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Here | outline answers to four questions: Whattheepossible meanings of various forms of
affectionate verbal behavior including “I love Xfié“I'm in love with X"? What contingencies might
produce corresponding romantic love, in naturdirsgd, between two particular persons? What ressur
are needed to put these contingencies into effé/ttat are some of the issues and concerns regarding
implementing these contingencies?
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Behavior analysts, like other scientists, haverede their philosophy, principles, and methods
from laboratory settings to settings where expenialecontrol is impractical or phenomena are comple
(Palmer, 1991, 2003; Palmer & Donahoe, 1991; Skirt®74, pp. 228-232). These inductive efforts are
called interpretations. The many interpretatiorespnted irfScience and Human Behavi@kinner,

1953) regarding, for example, “the self,” emotiangelligence, knowledge, and economic control have
been followed by interpretations of, for exampéaduage (Skinner, 1957); psychotherapy and
depression (Dougher, 1994; Ferster, 1972, 1973|eddlerg & Tsai, 1991); grief (Brasted &Callahan,
1984); competition (Schmitt, 1986); memory (Palm&91); vicarious learning (Masia & Chase, 1997);
life, personhood, and dying (Fraley, 1998); religiGurein, 1998); and intimacy (Cordova & Scott,
2001). Here | interpret love, particularly romartee.

For four reasons, | suspect the interpretationevwead here will enhance readers’ ability to
promote love. First, behavior analytic interpreiasi are down to earth. As you may already knowyilbr
soon see, behavior analysts focus on real physigalts rather than explanatory fictions such asvemt
attitudes and even love, as commonly understo@NseCorquodale & Meehl's [1948] discussion of
hypothetical constructs). Second, we focus onicglatbetween manipulable aspects of the environment
and behavior rather than on correlations betwedousbehavior-defined constructs. In other words,
most of our empirical research utilizes experimierathner than correlational methods. Third, we deek
understand and control the behavior of individuateer than aggregates. As you will see, understgnd
what characterizes “the aggregate person” is hieipfuwe need to know more if we are to understand
how we can induce a particular person to fall reld=inally, our approach has considerable sudness
producing large, important changes in the behafitine individual organism (Meehl, 1978). One of ou
most notable, recent achievements has been helptigiic children acquire verbal and social behavio
one child at a time (e.g., Ghezzi, Williams, & Gdrg99).

Surely, some portion of our success is due todtminhology we have developed. | fear, however,
that if | extensively use this terminology, | wodihit my readership. So, | have minimized termig,
though readers who have studied an introductorgiehanalytic text should be well prepared (e.g.,
Catania, 1998; Grant & Evans, 1994; Miltenbergéf4& Sulzer-Azaroff & Mayer, 1991).

There is one terminological issue, however, thatwst face. Although | focus on “romantic
love,” | will often use the verb "loving” ratherdh the noun "love" because “love,” as commonly used
suggests that within each of us resides an ineisfidtional “love goddess” that causes loving hétia
(e.g., Hineline, 1980). People who so conceive loften speak of loving behavior indexing, reflegtior
being an expression of the status of this “lovedg®d.” |, instead, as previously suggested, wdidv
such explanatory fictions and focus on manipulaBlgects of the world that may control loving bebavi
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(Skinner, 1953, Chap. 10; Woodworth, 1924, pp..3-6)ythermore, | will consider the organism that
engages in this behavior to not be a cause bce pthere genetic, historical, and contemporaneous
variables come together (Hineline, 1980. Watts0)9Hinally, | will assume that some loving behasio
like fantasizing and dreaming are not occurringame non-physical mind but beneath the skin of an
actual body (Palmer, 2003; Skinner, 1953, Chap1274).

Having provided a context, let me outline the manipss four sections. The first section
discusses the meanings of various affectionateavddhaviors, including "I'm in love with X.” Muchs
blueprints depict a home, these meanings spea@fpéavior to be conditioned or strengthened in
creating romantic loving. Because romantic lovindpeingin love is most often a necessary condition for
marriage (Hatfield & Rapson, 1996, Chap. 2), tteoad section discusses what a person might do to
create romantic loving. | will suppose that a martr “Jack” desires a particular “Jill” to fall iove with
him. The third section discusses whether Jackh®eesources to put these and other contingencies i
place. The fourth section discusses various issnésoncerns about what | have presented.

The Meanings of Various Forms of Affectionate VéiBahavior

We may specify the meaning of some entity by spamfthenetwork of relationsn which the
entity is embedded. For example, the meaning afrsgnm’s life resides in the antecedents that prediuc
the person's body and behavior and the consequthatesllow. Similarly, the meaning of the verbal
operants "l love X," and "I'm in love with X," rel& in the antecedents that produce these respandes
their consequences.

How might these antecedents be identified? The ngmtous method involves manipulating
antecedents to see whether and how they changevstlidl behavior. | know of only one study that
approximates such an experimental or functionalyaisa(Miltenberger, 2004, Chap. 13). Leigland
(1989) asked students to observe and explain thevim of a pigeon responding on several schedifles
food reinforcement. He then related each studeatisal behavior, particularly explanations that
appealed to explanatory fictions, to the pigeontgesiule-based behavior (also see Skinner, 195490sp.
91).

The resources to conduct such an experimental giaalf/saying "love X," where X names a
person, would be enormous. The analysis would kepkarly difficult because the stimuli that octas
"love X," unlike those for saying "triangle" or 'sgre," are widely distributed over time and plasze(
Baum, 1994, pp. 36-41; Rachlin, 1985). The mosttimral means for such an analysis requires creating
videos of two persons interacting in various cot#teand systematically manipulating the contexts an
behaviors to identify the stimuli that occasioniener's saying one person loves another.

Skinner, however, apparently without such expertaleamalyses interpreted verbal behavior:

The properties of a stimulus which are relevantwoking a response, either in the individual
speaker or according to the practices of a givemwnity, can be discovered only by
considering a series of occasions upon which tlop@rties are systematically varied and the
presence or absence of the response noted. (1931/7p

To be suregonsideringas used above, could refer to experimental aralyseit also can refer to
Skinner imagining or recalling, at his desk, theeaadents that control his verbal behavior. Inciog

he would have approximated what contemporary aglehaviorists call the behavioral interview
(Miltenberger, 2004, Chap. 13). He may then haveendirectly explored antecedent control by
observing if the presence/absence of these antetsect®varies with his or others’ verbal behaviar. |
observing these covariations, he would have appratéd a more direct functional assessment method,
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the ABC analysis which examines behavior as a fonaf immediate antecedents and consequences
(Miltenberger, 2004, Chap. 13).

Although affectionate verbal behavior is controllgdantecedents and consequences (e.g.,
Guerin, 1994, pp. 159-160), | will primarily focog antecedents. | will not, however, assume the
antecedents are precisely the same for each pé&tseartheless, to the extent we belong to the same
verbal community knowing what controls one perswatbhal behavior can help us specify what controls
another's. Surely, we cannot ordinarily specifyehdy training procedures that produced stimulus
control over a particular person's behavitthe problem of historicity," but we often cansdebe the
stimulus control because, within a community, vasicontingencies support the same control over the
behavior of many persons (Homans, 1974, pp. 40#483%. control is quite powerful. For example, in my
immediate family, no one says “love X" where X isinanimate object, yet | often hear people saling
love that cake,” “I love that dress on you,” efithough such use distresses me, neither | nor miyfam
can modify the contingencies of the larger verlmahunity.

Interpretations of Affectionate Verbal Behavior WX is Inanimate

In this section, | assume that X is inanimate ammbitler antecedents controlling saying "l like
X" because many of these antecedents may contimfélX" and "I'm in love with X.” Later, | conside
antecedents that may control other forms of afbeetie verbal behavior.

“l Like X,” “l love X,” and “I'm in love with X"

Consider Skinner's interpretation of the verbalrapt”liking" and other verbal responses under
similar stimulus control:

The expressions "l like Brahms," . . . "l enjoy Bres," and "Brahms pleases me" may easily be
taken to refer to feelings, but they can be regdrate statements that the music of Brahms is
reinforcing. A person of whom the expressions are will listen to the radio when it plays
Brahms rather than turn it off, buy and play recoaf Brahms, and go to concerts where Brahms
is played. (1974, p. 48)

Clearly, Skinner interprets such verbal behavidsepin part, a function of other behavior such as
listening, buying, and playing. | shall call sudhar behavior "primary behavior." The other deternits
of the above expressions are, of course, the gondithat control the primary behavior. For exampie
definition, establishing operations such as foqgrigation, not only render food reinforcing, butiease
the frequency of the primary behavior that has peed food (e.g., Michael, 2000).

