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Lonkiaa Net upoa the bistorica1 development of phiIoso­
phicallIId Idenrific cIiJcount in the West, one is tempted to
remark • frca the riewpoint of • current science of human
behavior • that it IeeIIIS the world is in the business of
......, teedrina us sua:asively more lCCURte forms of
cIeJcribiaa wbal it is cIoina. And, in spite of the risk of over­
simpUfQtinn, I ..t to discuss this historical development
a the I£DefItioa of • triumvirate of verbal pnctices or
~ within the philosophical and scientific
community. These three aplanatory C C1anBua8es," in their
order cl developmmt, are (1) idealism, and irs more recent
variationt mentalism; (2) mechanistic mat«ia1ism, and its
contempormeous moves to avoid slippina back into
idealism, JoPcal positivism; and (3) the most recent, and
most lCCUtate or ••scientific" of these practices, dialectical
_. h~ with the first two patterns of expla-
nation must occur within • scientific verbal community
tan the third emerses, for this pattern his prevailed in
both the drveIopment of science I in seneral, and the
developmmt of the science of behavior, in puticular. I will
say at the out!d that the science of behavior is Skinner's
Radical Behaviorism, and that this science should certainly
be reprded u • form of dialectical materialism, IS the term
is employed in this discussion.

Tb« Gauis ofldulism j,. H,JI."istic Thought

EarlyGreek thinkinB was, to be sure, primitive, but it was
abo free of many of the vl8anes that would appear in the
tboqht of the third and fourth centuries B.C. One point of
particularinterest is to be found in thedescriptionsof human
behavior in the [J"""of Homer . there is little appeal to inner
causes in these descriptions. People behaved appropriately
with respect to their circwnstaDces, and if heroics were
required of the charlcter - i.e., some form of remarkable
behavior DOt nonnaUy occasioned - the narrator invoked the
band of one of the sods of the Pantheon to manipulate the
~ directly. Surely godly intervention is no
bmdatioo upon which to build • psychology, and it did not
satisfy the Greeks b long. But, there arises a problem, as
Jaynes (1) puts it :

Tbereis abo no concept of will or word for it, the concept
deveJopins curiously late in Greek thought. Thus, Diadic
men have no free willof their own and certainly no notion
of free will . . . Now this is all v~ peculiar. If there is no
subjectiveconsciousness, no mind, soul, or will, in Diadic
men,what then initiates behavior?

Wewill not bUow Jaynes' answer to this question into the
"brak-down of the bicameral mind" 85. the c,origin of con­
sciousoess," ex' even talk about the supposed subjective
states of these people, or absence thereof. The only useful
point to be m8de from the IJiMJ is that at that time peopledid
DOt cIeIaibe behavior in terms of inner causation. The
pnctice wu absent &om the vert.l community because it
required • pbibaphy mjdpaIism, which took the next four
or 6ft cmturies to efta.

By the &fth cmtury B.C., the Gfteb had begun to
plriJoqlbi" Iboat the nature of the world around them.
EtpeciaIly in Ioaia,~ points of view were debated
IIId eftJl IUbjectaI to empirical observation. Tha1es
mntrndrd _ the world was fundamentally one substance,
wbidl be iden'ified a wateI1 which was dilermtiated into
the objects ("tbiDp") 01 the world by an active process
iabeftDt ill me ..... P. 1bis .. eIabonted by Anui­
IIIIDds" to iDcIade three~ b&tic substllKrS, air, earth
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and fire, which issued, like water, from the one fundamental
"stuff." Anaximenes concerned himself with the manner in
which the "many" issued from the "one." There was
Heracliltus ' thought about the universality of change or
process, and Xenophanes suggesting that these processes
were aU natural, and not the effects of godly personages.
What is transpiring is the development of a natural monistic
philosophy and the glimrnerings of an empirical attempt to
account for observable phenomena in terms of observable
variablesor. at least, the description of nrocesses,

During the fifth century t the Greeks began to experience
difficulty with the notion of change. Briefly, Parrnenides un­
covered the seeds of the existence-versus-essence problem,
which still is sometimes raised. If a thing exists, how can it
be that it changes into something it was not? To Parrneni­
des, it could not - change implied a self-contradiction, and
was, therefore, an illusion. To see a changing world was to
see an illusionary world. Reality had to be changeless. It was
then for the Pythagoreans to ,. discover" this changeless
order in mathematics and geometrical relationships. And, so
for the Greeks of the fourth century B.C., physical substance
was replaced as ultimate reality by numbers and their re­
lationships.Observation was replaced with formal mathema­
tical knowledge.

At this point, it would be easy to assume we have arrived
at the beginnings of idealism - and, to some extent that is
true. But, this is not the full-blown pernicious brand of
idealism with which Western science has had to contend.
That form of idealism awaited an attempt to reconcile
Parmedian doctrine with that of Heraclitus, and the attempt
was made by Plato. It should be pointed out that systems of
thought based upon pure idealism, such as solipsism, or the
work of Berkeley, Hegel, Leibnitz or Schopenhauer provide
no great threat to a scientific analysis. The fruits of a scien­
tific treatment of the world as real and material render such
world views merely interesting footnotes in the historical
development of philosophy. What has caused great difficulty
in the development of science has been the impure version of
idealism, usualJy referred to as rnetaphysicaldualism. This is
the brand of thinking we inherit from Plato's reconciliation.
Plato's Doctrine of the Forms is too well known to occupy a
great deal of space here; however, a few points should be
reviewed. Plato held that there were, in fact, two worlds or
realms. There is the realm we apperceive through our senses
the material world of Heraclitian change in time and space.
The other realm is that of the "jdeai " or forms, which,
existing outside of time and space. is eternal and changeless.
Obviously, the nature of the forms would prevent any causal
interaction with the material realm; they passively influence
men because they are the only objects of thought. So, to the
extent that a philosopher seeks perfect knowledge and is
compelledto more fully participate in the forms. they can be
said to draw him and thus aBed behavior. This notion was
developed by Aristotle as ' 'Final Causation," though
Aristotle did disgard Plato's dualism and dealt with the
forms as inherent potential toward which a material object
develops. The difficulty with Plato's two realms becomes
acute in the Timlltus where he attempts to describe the
creation - or the initial imparting of formal characteristics to
the insensible material world. To account for the process. he
invokes the •'Demiurge r '

The Timaeus is Plato's attempt to carry out the program
of rationalist cosmology that Anaxagoras had promised
had failed to fulfill. The Derniurge is portrayed as the
agent who turns the initiaJ chaos into a cosmos. Like a



human cralt \111.111. he ,u r.Hll!('~ ('xi~1 inlZ materials and does
110t create t lu-m. (2)

Plato adopted Ihe term 1x'IJlillr~t· Irorn earlier Greek
"'rilings - the' u-rrn appcai ~ a~ llarly a~ the lliad, and he
doesn 't seem, initially, to ~I\T the notion much weight as a
mtttaphysicaJ explanation, ) lowever , some notion of
God/Demiurge is given responsibility for first fashioning the
"soul" of the world and then the "rioos ' /soul/psyche of
man. The psyche comprises two portions - one reflecting the
forms and one reflecting material substance, The formal
aspect of the soul contained ideal knowledge, for which the
psyche was charged to re-discover through philosophical
reflection (as in the Allegory of the Cave found in the
Republic). Failure to seek this knowledge results in a
reincarnation at a lower level of being, which explains the
existence of all other life forms. Philosophy. successfully
undertaken, produces a transcendence of the soul upon
death. The important point here, is that by introducing the
Derniurge in such a capacity, one reverses the direction of
causality from the realm of the forms ~o the material world.
This is a move that will result in a good deal of trouble,
experienced sf.ll.

Plato's student, Aristotl~ spent his career attempting to
undo this problem in Plato's thinking. As noted, he de­
nounced the dualism and interpreted change or development
as a gradual expression of innate potentiality. Aristotle, like
Plato, considered man's reason as his highest faculty. which
was regarded as immortal, In fact, for Aristotle, that man
was the only animal of reason was what separated him from
the animal kingdom. In service of reason, Aristotle
developed a system of classifying "scientific" observations.
He also generated a system of reasoning about talking - his
logic. A basic point of the logic is the syllogism, in which
two premises of necessity lead to a conclusion:

1. II.
(1) All Skinnerians are Behaviorists. (1) All X is Y.
(2) All BFSA members are Skinnerians. (2) Some X is Y.
(3) All BFSA members are Behaviorists. (3) Some Y is P.

