Analyses ol Relational
Coherence and Rule- FQHQ\/\nng

Consistent liars are preferred over occasional truth tellers

-----------
e




‘ne Team Invo.

Dr Jesus Alonso-Vega

ved

Dr Colin Harte

Prof -

Dermot Barnes-
Holmes



- The capacit
been identified as important
study of human learning

v to engage in rule-governed behaviour has
within the behaviour-analytic

T'he Behavior-analytic Study of

ong

This capacity is also highlighted as a critical behaviour that
differentiates humans from non-human animals

A wealth of research
aspects such as rule-based co

Nas emerged within

erer

schedules, generalisation of ru
influence how time and
decisions are made, anc

e-fo

‘esources o
how to res

Ntingency Insensitivi
rule-following is affected by diff

‘he tradition on
Y, how

t reinforcement
lowing, how rules can
e allocated, how
oond to social cues

shaped behay

Rule-following

THE BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES (1984)
Printed in the United States of America

An operant analysis of problem
solving |

B. F. Skinner

Department of Psychology and Social Relations, Harvard University,
Cambridge, Mass. 02138

Abstract: Behavior that solves a problem is distinguished by the fact that h g other of h solver’s behav d is
strengthened when it does so. Problem solving typically involve h e con t f d ser m natn ve stimuli. V rba l
produce especially useful stimuli, because they affect other people. cultu f rm l s maxims, law gr mar, and sci ence, its
members behave more effectively without direct or prolonge d con h h con g s thus formu l d. The ¢ l
problems for its members, and does s bra "gh bald mlcalld ules. Induction, deduc dh
construction of models are ways of p rod ing rules B hav h bl mm sult fro md ect h ng by con gencn or
fromrulescotrued the b hpllmsol b h dif corollg riables are I dco ingen ;
h ch e bl h ) ¢
nmunity:

xacl lk rule g medbeh Th d n mu ak e accou f(l)



But why do we follow rules provided by
some people put not others?

- One way of going about this is making a distinction
between different types of rules (e.g., pliance, tracking
and augmenting)

- But of course these are not precise technical terms—

maybe we could ask questions about rule-following using | — =E=kwison.
more technically precise terms (in the service of "

developing a precise experimental analysis of this | Tracking and Augmenting within Reationl Fame Theory:
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Rule-following and the Impact of Coherence
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One potential source is a history of relational coherence in g e e
terms of your history of interactions with a speaker Sttt

l‘

Perspectives on Behavior Science (2020) 43:361-385 z A | B | A | I A

https:/doi.org/10.1007/540614-020-00256-w o for BtrAnysi ol Femational 2020

ORIGINAL RESEARCH
The Study of Rule-Governed Behavior and Derived Check for
Stimulus Relations: Bridging the Gap ocais

Colin Harte' - Dermot Barnes-Holmes ' - Yvonne Barnes-Holmes' - Ama Kissi' &

#ponse to the recent call for a focus on psychological processes of change in psychotherapy. In
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Coherence refers to the extent to which a pattern of
relational responding is consistent (coherent) with @
oreviously established pattern
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Exploring the Behavioral Dynamics
Involved in Persistent Rule-following in !
the Context of an Updated Version of
Relational Frame Theory

Abstract
The concept of rule-governed behavior or instructional control has been widely recognized #:
for many decades within the behavior-analytic literature. It has also been argued that the R
human capacity to formulate and follow increasingly complex rules may undermine
sensitivity to direct contingencies of reinforcement, and that excessive reliance upon rules ,u
may be an important variable in human psychological suffering. Although the concept of @
rules would appear to have been relatively useful within behavior analysis, it seems wise ¥
from time to time to reflect upon the utility of even well-established concepts within a | ‘
scientific discipline. Doing so may be particularly important if it begins to emerge that the g
existing concept does not readily orient researchers toward potentially important variables g
associated with that very concept. The primary purpose of this article is to engage in this X
reflection. In particular, we will focus on the link that has been made between rule- ‘
governed behavior and derived relational responding, and consider the extent to which it &
might be useful to supplement talk of rules or instructions with terms that refer to the #
dynamics of derived relational responding. I
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Simple Discrimination Maintenance Test
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Summary

Experiment 1

I+ Results were relatively consistent across participants in that they: |

- Tended to follow the rules provided by the coherent speaker but not the incoherent speaker (in the
absence of feedback and with new stimuli)

- Vacillated between following and not following the rule for the 50% coherent speaker

- Demonstrated preference for the coherent over incoherent speaker (even though they could obtain the
same amount of points with each)

. Interestingly, participants preferred the consistent liar (S3) than the occasional truth teller (S2)
. However, in the natural environment, speakers rarely provide accurate rules 100% vs 0% of the time

- Experiment 2 sought to partially replicate Experiment 1 but varying the accuracy of the rules provided by the
| speakers
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Experiment 1

- Extent to which responding varied by |
| experiment one really tightand !
the other much more scattered
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- Just to get a sense of what a big
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Summary

Experiment 2

5 Replicated results of Exp 1in that:

- Participants tended to follow rules provided by a speaker when those rules cohered with the feedback
contingencies (and when these were discontinued)

- Participants rarely followed the rules provided by Speaker 3

. A distributed pattern was observed for Speaker 2

. Participants generally appeared to prefer Speaker 3 over 2
- However, there was more variability in responding which suggest sensitivity to changes in speaker relational coherence
- Probability of following the rule seemed to reduce when coherence was reduced (in both training and testing)

/f Changes in relational coherence may have affected the generalisation of rule-following and speaker preference for
 some participants



DISCUSSION

§- Overall, participants demonstrated a tendency to follow coherent speaker rules and avoid following ~
| incoherent speaker rules during training and testing

f 't appears that following or not following the rules provided by identifiable speakers generalised to novel
t stimuli and were maintained in the absence of differential reinforcement

- Participants did not consistently prefer speakers with higher relational coherence over lower — consistent "
t liars (100% inaccurate or 80% inaccurate) were preferred over occasional truth tellers (50% accurate/
inaccurate)

- N one sense, a consistent liar may obtain some of the functions of a consistent truth teller in that the
§ participant can obtain every point by just not following their rule

{- Interestingly, participants preferred the coherent speaker in both experiments even though in principle
L they could receive a similar amount of points from each

- Preference, therefore, was not determined simply by number of points to be earned, but perhaps also by a
i  pre-experimentally established preference for verbal coherence over incoherence




DISCUSSION

Moving rorward...

t- The current study was also about developing an experimental paradigm for analysing the impact of speaker
} relational coherence on rule following and subsequent speaker preferences

Still, limited ecological validity

- What about removing punishment contingencies? In real lite situations, people do not receive punishment every
t  time they do not comply with a rule

- What it we increase the complexity of the relating involved?
- What about when the speakers themselves participate in derived relations with other speakers?

- Could this contribute toward developing a more complete model of rule-following in the natural
environment and speak to domains such as social prejudice (are people more likely to follow advice or rules §
orovided by a stranger if they belong to an in- rather than out-group?)?



Thank youl



mailto:colin.n.harte@gmail.com