Various verbal quantifiers may be controlled by ithies of one or more primary behaviors. As
rates of primary behavior increase that produce Peomit consuming X, a person may say "like X
somewhat," "like X very much," or "really like XSuch primary behavior is often incompatible with
alternative primary behavior that has producedrdtivs of reinforcers. In such choice situatiahs,
more reinforcing the forgone reinforcers the mdtely one may say "very much like X."

Verbal quantifiers may also be a function of scheslof reinforcement and punishment that
control primary behavior. Frequent primary behavior long temporal periods, controlled by
intermittent presentations of X may evoke sayinkg"X very much." Such utterances also are likely
when the rate of responding maintained by reinfmie® is insensitive to variations in punishment.
Consider, for example, the cigarette smoker whdigoes buying cigarettes given punishing cigarette
taxes.
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Most interesting is when primary behaviors théfediwidely in form are emitted over extended
temporal intervals until X occurs. As Skinner notegpressions [of liking] do not refer to instanads
reinforcement but rather a general susceptibi(it@74, p. 48). For example, drinking a deliciougeyi
received as a gift, may lead the recipient to @Bips, telephone shops, read magazines, send e-mai
messages, and browse the World Wide Web for wesitd,she can drink more of the same. Most
importantly, these behavioral patterns may evokingdlikes X very much,” or "loves X.” The wine
lover may emit behavior that not only has produtedwine but accompanying stimuli, for example,
printed and aural stimuli related to the producet #he region of origin. These stimuli may havedmee
reinforcing througtdirect correlation with the reinforcing aspects of drimki

Generalized reinforcers may also support primahabior of varying forms, at high rates, across
many situations. Generalized reinforcers are stithat have come before and have beeectly
correlated with many kinds of reinforcement andysamuently, their reinforcing function does not
depend on a particular establishing operation, ssdlood deprivation, being in effect. One may, for
example, "very much like money" because money bas lexchanged for various forms of
reinforcement. "Loving X” and "being passionate @#l¥" may be evoked by the control of generalized
reinforcers over primary behavior.

Other Affectionate Verbal Behavior Related to Rergment

Other forms of verbal responding may be contraigdhe extent X is reinforcing. "Enjoy" and
"please” were interpreted by Skinner, above, buemantecedents and behaviors may be noted.
Establishing operations that render X stronglyfgiring may evoke saying "enjoy X" rather than élik
X." Consider, for example, drinking cold water aftenning a considerable distance on a hot summer
day. Another establishing operation is responseiijpn. Though most people would probably not say
they "enjoy brushing their teeth," they may aftaving been deprived of brushing or otherwise clegni
their teeth for weeks (Timberlake & Allison, 1974).

Some forms of verbal responding may be controliee\ents occurring beneath our skins. For
example, saying X “makes me feel good," "makes efexed," or "gives me warm feelings" may be
controlled by the effects of reinforcers on ouriesdqsee Skinner's [1989, Chap. 1] discussion of
proprioceptive feedback). The private stimuli proeldi by often imagining X and privately talking to
oneself about X (commonly called thinking) may exdkcare for X," provided aspects of X have been
or are reinforcing (Fraley, 1998, p. 26; Skinn&74, p. 48). It should be noted, however, thagtkedor
X" can also be evoked by public primary behaviat #nhance X's reinforcing functions as, for exampl
in refilling a car's gas tank.

Obviously, | cannot interpret all forms of affectate verbal behavior. Here | note some
"residual” forms. The stimuli that evoke sayindd¥e X" and "I'm in love with X" may also evoke
"obsessed," "devoted," "fascinated," "absorbed’passionate." Such stimuli may also evoke saying "X
is important.” There are also responses such asta "miss X," and "yearn for X" that occur when
establishing operations are in effect that rendegiXforcing but X is unavailable. Finally, these“l am
satisfied with X” which may be jointly controlled/tX functioning as a reinforcer and the speaketheei
disposed to enhance X's reinforcing functions ngpdant X.

Interpretations of Affectionate Verbal Behavior \MhX is Human
In the section above, | assumed X was inanimate; hessume X is human. For example, Fehr
(1988) had people list features of love and ratd é@ature’s centrality. The resulting list of vakb

responses is long and interesting. The five feattated most central include: "trust,” "caring,btiesty,"
"friendship," and "respect." These empirical efaate helpful. Though they do not directly spetify
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antecedents that control saying “love X,” they gedify related verbal behaviors that may be coletdol
by the antecedents controlling “love X.”

Davis and Todd (Davis 1985; Davis & Todd, 1982,3)98sed Ossorio’s Paradigm Case
Formulation (1981) to specify features of humaerfdship and love. These features were organized to
describe “full-blown” or complete instances of lcaed friendship.

Features of Loving

Features of Passion Featuresof Caring
fascinating, championing or advocating,
desiring or experiencing sexual intimacy, giving the utmost

desiring or experiencing exclusive relations

Features of Friendship

enjoying, assisting, trusting, confiding, undersliag,
behaving spontaneously, accepting, respecting

Figure 1. Threeclustersof feature namesthat may jointly characterizeloving (based on Davis, 1985, p. 24). Note that the
figure presents names (verbal responses) and not actual features.

The “full-blown” or archetypal cases of loving afiigndship are illustrated in Figure 1. Note
well that the figure does not specify controllinigraili but only verbal responses, feature names,
presumably controlled by such stimuli. Just asaunght not confuse water with its name “water,” one
ought not to confuse, for example, sexual behawitir a name for such behavior “sexual intimacy.’eTh
archetypal case of loving is characterized by attent stimuli that evokall the listed feature-names and
assumes that the relationship between two persansitual and that both can behave similarly (equal
eligibility) but are constrained by sexual anatomy.

Davis and Todd (1985, p. 20) review how an archetygn describe an actual relationship.
Basically, if an archetype is sufficiently compldgwen an actual relationship can be described by
transforming the archetype. Such transformationslire: deleting a feature, varying a feature’s
aggregate level (over settings and times), or raobgly restricting a feature’s occurrence to patéc
settings and times. So, for example, an actualdskip might be described by the Features of Fsieipd
sans “behaving spontaneouslyspontaneous behavior might be absent, becaugeeos@n often
punishes the other’s behavior. The relationshiphirsgjll be described as a friendship but one nhtke
one person’s lack of spontaneity. How many featacesd further be removed before the relationship
would not be described as a friendship? It all depeon the verbal community. Unlike mathematics
where conventions are taught regarding, for exantipbenecessary and sufficient conditions for
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geometric forms, there are no formal conventiormiathe stimulus conditions that evoke affectionate
verbal behavior.

To explore the validity of their archetypes, Daaigl Todd (1982, 1985) asked participants,
usually college students, to complete the RelatignRating Form (RRF, Davis, 1996) regarding, for
example, their relations with their spouse/lovestdriend, and close friend of the opposite sex.
Participants complete the RRF by answering feateieged questions. For example, relevant to
“fascinating” is the question: “Does it give yolepbure just to watch or look at this person (Da896,
p. 5)?" Davis and Todd present data, averaged siparsicipants, that indicate their archetypes well
characterize and differentiate such actual relation

Let’s review David and Todd’s discussions of thiesdures (Davis, 1985; Davis & Todd, 1982,
1985) and the RRF to consider how reinforcementpaumishment may be related to love and friendship.
First consider the Features of Friendship (DaviBafid, 1985):

1. A recipient’s “enjoying a source's company, the source’s “assisting’nhiresi of need,
and the recipient’s “trusting” the source to behiwvevays benefiting the recipient
appear controlled by receiving or providing reikns. Related to “enjoying” the
source’s company but not listed is "doing thinggetber" (Davis, 1996) which may be
controlled by mutually reinforcing activities suak both persons playing tennis
together. To the extent it takes two persons t@agagdn such activities each may
mediate reinforcement. Also, doing things togettar promote reinforcing discussions
as in both persons discussing tennis. Another pitiggis that doing things together
promotes propinquity which facilitates exchangiemforcers.

2. The recipient’s “confidingin the source, may be controlled by the recipietft s
disclosing to the source because the source listashslisclosure has permitted the
source to respond appropriately to the recipient.

3. The source’s understandiny the basis for the recipient's behavior may berotiat by
the source describing determinants of the reciidmhavior as well as responding
appropriately to the recipient's behavior.

4. The recipient’s “behaving spontaneously” and thaee's “acceptingthe recipient as
he or she is may be controlled by the source ringysinishment to change the
recipient’s behavior.

5. Finally, the source’s “respectingfie recipient's good judgment regarding life cheice
may be controlled by the source reinforcing rathan punishing the recipient's verbal
and nonverbal behavior because the recipient hzergily behaved effectively.

Next, consider Davis’s (1985) discussion of thatkees of Caring:

1. The source’s “giving the utmdssometimes to the point of self-sacrifice when the
recipient is in need, may refer to the source fimgoeinforcement and providing
reinforcers when establishing operations are iectffor the recipient.