There are many forms, but the logical move can be simply
shown as "If (1) and (2), Then (3)." This "If. Then"
logical form, developed by the thinker heading the initial
reaction to Platonic idealism/dualism, will be united with
the atomism of Dernocritus and Lucretius in the ••clockwork
notion of the universe and will yield the basis of mechanistic
materialism in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.
But, before turning to that development, we should continue
with the evolution the idealist trend, but not as a develop..
ment in philosophy - instead, as it becomes doctrinized as
theology. The reason for this move is that speculative
philosophy has never been a source of social practices in
Western civilization after the Greeks. Rather, it has always
been a result of what particular thinkers were able to say . in
a sense - at different times during the last 2000 years. The
vehicle by which idealistic/dualistic thinking exerts its
influence on our cultural practices has been religion.

The Roman Empire asMixing Pol

It was roughly the period 200 B.C. to 300 A.D. that the
Roman Empire extended and maintained its control over the
bulk of Europe and the coast line of the Mediterranean Sea,
in particular the Eastern shore. I am giving short shrift to the
process by which t~ Romans borrowed the philosophy of the
Greeks, for it adds nothing it this account. Suffice it to say
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thai Plato's dualism, his emphasis of reason and something
of hi~ vague notion of Iht' immortality of the soul was
available in that culture during this period.

What I am reaching for is some outline of how the West '5

conception of man evolved, tor this conception S('1~ the tone
tor social practices and psychological and scientific method
nlo~I(.'5- of the present. The next ingredient of thr Roman
mixrna pol was Hebrew thought. This conception of man
was that of law follower, for the Hebrew notion of Yahweh
was law giver. Early in their history, the Hebrews were not
monotheistic, believing that each ~roup of people had their
own tribal god, and it was not until Moses' covenant with
Yahweh that they settled on which god wastheirs. The point
here is that from the Covenant the Hebrews conducted their
affairs with respect to the Law of Retribution - follow the
laws of God, and lie will treat the people with justice and
compassion. Bythe time of the Roman Empire, belief in this
tradition was breaking down. Religious practices had not
freed them from bondage, first in Persia and then under
Roman occupation. What was beginning WI., talk of political
tction and revolution, which had a great deal to do with the
reception Jesus experienced - both from the Jews and the
Roman establishment. During the two centuries after the
dearh of Jesus, it became clear that a grass roots political
movement could never cope with the power of Rome, so
"salvation" had to be sought in other directions - other
wordly directions. Under these circumstances early
Christian doctrine was fleshed out, and the revolution in the
Roman Empire occurred in a religious, not a political way.
culminating with Saint Augustine's nee-Platonic version of
Christianity. When the Roman Empire collapsed under its
own weight, what remained standing as a legacy to Medieval
Europe was its massive and extensive ecclesiastical skeleton
the Roman Catholic Church, which held sway until the
seventeenth century.

The Rise ofScience and Afechanisli,- A1aleria/ism

Jhave not spent this energy because it was felt that anyone
necessarily required a dose of religious training. It was
off(~red to place into some kind of historical perspective the
process of successive approximation by which men come to
speak and act more precisely with respect to the world they
inhabit - this process I call the development of science, A~
pointed out, the early Greeks began on the right foot, but
tripped over Parrnenides ' problem with change - then
landed, quite off-balance, with Plato. Parmenides failed to
handle the obvious changes occurring about him, so Plato
"made up a story" to "explain" his difficulties. A little
known modern thinker, L.L. Whyte, said "Thought is born
of failure." (3) And, Jheartily agree. "Thought" is verbal
behavior - a source of additional stimuli, to which more
verbal and non-verbal behavior can beconditioned, I contend
that the rise of science is a process of continually dis-en­
ga~ing previous verbal behavior as a source of control over
•'scientific" activities, and • continual re-engaging of the
material world as a source of "control, ,t - i.e. science is
empirical behavior under the control of the data under inves­
tigation, Philosophy is, in the main, investigative behavior
under the control of previous verbal behavior - as is thcoJosy.
By the 17th century, the Universal Church 01 Rome repre­
sented a great mass of collected verbal behavior (dopa) used
to control the behavior of most of western society, typically
resorting to control through aversive techniques. Many 01
the extant secular bodies were also' •cashin8 in on t t tbr



aversive ooattoI ~ the church to maintain control for class
~, mel aIiped with the church. Such areas (like
kIIy) IlUd to retard the initial beginniDp of the scientific
mdutioD ~ the 17th century (see an ICCOW1t of Galileo's
.nempt.s to proclaim tbe Idvantqes of Copernicus' organ­
izatioo ~ the solar system over Ptolemy's). Other secular

. bodies~ the British Kinsdom and Germany), for their
own Ietders' reasons, sought to disengage from the
Universal Olurch, and it was in those areas that scientists
were allowed to investigate the material world and publish
the res~ts of such work. For the purpose of brevity, I will
simply cite five persons greatly responsible for the rise of
science - though, there are many others. Two, Copernicus
andGalileo, were already mentioned; to these I add Bacon,
Kepler, and N~OD, to no one's surprise. Two other
persons are important - Descartes and La PlICe - but, they
play bigger roles in another portion of this account.

I want to take I director's aside here, andstate that we are
soma to cover the story of science' 5 encounter with the three
greatest "antagooisu/memies," for lICk of other words:
relisioo, philosophical idtalism/dualism, and its own initial
self· mechanistic materialism. And, onto the first.

It would be impossible and unnecessary to account for all
ofthr variables le8din8 to the bringing of the verbal behavior
of the early scientists under the control of the material
world; however, one important variable was the weakming
e6ect of the new systems of planetary arrangement
(Copernicus, Galileo and Kepler) on the authority of the
Church's doctrines. These moves toward descriptive
simplification were quickly followed by mathematical
systems of description (Newton, Leibnitz, Descartes), which
allowed more accurate prediction. The process is reinforced
and further applications are made. What I am centrally
concerned with here are the generalizations in verbal model
building that occurred- especially, with Newton. Newton,
as was true for the others, was a devout Christian, and was
not concerned with addressing the metaphysical position of
the Church. Though his work redefined the function of God,
he did not attempt to remove the notion, and it would be
unrealistic of us to have expected any more. Basically,
N~on made five moves. First, he assumed the world was
simply material, ordered and describable, in Other words he
ascribed to empiricism. Secondly, Newton accepted the
atomism of Democritus (among others) which held that the
universe was ultimately composed of a finite (qualitatively
so, at least) number of basic kinds of indivisible particles.
Thirdly, it seems, Newton followed Aristotle's logical
operation of •'If, Then' - which shows up in his notion of
causality. Given a specifiable set of circumstances (the
"cause"), we can observe a second set of specifiable cir­
cumstances (the "effect"). So that "U, Then" is replaced
by •'Cause, Effect." Fourthly, Newton constructed a model
by which to understand material movements-and in doing
so, be~ &om the familiar. He conceived of the
wcrId IS I cosmic ID8Chine or clockwork mechanism. And,
fifthly, be dmsed I IIIathematical lanpaae..his calculus-to
describe md predict the mechanica1 motion he expected to
see. SiDer III! "staebd the deck," so to speak, by his pre­
ronceptions, besaw euctly what beexpected. I do not want
to subtnct emit from Newton b his KCOOlp1ishments, for
~~ coUosal, liven his circum5tanees; btU (an impor­
tant "mtoditic" bere) it was tnU, an initial approximation
to thr _ subtlety and variety of material motion to
be observed. I will call Newton's cause-e&ct mechanistic
materialismthr "Newtonian pandigm" (to borrow Kuhn's
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term). And, the great clock-work mechanistic notion of the
universe was conceived, and it proved to he very. very
effective. And, science, verbal behavior under the control of
the data, began its illustrations career. Finally, by the be­
ginning of this very century, the mechanistic materialism of
early science had produced the atomic theory of Rutherford,
which protrays the Democritian atom as a tiny solar system.
Physics, trying to follow mechanistic materialism with this
concept will shortly pass into a great amount of trouble.
And, this trouble with particle physics will provide the
first real evidence that the mechanistic materialistic
paradigm is in error. Newton and La Place had placed great
stock in the belief that, if one could take into account the
positions in absolute space of all atoms/bodies, their speeds,
accelerations (or •'forces" acting upon the atoms), and
directions (in the three dimensional absolute space), all
possible material phenomena could be predicted. Now, for
gross objects/events, this idea is serviceable-it is an initial
approximation to the truth of the matter. For Newton, the
trouble with the model occurred with respect to acceleration
of bodies. He was led to talk about a "force" or an "action
at-a-distance' we call ,. gravity. t, He fell back upon God or
a universal ether to account for these problems in his
calculus, a move which worked until 1905, when the work
of Einstein came to light. Problems with the notion of atom
or particle were beyond Newton's world-view, but they will
plague the physics of the 20th century. Again, in another
way. let me say that the billard ball (or, "balls bouncing off
balls and bodies bouncing off bodiest') paradigm was a first
approximation of our verbal behavior about the material
processes of the world· and, it did work for about 200 years
for physics and astronomy (the proving grounds of Newton's
calculus). But, the issue here is not centrally physics t it is
"psychology. tt And to follow that thread, I must return to
the 17th century - to the thinking of a French philosopher
and mathematician, Rene Descartes.

