is	credited	with	collecting	the	work	of	other	psychologists	and	creating	the	term	behaviorism.	Watson	was	focused	on	applying	scientific	foundations
to	the	field	of	psychology,	stating	that	behavior	had	to	be	both	observable	and	measurable.	The	internal	world	of	humans	cannot	be	observed	or	measured,	and	therefore	must	not	be	used	to	understand	behavior.	He	believed	that	psychology	should	focus	on	controllable	and	observable	behavior	to	be	taken	seriously	as	a	scientific	field.	While	Watson’s
conclusions	about	internal	processes	being	irrelevant	are	now	widely	disregarded,	his	efforts	are	considered	to	be	instrumental	in	the	movement	towards	psychology	being	taken	seriously	within	scientific	academia.	John	Broadus	Watson	(January	9,	1878	–	September	25,	1958)	was	an	American	psychologist.	Watson	was	the	first	psychologist	to	use	a
human	subject	to	test	ideas	of	classical	conditioning.	Little	Albert,	a	9	month	old	infant,	was	subjected	to	loud	noises	in	association	with	animal	stimuli	until	he	produced	a	fear	response	to	the	animal	whether	the	loud	noise	was	present	or	not.	His	work	with	Little	Albert	is	ethically	questionable	by	today’s	standards.	The	work	would	also	not	be
considered	scientifically	viable	as	the	conditions	of	the	experiment	did	not	meet	modern	expectations	of	a	laboratory	setting.	Watson	contributed	the	following	to	the	theory	of	behaviorism:	Brought	the	work	of	other	important	psychologists	together	under	an	umbrella	theory	of	Behaviorism.Further	understanding	on	how	the	theory	would	bring
psychology	closer	to	being	a	scientific	field.Learning	must	be	observable	and	measurable,	internal	processes	were	irrelevant	as	they	are	impossible	to	measure	or	observe.	Burrhus	Frederic	Skinner’s	work	continued	to	develop	the	field	of	behaviorism	and	attempted	to	broaden	the	definition	of	the	theory.	He	created	the	concept	of	radical	behaviorism
and	defined	reinforcement	principles,	creating	the	model	reinforcement	schedules.	Burrhus	Frederic	Skinner	(March	20,	1904	–	August	18,	1990)	was	an	American	psychologist.	B.F.	Skinner	is	considered	the	father	of	Radical	Behaviorism.	According	to	Skinner	radical	behaviorism	is	“the	philosophy	of	a	science	of	behavior	treated	as	a	subject	matter
in	its	own	right	apart	from	internal	explanations,	mental	or	physiological”	(1989,	p.	122	2).	Skinner	rejected	the	notion	that	internal	processes	were	irrelevant	to	learning,	and	examined	how	thoughts	and	feelings	might	be	analyzed	scientifically.	His	conclusions	were	that	behavior	was	a	reflection	of	internal	processes	and	therefore	could	be	analyzed.
The	effort	to	consider	internal	thoughts	and	feelings	became	known	as	radical	behaviorism,	and	the	application	of	these	ideas	is	widely	used	today	in	applied	behavior	analysis.	Skinner	worked	to	understand	better	the	underlying	reinforcement	patterns	that	influenced	behavior.	He	identified	different	kinds	of	reinforcement	as	mentioned	in	the
definitions	section	of	this	essay.	Skinner	was	also	passionate	about	education	and	believed	that	teachers	needed	to	have	a	good	understanding	of	how	learning	works.	He	believed	learners	needed	to	be	viewed	as	active	participants	in	learning	instead	of	passive.	Skinner’s	contributions	to	behaviorism	continue	to	be	the	most	widely	used	today:	A
better	understanding	of	how	internal	processes	contributed	to	the	theory.Greater	understanding	of	operant	conditioning,	including	reinforcement	schedules.Practical	application	of	behaviorist	theory	to	classroom	and	education	settings.	There	are	several	criticisms	and	observed	limitations	of	behaviorism	theory.	While	these	concepts	and	principles
predict	observable	behavioral	responses	in	humans,	internal	cognitive	processes	are	largely	discounted.	Further,	behaviorism	defines	learning	as	observable	behavior	and	only	values	learning	resulting	in	modified	behavior,	which	is	only	one	aspect	of	learning.	Learning	takes	place	within	a	complex	set	of	criteria	and	behaviorism	reduces	these
processes	to	observable	cause	and	effect.	Behaviorists	theorize	that	learners	are	passive	and	that	the	teacher	is	in	total	control	of	the	learning	that	occurs	based	on	the	environment	they	create,	however,	this	removes	the	agency	of	the	learner	to	engage	meaningfully	in	their	own	learning.	The	expectation	is	that	the	learner	will	behave	in	an	expected
way	in	response	to	particular	stimuli	created	by	the	teacher,	and	they	are	simply	vessels	into	which	learning	is	poured	(4).	While	Skinner	attempted	to	remedy	some	of	the	issues	above	with	his	radical	behaviorism	theory,	his	attempts	to	place	concepts	like	emotion,	thoughts	and	conscious	state	into	measurable	criteria	falls	woefully	short.	The	lack	of
account	for	internal	processes	means	that	reasons	behind	particular	behavior	are	at	best	oversimplified	and	at	worst	overlooked.	Unfortunately,	trying	to	measure	behavior	without	accounting	for	underlying	reasons	will	not	adequately	aid	the	understanding	of	human	behavior.	However,	while	behaviorism	is	now	considered	to	be	largely	outdated,
many	aspects	of	the	theory	are	still	in	active	use	or	underpin	current	psychological	concepts	and	beliefs.	Behaviorism	believes	providing	the	correct	environment,	coupled	with	repetition	of	skills	and	knowledge	tasks	will	cause	learning	to	happen,	and	this	is	how	education	was	managed	for	decades.	While	this	is	now	less	prevalent	in	the	classroom
setting,	applying	behaviorism	in	the	classroom	is	still	relevant	from	several	perspectives.	The	teacher	has	the	role	of	filling	the	learner	with	knowledge,	behaviorism	helps	with	this	in	different	ways.	Creating	an	environment	that	has	the	correct	stimuli	to	condition	a	state	of	learning	is	the	behaviorist’s	goal.	Positive	reinforcement	is	useful	to	modify
behavior,	and	becoming	familiar	with	Skinner’s	reinforcement	schedules	so	you	can	utilize	the	best	methods	in	any	given	scenario	is	useful.	Teachers	can	use	this	understanding	to	create	an	environment	in	which	reinforcement	works	to	the	teacher’s	and	learner’s	best	advantage	(7).	Educators	can	use	behaviorist	theory	to	improve	student	motivation.