2. The source’s “championing/advocating for the remmpi so the recipient will succeed
suggests social reinforcement.
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Finally, consider Davis’s (1985) discussion of Beatures of Passion:

1. The recipient’s “fascinatirigabout the source, as in often thinking about amaining
the source even when the source is absent (D&@8§) 1suggests the recipient’s private
perceptual and verbal behaviors are controllechbysburce exclusively providing
classes of reinforcement (as outlined below) aatirdlevant establishing operations are
in effect.

2. The recipient’s “desiring/experiencing sexual irdity’ with the source may be
controlled by the source's body and behavior beigces of sexual establishing
operations which, by definition, establish sexugtdwvior as reinforcing and evoke
behavior that has produced sexual contact. For pbeartihe source’s cologne may, for
the recipient, establish intercourse as a reinfaaiod evoke behavior that has previously
produced intercourse.

3. Finally, “desiring/experiencing exclusive relatidms the sense of the recipient only
engaging in certain activities with the source avihg unique feelings about the source
(Davis, 1996) may again be due to the source eixellysproviding classes of
reinforcement as detailed below.

And what about the features that characterize rtéimbving? Davis graphically compared
“spouse/lovers” (who | presume wendove) and “close friends” in terms of their RRF profild985,
pp. 26-27). The features characterizing relatioits ane’s “spouse/lover” were much like those
characterizing “close friends” except the Featwfd3assion were much more frequent. Berscheid has
reviewed her own work and that of others and redehgimilar conclusion: beirig love or romantic
loving is characterized by features that charamtdiriendship plus sexual desire (Berscheid, 2006).

Caveats Regarding the Meanings of Various Forn#sfigictionate Verbal Behavior

The interpretations | have offered revolve arouradoncept of reinforcement. By definition,
reinforcers are response contingent events the¢ase the rate of future responding. This is atfanal
definition and we should not assume that the vaspatants used in everyday speech like "like X,"
"enjoy X," and "X is a reward" are controlled byaely the same stimuli that control a behavioristisg
"reinforcer" (Catania, 1998, Table 5-1, p. 69; P®-79).

Also, although we can often identify reinforcershout benefit of a functional analysis, we can
be wrong. Falling from high places, physically rasting behavior, and groaning can be reinforcers
according to the functional definition though mpstsons would probably not immediately think so
(Catania, 1998, pp. 78-79). Such varying formseaiforcement may help explain the "mystery of love"
as suggested by "What does she see in him?"

Creating Romantic Loving

In the sections above, | discussed the meaningridus forms of affectionate verbal behavior by
primarily considering reinforcement-related antes#d. In this section, | will outline how a fictiain
character, Jack, could induce a particular Jidd¢oordingly fall romantically in love (also seeir8ier,
1953, pp. 164-167). Most importantly, | will advidack to consequate Jill's orienting, approach, and
other appropriate behavior with a variety of reio@s, particularly reinforcers that are scarce and
idiosyncratic to Jill (Gewirtz, 1972a). Before pidivng the details, there are several issues | mddtess.
These include using laboratory-based proceduresetiie romantic loving, assuming human behavior is
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determined and controllable, and behaving ethicallso, | want to tell you more about our fictional
characters and describe some of the proceduresdtlat produce their initially orienting towardsdan
affiliating with each other.

Using Laboratory-Based Procedures to Ethically GeeBomantic Loving

My objective is not to describe how love ordinadigvelops in natural settings. That appears to
be a goal of social psychologists and other stisdeintiose relationships (e.g., Berscheid & Re#8981
pp. 222-226; Hatfield & Rapson, 1996; VangelistP&riman, 2006). My objective is to outline how one
could use behavior analytic philosophy and labeygtoocedures to understand and create loving
between two particular persons in natural settiligs.easy to confuse these objectives becausadixty
laboratory procedures to natural settings requissussing behavior in natural settings. Also kprd
behavioral interpretations of how loving may chairgeatural settings but, unless explicitly noteam
not describing how loving ordinarily changes inumat settings.

Because many of my "ideas" come from the laboydtwiill describe procedures that are
atypical of natural settings. To be sure, themaugh to learn from naturalistic observation butsider,
for example, how poorly autistic children functidriea their natural settings until they receivedessive,
laboratory-based training, atypical of those sg#ifLovaas, 1993).

Also, much of my discussion will focus on contmlsuccessful experimental science implies
behaviors’ lawfulness and controllability (see &gum, 1994, pp. 10-16). From a behavior analytic
standpoint the issue is not whether behavior isrdghed but how obvious are its determinants ahd, o
course, the appropriateness of manipulation (seen&k 1974, Chap. 12). A technology of loving ¢en
abused as, for example, by a swindler. But thisrtelogy can also enhance relationships. Consider, f
example, Maurice's (1993) comments about her daugto was diagnosed as autistic and was
benefiting from applied behavior analytic procedure

How do we make her love us? That was the questiaich | had no clear answer. It was

a source of continuing sadness for me that sheegamuninterested in those who loved her.
She still almost never approached or greeted angpoataneously. Just because she had said
"Hi Daddy" once did not mean that we could countento do it again(p. 146)

A final concern is ethical. | will be advising Jagk disposing Jill to fall in love with him. For
example, using the inductive approach characteiidtapplied behavior analysis, Jack might infoilgnal
conduct functional assessments to discover coimgolariables (Miltenberger, 2004, Chap. 13) arehth
tinker with various environmental variables untilifslbehavior is appropriate (see e.g., Dermer @chi
1999, pp. 58-59; Sulzer-Azaroff & Mayer, 1991, S&cUsing such procedures raises many ethical
issues, most notably our not initially seekingslithformed consent. | will assume, however, tlilhisJ
"in the market" for a partner and that Jill's fadjiin love may, therefore, be in her immediateragdge
Ethical issues, of course, are less troublesordaci used such an approach because of his life
experiences. Suppose, for example, that Jack reraésed by loving parents who implicitly used an
inductive/experimental approach or he had complatedurse in applied behavior analysis.

Our Characters, Their Lives, and Their Initial Oning and Affiliating Behavior

Let me tell you a bit more about our charactersthei lives, and discuss laboratory procedures
that could produce Jack and Jill's initial oriegtimwards and affiliating with each other.
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First, | will assume that Jack and Jill do not es@nt average or modal persons but rather persons
living in a modern Western culture who work neasteather. Furthermore, | will assume that they
manage their lives well, are sexually attractedach other, and are disposed to affiliate with edbbr.

In assuming that both are disposed towards muffit#on, | have finessed discussing a host of
important biological and environmental determinanitiitial orienting and affiliating behavior (see
Berscheid & Reis, 1998). Below, however, | notergdevance of some basic laboratory procedures to
understanding such affiliation and | anticipate osing these procedures to create romantic loving.

Jack’s orienting towards and affiliating with Xihn most usefully be considered operant
behavior, behavior controlled by consequences. &wdrehavior can be brought under the control of
antecedent stimuli through discrimination trainiBgiring such training, affiliation is reinforced the
presence of one stimulus but not in the presenemather stimulus. Subsequently the former
(discriminative) stimulus may occasion affiliatidihe establishing operations are in effect fa th
reinforcers used during training. Moreover, theesithe of reinforcement may later be thinned so the
affiliation appears to be a function of antecedanis not consequences.

Let's consider some examples of such discrimigastimulus control. Hill's (1968) discussion
of how evaluative statements and opinions may fanes reinforcers assumes they have functioned as
antecedents in discrimination training procedufFes.example, Jack might have interacted with people
who said they enjoyed Mozart and who more oftenfoeted Jack’s affiliation than people who did not
make such statements. So, Jill's stating that sjeys Mozart might occasion Jack’s affiliation. Evié
Jill never spoke, the way Jill looks, walks, dressgc. may bérmally similarto the discriminative
stimuli that others have presented when Jack’Badftin to these others was reinforced. So, Jack’s
subsequent orienting and approaching Jill may Berdeed as the generalization of discriminative
stimulus control. Indeed, such generalization mapglain “love at first sight” (Keller & Schoenfeld
1950, pp. 375-376).

Other procedures may explain Jack’s initial affibn. Relational framing procedures render
stimuli capable of evoking affiliation although tetmuli are formally unlike discriminative stimuhat
occasion Jack’s affiliation (Fields & Reeve 200hy#es, Barnes-Holmes, & Roche, 2001). Instructions
also could evoke affiliation as in someone advisiagk to affiliate with Jill (O’Hora & Barnes-Holrag
2004). There is also the possibility of delayedatibn: Jack may affiliate with Jill not becausek has
ever been reinforced for affiliating with Jill bisécause Jack has seen Jill reinforce others’aftit
(Deguchi 1984; Masia & Chase, 1997).