Descartes was a contemporary of Newton, and his
problem was the same - how to deal with the authority of (he
Church. But, as Newton was a scientist, I would have to
classify Descartes (at least, in his influence upon us) a phil­
osopher. Newton invented the mechanistic-materialistic
paradigm . Descartes perpetuated and invigorated idealism,
or specifically dualism. Why was Descartes, in spite of the
new scientific inquiries of his time, which were addressing a
new materialism quite in contradiction to Catholic dogma,
involved in extending a dualism? I admit that I don't know.
Our history may have an answer I haven't teased out - but I
have a suspicion regarding the matter. Descartes was a
Christian, and though he was not under the same clerical
pressures Galileo found himself under, maybe he believed it
(Christian doctrine). Now, as I think about a sensitive
Christian philosopher's situation in that period t I am
reminded of the break-away of Newtonian science and the
threat. That must have been a tumultuous situation!
Descartes was interested in mathematics, and to save it from
an officialabnigation, some ., clever" moves were called for.
Descartes seems to have had two problems to deal with: (1)
the run-away success of Newtonian materialism; and, (2)
the very popular idealism of the philosophy of his time.
Could he bring these two horns of thought under control, so
that they would not bring down the position of the Church?
Well, not many can push materialism or science around, but
idealism (or religious doctrines basedupon it) can be shuffled
for convenience. So, I see Descartes attacking idealism,
rather than touching materialism. However, by attacking a



philosophy, one ~iv()s it credence, of a kind. Descartes did
just t hat for dualism.

J)ej(tJrtes ' Entrenchment ofDualism - Plato Revisited

AlTording to Russell, .. Descartes is usually considered
the founder of modern philosophy." (4) I am inclined to
agree. though I set· his influence at least as profoundly upon
psy(hulogy and upon the thinking and speech of members of
our verbal community. I mentioned before. that "maybe"
Desc artes really believed Christian doctrine· I say now, of
cour se he believed it. His philosophical contortions were
designed to salvage that doctrine in the face of the newly
erupting Newtonian mechanistic materialism, which seemed
to threaten to sweep God right out of the cosmos. What
would his reaction have been? I will confess at the onset that
I have never read the following account of Descartes'
thougtn in any philosophical analysis - in fact, I made it up as
a somewhat plausible story of what it was that Descartes
was doing in his philosophizing. As it, to some extent,
derived from the thought of Plato, Christian doctrine was
unquestionably dualistic. To respond as he did, Descartes
must have felt some form of defensiveness toward that
doctrine. Newton had harshly emphasized the material
aspect - God had been reduced to the cosmic clockmaker who
now sits and watches (no pun intended) his "handiwork"
work. To maintain the dualistic balance, some emphasizing
of the idealism needed to be done. But (another important
autoditic) pure idealism is very. very dangerous to a
dualistic Christian position. After all, the Scriptures tell of a
God and His realm (idealism) and of a material creation,
which was called "perfect .." Descartes could not too
strongly assert idealism to balance the Newtonian threat, for
problems would accrue from that. If idealism is too powerful
an influence, the next step (Irorn dualism) is pure idealism ­
everything is "in my mind" or "is a figment of my irnagina­
tion.·· The aberration of thinking that would quickly follow
from this is "Therefore, I am God!" Descartes could not
abide this· nor would the Church (!) - so, it was not a
sufficient response to Newton to just reaffirm idealism,
Descartes had to reinforce dualistic doctrine. Skinner (S)
writes of Descartes visiting the Royal Fountains of France
and being rather taken by the lifelike appearance of the
hydraulic statues there. It seemed to Descartes that all of the
actions of animals could quite well be portrayed in such a
mechanical fashion. Even many human behaviors were very
believable in these statues. Descartes must have been quite
impressed by this display and deep in thought about it as he
returned from his trip to the fountains. It seems that he was
led to crib Plato and to divide the world into the realm of
thinking and the realm of activity - as opposed to the realm of
changless forms and that of constant change. Almost all we
see is of the second realm. and it is well described by
Newtorr's calculus; however, because Man is a rational
animal (from Aristotle/Plato.), some human actions are
divinely inspired. In fact, the most "human" of human
behavior is so caused by the •'rational soul" -from the realm
of God/Forms (Descartes, in fact, called Plato's highest
form, the Good, "God"). Plato had started causality's path
from the realm of the forms to this world with his Derniurge.
Christianity had made a religion out of this move. And
.Descartes , finally. revitalizes dualism as a philosphical
position by restating Plato's position against 17th century
science. The earl y IIebrew prophets live in us all, for we all
tap into the divine ,. rational soul" (or it taps into us and our
behavior) through the pineal gland. The only real difference
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between Plato and Descartes has to do with the supposed
"location" of that "other realm of influence." For Plato,
the realm of the forms was at •'some-other - else...where"
beyond time and space. For Descartes the other realm of
causation is to be found within our own consciousness - in
our bodies, in our heads, the pineal gland serving 15 the
serviceway of its influence. Aristotle's rationality became
the divine within man, and stands in the same relationship
with respect to admirable behavior for Descartes as the gods
of the Pantheon stood in the Iliad. Two thousand years have
elapsed without any essential progress in our ability to
analyze human behavior. However, it must not be forgotten
thaJJO scientists or philosophers of this time ••explanations' ,
of human behavior were not pressing matters. After all, if
one desired an explanation of someone's conduct, you had
but to ask him; Descartes was impatient to get to the
business of mechanically explaining the action of the
human body, which could not be rationally introspected.
The "mind" or the "soul" apprehended its own reasons,
but those of the •-. heart" were another matter. Descartes'
assumption that the bodily activity of men and animals
would be subsumed under Newtonian mechanics, and his
move to separate rational •'mind/soul" and to leave it to
late philosophers to analyze will set the pattern for the
development of psychology. Boring explains some of the
trouble that will arise from the study of the' 'mind: "

Much confusion has resulted from the fact that both soul
and mind are I'ame in French and Seele in German. It is
much easier in English to keep psychology separate from
theology. 6

Of course, this terminology can explain some of the
confusion, but a more important cause of the problems
resulted from the move toward nativism and innate ideas.
This issue will not even be noticed until Freud, or clearly
understood until Skinner points out the reasons for the
limitations of sell-knowledge (as verbal behavior).

Developments Until the Beginnings of American
Psychology

From the Englishman, Newton, we moved to spend time
with the Frenchman, Descartes. Now, we must jump back
across the Channel to Britain to note the development of
British Empiricism. No doubt influenced by Descartes, a
little progress was, however, made by John Locke with his
notion of the mind as a tabula rasa. Though, for our tastes,
British Empiricism is hopelessly idealistic, Lockedid succeed
in avoiding the pernicious doctrine of nativism. He regarded
the mind as a mental place, but the ideas of the mind were
seen as generated during the life of the individual through,
first, sensation, and then, by reflection upon sensation. I will
assume that sensations are presented to the mind because of
our physiology; but then, one was able to reflect upon
sensation, and, through the process of association, produce
new combinations of simple ideas about sensation. Once
there, such a mind could analyze complex ideas,
discovering the simple associative building blocb.
Obviously, British Empiricism was not empirical (as we
employ the term).