All	learners	want	to	feel	good,	and	so	using	reinforcement	schedules	to	provide	those	experiences	will	motivate	students	to	adjust	their	behavior.	As	a	behavioral	management	tool,	behaviorism	is	still	very	relevant.	Using	positive	reinforcement	and	reinforcement	schedules	to	motivate	children	to	try	hard	and	do	their	best	is	one	of	the	most	useful
concepts	from	the	theory.	Using	the	methods	outlined	by	behaviorists	tends	to	be	more	useful	for	learning	that	can	be	easily	assessed	or	monitored	through	observing	learner	behavior.	Route	learning	or	“skill	and	drill”	memorisation	style	learning	is	a	common	learning	style	best	suited	to	this	theory.	The	emphasis	on	prizes,	good	grades	and	praise
are	useful	for	these	units	of	learning.	Using	behaviorism	in	the	classroom	as	a	learning	tool	is	good	for	scientific	or	formulaic	learning	such	as	times	tables	and	languages	that	rely	on	being	able	to	memorize	a	lot	of	information	(3).	Useful	tools	and	systems	outlined	by	skinner	include:	Provide	opportunities	for	students	to	understand	the	task	expected
of	themStart	at	the	bottom	of	the	ladder	–	break	the	learning	into	easily	achievable	stages	that	learners	can	achieve	more	easily.Use	repetition	to	help	the	learner	build	on	previous	learning	and	scaffold	them	to	the	next	level.Use	reinforcement	schedules	to	help	learners	know	they	are	on	the	right	path.Start	with	continuous	reinforcement,	then	as
learner	mastery	improves,	move	towards	other	schedules	to	help	the	learner	maintain	the	learning.	It	is	worth	noting	that	the	lessons	that	need	more	comprehension	and	deeper	learning	are	less	suited	to	these	methods.	For	this	kind	of	learning,	behaviorism	theory	is	best	for	use	in	motivating	students	to	engage	with	their	learning,	rather	than	as	a
learning	method,	for	which	other	learning	theories	such	as	social	cognitive	theory	and	constructionism	are	worth	exploring	(5).	Teaching	Strategies	that	support	Behaviorist	Learning	Theory:	Drills.Gang-based	learning.Question	and	answer.Positive	reinforcement.Competency-based	instruction.Gamification.Direct	instruction.	While	many	aspects	of
behaviorism	are	now	widely	discredited,	the	underlying	principles	and	observations	of	learning	are	still	in	wide	use	today.	The	concept	of	reinforcement	schedules	are	used	in	many	learning	and	teaching	models,	and	understanding	how	students	react	and	respond	to	environmental	stimuli	and	how	that	might	impact	future	learning	and	behavior	is	still
valuable.	Understanding	the	development	of	the	theory	and	how	thinking	around	these	ideas	evolved	is	useful	to	understanding	the	theory’s	usefulness	in	a	classroom	setting,	but	it	must	be	remembered	that	as	a	learning	system,	the	theory	is	best	suited	to	learning	that	requires	memorization	of	facts	rather	than	deep	comprehension	learning.	As	a
behavior	management	technique,	much	of	the	theory	is	still	useful	to	educators	in	the	modern	classroom.	References:	Watson,	J.	B.,	&	Kimble,	G.	A.	(2017).	Behaviorism.	Routledge.Skinner,	B.	F.	(1989).	Recent	issues	in	the	analysis	of	behavior.	Columbus,	OH:	Merrill.Moore,	J.	(2011).	Behaviorism.	The	Psychological	Record,	61(3),	449-463.Staddon,	J.
(2014).	The	new	behaviorism.	Psychology	Press.Bargh,	J.	A.,	&	Ferguson,	M.	J.	(2000).	Beyond	behaviorism:	on	the	automaticity	of	higher	mental	processes.	Psychological	bulletin,	126(6),	925.Baum,	W.	M.	(2017).	Understanding	behaviorism:	Behavior,	culture,	and	evolution.	John	Wiley	&	Sons.Holland,	J.	G.	(1978).	BEHAVIORISM:	PART	OF	THE
PROBLEM	OR	PART	OF	THE	SOLUTION?	1.	Journal	of	Applied	Behavior	Analysis,	11(1),	163-174.	See	also:	The	behaviorist	movement	began	in	1913	when	John	B.	Watson	wrote	an	article	entitled	Psychology	as	the	behaviorist	views	it,	which	set	out	several	underlying	assumptions	regarding	methodology	and	behavioral	analysis:	One	assumption	of
the	learning	approach	is	that	all	behaviors	are	learned	from	the	environment.	According	to	this	view,	people	are	not	born	with	pre-set	traits	or	instincts	that	drive	behavior.	Instead,	behavior	is	acquired	through	two	main	types	of	learning:	classical	conditioning	(learning	by	association)	and	operant	conditioning	(learning	through	consequences).
Behaviorism	emphasizes	how	environmental	factors	shape	behavior.	It	largely	excludes	innate	or	inherited	factors		From	this	perspective,	the	human	mind	at	birth	is	considered	a	tabula	rasa	–	a	Latin	phrase	meaning	blank	slate	–	ready	to	be	written	on	by	experience.	In	classical	conditioning,	learning	occurs	when	a	natural,	automatic	response
becomes	associated	with	a	new	stimulus.	This	type	of	learning	helps	explain	how	reflexive	behaviors	–	like	fear	or	salivation	–	can	be	triggered	by	previously	neutral	cues.	Pavlov’s	Experiment	Ivan	Pavlov	showed	that	dogs	could	be	classically	conditioned	to	salivate	at	the	sound	of	a	bell	if	that	sound	was	repeatedly	presented	while	they	were	given
food.	He	first	presented	the	dogs	with	the	sound	of	a	bell;	they	did	not	salivate	so	this	was	a	neutral	stimulus.	Then	he	presented	them	with	food,	they	salivated.	The	food	was	an	unconditioned	stimulus	and	salivation	was	an	unconditioned	(innate)	response.	“Ivan	Pavlov	repeatedly	paired	the	sound	of	a	bell	with	presenting	food	to	his	dogs.	After
several	repetitions,	the	dogs	began	to	salivate	upon	hearing	the	bell	alone.	At	this	stage,	the	bell	became	the	conditioned	stimulus	(CS),	and	the	dogs’	salivation	became	the	conditioned	response	(CR).	This	experiment	demonstrated	classical	conditioning	clearly.	Examples	of	classical	conditioning	applied	to	real	life	include:	taste	aversion	–	using
derivations	of	classical	conditioning,	it	is	possible	to	explain	how	people	develop	aversions	to	particular	foods	learned	emotions	–	such	as	love	for	parents,	were	explained	as	paired	associations	with	the	stimulation	they	provide	advertising	–	we	readily	associate	attractive	images	with	the	products	they	are	selling	phobias	–	classical	conditioning	is	seen
as	the	mechanism	by	which	–	we	acquire	many	of	these	irrational	fears.	Skinner	argued	that	learning	is	an	active	process	and	occurs	through	operant	conditioning.	When	humans	and	animals	act	on	and	in	their	environmental	consequences,	follow	these	behaviors.		If	the	consequences	are	pleasant,	they	repeat	the	behavior,	but	if	the	consequences	are
unpleasant,	they	do	not.	Reductionism	is	the	belief	that	human	behavior	can	be	explained	by	breaking	it	down	into	smaller	component	parts.	Reductionists	say	that	the	best	way	to	understand	why	we	behave	as	we	do	is	to	look	closely	at	the	very	simplest	parts	that	make	up	our	systems,	and	use	the	simplest	explanations	to	understand	how	they	work.
John	B.	Watson	described	the	purpose	of	psychology	as:	“To	predict,	given	the	stimulus,	what	reaction	will	take	place;	or,	given	the	reaction,	state	what	the	situation	or	stimulus	is	that	has	caused	the	reaction.”	(1930,	p.	11).	All	behavior,	no	matter	how	complex,	can	be	reduced	to	a	simple	stimulus-response	association).	A	response	is	the	behavior
elicited	by	the	stimulus.	For	example,	in	Pavlov’s	experiment,	the	dog’s	salivation	was	a	response.	Theories	need	to	be	supported	by	empirical	data	obtained	through	careful	and	controlled	observation	and	measurement	of	behavior.	Watson	(1913)	stated:	“Psychology	as	a	behaviorist	views	it	is	a	purely	objective	experimental	branch	of	natural	science.