Many of the forms of control noted above may sunentatstrongly evoke Jack’s affiliation or at
least Jack’s orienting towards and yearning tdiafff with Jill. (See e.g., Tennov’'s [1979] disdossof
limerence.) Of course, for most Jacks and Jillaniy@ied training procedures/contingencies are
hypothetical, that is, we again face “the probldrhistoricity.” All we usually know are the effectd
these presumed contingencies. As for our JacK] bagume that he yearns for Jill's love, wantkriow
how to win it, and has noble intentions. So, | kadliise him accordingly.

Identifying Reinforcers through Functional Assessime

Most romantic behavior, like affiliation, can bést understood as operant behavior. It is,
therefore, important to consider how Jack mighbfidg reinforcers.

Early in a relationship, Jack might use ABC anay@diltenberger, 2004, Chap. 13). For

example, suppose that Jack and Jill ate lunchaitdbe same time and often stood in line at a
delicatessen where they occasionally briefly cldlatfeJack sometimes stood behind Jill, he could
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observe her scanning the overheard menu (a deésorigtantecedents), ordering a tuna salad sandwich
(behavior), and later receiving it (consequencajet-Jack might observe Jill with her tuna sandwich
her plate (antecedent), bringing the sandwich tonteuth (behavior), and eating it (consequence).
Patterns like these suggest that a tuna sandwitleating it are reinforcers.

It would be most helpful, however, if Jack couldndify other reinforcers. Perhaps he could
identify reinforcers by listening to what Jill sayJill might, for example, say "I like Miller Highife ©. "
As discussed earlier, saying "l like X" may be coled by the extent X has been a reinforcer. But |
would not advise Jack, therefore, indiscriminatelyse beer even Miller High Lifdas a reinforcer.
Besides the possibility of lying (see Skinner, 195uch "expressions do not refer to instances of
reinforcement but rather to a general suscepftolitiack of it" (Skinner, 1974, p. 48). That idl thay
say "l like Miller High Life® because the beer has functioned as a reinforcamie settings (e.g.,
during a picnic or evening party) and for some b@&tgalooking, approaching, and drinking) but not i
every setting and for every behavior. Everyday leagg is often imprecise. Contrariwise, if Jack
overheard Jill saying "I like drinking Miller Highife ® at parties.” Jack might behave more effectively.

Later in a relationship, scatter-plots of the frency or duration of behavior as a function of days
of the week, time of day, and setting may furthelphlack identify reinforcers (Miltenberger, 2004,
Chap. 13; also see “ecobehavioral assessment giSfiiaroff & Mayer, 1991). Also helpful is the
response deprivation hypothesis which suggestdb#favior will function as a reinforcer to the extis
current frequency or duration is below typical lev@imberlake & Farmer-Dougan, 1991).

Of course functional analyses most rigorously wé@stther an event is reinforcing. To conduct
these analyses Jack must manipulate establishigrgtigns and consequences to examine when and if
the consequences control Jill's operant behavilbroflcourse, is likely to much resent such mairtdggion
and | would advise Jack, therefore, to use theetattional procedures outlined above. These proesdur
will permit Jack to identify many reinforcers. Whie provides them, Jill may call him a "mind redder
though he was just carefully observing Jill's bebraand identifying potential controlling variables

Creating Discriminative Stimuli that Occasion Aétion
by Using Generic, Abundant Reinforcers and Idiesstic Scarce Reinforcers

Now that Jack can begin to identify reinforcersioluld advise Jack to initially make them
available contingent on Jill's orienting, approaahd other appropriate behavior (Gewirtz, 1972a,
1972b). In so doing Jack would be establishingobidy and behavior as discriminative stimuli. If
implemented correctly Jack could increase his "afies suggested by the affectionate verbal regsons
"wanting to be with the other" (Fehr, 1988, Tableahd "enjoying the other's company" (Davis, 1996)
Let us consider two classes of reinforcers: (apgenin the sense that they can be effective éarly
everyone and are often abundant in a culture; Bnidipsyncratic, in the sense that they can bectffe
for only one or a few other persons and are saataéve to the recipient's repertoire and socitileon

Reinforcing Affiliation with Generic, Abundant Rigircers

Let's assume that one Friday, Jack watched Jikoheér usual tuna salad sandwich and heard the
clerk report, “Sorry but we're sold out.” At thigimt, Jack stepped in and said, “I've got an extra
sandwich. Would you like to try it?” Let's assurhattJill accepted the offer and dined with Jack.

In principle, Jill's having eaten the sandwich rrayease affiliation given comparable
operations are in effect. When food next functiags reinforcer at lunch, Jill might be inclined to
affiliate with Jack. The greater the functional malence of establishing operations and stimutht®
original conditions, the more likely the affiliatio
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One kind of reinforcer such as a tuna salad satgvwaiowever, will not maintain Jill's affiliating
with Jack because the establishing operationswtlalways be in effect that make tuna salad sastohsi
reinforcing and that activate behavior that hasipresly produced such sandwiches. Moreover, Jatik wi
probably not be excited to discover that Jill ompproaches him when tuna salad sandwiches are
reinforcing. Indeed, Jack may complain about beisgd and assert that Jill is interested in turedsal
sandwiches and not him (Seligman, Fazio, & ZanB880}!

To broaden the classes of establishing operatimisnay come to control Jill's behavior, Jack
should contingently provide other classes of raitdos when Jill affiliates. In this way, the disnimative
function of the stimuli he presents will persistaese they do not depend on a single establishing
operation. Jack could, for example, provide sexdgdrinks, or his warm body, contingent on Jill's
affiliation. Given such a history, Jill may moreduently affiliate than if Jack had only provideda
salad sandwiches.

Jack should also reinforce affiliation at just atbauy time or place (provided neither Jill nor
others are offended). In this way, the discrimivestimuli from Jack's body and behavior will
additionally be freed from control by various temgd@and spatial variables. Interestingly, undest¢he
contingencies Jack's physical features should begeinforcing independent of apgrticular
establishing operation. Jill, consequently, migktwphotographs of Jack when he is unavailable even
though a photograph cannot provide the reinfordack provides. Indeed, Jill might assert that tiere
something intrinsically attractive about Jack aechtay stop complaining about being used. In prlacip
though, Jack's physical features have become deeeraeinforcers because they have antedated and
been correlated with various classes of reinforcgme

Similar procedures were described by Miller areg8i (1972) for creating loving. The strategy
of rendering one's body and behavior sources cfidigative stimuli occasioning affiliation and
generalized reinforcers follows from a number afténg approaches (also see Blau, 1964). Jack may
become the most captivating person that "ever waitki® Jill's life," if Jill is socially unskillear, for
other reasons, Jill cannot readily affiliate with&rs who provide comparable reinforcers. Jackisutis
control over Jill's primary behavior may evoke madfectionate verbal behavior related to reinfoream
including "I'm in love with Jack."

But if Jill is skilled and can access alternatieverses of comparable reinforcers this strategy may
fail. The wheels of industry critically depend osople captivating others by providing goods thétafh
assembly lines or services that do not criticalipehd on idiosyncrasies. If Jack almost exclusively
consequates Jill's affiliation with abundant reiofs, then she may eventually affiliate with otheho
can provide them more immediately or in greatemtjtyathan can Jack. This may happen if Jill's abci
skills improve or she comes to live in a differeatial milieu.

Reinforcing Affiliation with Scarce and IdiosyndtaReinforcers

Critical to whether Jack is ‘just another guy” betobject of Jill's passion are the kinds of
reinforcers Jack provides. Although | would advsek to provide a variety of generic, abundant
reinforcers, | would also advise him to provideastkinds of reinforcers as suggested by Gewirtz's
analysis of a child’'s behavior regarding a primeaye taker (1972a). The implications of Gewirtz’s
analysis are quite clear: Jack should bring Jilfienting, approach, and other appropriate behawider
the control of discriminative and reinforcers thaty he can readily provide. That is, Jack can begtice
Jill's affiliation with others by consequating tadfiliation with him, with a wide variety of scarce
reinforcers. Because many of these reinforcerstailered” to Jill, | call them idiosyncratic reinfcers.

462



The Behavior Analyst Today Volume 7, Number 4, 2006

Although other theorists, besides Gewirtz, havdenalated observations, their discussions are
brief (Altman & Taylor, 1973, p. 130-131; Berschel®85, pp. 439-440; Blau, 1964, p. 80; Borowitz,
1969; Foa & Foa, 1980; Homans, 1974, pp. 65-66hRka 1980, p. 46; Rosenblatt, 1977, p. 79). Yet,
specifying scarce and idiosyncratic reinforcers tpayhe most interesting aspect of a behavior &naly
approach to creating romantic loving.