From Locke, the Empiricist cloak fell to Bishop George
Berkeley. I have mixed feelings about Berkeley. His thought
is useless and of no consequence, except as a method of
making idealism unpalatable - which is why I have good



WioIs b him. His total denial d matter, affirming the
miDd as tbt jmmedi.e, thus the only real, reality (afterall,
tbouIhts about matter were only "matters' oi the mind)
WIS easily seen as the first phi.lo5ophy this _ cl an absolute
solipsism. And the Empiricist scbool moved quickly away
&om BerkeIeT - we didn't need to return to the problems
~ by Pannenides feSarding motion. Such a move
would~er have been tUm seriously by those enthused
with Newton's fixation 00 motion as an absolute, Newton is
relevant here because the next person to consider is David
Hume (we have I'ftChed the middle of the 18th century,
after Newton's MedwUcs have proven grratly successful).

Now, HWIle is a v~ intriguing character. He was an
idealist - he talked about material events having sway only
because they had been reflected into the Cartesian "mind­
space." He dealt in mental impressions and ideas, but his
thinking had a solidifying effect upon the materialistic
philosophers of his time - namely, Thomas Hobbes '
followers. Newton relied on his familiarity with clocks and
machines IS a way to describe the notions of causality he
~.It seems that Hume's idtalistic causality was used to
refine the mechanistic notion of causality. According to
Hume, two sense events (I use "sense" as mental) might
Ie8d the bearer (locus) of the events to assume a cause and
effect relationship if they were both approximate in what
appearsto be Newtonian time and spacet and if what appears
as the causeoccursprior to the supposed effect. Hume added
another qualification (which implies he had a foot in
materialism). There must appear a "necessary" connection
between the supposed cause and effect sense events. Hurne
meant "necessary" to imply that simple contiguity WIS not

enough to establish an apparent cause--effa1 relationship.
What is required under his~ of thought, I cannot
imagine - except some kind of physical or mechanical con­
nection. Hume goes on saying that we can have association
by contiguity whenever two sense events occur nearly
together in time and space perception; but, a robust cause
and effect relationship will accrue only if such events a/wQ.'Ys
occur (are perceived) together. Well, I really don't know
what to say of Hume's thinking, at this point, except that an
idealistic point of view can always be argued, by anyone. All
one can say in response to it is "why do you 'want' to say
that?" Or, more precisely, "what reinforces you for saying
that?"

I mention David Hanley here only to state that he was
responsible for insisting upon the concept of association so
strongly that it was incorporated into the body of British
Empiricism. And, after Hartley's time, this movement in
thinking t correctly, dropped the ••Empiricist, " and adopted
"Associationism.' And, so we have arrived at the territory
of the Mill family·J~ and John Stuart.

Not:hins truly important comes from this part of the story,
escept continuity. It seems that the thinkinS c1Newton got
to _ oi James Mill,~ he talked about mentalistic/
_lib-~ in terms of association as a mechanical
principl~ which, now (strangely), occurs in the •'mental' ,
realm. 8et.~n the time of the Mill, Sr., and Mill, Jr.,
chemistry was fully ~pIoying Nnrton's mechanics. So,
John S. Mill, Jr., m.dr his way by reinterpreting his father's
mKhanical mrata1istic associationalistic (words sometimes
CII1DOt lap up with our lJeaI to communicetel) vinr in
terms of • orw mechanistic/atomistic chemistry. Finally,
with Herbm Spencrr, W~ consider • member of the British
A.ociationiJb whme lifr~ into this century, and
modm1 inftumca can be expected to reveal themselves.
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And, Spencer offers us an evolutionary form of association.
It seems that repeated associations can, through a kind of law
of frequency, acquire a greater tendency to show up in future
members of a species. It appears that Spencer's notions stand
directly between Descartes t concept of innate ideas and Carl
lung's construct of the collective unconscious of racial
memory and his archetypes. Since lung's biggest influence
was Freud, we have at this point reached a juncture in the
account where we must stop (we will pick it up later), and
return to the 18th century, this time to the thought of
Germany.

One certainly cannot talk of German thought without
acknowledging Immanuel Kant. Kant holds little interest for
Radical Behaviorism, for, at best ~ he was a dualist - but his
emphasis contains seeds which can only lead to subjective
idealism and solipsisrn. For Kant. there were, also, two
realms, the "noumena," or "things-in-themselves," and
the "phenomena, " or things as they are represented in our
sense data. The "rioumena;' which supposedly comprise
the real world, are forever unavailable to us. The notion of
causality was, for Kant, an innate idea (category) by which
we come to order phenomenal sense data. We can say that
Kant was the founder of the famous German tendency to be
idealistic. He re-affirmed dualism and he was an absolute
nativist, but he set the tone for the new "experimental
psychology" that was about to arise in Germany.

The new psychology was begun hy Fechner, as he
attempted to bring empiricism to bear upon the process of
sensation, initiating psychophysics. We probably remember
him best for his mathematical treatment of the work of
Weber, called' 'Weber's Law," which gave psychology the
notion of ,. just noticeable differencet, with respect to
discriminations among various amplitudes of stimuli. One
thing about Fechner is important . he was supremely
interested in consciousness, though he conceived it in a
mentalistic/idealistic fashion - as a different kind of "stuff."
The study of sense physiology, to bring the dynamics of
"sense data" under a mechanistic analysis, was continued
by Hermann von Helmholtz - especially in the area of color
vision theory.

The real high-point of this school was achieved by
Wilhelm Wundt, with the founding of his laboratory in
Leipzig in 1879. What Wundt wanted to accomplish was to
ferret out the nature of consciousness under empirical con­
ditions. His tool was introspection, and by requiring his
subjects to •'sink" into their on-going conscious experience
and reponing, he wanted to establish the structure of
consciousness. Thus, his method is called' 'Structuralism."
He obtained the services of an Arnerican graduate assistant,
Cattell, who would later be instrumental in transferring this
kind of psychologicalmethod to the U.S. Another conduit of
this brand of thought into the U.S. was the Englishmen,
Titchener , who studied with Wundt and then left for the
U.S.

In addition to the Structuralist movement in German i,
there was another important direction of thought. It begins
with Franz Brentano, who wrestled with the difference
between mental acts and physical events. Basically, he
reasoned that mental acts are to be distinguished by the fact
that such acts all possessed the property of "intentionality. ' ,
Physical events did not possess this trait. Mental acts seem,
by their nature, to intend toward a goal or an object. One
does not just think - one thinks 01 something. Whereas
physical events occur mechanically, beginning with a cause
that then produces an effect, mental acts ~o beyond this



point. They almost seemed to be effects (to use the term
loosely) that intended a goal. It is not difficult to move back­
ward to see the influences of Aristotle or forward to see the
effects upon American motivation theory in psychology.
But, I want to hint at the reasons that this line of German
thought has been included. The intentional aspect of mental
acts has been of vital importance to both philosophy and
psychology. But, (I state it here and hope to illustrate it later)
•'intentionality" has never been dealt with successfully by
science until Skinner's Radical Behaviorism solved the
problem by describing' 'operant behavior."

The next step in this line was taken by Husserl when he
introduced the field of Phenomenology, A Kantian at heart,
Husserl decided that since Kant's "phenomena" were the
only data to which we own access, they should not be studied
as we usually study - in the strait -jacket of our learned pre­
conceptions. They should be apprehended by our native
"pure unreflective consciousness. " To achieve this end, he
proposed a method called "brarketing out" of preconcep­
tions. The program consisted of attending to the
"phenomena," and letting thoughts about them arise.
These thoughts have been learned - recognize this and
remove them from your perception. Once all preconceptions
are allowed to arise and are bracketed out, a purely
phenomenological apperception of the phenomena will
occur. By this process, one will come as near as possible to
the seeing of the "thing-in-itself," the "noumena" of
Kant. Husserl was, however, a philosopher, and we owe the
adoption of this kind of analysis by psychology to Husserl's
student Stumpf. Husserl 's thought in philosophy is
represented today by Heidegger. Stumpf, however, was the
teacher for both Kohler and Koffka, who, with Wertheimer,
were to initiate Gestalt Psychology - which would also come
(with the three of them) to the U.S.