Its	theoretical	goal	is	…	prediction	and	control.”	(p.	158).	The	components	of	a	theory	should	be	as	simple	as	possible.	Behaviorists	propose	using	operational	definitions	(defining	variables	in	terms	of	observable,	measurable	events).	Behaviorism	introduced	scientific	methods	to	psychology.	Laboratory	experiments	were	used	with	high	control	of
extraneous	variables.	These	experiments	were	replicable,	and	the	data	obtained	was	objective	(not	influenced	by	an	individual’s	judgment	or	opinion)	and	measurable.	This	gave	psychology	more	credibility.	The	starting	point	for	many	behaviorists	is	a	rejection	of	the	introspection	(the	attempts	to	“get	inside	people’s	heads”)	of	the	majority	of
mainstream	psychology.	While	modern	behaviorists	often	accept	the	existence	of	cognitions	and	emotions,	they	prefer	not	to	study	them	as	only	observable	(i.e.,	external)	behavior	can	be	objectively	and	scientifically	measured.	Although	theorists	of	this	perspective	accept	that	people	have	“minds”,	they	argue	that	it	is	never	possible	to	objectively
observe	people’s	thoughts,	motives,	and	meanings	–	let	alone	their	unconscious	yearnings	and	desires.	Therefore,	internal	events,	such	as	thinking,	should	be	explained	through	behavioral	terms	(or	eliminated	altogether).	There’s	no	fundamental	(qualitative)	distinction	between	human	and	animal	behavior.	Therefore,	research	can	be	carried	out	on
animals	and	humans.	The	underlying	assumption	is	that	to	some	degree	the	laws	of	behavior	are	the	same	for	all	species	and	that	therefore	knowledge	gained	by	studying	rats,	dogs,	cats	and	other	animals	can	be	generalized	to	humans.	Consequently,	rats	and	pigeons	became	the	primary	data	source	for	behaviorists,	as	their	environments	could	be
easily	controlled.	Behaviorist	Theory	Historically,	the	most	significant	distinction	between	versions	of	behaviorism	is	that	between	John	B.	Watson’s	original	methodological	behaviorism,	and	forms	of	behaviorism	later	inspired	by	his	work,	known	collectively	as	neobehaviorism	(e.g.,	radical	behaviorism).	John	B.	Watson:	Methodological	Behaviorism
(1913)	Proposed	by	John	B.	Watson	in	1913,	methodological	behaviorism	focuses	exclusively	on	observable,	measurable	behaviors	and	rejects	the	study	of	internal	mental	processes	such	as	thoughts,	feelings,	and	desires.	Watson	argued	that	since	internal	experiences	cannot	be	directly	observed,	they	have	no	place	in	scientific	psychology.	He
believed	all	behaviors—whether	in	animals	or	humans—are	learned	through	interaction	with	the	environment.	In	his	influential	1913	article	“Psychology	as	the	Behaviorist	Views	It”,	often	referred	to	as	the	behaviorist	manifesto,	Watson	wrote:	“Psychology	as	the	behaviorist	views	it	is	a	purely	objective	experimental	branch	of	natural	science.	Its
theoretical	goal	is	the	prediction	and	control	of	behavior.”	Watson’s	approach	emphasized	environmental	conditioning	and	assumed	that	the	human	mind	is	a	tabula	rasa	(blank	slate)	at	birth.	He	saw	no	fundamental	distinction	between	human	and	animal	behavior,	believing	both	could	be	studied	in	the	same	way.	This	laid	the	foundation	for	the	rise	of
experimental	psychology	and	behavioral	research.	B.F.	Skinner:	Radical	Behaviorism	(1938)	In	1938,	B.F.	Skinner	introduced	radical	behaviorism	in	his	book	The	Behavior	of	Organisms.	Building	on	Watson’s	work,	Skinner	acknowledged	internal	events	(such	as	thoughts	and	emotions)	but	insisted	they	must	be	explained	through	environmental
influences	and	behavioral	laws.	He	introduced	operant	conditioning,	the	idea	that	behavior	is	shaped	and	maintained	by	its	consequences	–	rewards	and	punishments.	Unlike	Watson,	Skinner	recognized	the	role	of	genetics	and	innate	behavior.	Radical	behaviorism	marked	a	shift	from	a	strict	blank	slate	view	to	a	more	nuanced	understanding	of	the
interaction	between	biology	and	environment.	Edward	Tolman:	Purposive	Behaviorism	(1930s–1940s)	Edward	C.	Tolman	developed	purposive	behaviorism	during	the	1930s	and	1940s,	offering	an	early	challenge	to	strict	stimulus-response	models.	His	research	on	latent	learning	showed	that	organisms	could	form	cognitive	maps	and	learn	without
direct	reinforcement.	Tolman’s	work,	particularly	his	1948	study	with	rats	navigating	mazes,	demonstrated	that	behavior	is	goal-directed	and	influenced	by	internal	cognitive	processes.	His	theory	is	often	described	as	a	precursor	to	cognitive	psychology,	bridging	the	gap	between	behaviorism	and	emerging	cognitive	models.	Arthur	W.	Staats:
Psychological	Behaviorism	(1960s)	In	the	1960s,	Arthur	W.	Staats	proposed	psychological	behaviorism,	which	sought	to	expand	behaviorist	theory	to	address	language	development,	personality,	and	emotion.	His	work	emphasized	the	integration	of	behavioral	principles	with	verbal	behavior	and	cognitive	structures,	applying	behaviorist	concepts	to
complex	human	phenomena.	Staats’	contributions	helped	move	behaviorism	beyond	basic	conditioning	by	focusing	on	how	learning	histories	influence	development	and	mental	health,	especially	in	humans.	Albert	Bandura:	Social	Learning	Theory	(1963)	Albert	Bandura	introduced	social	learning	theory	in	1963	with	the	publication	of	Social	Learning
and	Personality	Development.	His	theory	emphasized	that	people	learn	not	only	through	direct	reinforcement,	but	also	by	observing	and	imitating	others	–	a	process	known	as	modeling.	Bandura’s	Bobo	doll	experiment	in	1961	provided	strong	evidence	for	observational	learning.		Bandura’s	theory	introduced	cognitive	elements	like	attention,	memory,
and	motivation,	positioning	social	learning	theory	as	a	bridge	between	behaviorist	and	cognitive	approaches.	Modern	Perspectives:	The	Role	of	Biology	and	Cognition	(1970s–Present)	Modern	behaviorists	are	more	likely	to	accept	that	heredity	and	biological	predispositions	influence	learning.	For	example,	research	has	shown	that	animals	are
biologically	primed	to	form	certain	associations	more	easily	than	others—such	as	developing	taste	aversions	after	a	single	pairing	of	food	and	illness.	These	findings	highlight	that	learning	is	not	entirely	flexible	and	shaped	solely	by	the	environment,	as	early	behaviorists	believed.	While	traditional	behaviorism	emphasized	that	the	mind	starts	as	a
blank	slate,	contemporary	perspectives	recognize	the	interaction	between	biology	and	environment.	This	more	balanced	view	has	allowed	behaviorism	to	stay	relevant	in	areas	such	as	behavioral	genetics,	applied	behavior	analysis	(ABA),	and	cognitive-behavioral	therapy	(CBT),	even	as	it	has	been	integrated	with	other	psychological	frameworks.
Applications	Mental	health	Behaviorism	suggests	that	abnormal	behavior	and	mental	illness	result	from	faulty	learning,	rather	than	unconscious	conflicts	or	internal	struggles,	as	proposed	by	psychoanalysis.	From	this	perspective,	behavior	therapy	aims	to	unlearn	maladaptive	behaviors	and	replace	them	with	healthier,	more	constructive	responses
through	techniques	grounded	in	conditioning	principles.	One	widely	used	method	is	systematic	desensitization,	often	used	to	treat	phobias.	In	this	approach,	the	individual	first	learns	relaxation	techniques,	then	creates	a	fear	hierarchy	–	a	list	of	feared	situations	ranked	from	least	to	most	distressing.	Gradually,	they	are	exposed	to	these	situations
while	practicing	relaxation,	allowing	them	to	form	new,	calm	associations	with	previously	anxiety-provoking	stimuli.	This	process,	known	as	counter-conditioning,	relies	on	principles	of	classical	conditioning.	Another	method,	aversion	therapy,	pairs	unwanted	behaviors	(like	smoking	or	nail-biting)	with	unpleasant	stimuli,	such	as	a	bad	taste	or	mild
shock,	to	discourage	them.	In	token	economies,	often	used	in	educational	and	clinical	settings	(e.g.,	for	individuals	with	autism	or	ADHD),	desired	behaviors	are	reinforced	with	tokens	or	points	that	can	later	be	exchanged	for	rewards.	This	method	draws	directly	from	operant	conditioning,	using	positive	reinforcement	to	shape	behavior	over	time.
These	therapeutic	applications	show	how	behaviorism	extends	beyond	theory	into	practical	strategies	used	by	therapists,	teachers,	and	caregivers	to	support	behavior	change	and	mental	health.	Education	Classical	conditioning	is	relevant	in	education,	especially	in	shaping	students’	emotional	associations	with	learning.	However,	operant	conditioning
plays	a	more	significant	role	in	everyday	classroom	management	and	motivation.	Teachers	frequently	use	reinforcement	strategies	to	encourage	positive	behavior	and	discourage	disruptive	actions.	For	example,	praising	a	student	for	participation	or	awarding	stickers	for	completing	homework	can	increase	the	likelihood	of	those	behaviors	recurring.