The widespread control that Jack may exert oW Behavior, called "falling in love," may
occur across repeated affiliative sequences (geefdtman & Taylor, 1973; Laurenceau & Kleinman,
2006; Levinger, 1974). During these sequences, staaldld prompt and reinforce Jill's descriptiond an
evaluations of her current circumstances, famitjidhood, and eventually herself. Jill's self-disslires
may best be prompted and reinforced by Jack sstialiing (Greene, Derlega, & Mathews, 2006). As
before, during these affiliative sequences, Jackilshalso observe current variables controllintgJil
behavior. Consequently, Jack's actions may be @tadrby whether Jill "is sensitive to certain kénalf
stimuli, whether [she] responds to certain kindseiriforcement, whether at the moment [she] exbibit
certain states of deprivation, and so on" (Skinh®83, p. 314). In short, Jack ought to know or
understand Jill as no one else (see Gottman & Si@O1, Chap. 3)!

Below, | discuss various potential scarce and igiogatic reinforcers. These are the reinforcers
that may produce "fascinating" and "desiring exeliselations” (Davis, 1985; Davis & Todd, 1982Qan
evoke verbal responses such as "miss other whet)"djadtachment” (Fehr, 1988, Table 2), "If | were
lonely, my first thought would be to seek [Jack}'diRubin, 1970), and “| would feel deep despair if
[Jack] left me” (Hatfield & Sprecher, 1986).

Listening.Jill may be disposed to talk but often there isandience or only a punitive audience.
Jack should listen to Jill. Jack’s behavior oughbé appropriate to Jill's in being, for exampleintere,”
“understanding,” and “caring” (see the discussibfr@sponsiveness” in Laurenceau & Kleinman, 2006).
To be sure Jill speech may reveal important caimigplariables, but the major point here is forklae
support Jill's speaking. If Jack refrains from mhing Jill's verbal behavior, then Jack may be oie
few people with whom Jill can speak freely.

Respectingl've already depicted Jack as sensitive to thiabias that control Jill's behavior, at
least in the sense of being capable of descrilhiagt | would advise Jack to take these controlling
variables into account before behaving in ways dfffect Jill. For example, if Jill exercises dady7 PM
he should refrain, without Jill's prompting, froeheduling conflicting activities at that time.

There are, of course, other ways of respectitigvilli explicitly describe her wishes, feelings,
wants, or values. Such verbal behavior may desceinéorcing contingencies, potentially idiosynétat
to Jill. To the extent Jack provides the descriteiaforcement he will be “influenced by," "consider
of," or "respecting” Jill (see Gottman & Silver,@Q Chap. 6). Also, he will be reinforcing her
descriptions of reinforcing contingencies which niagher enhance his doing "the right thing" in the
future.

Solving Personal ProblemH.a complicated problem arises in Jill's life tlshe cannot solve,
Jack may be one of a few people who can, wherthelghroblem, readily offer helpful advice or even
specify behavior that will terminate the probleragsSkinner's interpretation of "having a problem,"
1953, pp. 246-252). Problems are aversive; Jadkis@can become reinforcing because it has been
correlated with terminating aversive stimuli (Ba&alizio, 1983). Worth noting, is that Jack again
will have been reinforcing Jill's descriptions Inotv descriptions of problems. Jack ought to proamut
carefully listen to Jill's daily descriptions ofrH#e so he can continue to help her.
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Predicting Personal OutcomeAt times Jill may be unsure of what to do in peasituations.
She may, for example, be unable to decide whetheteawritten to a friend will be effective. If Ulas
spoken to Jack about this friend or Jack has iatedawith this person, Jack's confirmation (Skinner
1957, p. 425) may reliably precede the note's tfferwess and his dissent may precede its failak's
predictions may acquire a reinforcing function unitkés circumstance (Perone & Baron, 1980). IfsJill
behavior is changed as a result of Jack's comnagiltshe problem is solved, then this is merely an
instance of helping solve personal problems.

Changing the Topidf Jill has a problem that remains insolvable ahd publicly talks about the
difficulty (so called “thinking out loud”), Jack migrovide distracting stimuli. Of all people, Jardn
best do this because he can specify when and wimatlissvoke behavior incompatible with Jill's pidl
(or private) problem-related behavior. Compulsiviiynking about an insolvable problem is aversive;
stimuli from Jack can acquire a reinforcing funotlwy being correlated with the termination of such
aversive behavior.

Sometimes, of course, Jill may not at all publidiscuss a problem because of a history of
punishment. But Jill need not tell Jack that stedsfembarrassed or guilty; changes in her publabier
may suffice. Stimuli that ordinarily produce Jillaking, eating, or playing may be ineffective.€Th
reduced frequency of such behavior may again evakk's presenting stimuli that produce incompatible
behavior. Jill might again describe Jack as a “mmgatler.”

Administering Behavior Therapilere, | can only note or outline a few behavi@répies and
techniques. Interested readers can access thésdgt@ionsulting my sources.

If Jack has reinforced Jill's discussing minorgheons and Jack generally has not punished Jill's
blunders then Jack may shape disclosure aboutimorete problems. Intimacy may be interpreted, in
part, to include verbal operants that describe Wiehaulnerable to interpersonal punishment (Coed&v
Scott, 2001).

Jill may feel anxious because she had engagedhiisipable behavior and some aspect of the
environment now elicits aversive respondents (Skinh953, Chaps. 11 & 12). For example, Jill may
have long ago stolen money from her mother’s pargkcurrent stimulation evokes her visualizing her
stealing or covertly describing it. Jill may beustant to publicly describe such vulnerable behaBat
changes in Jill's public behavior and Jack's iiitgtiib describe events that changed Jill's pubdibawior
may evoke his asking, "What's wrong?" Of coursks, jitossible that Jill may be experiencing a free-
floating anxiety and be incapable of visualizinglescribing the causes (see Skinner's interpratafio
repression, 1953).

Jack may administer probes, supplementary stithatievoke responses that Jack could not
describe beforehand, in helping Jill visualize dedcribe punishable behavior (Skinner, 1957, pp- 25
268). If Jill's punishable behavior and descriptiaf this behavior had been followed by stimulittha
elicited aversive respondents (such as being remded or even physically assaulted) then respondent
conditioning may account for why her later visuialigzand describing this behavior makes her anxious
(produces aversive respondents). In principleadkXan evoke Jill's visualizing and describing the
behavior while functioning as a "nonpunishing ande' (Skinner, 1953, p. 370) then a respondent
extinction procedure is in effect (see Dougher, 4t ®kinner, 1953, pp. 370-371; Stampfl, 1975). In
greater detail, her covertly visualizing and pulldescribing the punished behavior to Jack progluce
private aversive stimulation but this stimulatiomwis not correlated with public stimuli that elicit
aversive respondents. So the private stimuli maptme less aversive. Worth noting is that much the
same effect might be achieved, via the same betaviwchanism, should Jill visualize and descrige h
punishable behavior while praying.
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Because a person or "self" is not merely a bodysbalso characterized by certain behavioral
patterns (Fraley, 1998; Keller & Schoenfeld, 1950369), Jill may report "feeling like a new person
having "a new self" because personally aversivetieh such as muscle tension and pain have
diminished or disappeared (also see, Maslow, 18.7035). Because verbal intimacy with Jack
eliminated such non-verbal behavior (Cordova & §&f01), she may describe herself as "feeling
relaxed with Jack" and "feeling free to talk abanything" with him (Fehr, 1988, Table 2). Jacketiss
as a reinforcer may be enhanced because his peesasa@gain been correlated with the termination of
aversive stimuli.

If Jill currently lives among people who repeatesiheak of sin, sinners, and punishment,
however, this might counteract Jack's work. In daise, Jack might instead attempt Mowrer’s "intggri
therapy." For Mowrer (1964):

Guilt is the fear a person feels after having cottedian act which is disapproved by the
significant others in his life, before the act etekcted or confessed. Guilt, in short, is the fefar
being found out and punished . . . . And it pesdiisé., does not extinguish) for precisely the
reason that in human society the mere passagenefdioes not reduce culpability. Under the
circumstances specified, the original act, is meesrocompounded by deception, which becomes
an ongoing "sin" which was not merely committechthet is still being practiced and
perpetuated, here and now. (p. 226)

As an integrity therapist Jack might not only sup@ddl's visualizing and describing her theft but
also advise her to confess to other significanpfem her life, make restitution, and behave betfe
however, in the past these behaviors had not peatiacceptance then integrity therapy may fail. gadl
the significant others in Jill's life may have cimted to discuss her transgressions and condemti Jil
Jill were raised this way then perhaps Jack shonlg prompt her confession and her promise to do
better. Indeed, in discussing restitution Jack migéntion that Jill has paid sufficiently in guilty
behavior. Jack should not again discuss Jill'spnggriate behavior. Jill may come to no longer cesp
guiltily, at least in Jack's presence.