The final German trend I want to include begins with the
German followers of David Hurne - specifically Ernst Mach.
Karl Pearson and Richard Avenarius. At this point, I have to
introduce a very troubling term: "Positivism." I call it
"troubling, " because Jfeelmany peoplehave no clear notion
of what it means - nor do they understand that it occurs three
times . quite separately' in the history of philosophy. And,
as a result of this, the term is tossed about in great confusion
- both speakers and listeners not knowing what is, in fact,
being referred to in the arguments, I will return to this issue
when I finally get to address Skinner; but, for now, let it
suffice to simply mention the three ., Positivisrns ' that arose
with the admonishment to keep them separate! The term
"P(l'\itivism'~ comes to us (rom a Frenchman, Auguste
Comte. The issue falls onto what can be accepted as "know·
ledge" or basic data in any science. Cornte was interested in
the interactions of the individuals in a social grouping . our
first sociologist. "Positive" knowledge, for Comte - i.e.,
basic data - could only be that "knowledge" achieved
through social interaction. But for Comte, the issue ran to a
much deeper philosophical current. Given the horrib~e

situation that the idealists described - Kant and his
phenomena, Descartes with his innate ideas, Hume and the
Mills with their sense data, and with the rise of the
phenomenological point of view - what, after all of this could
be called " real"? Anyone could, after all , dream up
anything. If we all dream up our own worlds, what can
science do to decide what is the real interpretation? Simply,
Cornte says, hv locatin~ the majorit y opinion on the issue .
which ~eis donr- ever y day in real societies by its members.
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So, basic data, for a science, must issue trom an agr~ent

of its individual participants, and nothing else. This is what I
call "~ood" positivism, and we shall meet it later in the
work of B.F. Skinner.

What I call' 'bad, " or misguided or wrong · 'positivism, "
we have already been int reduced to by Mach ~ Pearson and
Avenarius. A later form of this kind of thinking will arise in
the 1930's in both the U.S. and Europe, championed by
such people as Schlick, Camap, Ayers, Feigl, Bridgman,
and Witrgenstein (though, I admit andsubmit that this later
philosopher did manage to "chan~e his stripes.' '). What
Mach, Pearson and Avenarius managed to do was to rein­
troduce, by their emphasis on sense data, an idealistic (or
personalIy subjective) realm, as opposed to a "real,"
objective material world. This move would have been quite
acceptable two hundred years earlier. when religion and
idealism commanded nearly all the attention of thinkers.
Rut, by the middle of the 19th century, materialism had
become heavily established by the success of the Newtonian
movement in science. And, as a result of materialism's
scientific success, other thinkers thought other things about
this material world. And, I could not imagine two mort
influential people of this time than Darwin and Karl Marx.
We will certainly have occasion to return specifically to these
gentlemen. Before doing that, however. I want to shift gears
to consider, (or a moment, the character of the development
of psychology in America.

Psychology in the U.S. or the Genesis of Methodological
Bebat';0rism

When I utilize the terms academic psychology or
methodological behaviorism, I am making a distinct dis­
crimination of a certain line of thinking from what is
generally referred to with the rubrical term' 'psychology."
This distinction does not include the work of B.F. Skinner,
Humanistic psychology (the so-called .. Third Force"), the
Psychoanalytic movement, or any other "flashy"
new-comer to the field. Defining the boundaries of this dis
crimination is the point of this section.

As the 20th century dawned upon the state of American
psychology, it was in a most sorry situation. It had been
toying with the notion that it was or wac; about to become
"science." By this time, science as mechanistic materialism
had had two centuries of success, and physics was certainly
the body of knowledge to be imitated. In the main, our psy­
chology was, at that time, comprised of two camps - well
known to us - · 'Structuralism, " which we saw earlier in
Germany, and ••Functionalism, " which we are just now
engaging. Structuralism had been transplanted from Wundt's
laboratory to the U.S. by Cattell and Titchener , and the push
was still to discover, via introspection, the structure of
consciousness. Functionalism was purely American, and
basically the result of William James' writings. Like
Structuralism, Functionalism was centrally concerned with
consciousness, but, unlike Structuralism, Functionalism
was after the function of human consciousness with respect
to facilitating the ability of human brings to adapt to their
environment. This is natural, since James was directly
influenced by Darwin '5 evolutionary theories. Unlike
Titrhener , et al., James did not construe consciousness to be
a substance that had a static form (composed of individual
atoms. or sensations, structurally related to form "idNs It)
James interpreted consciousness as an activity or a process
occurring within a person . consciousness was a stream of
mental impressions of the world. which can pruVl<k'



behafton1 elects that may have wllptation value. This
cittiDctiaa DOtwitbttmclina, both "kinds" of psychological
thouIht ill die U.s. Iud. u a central issue, a mentalistic
(diiI8D Oftr die DItUte of_. Emerlinl &om
theUaitenitJ ofaue.,o. John B. Waban, OUcqo's first
PhDill PlJddoIJ, would have DOlle of this. All that em be
saidIbouthis motivation, beyoodbavioa takm c1wes &om
the IOCioIosicaI behaviorist, Georse Herbert Meld, is that
be must have been heavily inftuenad by the success of the
Newtonian mechanistic materialism. His aim was to place
..ycbokv 00 • more objective or empirical buis - to finally
rescue it &omthe moras of pbilosopbicaI tbouabt mel found
it squarely upon Iclrntific mdbods. For his efbts, he has
been _ IS the "Father ol Behaviorism" • to
which I Idd • qn,Ufjrr - the ·'Father ~ Methodological
_." We aD quite saiely asume that WIbOIl did
DOt just cmm up his profJnID in an inteUectual VICUWD • he
wu iD8uenad by some body of writiJII. And. beyond Sir
ISIIC Newton, wean betthe source was Pavlov.

Pavlov wu cooductin8, in Russia durinl the latter portion
~ the 19thcentury, very, wry good research, scientifically
speakina, into the area eX UDCODditiooal and conditional*
physioloP:al~. Pavlov was DO psychoIosist; tbouIh
be is~y tbouIht to be so, br .... a physiolosist,
steeped in mechanistic materialism. Reall, we have traced
this kind d. thina", from the "If, then" logical moves of
Aristotle to the "cause effect" analysis of Newton. In
Pavlov's work, we~ liven • third re-wordinI of the SImN

1o,;e.Jj'omI. An WJCOOditiooal stimulus is observed to came
an WJCOOditiooal respome becauseof the physiology of an
0IJIDism; and, if this U~ is~ sufficiently with an
initially iDe&ctive stimulus, that stimulus will come to
cause • ~tioaa1 response,similar to the UCR, thus:

U~ ... UCR
~~CR

I will omit~ else of Pavlov's position mel simply
remark that, when Pavlov's work became available in
EqIish to U.s. radlm, Wabm wasIndy to latch uponit IS

• reallclrnti&c brakthtou&b in the study of the behavior of
orpnisms. WatIOIl "simplified" the Pavlovian scheme mel
IpIUd it directly to all behavioral pbmomma. Watson
o&red stimulus-respome as the behavioristic pandism of
lIWysis. Simply, WIbOIl initiated S-R psychology IS a
"behavioristic" analysis, destined to render psychoJo8)' a
leva 01 SUtUSS that would qualify it b • place in the
mechtnistic _ "rnolution" of science. All
behavior could be r&Iuced to • mechanistic analysis of
stimulus-iJIIowed-by-ueus-y .respome.

lam DOt~ here with faithfully ftPJ'"ft'tiJl8 the
eam caften cl thiDRn I mentim. I am in~ in
broId-strok1D& • masift~ in JCienti&c tboqht. Let
me~ M1 dill W.... would have us bebaviq quite like
.... hi,... i ...... .-e dqnsaed and Jilbts 10 OIl or Jess
1IIOIe. For him, we are juii 5-11 cnstIIftS - to UDderstmd us,
ODe IIIUIt limply book up eJectric-tnin-car modules ~
•'b!bnior. ,. ADd, • NewIoa sbowed, aDd u Pavlov
prowrd, ••dficjegt lad IMId -.y I lallie" will~ the
necaury l.eI!ct."It bas hem aearly 3000 yean, and, still,
Denwaital ftipI in our thinkinl proceses.

•
-TIle t8.- I .nnwIi«..... lad"_'1ft used
jaMmdof die .... •I CD' ilatMl" aDd "u_'
--.e me, .re cber au Pavlov's oriPW terms in
II · 3.
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Watsonian thinking was (and still is) a very bitter pill for
us to swallow.Psychology began to catch up on our religious
and metaphysical notions of "free will," I 'choice, ., and
human' 'dignity." Today, thiskindof issue still divides us,
yet in Watson t 5 time, the glove he hurled down was picked
up. Watson had told us that the relationship between (his)
stimulus and response was absolutely necessary. i.e., the
relationship between Watsonian "S" and "R" was one­
to-one: absolutely necessary/necessarily absolute. If a
stimulus occurred, the appropriate response has to occur.
The real trouble for American psychologists that they
seemed to believe, or at least practiced, what Watson had
proclaimed. And, when later American psychological
empiricists tried to vindicate the one-to-one nature Watson
had predicted, they failed. "5" does not always produce
, 'R. " In such a quandary. a researcher is ted to two choices ­
patch up the approach, or, findanother approach. American
psychology, in the early decades of this century, selected
the first path.