Conversely,	ignoring	minor	misbehavior	(rather	than	reacting	to	it)	may	reduce	its	frequency,	a	technique	known	as	extinction	in	operant	terms.	Although	classical	conditioning	is	less	commonly	applied	directly,	its	impact	is	seen	in	the	way	students	form	emotional	responses	to	school	experiences.	If	students	consistently	encounter	positive	emotional
experiences—such	as	feeling	safe,	supported,	and	successful—they	are	more	likely	to	associate	learning	with	enjoyment	and	confidence.	However,	if	a	student	is	bullied	or	humiliated	by	a	teacher,	they	may	begin	to	associate	school	or	specific	subjects	with	fear	or	anxiety,	potentially	leading	to	long-term	aversions	or	even	school	phobia.	By
understanding	and	applying	conditioning	principles	thoughtfully,	educators	can	create	more	emotionally	supportive	and	behaviorally	effective	learning	environments.	Addiction	Cue	reactivity	is	the	theory	that	people	associate	situations	(e.g.,	meeting	with	friends)/	places	(e.g.,	pub)	with	the	rewarding	effects	of	nicotine,	and	these	cues	can	trigger	a
feeling	of	craving	(Carter	&	Tiffany,	1999).	These	factors	become	smoking-related	cues.	Prolonged	use	of	nicotine	creates	an	association	between	these	factors	and	smoking	based	on	classical	conditioning.	Nicotine	is	the	unconditioned	stimulus	(UCS),	and	the	pleasure	caused	by	the	sudden	increase	in	dopamine	levels	is	the	unconditioned	response



(UCR).	Following	this	increase,	the	brain	tries	to	lower	the	dopamine	back	to	a	normal	level.	The	stimuli	that	have	become	associated	with	nicotine	were	neutral	stimuli	(NS)	before	“learning”	took	place	but	they	became	conditioned	stimuli	(CS),	with	repeated	pairings.	They	can	produce	the	conditioned	response	(CR).	However,	if	the	brain	has	not
received	nicotine,	the	levels	of	dopamine	drop	and	the	individual	experiences	withdrawal	symptoms,	therefore,	is	more	likely	to	feel	the	need	to	smoke	in	the	presence	of	the	cues	that	have	become	associated	with	the	use	of	nicotine.	Issues	&	Debates	Strong	determinism	of	the	behavioral	approach	as	all	behavior	is	learned	from	our	environment
through	classical	and	operant	conditioning.	We	are	the	total	sum	of	our	previous	conditioning.	The	social	learning	approach,	while	still	emphasizing	the	role	of	the	environment,	recognizes	an	element	of	choice	in	whether	we	imitate	a	behavior	or	not,	reflecting	a	softer	form	of	determinism.	This	environmental	determinism	can	lead	to	underestimating
the	influence	of	genetic,	biological,	and	individual	factors	on	behavior.	Behaviorism	may	provide	an	incomplete	or	overly	simplistic	account	of	human	behavior	by	neglecting	the	role	of	internal	processes	and	individual	differences.	The	social	learning	theory,	which	builds	upon	behaviorist	principles,	is	also	on	the	nurture	side,	emphasizing	the	role	of
observational	learning	and	the	influence	of	role	models	in	shaping	behavior.	According	to	the	behaviorist	approach,	apart	from	a	few	innate	reflexes	and	the	capacity	for	learning,	all	complex	behavior	is	learned	from	the	environment,	minimizing	the	role	of	genetic	or	biological	factors.	The	behaviorist	approach	and	social	learning	theory	are
reductionist	in	nature,	as	they	seek	to	break	down	complex	behaviors	into	smaller,	more	manageable	parts	for	study.	Behaviorists	believe	that	all	behavior,	regardless	of	its	complexity,	can	be	reduced	to	the	fundamental	processes	of	conditioning,	such	as	classical	and	operant	conditioning.	By	focusing	on	the	isolation	and	manipulation	of	specific
variables,	behaviorism	aims	to	identify	the	basic	principles	and	mechanisms	that	govern	behavior,	rather	than	considering	behavior	as	an	irreducible	whole.	It	is	a	nomothetic	approach	as	it	views	all	behavior	governed	by	the	same	laws	of	conditioning.	By	focusing	on	these	universal	principles,	behaviorism	aims	to	develop	a	general	theory	of	behavior
that	can	be	applied	to	all	individuals,	rather	than	focusing	on	the	unique	experiences	and	characteristics	of	each	person.	However,	it	does	account	for	individual	differences	and	explains	them	in	terms	of	differences	in	the	history	of	conditioning.	Strengths	1.	Scientific	Methodology	Behaviorism	emphasizes	observable	and	measurable	behaviors,
leading	to	a	more	scientific	and	objective	approach	to	studying	psychology.	This	approach	allows	for	greater	objectivity	and	replicability	in	psychological	research,	as	behaviors	can	be	quantified	and	studied	systematically.	By	emphasizing	scientific	methods,	behaviorism	has	contributed	to	the	development	of	psychology	as	a	more	rigorous	and
evidence-based	discipline.	2.	Empirical	Support	Behaviorism	has	experimental	support:	Pavlov	showed	that	classical	conditioning	leads	to	learning	by	association.	Watson	and	Rayner	showed	that	phobias	could	be	learned	through	classical	conditioning	in	the	“Little	Albert”	experiment.	3.	Parsimony	Behaviorist	explanations	are	often	simpler	and	more
straightforward	than	those	of	other	approaches,	as	they	focus	on	observable	behaviors	rather	than	internal	mental	processes.	According	to	the	law	of	parsimony,	the	fewer	assumptions	a	theory	makes,	the	better	and	the	more	credible	it	is.	Therefore,	behaviorism	looks	for	simple	explanations	of	human	behavior	from	a	scientific	standpoint.	Behaviorist
principles	have	been	successfully	applied	in	various	real-world	settings,	such	as	clinical	therapy,	educational	interventions,	and	organizational	behavior	management.Techniques	like	behavior	modification,	contingency	management,	and	reinforcement	schedules	have	proven	effective	in	modifying	problematic	behaviors	and	promoting	desired
outcomes.The	behaviorist	approach	has	been	used	in	the	treatment	of	phobias,	as	well	as	systematic	desensitization.The	practical	focus	of	behaviorism	has	led	to	the	development	of	evidence-based	interventions	that	can	directly	benefit	individuals	and	society.	“To	say	that	a	reinforcement	is	contingent	upon	a	response	may	mean	nothing	more	than
that	it	follows	the	response.	It	may	follow	because	of	some	mechanical	connection	or	because	of	the	mediation	of	another	organism;	but	conditioning	takes	place	presumably	because	of	the	temporal	relation	only,	expressed	in	terms	of	the	order	and	proximity	of	response	and	reinforcement.	Whenever	we	present	a	state	of	affairs	which	is	known	to	be
reinforcing	at	a	given	drive,	we	must	suppose	that	conditioning	takes	place,	even	though	we	have	paid	no	attention	to	the	behavior	of	the	organism	in	making	the	presentation.”	–	B.F.	Skinner,	“Superstition’	in	the	Pigeon”	(p.	168)	In	the	20th	century,	many	of	the	images	that	came	to	mind	when	thinking	about	experimental	psychology	were	tied	to	the
work	of	Burrhus	Frederick	Skinner.		The	stereotype	of	a	bespectacled	experimenter	in	a	white	lab	coat,	engaged	in	shaping	behavior	through	the	operant	conditioning	of	lab	rats	or	pigeons	in	contraptions	known	as	Skinner	boxes	comes	directly	from	Skinner’s	immeasurably	influential	research.	Although	he	originally	intended	to	make	a	career	as	a
writer,	Skinner	received	his	Ph.D.	in	psychology	from	Harvard	in	1931,	and	stayed	on	as	a	researcher	until	1936,	when	he	departed	to	take	academic	posts	at	the	University	of	Minnesota	and	Indiana	University.		He	returned	to	Harvard	in	1948	as	a	professor,	and	was	the	Edgar	Pierce	Professor	of	Psychology	from	1958	until	he	retired	in	1974.	