In the above example, | assumed that the contgollariables for Jill's anxious responding could
be identified but identification may be impossiltethis circumstance, Jack may focus on the
undesirable behavior and related behaviors. Fanpkg suppose Jill is concerned about her excessive
negative thinking about a family member and sh&séack’s help. Regarding this person, Jack might
ask her to covertly count daily, for just one moving thoughts and feelings. She might, for exampl
think about the holidays and celebrations she shaith this person, joy this person has evoked,raerd
concern for this person’s well being. From sessmaession Jill could plot her counts of positive
thoughts and attempt to beat her “personal beshatkhight nine such 1-min sessions do? Given such
problem behavior, Cooper (1991) counted his pasiind negative thoughtsroughout the dagnd
found the 1-min sessions increased his daily confrp®sitive thoughts and decreased his daily coaht
negative thoughts. Moreover, this effect persiétedour months after he terminated the sessions.
Although others might advise Jill to “count herddimgs” regarding such a family member, Jack might
recommend she count them as fast as she can far daihy!

Above, Cooper (1991) reduced the frequency of afesinable behavior, negative thinking, by
increasing the frequency of a desirable behavimsitipe thinking.. His work illustrates an importaand
valuable strategy, the constructional approachdi@oiond, 1974). It can be further illustrated by
supposing that Jill repeatedly shows up late osessppointments. Others might focus on her tasdine
and contingently “lecture” her. Jack, instead, #thdocus on increasing the frequency of alternative
useful behavior. For example, he might ask J8hié considers her tardiness serious. If so, thghtmi
schedule a series wvirtual appointments, one per day, at agreed upon timethe&e times, Jill could
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leave a message on the answering machine untiegitesay, ten successive virtual appointmentk, Jac
of course, could agree to reinforce each keptaippointment; he could, for example, comply veith
modest request that Jill had recorded on the madrioffer praise. Will this work? Such "positive
practice” (Sulzer-Azaroff & Mayer, 1991) enhanced poor appointment keeping. Interestingly, | had
often failed to keep appointments because | had tadking to others. Nevertheless, this construntio
procedure worked although the opportunity to takkained.

The approaches above may reduce Jill's troubledmhavior, but behavior cannot always be
changed. For example, it may be difficult to eliatimaversive private behavior as suggested bymeddt
frame theory (Friman, Hayes, & Wilson, 1998). Thiotigat theory is too complicated to summarize here
(see Hayes, Barnes-Holmes, & Roche, 2001), Jadhdui attending graduate school) could use aspects
of the related Acceptance and Commitment Thera@T(AHayes & Strosahl, 2004). For example, Jack
might help Jill differentiate between some avergivent and related, unwanted, uncontrollable, axers
private behavior. Despite such private behaviok gacild support Jill's working to attain her vallmab
goals.

Eliciting and Conditioning Sexual Behavids noted earlier beinigy love or romantic loving is
characterized by the features that characterieadship plus sexual desire (Berscheid, 2006; Me§ers
Berscheid, 1997), so we must address sexual dtdiliés to romantically love Jack. Above, we
assumed that Jack and Jill were initially sexuattyacted to each other but Jack may further erghhisc
sex appeal.

Although various stimuli--such as tactile stimutattiof the genitalia--are sexual eliciting stimuli,
Jack should discover what works best for Jill all asthe requisite establishing operations. Me$ptul
would be Jill prompting and reinforcing Jack’s apmiate behavior before and during sexual episodes
(see “sensate focus,” Masters & Johnson, 1970; &asvDurlak, 1997).

Certain features of Jack's body (e.g., his haigst) and behavior will come just before
unconditioned sexual eliciting stimuli (e.g., gahitimulation). These antecedents will becometigls
stimuli if it is additionally true that: stimulatioof Jill's genitalia is more likely given the peese of
Jack’s hairy chest than is stimulation given theeabe of Jack's hairy chest.

Unfortunately, for Jack, to the extent other peggilare Jack's physical features or use Jack's
brand of cologne these stimuli may also elicit s¢xaspondents. Jack should, therefore, attempt to
produce unique, sexual, eliciting stimuli. Jack dilldnay, for example, develop a secret erotiglayge.
Most naturally, certain idiosyncratic features afis body and behavior will be correlated withusgx
stimulation.

As in the case of reinforcing affiliation, | woutdcommend that Jack administer the conditioned
and most effective unconditioned sexual elicititigyali at just about any time or place (provideldigi
not offended). In this way, the conditioned stirisutiontrol will be independent of various tempeuadi
spatial variables.

Worth noting, is that although Jill may have eegidysex with others who she merely liked, Jack
may "turn her on like no one else" (see Maslow, 0197 182) because he has provided many
idiosyncratic, scarce reinforcers that have enhdihee efficacy and has not used punishment (see
Branden, 1980, p. 85-87).

Creating Shared Meanin@hared meaning can refer to the same stimuluperation
functioning equivalently for two or more personsr Example, above, | suggested that Jack and Jill
develop a secret erotic language. Its words cfundtion as conditioned reinforcers and elicit ssxu
respondents for Jack and Jill.
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Couples may create other forms of shared mea@ngfan & Silver, 2001, Chap. 11). For
example, Jack and Jill may use reinforcers to éstatime-correlated events as stimuli for mutual
affiliation. They may, for example, regularly celate the anniversary of their first meeting, orregall
each other daily, at the same time. Others mayefargnot even know that such times have such
meaning, but not Jack and Jill. Objects and platfes other forms of stimulation which can be
conditioned to function equivalently only for Jaakd Jill.

If Jack and Jill come to share their lives forat#es, then contingencies under which they have
both lived will produce shared meaning. Later, they reminisce by providing each other with scarce,
verbal stimuli that function as reinforcers as veallevoke behavior related to their past. Only Jack
example, may know that mentioning "Mr. and Mrs. &artment" elicits warm, reinforcing respondents
down Jill's spine as well as evokes her imaginirgapartment. Moreover, as time passes Jill'syabili
describe the apartment without additional promptiray diminish. Jack's providing such scarce and
idiosyncratic prompts may be particularly reinfoigi Dorothy Ogrizovich remarried after her first
marriage had ended in divorce. She noted:

Memories are the scrapbook of a life. Without thgoa, have given up a piece of yourself. | make
this point only to stress that when couples aresittering divorce, they should also be aware of
this subtle loss, which can be as painful as thbaeare so often publicized. . . .The wages of
divorce or an untimely death of one's partner angortunately, the same. They represent the
loss of an intangible treasure: shared memorie8861 p. 9E)

Resources

In the last section, | specified how Jack couldiage matters, particularly using reinforcers, so
that his body and behavior could occasion Jilfdiaion and her falling in love as well as heriging
various forms of affectionate verbal behavior. Hedescuss whether Jack has the capabilities ane td
put my advice into effect, as well as social suppeyond his relationship with Jill.

Capabilities

Capabilities are usually conceptualized as hypathletonstructs but they often simply name
behavior that has occurred for extended durationgiious settings but is not presently occurrivg.
say, for example, that people are capable of spgakinglish when we've heard them speak English for
weeks while in Menomonie and Milwaukee but theyraoepresently speaking English. If Jack were
fortunate, he acquired many of the capabilitiexdiesd in this section while interacting with membef
his immediate family and friends.

We may ask whether Jack can behave in ways, cleasdit of friendship, that reinforce Jill's
behavior. If Jill enjoys tennis, can Jack play iefirif Jill enjoys political discussion, can Jack
appropriately discuss politics? Many of the repestothat Jack may need may be complex. If Jack is
without the appropriate repertoires then they nagdifficult to acquire. Even if Jack works hard
practicing appropriate behavior, his new behaviayime disfluent and he may feel that he is nottioue
his "real self": his characteristic, rapid, autoimatffortless, context and stimulus-appropriateawéor
(Fraley, 1998; Johnson & Layng, 1996).

Also important is “patience” which may be interg@ias persistently responding though
reinforcement is absent. Persistent respondingbeajue to a history of intermittent reinforcemé&hich
responding is particularly important because Jdlymeither immediately nor regularly reciprocatekda
romantic behavior. Also important are "trust” whitlay be interpreted as permitting others to control
reinforcers or punishers, and conflict resolutikifis (Jacobsen & Margolin, 1979). Forgiveness may
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also be important (Enright, Gassin, & Wu, 1992putjh unnecessary if Jack responds to Jill not as a
cause apart from the universe but as part of theetge (Watts, 1940; Skinner, 1971). If for example

Jill's behavior is occasionally aversive then Jadklook to the environment and not inside Jill in
considering whether to jointly develop and impletrmonstructive procedures that may produce mutually
acceptable behavior.