It was the initial assumption that proved to be fatal.
Pavlov's work was based upon reflexivebehavior. From him
we learn two basic facts: (1) that reflexes follow close!y a
Newtonian cause-effectmodel, and (2) reflexescan be made
conditional upon neutral stimuli, if sufficient pairings are
conducted with the unconditional stimulus. The mistaken
assumption of Watson was that all learned behavior is
comprised of conditional reflexes, But, since Watson did not
do much research, except for his studies in emotional con­
ditioning, he was not forced to take note of the incompati­
bility of his assumption and the data that would face later
researchers.

Tolman, however, did come face to face with this
problem, and he was forced to re-think his position, but the
"answer" he produced was largely under the control of his
extensive exposure to the transplanted Gestalt Psychologyof
Koffb and Kohler. So, Tolman became the first C 'cognitive
behaviorist," but, he was unusual, to say the least, among
the methodological behaviorists of his day. The majority
remained under the control of their traditions. Their data
forced them into re-thinking also, but they did not see the
error Watson had handed down to them. U data do not
support a theory, one should return to that theory and
modify it - but this did not occur. Watson' s little bit of theory
- that aU acquired behavior is reflexively conditional, and
therefore, "5" and "R" stand in a one..to-one relationship
. was; perhaps, so "little" that its nature of being a
theoretical assumption was overlooked.What these method­
ologica1 behavioristsdid was to build more theoretical super­
structure 0" top o/this fatal assumption, All of which was
designed to clear up the ,. noise" in the data. It was as if they
never really trusted their data. So, by the 1930's we see the
arrival of a full-blown methodological behaviorism - the
prime example of the fold being Oark Hull. His thinking
went something like this: if in the data, we do not observe
that the "5" and •'R" stand in I necessary (1: 1)
relationship (implicit assumption - "though, we ktJOfll they
",'"", '), then, we must 8CCOUJ1t for that difference in tenus
ofchansinl physiolosical state within the organism. Watson

I offered us 5-R psychology - Hull will try to sen S-Q-R
psychology; and, though the "0" seems harmless enough,

--ilmosta "natural" thing to do, there i5• BJftt~ of action
supposedto beBOinB on in there. The trouble here is that all
of this action is beyond observation or empirical testing. It is
just enough idealistic ,. explanation" to cause the whole
structure to collapse as a bad attempt at science. Though it



may be a bit painful, let me remind you of a typical Hullian
~ ~description '1 of why a particular rat took 1.~70 3 seconds
less time to run a maze on its second attempt:

Isn It that truly enlightening? A stimulus will elicit a
momentary effectiveexcitation potential, which results from
the momentary effects of habit strength, multiplied by
momentary drive (with respect to the particular goal object) 1

multiplied by momentary incentive motivation (an early
version of Capaldi~s f I Sequential Theory I' about the effects
of size differential in rewards or non-reward events),
multiplied by a variable representing momentary abilities of
the nerves to function physiologically ~ Then one must
subtract from the momentary habit strength the effects of
physiologica1 fatigue and those of a state of condi t ional
fatigue& FinallYl we must take into account the effect of
, i behavioral oscillation" - a ~ I fudge factor J ~ that l if all else
failsl will render the relationship between ~ is' l and ~ 4R' ..
one to one. With behavioral oscillation I Hull seems to be
trYing to account for something like the rat's "darned
cussedness. ~, All of this pseudo-mathematical and logical
I 'incantation" is supposed to have the effect of reassuring
ourselves that we have i t.e;Iplained"' what we are studying.
Instead of fleeing to another theoretical position, as Tolman
did, Hull doggedlystrives to save the paradigm of Newton in
psychology t where it is absolutely not appropriate. At best
this is simply an attempt to resort to idealistic theorizing to
explain why the world doesn t t behaveas we wish it would ­
at worst J it is a form of religious dogmatism. I offer the
second derogative characterization. because with this formof
approach much of psychology has recently become a cult
which provides a place for man to worship himself. This
, I place" is called Cognitive Psychology ~ To get there from
Hull's fetish with the I,on or his uconceptuaJ nervous
system,l' all one has to do is continue to place faith in a
faltering '~S-R" paradigm - to adore with greater and greater
fervor the kinds of intervening variables that Hull used to
"explain" the anomalies in his data. In doing so the llsn

and the · IR~, in the original paradigmatic representation
take on less and less importance, for the focus is on the
varied and interesting stuff going on inside of the mysterious
"O'" we have given ourselves to deal with. The result is
cognitive psychology l and to find a breath of science in it is
irnpossible
impossible - beyond the terminology used to mystify its
practitioners. One needs only to ask the question C 'what is
the source of stimulus control of their 'scientific' verbal
behavior - the data, Of their histories of reinforcement
(which includes personal interests)?" Against all of this
stands B~F. Skinner, the only scientific student of the
behavior of organisms we have of note.

I have been using the terms .t I idealism' l and.
to 'mentalism i ., as more-or-less interchangeable t and I they are.
But: I am sensitive to a further discrimination. Let
, I idealism t t refer to all of the great systems of philosophical
"explananon' we have seen-from Parrnenides and Plato to
Descartes t H ume and Kant_These were all also dualistsI I
had earl ier s tated that pure idealism (for instance i BerkeleyIS

thought) has always seemed just this side of humorous - at
least, for me. But i we will encounter a nee-idealism shortlYi

which is not at all humorous. Juse t he term i ~ mentalism " to
denote the recent and somewhat subversive (to the goal of
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science) attempts to utilize idealistic explanatory fictions,
operating within a materialistic and I I scientific' 1 frarnework,
to further a. "scientific" analysis. One example is the
methodologic-al behaviorism of Hull. I especially use
I ~ mentalism' t to refer to the manner in which all of us were
taught to talk about our everyday experiences. The concepts
employed t we inherit, in largepart i from the theological past
of our culture.. Some we get from ethics and treatises on
MoraHty ~ Political talk serves to reinforce them in the name
01 IIsocial control 11 i of the individual. These concepts are
employed in talking about our own behavior and that of
others and its consequences. and function to, somehow,
make us "feel " better about the whole thing. To offer
specific examples 1 I would point to i 'free-will," I' human
dignity," "responsibility," "praise, II "blame, n

'-personal credit' l and ,t justicei ~ in the guise of punish-
ment. Three contemporarypsychologists speakmost directl y
(0 this issue " two from the field of therapy (Szasz and
Menniger) and one from science - B.F& Skinner. Only
Skinner is considered in this effort - though, the others are
not without importance.

501 having tried to place •'mentalismt t into the form
required for this paper1 I still feel that we must again step
back into the history of our culture (circa 18~O) to add some
important variables that have, thus far t been omitted. I want
to give the full blush of the present psychological reading of
our history, but this is not possible without pointing to the
important rolesofSigmundFreudand CharlesDarwin.

Theology as Thesis, Darun« as Antithesis, and Freud as
Pseudo -Syntbesis

To set the scene ~ recall that the power of the Christian
interpretation of the world had been in very firm control of
the thinking ofmost people since 300 A&D. Though science,
as mechanistic materialism, arose in the 17th century, and
enjoyed a very successful 200 years; and. though the
various forms of idealistic and dualistic philosophies battled
with that science throughout that period, most people did
not hear of this lofty warfare. Education, as we know it ~

didn 't exist. Most people learned what their parents knew ­
or what the local church would provide: after all, their's
were lives of "getting along" and surviving.