Skinner	was	influenced	by	John	B.	Watson’s	philosophy	of	psychology	called	behaviorism,	which	rejected	not	just	the	introspective	method	and	the	elaborate	psychoanalytic	theories	of	Freud	and	Jung,	but	any	psychological	explanation	based	on	mental	states	or	internal	representations	such	as	beliefs,	desires,	memories,	and	plans.	The	very	idea	of
“mind”	was	dismissed	as	a	pre-scientific	superstition,	not	amenable	to	empirical	investigation.	Skinner	argued	that	the	goal	of	a	science	of	psychology	was	to	predict	and	control	an	organism’s	behavior	from	its	current	stimulus	situation	and	its	history	of	reinforcement.	In	a	utopian	novel	called	Walden	Two	and	a	1971	bestseller	called	Beyond
Freedom	and	Dignity,	he	argued	that	human	behavior	was	always	controlled	by	its	environment.	According	to	Skinner,	the	future	of	humanity	depended	on	abandoning	the	concepts	of	individual	freedom	and	dignity	and	engineering	the	human	environment	so	that	behavior	was	controlled	systematically	and	to	desirable	ends	rather	than	haphazardly.
	In	the	laboratory,	Skinner	refined	the	concept	of	operant	conditioning	and	the	Law	of	Effect.	Among	his	contributions	were	a	systematic	exploration	of	intermittent	schedules	of	reinforcement,	the	shaping	of	novel	behavior	through	successive	approximations,	the	chaining	of	complex	behavioral	sequences	via	secondary	(learned)	reinforcers,	and
“superstitious”	(accidentally	reinforced)	behavior.	Skinner	was	also	an	inveterate	inventor.	Among	his	gadgets	were	the	“Skinner	box”	for	shaping	and	counting	lever-pressing	in	rats	and	key-pecking	in	pigeons;	the	cumulative	recorder,	a	mechanism	for	recording	rates	of	behavior	as	a	pen	tracing;	a	World-War	II-era	missile	guidance	system	(never
deployed)	in	which	a	trained	pigeon	in	the	missile’s	transparent	nose	cone	continually	pecked	at	the	target;	and	“teaching	machines”	for	“programmed	learning,”	in	which	students	were	presented	a	sentence	at	a	time	and	then	filled	in	the	blank	in	a	similar	sentence,	shown	in	a	small	window.	He	achieved	notoriety	for	a	mid-1950s	Life	magazine
article	showcasing	his	“air	crib,”	a	temperature-controlled	glass	box	in	which	his	infant	daughter	would	play.	This	led	to	the	urban	legend,	occasionally	heard	to	this	day,	that	Skinner	“experimented	on	his	daughter”	or	“raised	her	in	a	box”	and	that	she	grew	up	embittered	and	maladjusted,	all	of	which	are	false.	B.F.	Skinner	was	ranked	by	the
American	Psychological	Association	as	the	20th	century’s	most	eminent	psychologist.	Sources	B.	F.	Skinner.	(1998).		Public	Broadcasting	Service.		Retrieved	December	12,	2007,	from:		Eminent	psychologists	of	the	20th	century.		(July/August,	2002).	Monitor	on	Psychology,	33(7),	p.29.	Skinner,	B.	F.	(1947).		‘Superstition’	in	the	pigeon.	Journal	of
Experimental	Psychology,	38,	168-172.	Skinner,	B.	F.	(1959)	Cumulative	record.	New	York:	Appleton	Century	Crofts.	Bjork,	D.	W.	(1991).	Burrhus	Frederick	Skinner:	The	contingencies	of	a	life.		In:	Kimble,	G.	A.	&	Wertheimer,	M.	[Eds.]		Portraits	of	Pioneers	in	Psychology.		Have	you	ever	wondered	why	we	do	what	we	do?	Perhaps	you’ve	pondered
why	certain	behaviors	persist	or	how	specific	habits	contribute	to	success.	While	psychology	often	explores	the	role	of	thoughts	in	behavior,	there’s	another	scientific	approach	to	comprehending	human	behaviors.	So,	what	is	the	theory	behind	behaviorism,	and	how	does	it	apply	to	modifying	our	behavior?	Behaviorist	theory,	also	known	as
behaviorism,	is	the	study	of	observable	and	measurable	human	behaviors.	It	places	a	strong	emphasis	on	environmental	factors	in	shaping	behavior.	“Behaviorism	is	understanding	how	the	environment	works	so	that	we	can	make	ourselves	smarter,	more	organized,	more	responsible;	so	we	can	encounter	fewer	punishments	and	few	disappointments.
Behavior	Analysis	is	a	science	of	studying	how	we	can	arrange	our	environments	so	they	make	very	likely	the	behaviors	we	want	to	be	probable	enough,	and	they	make	unlikely	the	behaviors	we	want	to	be	improbable.”	Cooper	et	al.,	2007,	p.	15	Professionals	knows	as	behavior	analysts	(BCBAs/IBAs)	strive	to	understand	human	behavior	by	examining
the	individual’s	environment	and	implementing	changes	to	enhance	the	quality	of	life	for	individuals,	groups,	and	society	as	a	whole.	In	this	article,	we	will	explore:		There’s	a	lot	to	cover,	so	be	sure	to	bookmark	in	case	you	run	out	of	time!	History	of	Behaviorism/Behaviorist	Theory	and	Behavior	Analysis		Behaviorism	traces	its	origins	to	the	early
20th	century,	with	pioneers	like	Thorndike	and	his	Law	of	Effect.	Thorndike’s	research,	primarily	focused	on	animal	behavior,	revealed	that	behaviors	followed	by	desirable	outcomes	were	more	likely	to	be	repeated.	Around	the	same	period,	Ivan	Pavlov	introduced	the	concept	of	classical	conditioning	through	his	famous	dog	experiments.	Pavlov’s
work	demonstrated	that	neutral	stimuli	could	become	conditioned	to	elicit	reflex	responses	in	animals.	Further	developments	in	behaviorism	came	from	John	B.	Watson,	who	advocated	for	a	shift	from	studying	mental	processes	to	observing	how	environmental	factors,	or	stimuli,	influence	the	behavior	of	living	organisms.	This	shift	laid	the	foundation
for	modern	Behavior	Analysis	(Cooper	et	al.,	p.	9).	B.F.	Skinner,	often	regarded	as	the	father	of	modern	Behavior	Analysis,	expanded	behaviorist	theory	through	his	empirical	research	in	the	1930s.	He	distinguished	between	respondent	and	operant	behaviors.	These	are	reflexes	(Cooper	et	al.,	p.	10),	involuntary	behaviors	triggered	by	immediate
stimuli.	For	instance,	seeing	or	smelling	appetizing	food	leads	to	salivation.	Skinner	proposed	that	behaviors	are	shaped	by	consequences	that	follow	them,	rather	than	the	preceding	stimuli.	These	consequences	determine	whether	a	behavior	will	likely	recur	in	the	future.	Skinner’s	famous	Skinner	Box	experiments	illustrated	how	animals	learned
through	operant	conditioning,	further	advancing	the	theory	of	behaviorism.	In	the	Skinner	Box	experiment,	Skinner	delivered	food	to	an	animal	if	it	pressed	a	specific	lever.	The	initial	responses	seemed	to	not	have	an	impact	on	the	following	behavior	but,	after	the	animals	had	experienced	the	food	coming	after	the	lever-press	a	number	of	times,	their
rate	of	response	greatly	increased	(Cooper	et	al.,	p.	11).		By	tracking	their	rate	of	response,	Skinner	was	able	to	demonstrate	they	had	‘learned’	what	would	occur	if	the	lever	was	pressed.	He	continued	on	to	include	other	environmental	stimuli	or	conditions	in	which	food	was	available	(e.g.,	a	colored	light	was	turned	on	or	off).		Skinner	developed
Pavlov’s	early	understanding	of	conditioning	by	creating	the	more	robust	concept	of	stimulus	control.	Through	his	research	of	animal	behavior,	he	learned	that	a	previously	neutral	stimulus	(e.g.,	the	light)	could	become	a	conditioned	stimulus	(now	signaling	the	availability	of	food	through	a	series	of	learning	experiences),	eliciting	a	conditioned
response	(e.g.,	the	animal	is	more	likely	to	press	the	lever	when	the	light	is	on	rather	than	when	it	is	off).		This	is	the	basis	of	operant	conditioning,	later	leading	to	behavior	modification.	Behaviorism	has	long	debated	the	role	of	internal	mental	states	or	“private	events.”	Skinner	argued	that	these	should	not	be	ignored	and	can	be	integrated	into	the
analysis	of	observable	behaviors.	He	developed	radical	behaviorism,	which	became	the	basis	of	behavior	analysis.	Radical	behaviorism	is	“a	comprehensive	form	of	behaviorism	that	seeks	to	understand	all	human	behavior,	including	thoughts	and	feelings,	in	terms	of	controlling	variables	in	an	individual’s	history	and	the	species’	evolution”	(Cooper	et