Of course, as previously noted, not all behavior lva changed (see Hayes, Jacobsen, Follette, &
Dougher, 1994). It may often be best just to acbeptvior. For Christensen and Jacobsen acceptance
means to “. . . tolerate what you regard as unplgasehavior in your partner, probably to [a.] ustiEnd
the deeper meaning of that behavior, certainlyptpdee it in a larger context, and perhaps evéalo
appreciate its value and importance in your retetigp” (2000, p. 124). This description of acceptan
can be explicated through behavior analytic inttigiion. For example, Jack may be accepting to the
extent he can [a.] describe the immediate andy@aigtbles controlling Jill's behavior, [b.] desaibhow
the behavior now mediates reinforcing consequenicdilf in various contexts, and [c.] describe hine
behavior or its consequences sustain Jack ansliditéractions. Such acceptance is important fa gif
Jack and Jill are to have a long-term relationtiiigovalue of Jill's behavior or aspects of her vidra
will vary with context. For example, Jack might dcalill's steely determination in negotiating thest
price for his new car but despair at Jill's steddyermination in negotiating where they will be
vacationing.

Time

Jack may be incapable of quickly winning Jill's ég\and so may wonder given all the
recommended listening, observing, and providingrefie he to find time? But the basic issue is yarel
insufficient time. The basic issue is better démmias a matter of “choice.” Unfortunately, thouas,
conventionally understood, “choice” usually refersan invisible, internal process, a "free willath
determines which of two or more incompatible optsaecur. More complex accounts of choice may
assume that such operant behavior is determinediigctancies, subjective probabilities of future
outcomes, and other hypothetical constructs. Welmamever, understand choice behavior in terms of
past and current environmental events such asigigtnal and discriminative stimuli that controéth
incompatible operants, the establishing operatiomffect, the schedules of reinforcement and,ocofrse,
the reinforcers.

To further discuss choice behavior, let's assuan & momentarily concerned about his
investing so much time and other resources windiltig love. As he considers my advice he may note
that if he alternatively mastered the stock mahieeight earn so much money that he could attractym
desirable women. He also might note that if heofed my advice and produced all sorts of stimut th
functioned as reinforcers exclusively for Jill, whise would appreciate his highly specialized krealgk
and skills should Jill reject him, sicken, or digitk faces a choice endemic to mass culture.

I might address Jack’s concerns by indicating dilbis unlikely immediately to find someone
better. This is because Jack provides a varieigie$yncratic, scarce reinforcers contingent ofsJil
affiliation. Although Jack might attract a numbémmman with "all the things that money can buy,"
money cannot maintain their continuing affiliatiamless they are socially unskilled) as effectivay
can providing a variety of idiosyncratic, scarcmi@cers. In other words, Jack's monopoly over som
classes of reinforcers can promote Jill's "committrieFor the lay person, commitment's central festu
names include “loyalty,” “faithfulness,” “devotidhand “perseverance” (Fehr, 1988, Table 2). For
theorists of love "commitment" refers to verbakstaents regarding "staying in a relationship" (Fehr
1988, p. 577).
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Of course, if Jill were to eventually consequatekd affiliation with a wide variety of
reinforcers, particularly idiosyncratic, scarce sirithen Jack might fall in love with Jill. This come
will most easily be attained if Jill's capabilitiaad behavioral dispositions are appropriate t&'dadn
this circumstance, the major issue would be coatdig their reinforcing behaviors (see Kelley, 1979
Kelley & Thibaut, 1978) rather than the often mtrmublesome issue of what reinforcers each provides

If Jill can induce Jack to fall in love, Jack mapyme to see " . . . in his own particular Jill char
and perfections to the enchantment of which wedstoilookers are stone-cold" (James, 1914, p. 266).
Jack's caring for Jill may become a "labor of |6¥éis loving behavior may become automatically
reinforcing by having been correlated with Jilfeyading reinforcers and he may no longer be camegr
about all the effort and time he has devoted to Jil

Social Support Beyond the Dyad

Besides support from work associates, friends,lfamnd mutual support, what else can Jack
and Jill do to maintain their loving behavior? Quuessibility is mastering and practicing animalriag
procedures that use positive reinforcement anddhetructional approach (e.g., Pryor 1999).

This suggestion might appear fanciful but consilgtherland’s “What Shamu Taught Me About
a Happy Marriage” (2006): “The central lessonarteed from exotic animal trainers is that | should
reward behavior | like and ignore behavior | doéfter all, you don't get a sea lion to balanceat dn
the end of its nose by nagging. The same goesiéoAmerican husband”(p. 1). In addressing her
husband’s undesirable behavior Sutherland reportiducting functional analyses, reinforcing
incompatible desirable behavior, extinguishing widdle behavior, assuming his behavior is
determined, and even acceptance:

| adopted the trainers' motto: "It's never the aall® fault." When my training attempts failed, |
didn't blame Scott. Rather, | brainstormed newts@s, thought up more incompatible
behaviors and used smaller approximations. | digskmy own behavior, considered how my
actions might inadvertently fuel his. | also acegpthat some behaviors were too entrenched, too
instinctive to train away. You can't stop a badfyem digging, and you can't stop my husband
from losing his wallet and keys. (p.2)

Jack and Jill training troublesome dogs at thellbaanane society or animals at the local zoo cbelg
maintain the kinds of skills that Sutherland nicelynmarized. In this case, animal behavior would be
supporting their loving behavidr.

Caveats Regarding “Creating Romantic Loving”
Here, | address criticisms of the interpretatiobeve.
Isn't There Too Much Calculation and Control?

In describing natural instances of loving, Skinneted that ". . . we act to please and not to
hurt, to be nice and not to be mean—but we do cidivachange behavior" (1980, p. 132). Intentional
manipulation, however, may occur even during nainsdances of loving where one persotentionally
withholds their love when the person discovers lining is supporting another’s harmful behavior.
About this Skinner asked, “Would that not simplyabslightly more farsighted form of doing good to
someone—i.e., of loving?” (1980, p. 132). Of coutdwve portrayed Jack as often intentionally
attempting to change behavior because my primggctite has not been to describe how loving evolves
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in natural settings but how loving can be createthfthe standpoint of behavior analytic philosophy
laboratory procedures.

Nevertheless as | noted in discussing ethics, dagkt behave more spontaneously if he were
raised in a loving family. Jack’s spontaneity mighto derive from extensively practicing applied
behavior analysis. As a consequence, his manytfhegmavior analytic skills might allow him to win
Jill's love without much apparent calculation (geg., Johnson & Layng, 1996).

As for Jack's control, it may rather inconspicutugill if it is based on reinforcement. Surely,
Jack should avoid putting into effect most relewvesttiblishing operations. That is, it is others wbo
example, force Jill to work late so that she mistieser, depict wrinkles and fat as unattractivesgread
rumors that her company is downsizing. The one i@ to Jack's not putting into effect establighin
operations are those related to sexual reinforce(@armer & Pyszczynski, 1978).

What About Jill's Interpretations of Jack’'s Beha@o

What about how Jill'perceiveslack’s behavior? What about tlneanings she ascribés Jack’s
behavior? Can something be reinforcing if Jill ddefind it reinforcing?

Let's examine these questions from the standmdinty having advised Jack to help Jill solve
various problems. Sarason and Sarason remind udilthmight ascribe negative meanings to such
support if the relation is highly conflictual (20Q8p. 432-433). Although Jack and Jill's relaticipsis
not likely to be conflictual, Jill may have had buelations with others. In these relations, suppay
have been correlated with the supporters or ottwrsnenting negatively on her acceptance of such
support. For example, they may have said, “Canitgo anything right? Let me show you.” “Would you
believe, yesterday Jill couldn’t figure out . ” Als a result, receiving support may function as a
conditioned punisher and a conditioned elicitiighatus producing aversive respondents. So when
support is next offered, Jill might avoid or escées well as behave anxiously. Moreover she szgy
“| dislike support,” and “I consider it threatenifig

Because support does not so function for everyibigtempting to attribute these individual
differences to differingperceptions and meaningsstead, however, behavior analysts would asshate t
the functions of support vary from person-to-perspfrom setting-to-setting because the controlling
variables vary (Skinner, 1974, pp. 77, 90-93, 174).

What About Fantasy?

From the standpoint of behaviorism, fantasy, mggaismelling, etc., are private behaviors
occurring beneath an organism’s skin (Palmer, 288Bner, 1953, pp. 257-282). Jill's physical
presence may be interpreted as evoking Jack'st@lsngeeing Jill. Privately seeing Jill may acqudre
reinforcing function because seeing has been etectlwith Jill's providing reinforcement and may,
consequently, occur when relevant establishingaijoers are in effect:

It is characteristic of men under strong sexuapiivation, not only that they indulge in sexual
behavior as soon as an occasion presents itsalbncern themselves with the production or
enjoyment of sexual art or engage in sexual swiftgation, but that they also see sexual objects
or activities in the absence of relevant stimuli . A . . . response which can be made when the
appropriate stimulus is absent has certain advaesadt does not require the sometimes
troublesome precurrent behavior which generatesxernal stimulus, and it can occur when
such behavior is impossible—as when we daydreamoast love or an opportunity which is
wholly out of the question. (Skinner, 1953, p. 272.
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If Loving Primarily Involves Positive Reinforcemeddbw Can Emotional Ambivalence be Explained?