But. in the middle of the last century, because education
of our kind had finally reached the middle class , a problem
erupted. In brief, people. who had been weaned on the
teachings of the Church ~ involving dualism, lite-after-death.
just rewards beyond life, etc. t were then sent to a form of
higher education which taught them the mechanistic
materialism of the times. But , they weren ' t JUSt taught
Newton~s mechanics - they began to be introduced to the
theories of that man named Darwin. And, throughout the
latter half of the last century, this explosive & situation
persisted - brought up on Christ and weaned from him by
Darwin. Can you imagine the impact? No longer could Man
be regarded as an _'immortal soul, n or a creature of the
utmost I i rationality tt - of almost a divine nature. Then, for
the first time in history, Man was reduced to the animal
realm - made of physical i "stuff" and forced (0 realize his
'·place" in this world. Human-kind's kindergarten had
expired, leaving him quite alone and adrift in a very strange
and hostile universe- where no loving liGod' t looked out for
him, tared for him, loved him ... 1 It must have been very
difficult. Now I however, we have a buffer called msten­
tialisrn , which has worked to numb us of the problem that
confronted the people of the latter 19th century. At IhtJJ



tiav. it would have been a very acute issue to deal with.
And, simply, ..m. tu.ppeoed was that people got physically
'Isick'· - but, without any physical or mechanical cause.
the e&cts~ real enough, but no I 'causesJ; could be
bJnd~ Theseconditions 1'~KtC!d·'" or "called out" of the
culture, I medical doctort specializing in neurophysiology,
~Freud.

Nmvt I want to point out that the discussion I am
presenting in this section is pu"elyspeculation I but it is not
critical to the overall treads. Freud's "treatment n was one
he stumbled on. called the "talking cure" ~ The patients
Freud saw were not manifesting the symptoms of
, 'schizophrenia, ,,~ or f.' possession, I I as it had been called
since the Inquisition. The symptoms were localized and far
less severe - and the "disease'" had been termed
I 'hysteria, oj" or the problem of the I 'wandering womb.' iI A
caricature of Freud's approach is as follows. Begin a patient
on a three..hour to five-hour-per-week schedule of lying on a
couch in a darkened room. The patient is told to talk about
himselfor what is bothering him or her. This is not a normal
state of affairs, and one would be hesitant to talk about
personal issues, so one would begin talking about many
unimportant items. Freud engages a process of differential
reinforcement of his patient's verbal behavior (though he
was not aware of what he was really doing). Statements of
little interest to Freud would receive no response from the
doctor, and they wouldeventually extinguish. It would be a
good guess to assume that Freud was particularly
, 'interested in" i (or, reinforced by) talk about sexual
matters. Eventually, Freud would have succeeded in
extinguishing all a-sexual talk by the patients, who being
quite frustrated at the lack of progress in engaging the man"
may have decided to prick his interest by a little sexual
remark. Once emitted, it is possible that such initial sexual
comments were reinforced by Freud, which leads to much
more of the same. My point here is that it may have been
Freud's I i interest' t in sex, that short -circuited revealing
what was actually at the basis of the problem of his patients.
HFreud reinforced them for talking on this level, they would
do SOi and his theories would show this color ~ which they
do. Butt if the nature of the problems were really having to
dowith Darwin i science's new picture of man t the necessary
decline of religion's believability, and, at bottom, fear of
the new issue of death and dying in a material world, Freud
could not have been able to demonstrate this. However, his
followers, especialy Rank and lung, were quick to break
from Freud's pan-sexuality, and offer their own assessment
of what was occuring in such patients. And.. their theories
deal directly with the failure of religion and the concerns of
deathi It isoften said that to see the real nature or trouble of a
culture t one needs to look at the arts. I remind you that the
literatw"e of the time was asswning a remarkable new form
(EJistentialism) as I kind 01 limited evi~ supporting my
interpmation_ ] should like to .dckess the issue of the
conDCCtion d &istentialistlit~.ture with the philosophy of
the time 1 but it would really be as~ route..

Top.ta.;e this section into a statement, religious beliefs of
the laner 19thcentury were rendered untenable by Darwin
and the rise of a _ science.. and the shock lead to
avoidance behaviors which were called Il 'hysteria~ t I Freud
interpreted these responses as sex;ually motivated, and then
proceeded to present us with an II'analysist,. of what was
occurring. And ,the rnaj« point hue, Freud presented
~ version of dualism as an "explanation II of the
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phenomenon. He was remarkable insofar as he had a real
point - that all behavior is not consciously caused or chosen
bythose acting. He invented the I 'unconscious mind. ~ J The
problem was that he described the dynamics of the behavior
in terms of a mentalistic interpretation ~ i.e., a story about
creatures of the I'mind" which interacted to then produce
behavior on the part of the person, I call this i'mentalism ~ ,
and I invoke Freud as a villain only because his story became
so influential in the verbal behavior of nearly all members of
our verbal community when they talk about the behavior of
people,Sol Freud is relevant here because of his mentalistic
influence, against which Skinner has had to fight for his
point of view.

What I have attempted to show is how two of the major
thrusts of American psychology 'f psychoanalysis and
methodological behaviorism have come to naught ..insofar as
they have re-engagedmentalism or idealism in their attempts
to deal with behavior (the first of people, the second of rats).
The i'Third Force H of American psychology ~

"Humanistic" psychology, will emerge in the 1950~s as a
truncated, confused mixture of religion, social relationships
and ' 'meaning l J , which has no Ii 'meaning" at all as a part of a
science of behavior. The only movement left
without the idealistic blemish would be that of mechanistic
materialism - t he science of Newton I et at& But, alas, even
this must fail; and it does during the first three decades of
the present century. As "new" thinking arises.. the "old"
thinking will, in reaction, attempt to re-entrench itself.
Religion I the old thesis, was confronted by Darwin and
mechanistic materialism (Newtonian science), the new
antithesis. Freud and psychoanalysis were the resulting
"pseudo..synthesis, " and it did not workI as we see after SO
years. We had not' yet arrived at the point of synthesis · at
least in psychology · during Freud's prime. This point may
have been achieved for physics by Einstein. For biology. the
point was reached by the thought of Darwin. But, for
psychology. we are without. a champion of synthesis - until
Skinner.

We have one more issue to address before getting to B.F.
Skinner. The j 4death throes" of mechanistic materialism
produced in both the U.S. and Europe, in both physics and
philosophy I a strange creature indeed. We have been
introduced to it previously 1 and it is called ~ t Logical
Positivisrn. i ~

The Three Arms of' 'Positivism"

As noted before~ it is absolutely essential to avoid mistakes
to take care to be clear about what one is referring to when
using the term ,. Positivism. ,'I Auguste Comte, the French
philosopheroften held to be the father ofSociology. first used
the term' 'philosophie positive" during the middle of the
19th century. His position was that of a social positivism. By
this he meant that the basic data were of a social nature" and
that no true psychology of the individual was possible I since
all that can be studied is the behavior of men in social groups­
He rejected Wundt~s and Titcheners introspection as a
source of basic indisputible information & I called this form
"good .. " me.g that it was the least problem-ridden.
Skinner comes close to this position in his amlysis of how the
verbal community shapes up self-knowledge in individuals
through differential reinforcement of tacting of private
events. However .. <:Omte's position is far too extreme" for
the individual does have direct and immediate access to his
own private events, and he must Hintrospe(11 1 (in a vague
sense) when describing such events. Skmnerls only



limitation on self-knowledge i~ thiil the verbal community
must use public (therehy ~ not wholly reliable)
accompaniments of private events to differentially 7reinforce
statements of self-knowledge. BUI. the restnction IS on the
verbal community · not upon an individual's access to his
privateeven~7 For Skinner, peopl« de!J.C1'!be private events ~ ­
that is given In the data i the verbal behavior7 The problem IS

to account for the shapingof such behavior.

I also mentioned the "Positivism" of Mach, Avenarius
andPearson (England).This form was introduced in 1886 by
Mach's Anoryse der Empfindungen. The move was to
completely circumvent "any re~erence 7 to what ,,:as
metaphysical (unobservable), Forgive me if J seem to give
lhis schoolof thought short shrift ; however, it is anabsurd
positionfor any scientist to assume, In their concern to avoid
any metaphysical ~ f object5 ~, or statements about such
"objects, ;t, they were led to doubt that they really had access
to the real physical world. All they could be sure of is their
access to their own sensations which, we believe. reflect the
material realm, Therefore ~ it was only possible to speak. of
those sense data - and nothing else. The! material world
was, for them, a metaphysical object. One is tempted to ask
them how they ~ 'knew" they had access to sense data ­
since, for Skinner, one learns to speak about private events
(or to speakat all) by means of the reinforcing practices of the
verbal community, To assume that sense data copy the
world'l and then to retreat to the position of doubting that
thismaterial world even exists at all. is to re-sdoptI at best t a
weakCartesian position.Onemight also liken them to Kant ­
had he been plagued with doubts about the existence of the
"noumenal' realm. At worst, this position is simply a very
uneconomical method of attempting to assert a pure
subjective idealism1 poorly distinguished from solipsismy In
doing science, one is; asked to make very few assumptions.
One you are asked to makeis an easy one - to assume that (he
world is real and that the business of science is to attempt to
learn to describe i.t in more and more accurate and precise
terms. In other words, if a scientist cannot admit to being a
materialist, he admits to beinga very poor philosopher.So, it
is not difficult to imagine whythis Machian Positivism never
"got off the ground" (it was never "on the ground" to
start).