al.,	p.	13).	Skinner	emphasized	that	internal	stimuli	influence	outward	behaviors	and	should	be	studied	alongside	observable	behaviors.	For	example,	a	migraine	headache,	though	not	readily	observable,	affects	a	person’s	behavior.	A	behaviorist	considers	it	an	internal	stimulus	that	influences	certain	outward	behaviors,	such	as	taking	medication	and
avoiding	work.	This	video	by	behavior	analyst	Ryan	O’Donnell	explains	radical	behaviorism	in	more	detail.	Behavior	encompasses	all	actions	performed	by	an	individual.	According	to	ontogenic	selectionism,	behavior	is	shaped	by	the	consequences	experienced	in	one’s	environment	after	engaging	in	a	particular	behavior.	Responses	include	those	from
other	individuals,	internal	physiological	reactions,	and	aspects	of	the	physical	environment.	Behavior	evolves	over	time	as	a	result	of	the	consequences	an	organism	experiences.	Parallel	to	Darwin’s	natural	selection	for	physical	evolution	(phylogeny),	selectionism	leads	to	the	development	of	new	behaviors	based	on	their	functionality	due	to
experienced	consequences	(ontogeny).	The	discovery	of	operant	learning	shifted	from	predicting	behavior	based	on	the	stimulus	to	predicting	it	from	repeated	consequences	or	outcomes	following	the	behavior.	The	four-term	contingency	includes	motivating	operations	(MO),	an	antecedent	(A),	behavior	or	response	(B),	and	consequence	or	outcome
(C).		Motivating	operations	are	environmental	or	contextual	factors	that	occasion	a	behavior,	making	it	more	or	less	likely	to	occur.	For	example,	if	I’m	hungry	I’ll	be	more	likely	to	eat	from	a	bag	of	chips	left	on	the	counter	when	I	arrive	at	home	than	if	I	were	not	hungry.	MOs	can	also	make	it	less	likely	you	will	engage	in	a	specific	behavior.	Using	a
similar	example,	if	I	think	my	partner	is	likely	to	comment	on	me	eating	chips	before	dinner	and	he’s	sitting	there	when	I	come	into	the	house,	his	presence	might	make	it	less	likely	I’ll	eat	the	chips.	Using	the	bag	of	chips	example,	seeing	the	bag	of	chips	when	entering	the	kitchen	is	an	antecedent.	It	signals	that	reinforcement	(aka	delicious	chips)
are	available	for	my	enjoyment.	Just	a	reminder,	that	when	we	use	the	term	‘behavior’	we	mean	any	action	ommitted	by	an	organism.	This	term	does	not	refer	to	only	challenging	or	negative	behaviors	such	as	aggression,	stealing	or	property	destruction.	Sometimes	the	term	‘behavior’	is	used	to	define	these	undesireable	behaviors,	but	in	true
behaviorist	theory	terminology,	‘behavior’	is	a	neutral	term.	Behavior	analysts	consider	the	patterns	and	the	consequences	following	a	behavior	to	predict	if	that	behavior	will	increase	or	decrease	in	the	future.	Consequences	are	whatever	follows	immediately	after	a	behaviour	is	ommitted.	The	4-term	contingency	is	the	most	basic	form	of	anlyzing
behavior	and	not	the	only	framework	for	doing	so.	Nonlineal	beahvior	analysis	is	another	way	to	look	at	beahvior	and	analyze	contingencies.	Israel	Goldiamond	put	forward	the	nonlinear	constructional	approach	to	understanding	behavior.	For	a	breakdown	of	this	approach,	check	out	Ryan	O.-	The	Daily	BA.	When	trying	to	analyze	patterns	of	behavior,
the	question	is,	‘what	purpose	is	this	behavior	serving?’	‘What	are	the	outcomes	for	the	person?’	Let’s	look	at	the	outcomes	that	help	predict	whether	a	behavior	will	occur	again	in	the	future	or	not.		Reinforcement	is	a	central	principle	in	applied	behavior	analysis.	It	occurs	when	an	outcome	following	a	behavior	increases	the	likelihood	of	that
behavior	recurring	in	the	future.	Reinforcement	is	determined	by	an	individual’s	preferences,	not	hypothetical	notions	of	what	might	be	reinforcing.	There	are	two	types	of	reinforcement:	This	involves	adding	a	stimulus	after	a	behavior,	making	the	behavior	more	likely	to	occur	in	the	future.	What	acts	as	positive	reinforcement	varies	from	person	to
person,	depending	on	individual	preferences.	For	example,	I	might	create	a	workout	program	for	myself	and	decide	to	reward	myself	with	getting	my	nails	done	if	I	meet	my	goals	for	the	week.	However,	when	it	comes	down	to	it	I’m	not	that	motivated	by	this	and	it	has	no	influence	on	my	working	out	behavior.	In	fact,	I	stop	meeting	my	daily	goals.
Perhaps	I’d	rather	reward	myself	with	a	latte	at	the	end	of	the	week	instead.	When	I	switch	my	reward	and	see	my	working	out	behavior	increase,	it’s	clear	that	the	latte	is	functioning	as	a	reinforcer	but	getting	my	nails	done	was	not.		Something	can	only	be	deemed	a	reinforcer	for	a	person	if	the	stimuli	being	added	or	removed	results	in	them
emitting	that	behavior	more	often	in	the	future.	Negative	reinforcement	involves	removing	a	stimulus	after	a	behavior,	making	the	behavior	more	likely	to	occur	in	the	future.	It	often	relates	to	escaping	from	an	aversive	situation.	For	example,	when	the	buzzer	goes	off	in	my	car	because	my	seatbelt	is	not	on,	I	put	my	seatbelt	on.	Phew!	I	have	escaped
the	annoyance	of	the	buzzer.	In	the	future,	I’ll	put	on	my	seatbelt	sooner	when	I	start	the	car	to	avoid	the	annoyance	of	the	buzzer.		This	has	a	lot	to	do	with	personal	preferences,	tolerance	level,	pet	peeves,	and	sensory	needs.	For	example,	if	I	choose	to	share	my	idea	in	a	staff	meeting	and	it	gives	me	a	lot	of	positive	social	attention,	I	might	never
speak	in	a	staff	meeting	again	since	I	don’t	like	social	attention	in	group	settings.	On	the	other	hand,	if	I	am	someone	who	values	public	accolades	and	attention	from	my	colleagues,	and	sharing	my	idea	in	a	staff	meeting	gains	this	for	me,	then	I	will	be	more	likely	to	share	my	ideas	in	a	staff	meeting	again.	The	attention	functions	as	positive
reinforcement.	Something	that	is	reinforcing	for	one	person	might	not	function	as	a	reinforcer	for	another.		Using	the	same	example	as	above,	my	partner	might	not	find	the	buzzing	sound	in	the	car	as	aversive	as	I	do.	This	might	result	in	him	delaying	to	put	on	his	seatbelt	as	he	doesn’t	find	the	buzzer	annoying.	I	start	putting	on	my	seatbelt	right
away,	as	I	find	the	buzzer	quite	annoying.	It	has	served	as	a	negative	reinforcer	for	me,	but	not	for	him.		Discussing	the	word	punishment	unto	itself	can	seem	aversive.	We	might	automatically	associate	this	term	with	all	sorts	of	traumatic	and	negative	connotations.	While	punishment	can	include	things	that	are	aversive	and	inappropriate	in	modern
behavioral	treatment,	let’s	first	look	at	what	the	behavioral	definition	says.		By	definition,	punishment	is	defined	by	whether	the	stimulus	added	or	removed	decreases	the	future	frequency	of	a	behavior.	This	is	in	contrast	to	reinforcement,	which	increases	a	behavior	in	the	future.		Positive	punishment	is	when	“a	behavior	is	followed	immediately	by	the
presentation	of	a	stimulus	that	decreases	the	future	frequency	of	the	behavior”	(Cooper	et	al.,	p.	701).		Negative	punishment	is	when	“a	response	behavior	is	followed	by	the	removal	of	a	stimulus	(or	a	decrease	in	the	intensity	of	the	stimulus),	that	decreases	the	future	frequency	of	similar	responses	under	similar	conditions	(p.	700).		Let’s	look	at
some	common	examples:		You	ask	your	roommate	to	do	their	dishes	more	often.	They	respond	in	a	whiny	tone	of	voice,	get	defensive	and	it	turns	into	an	argument.	You	find	this	whining	and	arguing	aversive.	Your	behavior	of	asking	your	roommate	to	do	their	dishes	happens	less	and	less	often	in	the	future	as	you	want	to	avoid	that	aversive	situation
of	whining	and	arguing.	The	whining	and	arguing	is	the	stimulus	that	follows	your	asking.	It	results	in	the	asking	behavior	decreasing	in	the	future.	A	classic	example	for	many	families	is	when	a	child	is	acting	in	a	way	that	a	parent	doesn’t	like.	As	things	escalate,	the	parent	starts	taking	away	privileges.	If	in	the	future	the	child	engages	in	that