First, assume that Jack and Jill are mutually we Idue to the behavioral procedures outlined
above. Emotional ambivalence may characterize sldekiavior with respect to Jill because Jill may
administer tremendous punishment by threateniragtually rapidly withdrawing the idiosyncratic,
scarce reinforcers she uniquely provides. Usuéltlya addition of a stimulus is reinforcing, its
withdrawal is punishing. Also, if Jack has revegtedishable behavior, Jill may threaten to revésal h
transgressions. Clearly the social interaction ihatluces loving potentially can produce ambivaéenc
(Davis, 1985, pp. 26-27) or even hating.

Moreover, if Jill can more effectively control k&cbehavior than Jack does Jill's, Jill may force
Jack to engage in punishing behavior. It has be&edrthat "in any sentimental relation the one who
cares less can exploit the one who cares more's(R820, p. 136). Jack may continue to affiliatehwi
Jill, for example, because of the schedules ofaeied affiliation and the unavailability of altetive
sources of reinforcement (see Homans' [1974] dionof power).

How Can Romantic Loving Fade Over Time Though Reiafnent is Forthcoming?

Here | address the apparent paradox of fading romiawe given continuing reinforcement. Put
another way, despite Jack's initial success inogisyg Jill to fall in love, she may later only debe
herself as loving him (see Myers & Berscheid, 199360) and behave accordingly.

Reductions in: Joy and the Quality and QuantitiRefinforcement

"Joy" may be considered a verbal response contrratiet by a particular level of reinforcement,
but by rapid increases in level (Rachlin, 1980, Ci8. Therefore, Jack and Jill's describing edbkroas
sources of joy depends on their perpetually progjgiositive transitions in mutual levels of
reinforcement. This, in turn, depends on variodal#shing operations being in effect and eachqers
initially being incapable of responding effectively

Suppose that Jill had never before fallen in land faces a variety of unresolved personal
problems that have accumulated over time. Onceldglgls solve or eliminate such problems, powerful
bases of reinforcement are eliminated. For exanifpldl not only felt guilty about previous
inappropriate behavior but additionally describedsklf to be sexually unappealing, Jack's prompting
Jill's confession might reduce her guilty behavéord her body functioning as an erotic elicitinighstius
would likely terminate her disparaging remarks dbbmr sex appeal. Jill might occasionally feel gyuil
about her misdeeds or anxious about her sex apipgdahe aversiveness of these problems shouldrbe f
less than had Jill never interacted with Jack.

But as Jack and Jill continue interacting they meach a point at which they cannot reinforce
affiliation at ever increasing rates particularlighmidiosyncratic, scarce reinforcers. Their ternzleto
think about and fantasize about each other asasddffiliate with each other may, therefore, deseess
they use reinforcers readily available from others.

Indeed, even such common reinforcers may lessidirgty be forthcoming. For example, if Jack
and Jill marry there will be less competition faich other's affection. The complex pattern of docia
stimulation called "low competition" may evoke lesgforcement of affiliation. Moreover, Jack ariidl J
will likely come to share the same "home sweet hti@ensequently there will be less need to reirdorc
certain forms of affiliation than when they livegparately because each will, to some extent, aili
with the other when accessing their reinforceitsoae.
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Conditioned reinforcement may also reduce usimgmon reinforcers. The conditioned
properties of stimuli presumably do not changeapidiy as the contingencies of reinforcement; bairav
that is automatically reinforcing may persist forree time without exogenous reinforcement. For
example, Jill may have frequently reinforced Japképaring lunches, but the frequency declined afte
Jack's behavior became automatically reinforciiigmdy, consequently, come to reinforce lunch
preparation less frequently. Subsequently prepduinches may no longer be automatically reinforcing
in other words, "a labor of love" for Jack.

Weakening Sexual Stimulation from Jack

Aspects of Jack's body or behavior may have ihjtla¢en reinforcing and sexually arousing for
Jill. It is likely, for example, that during therbastages of their romance, the probability of igdiate
sexual stimulation given the presence of Jackly lchiest was high whereas the probability of sexual
stimulation given its absence was low. IndeedadkJsexually stimulated Jill at various times amd i
various settings, then the conditioned reinfor@ng eliciting functions of Jack's hairy chest sddubld
over time and place.

Contrariwise, as Jill increasingly affiliates withck the covariation between his hairy chest and
more effective sexual stimulation, such as tastil@ulation of her genitalia, will likely diminisfhis
will easily happen if Jack and Jill share the sémdroom where Jack's hairy chest will be exposéd bu
tactile genital stimulation will less often occhiah during the early stages of their romance. @tisge,
according to the contingency account of conditigriRescorla, 1988), will weaken the conditioned
reinforcing and eliciting functions of Jack's haityest.

Moreover, sexual behavior may eventually be cafito a particular time (before going to
sleep) and place (the bedroom, particularly if¢hee children) which should further diminish Jack'
hairy chest functioning as a conditioned stimuluerdime and place. Also, after Jill's working haitl
day, Jack's tactile sexual stimulation of Jill niiyless effective (see Tennov, 1979, pp. 171-1¥5) t
when they first dated.

Summary and Conclusion

In these interpretations, | discussed the mearfingrious affectionate verbal behaviors by
identifying their antecedents. Next, | used thege@edents, as blueprints, to specify the behathats
ought to be established or strengthened in creatimgntic loving. Accordingly, | advised Jack to
consequate Jill's orienting, approach, and othpramiate behavior with a variety of reinforcers,
particularly reinforcers that are scarce and idiasatic to Jill. Moreover, | advised Jack not tanish
Jill's behavior. If in certain settings Jill's behar were undesirable, | advised Jack to use the
constructional approach to strengthen alternataleabior that can benefit Jill. If this strategylddi to
reduce Jill's undesirable behavior then | suggestatiJack consider accepting this behavior. Jill's
undesirable behavior, at the very least, may med&ihforcement for Jill and perhaps even Jackhiero
settings. | further noted that it may be difficidt Jack to put the recommended contingenciesaffaxt
or maintain them. Not only must Jack possess tipaisite behavior but without reinforcement fron Jil
his behavior may weaken. If, however, Jack maistappropriate contingencies, then Jill may fia|
and ben love with Jack, her empowering friend and sexutiriate.

The interpretations | have offered and reviewedels as the procedures | have suggested are
rooted in behavior analytic philosophy and reseaitthough there are experimental analyses of infan
and children’s orienting, approach and affiliatbehavior (e.g., Allen,, Hart, Buell, Harris, & Wolf
1964; Gewirtz & Peladez-Nogueras, 2000) and aduttdrudyadic behavior (see reviews by Hake &
Olvera, 1978; Schmitt, 1998), there are no expamnaianalyses of creating romantic loving between
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adult humans. Nevertheless, the interpretatioreredf here outline how these important human belavio
might be parsimoniously understood from the staidpd a philosophy and experimental science
whose application has been quite successful (Pakés).

That science, the experimental analysis of behaftiadamentally differs from traditional
approaches regarding what constitutes an explanatioat is explained, and what is controlldu
behavior ofan individual organism or dyadThat science requires Jack to focus on envirotahe
variables in best establishing and maintainingsditiving, In fact, | have suggested that Jack’lsayéor
might approximate that of an applied behavior astalpdeed, advances in applied behavior analydlis w
likely further help real Jacks and Jills becomedydbvers. Nevertheless, no matter how much thigyim
master such advances they will be faced with tbhbelpm of generalizing from abstract descriptions of
procedures and behavior to their own lives. Theyhlmst do this by selecting and implementing miytual
acceptable procedures, monitoring their behaviod,tankering with procedures for their mutual benef
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Footnotes

! For autistic children who have received appliedavédr analytic interventions, we can describe
some of the contingencies used when establishigigdffective verbal behavior. For example with the
program “Answers “Why . . . .? and “If . . . ? Qtiess” a child is asked “Why do you smile?” andresar
a reinforcer for responding “because I'm happy”"yi6a& McDonough, 1996, pp. 165-166).

2| could, of course, write more about creating rofitaloving. For example, behavioral
momentum theory (Nevin & Grace, 2004) suggests Jaek’'s non-contingent presentation of reinforcers
may reduce the effects of disrupters on Jill's apebehavior in his presence, and relational fraraery
(Hayes, Barnes-Holmes, & Roche, 2001) suggestsdilbmight fall in love with Jack based only on the
exchange of e-mail.

®The following concerns were suggested by BerscheitiWalster [Hatfield]'s questions
regarding whether then contemporary reinforcempptaaches could explain various aspects of
romantic love (1978, pp. 153-156). | use relategstjons to explicate the interpretations I've rexgd
and offered.
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