behavior	less	often	to	avoid	having	privileges	taken	away,	the	removal	of	privileges	is	acting	as	a	negative	punisher.	A	stimulus	was	removed	(the	privilege)	in	response	to	the	undesirable	behavior,	resulting	in	that	behavior	being	less	frequent	in	the	future.	However,	please	see	other	articles	on	this	site,	including	the	one	about	parenting	children	with
ODD,	about	why	relying	on	punishment	is	not	fruitful.		Modern	behavior	analysis	primarily	focuses	on	the	use	of	positive	reinforcement	to	teach	new	and	adaptive	skills,	as	there	are	many	negative	side-effects	and	questionable	ethics	of	using	punishment	strategies.	Contemporary	behavior	analysts	use	positive	reinforcement	strategies	to	increase
desired	behaviors	rather	than	use	punishement	to	quash	undesired	behaviors	becuase	this	results	in	longer	term	success.	Everyone	needs	ways	to	access	things	that	are	reinforcing	to	them	rather	than	just	avoid	aversives.	Not	to	mention	this	is	much	more	dignifying	and	respectful	to	the	client.	Related	Read:	Parent	Coaching:	Effective	Tool	Or	Social-
Media	Driven	Fad?	This	is	a	third	behavioral	principle	related	to	reinforcement	and	punishment.	If	a	behavior	typically	results	in	reinforcement,	but	then	reinforcement	is	withheld	and	the	behavior	decreases	in	frequency,	extinction	is	in	place.	The	behavior	that	once	resulted	in	specific	reinforcement	no	longer	produces	that	same	reinforcement.	
Here	is	an	example:	You	often	go	into	a	nearby	grocery	store	by	pressing	a	button	with	your	elbow.		For	weeks,	this	door	has	reliably	opened	for	you	so	you	can	enter	the	store.	In	other	words,	you	have	been	repeatedly	reinforced	for	pressing	the	button,	by	the	door	opening	over	and	over	again.	Today,	however,	you	press	the	button	at	the	grocery
store	and	nothing	happens.	You	quickly	press	it	again	and	maybe	a	third	time.	You	look	inside	to	see	if	the	store	is	open.	It	appears	there	are	other	patrons	inside	so	you	press	it	again	twice	a	little	more	firmly.	Nothing.	You	are	no	longer	being	reinforced	for	the	behavior	that	you	once	were.		At	this	point,	you	give	up	pressing	the	button	and	try	to
wave	down	an	employee	through	the	door	to	come	and	investigate	from	the	inside.	Your	button-pressing	behavior	has	stopped	by	being	placed	on	extinction.	What	once	was	reinforced	is	no	longer	being	reinforced.	Today,	many	behavior	analysts	are	opposed	to	using	extinction	techniques	and	would	rather	use	other	techniques	that	are	more
respectful	of	the	client,	maintain	rapport,	are	socially	acceptable	and	safe.	Behavior	analysts	seek	to	understand	the	function,	purpose,	or	‘why’	behind	a	behavior.	When	we	understand	the	concepts	of	reinforcement	and	punishment.	There	is	always	something	that	is	reinforcing	a	behavior	that	is	being	maintained.	It	is	the	job	of	a	behavior	analyst	to
observe,	measure	and	analyze	behaviors	and	be	somewhat	of	a	detective	to	figure	out	the	function	of	the	behavior	of	concern.		There	are	four	functions	of	behavior,	and	they	often	work	in	tandem	with	each	other,	but	sometimes	one	will	stand	out	as	the	clear	primary	function.	This	is	especially	true	for	very	young	children.		Automatic:	One	gains	a
pleasurable	sensory	experience	from	engaging	in	a	behavior	and	is	not	the	result	of	another	person	being	involved	(i.e.	it	is	not	socially	mediated).	Engaging	in	the	behavior	just	feels	good.	Example:	If	you’re	someone	who	engages	in	exercise	regularly,	you	likely	enjoy	the	physiological	feeling	you	get	during	and	after	exercising.	Therefore	your
exercising	behavior	is	being	reinforced	and	you	continue	to	exercise	regularly.	Escape:	Engaging	in	the	behavior	results	in	an	escape	from	or	delay	of	something	aversive	to	the	individual.	Example:	A	child	may	tantrum	when	asked	to	do	a	chore	because,	in	the	past,	the	parent	will	usually	retract	the	instructions	in	response	to	the	tantrum.	In	the	past,
the	tantrum	has	resulted	in	an	escape	from	the	chores.	It	serves	as	an	‘escape	from	chores’	function	for	the	child.			Tangible:	One	gains	a	physical	item	or	activity	as	a	result	of	engaging	in	the	behavior	of	concern.	Example:	A	child	may	learn	that	if	they	begin	to	whine	and	yell	when	asked	to	give	up	the	iPad,	they	are	usually	then	allowed	to	continue
playing	on	the	iPad.	The	tangible	reinforcement	they	receive	for	whining	and	yelling	is	more	time	on	the	iPad.		On	the	flip	side,	the	parent	gives	in	because	they	find	it	hard	to	tolerate	the	whining	and	yelling.	They	want	to	escape	their	child’s	aversive	behavior	so	they	give	in	and	allow	more	time	on	the	iPad.	This	might	make	it	more	likely	for	the
parent	to	continue	giving	in	to	the	whining	in	the	future,	as	giving	in	serves	as	an	escape	function	from	the	whining	behavior.	Of	course,	there	are	often	other	factors	at	play	such	as	other	kids	in	the	mix,	other	pressures	on	the	parent	etc.	so	this	is	not	a	judgement	statement	but	simply	a	neutral	analysis	of	the	situation.	Attention/Social:		A	behavior	is
maintained	by	social	attention	from	another	human.	Just	to	be	crystal	clear,	humans	have	social	needs.	It	is	not	bad	to	need	social	attention	from	others.	It	is	simply	part	of	being	human.	The	challenge	can	come	in	when	behaviors	that	are	not	safe	or	prosocial	become	the	primary	way	a	person	meets	their	social/attention	needs.		Behavior	analysts	are
in	the	business	of	teaching	new	skills.	The	goal	of	behavior	analysis	is	to	create	meaningful	changes	for	an	individual	to	improve	their	quality	of	life,	according	to	their	values.	Sometimes	this	means	trying	to	reduce	a	problematic	behavior,	but	this	will	always	mean	that	the	individual	is	also	being	taught	useful	and	meaningful	new	skills	and	behaviors
that	will	improve	their	quality	of	life.		The	early	discoveries	of	Skinner	influenced	learning	theory.	By	the	1940s,	scientists	began	applying	operant	conditioning	to	people	including	preschoolers,	people	with	developmental	disabilities,	children	with	autism,	adults	with	schizophrenia,	and	also	neurotypical	adults.	Unfortunately,	the	way	the	science	was
applied	sometimes	did	harm	and	trauma	was	experienced	by	those	undergoing	behavioral	interventions.	Delving	into	the	history	of	how	behavior	analysis	has	been	a	tool	for	harm	rather	than	good	and	applied	in	ways	that	did	not	consider	the	values,	dignity	and	perspective	of	the	persons	it	sought	to	serve	is	beyond	the	scope	of	this	blog	post	but
worth	reading	more	about.	Here	is	a	balanced	article	that	outlines	some	of	the	common	criticisms	of	behavior	analysis	and	some	repsonses.	You	may	have	heard	about	some	of	the	unsavory	history	of	behavior	analysis	including	methods	used	in	early	behavior	modification	or	Ivar	Lovaas	and	his	work	with	individuals	with	autism.	However,	the	field	has
developed	significantly	in	recent	years	and	is	shifting	toward	a	compassionate,	empowering,	inclusive	field	truly	devoted	to	making	the	world	a	better	place	through	the	thoughtful	application	of	behavioral	science.	Like	many	other	sciences,	there	have	been	things	done	in	the	past	that	today’s	pracittioners	are	not	proud	of	but	seek	to	change	how
things	are	done	with	a	focus	on	equity	and	the	betterment	of	society.	The	discovery	that	the	principles	of	operant	behavior	applied	to	humans	paved	the	way	for	modern	applied	behavior	analysis	in	which	these	principles	are	applied	to	influence	socially	significant	behavior	and	improve	the	quality	of	life	for	humans	on	small	and	large	scales.	This
includes	learning	and	education.	Here	is	an	interesting	video	by	Ryan	O’Donnell	about	various	applications	of	Behavior	Analysis	from	small	to	large	scale.	It	gives	you	a	better	idea	of	how	it	can	be	applied	to	groups	or	at	a	societal	level.	Let’s	look	a	little	closer	at	the	principles	of	behavior	and	learning	from	the	perspective	of	behaviorist	theory.
Behaviorist	theory	of	learning	is	centered	around	stimulus	control.	This	is	one	of	the	most	exciting	principles	in	behavior	analysis	as	it	is	the	foundation	of	learning.	Stimulus	control	is	when	the	presence	or	absence	of	a	stimulus	is	presented,	resulting	in	behavior	to	change	in	some	way.	This	might	include	the	behavior	changing	in	latency	(delay	to
onset),	magnitude/intensity,	frequency,	or	length	(i.e.,	duration).	Through	the	principle	of	reinforcement	(and	sometimes	punishment	and	extinction)	we	learn	to	respond	to	certain	stimuli	in	specific	ways.	By	learning	to	discriminate	or	discern	which	stimuli	will	produce	reinforcement	for	us,	we	learn	to	behave	in	certain	ways	under	specific
conditions.		Through	the	same	processes	we	learn	stimulus	generalization,	which	is	understanding	which	related	or	similar	stimulus	will	also	produce	reinforcement	for	us.		When	the	balance	between	generalizing	and	discriminating	is	found,	we	have	learned	a	new	concept.	In	other	words,	a	concept	is	the	result	of	both	stimulus	generalization	and
stimulus	discrimination	between	different	groups	of	stimuli.		For	example,	let’s	think	of	the	color	blue.	When	we	learn	the	color	‘blue’	we	learn	to	discriminate	blue	from	red,	yellow,	green	etc.	However,	there	are	shades	of	blue	that	are	all	still	considered	‘blue.’	We	also	learn	to	generalize	what	is	still	within	the	category	of	‘blue’	and	would	label	royal
blue,	baby	blue,	cobalt	etc.	all	‘blue.’	If	stimulus	control	is	too	loose,	we	would	perhaps	call	shades	of	purple	‘blue.’	If	stimulus	control	is	too	tight,	then	we	might	only	label	one	shade	of	blue	as	‘blue.’		Theorists	from	various	fields	have	long	debated	the	mechanisms	that	result	in	language	acquisition	and	language	learning.	An	original	component	of
behaviorist	theory	included	a	perspective	on	language	acquisition	and	this	is	called	verbal	behavior	(VB).	The	term	verbal	behavior	was	developed	by	B.F.	Skinner,	and	is	defined	as	“behavior	whose	reinforcement	is	mediated	by	a	listener;	includes	both	vocal-verbal	behavior	and	nonvocal-verbal	behavior.	Encompasses	the	subject	matter	usually
treated	as	language	and	topics	such	as	thinking,	grammar,	composition,	and	understanding”	(Cooper	et	al.,	p.	708).		Skinner	put	forward	that	language	is	verbal	behavior	and	is	shaped	by	the	same	behavioral	processes	that	shape	non-language	behavior	(e.g.,	reinforcement,	extinction,	stimulus	control	etc.).		Similarly,	Skinner	also	defined	verbal
behavior	by	its	function	rather	than	what	it	looked	like.	Skinner	developed	an	environmental	account	of	language	acquisition,	stemming	from	the	same	principles	of	behavior	established	in	behavioral	science.		In	contrast	to	behaviorist	theory,	Noam	Chomsky’s	biological	account	of	language	acquisition	states	that	humans	are	born	with	innate
language	abilities	(Cooper	et	al.,	p.	527).	He	pointed	out	in	a	critique	that	Skinner’s	verbal	behavior	approach	did	not	account	for	the	way	in	which	humans	gain	language	in	a	generative	or	exponential	manner.	A	toddler	is	not	explicitly	taught	every	single	word	they	go	on	to	speak.	They	might	be	directly	taught	some	words,	but	others	are	learned
indirectly.	In	short,	the	verbal	behavior	approach	can	be	critiqued	as	failing	to	account	for	complex	language	development,	falling	short	of	providing	empirical	research	to	support	it,	and	explains	language	acquisition	through	only	direct	learning/contingencies	of	reinforcement	and	other	behavioral	processes.		Relational	frame	theory	(RFT)	was
developed	in	response	to	Skinner’s	verbal	behavior	approach	but	from	within	the	behavioral	sciences.		RFT	relies	on	operant	learning	and	derived	relational	responding	which	means	humans	can	learn	things	without	direct	teaching,	training	or	experience	(Torneke,	2010,	p.x).	When	taught	some	concepts	through	operant	learning	(i.e.,	reinforcement,
stimulus	control	etc.),	humans	can	derive	relations	to	other	concepts	and	thereby	explaining	why	we	don’t	need	to	be	directly	taught	EVERY	single	word	we	use.	If	you’re	curious	to	learn	more	about	RFT,	watch	BCBA	Ryan	O’Donnell	explain	it	further.		And	there	you	have	it!	Behaviorist	theory	has	a	long	history	dating	back	to	the	early	20th	century
and	stemming	out	of	the	field	of	psychology.	Following	the	early	findings	by	BF	Skinner,	modern	behavior	analysts	seek	to	understand	why	a	behavior	is	occurring	by	understanding	the	functions	of	a	behavior	i.e.	what	purpose	is	this	behavior	serving?		This	is	done	through	understanding	the	functions	of	behavior.	New	skills	are	taught	primarily
through	the	principle	of	positive	reinforcement.	These	behavioral	processes	result	in	learning	via	stimulus	control	as	we	learn	to	respond	to	specific	stimuli	but	also	generalize	to	other	similar	stimuli.		The	debate	between	the	Verbal	Behavior	approach	and	Relational	Frame	Theory	continues	on	in	the	behavioral	sciences.	References	Cooper,	Heron	&
Heward.	(2007)	Applied	Behavior	Analysis:	2nd	Ed.	Pearson	Education.Torneke,	Niklas.	(2010).	Learning	RFT.	New	Harbinger	Publications.	If	you	want	to	keep	learning,	check	our	podcast	library	out!	Further	resources:	Are	you	looking	for	a	behavioral	health	professional	to	work	with?	Check	out	the	BHC	FindXpert	network!
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