Finally1 there arosea third 4 'positivism I II' during the third
decade of thiscentury. However, I again wish to be precise in
my terminology and to discriminate between "Logical
Positivism" and f 'Operationalism, I. though they are often
lumped together as one movement. Logical Positivism is a
product of European philosophers, known as the "Vienna
Circle. " including Rudolph Camap, A.J. Ayers, Herbert
Feigl, A.E .. Blumberg, Philipp Frank. Otto Neurath, Hans
Hahn, Moritz Schlick, among others. Also associated with
the group wereLudwig Wittget1stein and Karl Popper. I will
bebrutally simplistic and say that these were men who got
caught up in their own verbal behavior" more precisely • in
the grammar of language. Somehow, they came to consider
the logical relationships in the grammar of statements about
the world to be more basic than the world about which such
statements are made, Or, in other words, they seemed to
believe that the only door to the world was through a pure
logical analysis of statements about the world. They reached
this situation because of an attempt to reintroduce the
positivism of Mach. with the work of Poincare11 so they
inherited Mach '$0 distrust of the world. Some seemed to
follow Mach into regarding the sense data as somehow
sacrosanct :
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. .. · it seems ad\'isahltl always to $ppak 01 1he
to'occurrence H of sense-ronreru\ and sense ·f a xJ1e1'iMU·(SS in
preference to speaking of their "existen,-e ~ " and SU to
avoid the danger of treating sense-contents as if they wefe
material things.

The answer to the question whether sense-contents are
mental or physical is that they are neither; or rather t that
the distinction between what is mental and what is
physicaldoes not apply to sense-contents, It appliesonly to
objects which are logical constructions out of them.
(Ayer){7)

It is clear from this that Ayer could not be called a
materialist. But 1 how does one proceed from sense-contents
to the' 'logical constructions out of them?" One can only do
so by examining the logic (or 1 grammar) of the propositions
made about the sense-contents. Primacy is given to logic,
butt how allowable is this move? An entire British school
of philosophy (ordinary language analysis) has grown up
with this assumption; however, the only thinker to subject
even language behavior, itself) to a scientific (though not yet
empirical) analysis is B.F~ Skinner - and he would not ~r~
to this attempt to make grammar or logic primary to a
scientific investigation. Let me offer an example of how
Skinner's analysisof verbal behavior leads to quite diHerent
conclusions than those of a logician. In logict if one makes
two propositions - ...A" and i 'not .. A " - one relies on a fonn
of set theory, using the principle 01 exclusion. The first
proposition is a set of all things belonging to cat.agory or label
f, lA". "Not..A t, is a set including all things exclusive of
, ,A 1 '. Further 1 to propose a set i' A' , one logically implies
an exdusive set ' 'not-A ' 1, unless "A' , proposes the
characteristic of 'Iexistencet 'I which then leads to what I
consider ridiculous logical contortions. U one. instead.
follows Skinner's lead in analyzing verbal behavior as
behavior, a very different situation transpires. Skinner treats
negation C' 'no" or ~ 'not ") as a qualifying autoclitic - or a
verbal operant which serves to modify the over-all effect
upon the listener of a larger operant unit within which the
autoclitic occurs. (8.) In our example. a speaker will state
, ,A I ~ J when confronted with a certain range of stimuli
configurations, provided his verbal community has
reinforced stating "A" in the presence of such a range of
circumstances. He will state "A.... throughout this range t

and he may even generalize to circumstances beyond the
reinforced ranget stating •_A"' A t the vague limits of such
ranges, he may, depending upon his history ~ utilize other
autocllticsJ such as i ~ A-liket" or .. t,somewhat similar to A J J •

U the circumstances were far enough removed &om the
range of circumstances within which he was diHerentiaUy
reinforced for •JA", he may emit .. 'somewhat like B' t, Of

"B' ~ , or possibly' 'I don't know". We would not encounter
, ,not..A' ; unless he bad received some specific shaping by
the community. The autoditic "not" will OCOlC when the
speaker is in I situation in which statinB "A" is hishly
probable, but the community has shaped a discrimination
(based upon small, but important diffm!nca to that
community) between this new cirtumstana and others
which occasion I"Atil .. So, in such a circumstance. though
the person is inclined to tact t aA' I editing will occur to
yield l 4not-A ' I ~ In teaching a child proper coIor·talk J the
verbalcommunity lVill reinforce I'red' J in response to a wide
array of electromagnetic frequencies. & the child matures,
it maybecome important to the parents to instill more subtl.
discriminations 01cOlor. A chiid is shown I ballandgiventhe
mand "What color?' I lie generalizes to the new situation,
and asserts/tacts •'red." The parents respond "No, not



red. ~.I In future instanca, when shown the ball, the child
(beaII* cJ. his ady trtiniIlI) isstilllibly to say IIredtil, but

the pamtaI - traininB te.ds to the autoclitic
IlJoo t t

- melM says "tOOt-ted" .. If~ pan!lJ.ts have provided
1ft lllar&ltift bet, mchu II I No. Notred • it is OI"IIlF tit the
cbiJd. may procJuce tile DeW tiel. Of be may just say I'not
red". But, IdditioD.1 sbapiq willresult in a new color..taet
'1&~,'1I In situatiooal~ involvinB more complex
_ dian just the use of color tscts, the more
J:ftCise UlCt may aot be supplied, and the use of the autoelitic
.. 4nat I I mayrem.m in force.

Thepoint ofthis tedious discussion is to demonstrate just
one difference between a logician's or philosopher/s
treatment of the behavior of negation and Skinner's
understanding of the process. For the logician •I A" and
"not-A t I are mutually exdusive catasories of an amost
• priori nature. With Skinoer's analysis, the entire logical
exercise evaporates tIS verbal behavior is understood as more
behavior to be analyzed. For Skinner, IIA'l and t~not-A"

do not imply mutually ezclusive logial catagories ,. they
involve very sm.iliIr stilnulusconfi8untioos presented in the
material world. So.~ power of the logician'5 concern with
the "logic ofpropositionsl

' disappears, and with it goes the
importance or the needfor the logical Positivists' concern
over such logic in scientific statements. The Logical
Positivist; with theit lack of Wldentanding of verbal
behavior1 took their own far too seriously and turned
~lves into flIsrlWt subjective idealists~ Uone does not
understand the rnl causes ofone's verbal behavior, one can
place too much importance upon it or it! Structure, and
thereby lose all touch with reality.

Now1 after all of that I I will grant to you that a l'logicsl
iblalysis' , certainly seems to be an easier task than a
Skinnerian analysis of verbal behavior. But, I remind you
that the rendering of on ..the-spot idealistic I'explanations t ,

or mentalistic ' 'stories' about material phenomena is
always I simpler tISk than to have to deal with the reality of
the material world. But. Skinner would not claim to aspire to
beinS more simple t JUSt • bit more correct. This task might
begin to become more easily accomplished if we practiced a
rigorous materialistk approach, and ceased attempting to
escape out difficul~by launching ourselves into such easily
spun idealistic "explanations'· of our behavior and the rest
of the material world..

We.cquiu our verbal behavior about the world &om the
world - from outside, SO to spNk.. To assume that it is,
somehow t iil primary datum, accruing &om within, is ­
dnpite allofthe possiblr verbal contortions to the contrary ­
to yi~d to subjecti~e idealismt So, despite Boring's
dw-~rizatiODSof Feigl's logical or operational positivism
IS I 'an ~.ttempt to get bad to basic data; and thus to increase
agreeannt and diminish tbe misunderstandings that come
~t &~_~.cIi&r~ in ~gs, ': (9) it is
just idealism • ana 01 no use to science. Th~ Principle ·of
Verificfdion has nothinB to do with empirical replication of
sdmti&c results; it becomes a matter of philosophers
agreeing on .bat they "mesn" by what tMj call
••scientific'I propositioos t . baed upon their subjective sense
data. Thisu banb. but fairly accurate.

We stt idalism., dualism at mentalism cuepins into
~~7,~the~&om trJU8hly 18'O~
1940. Freud ".. ... Pine mentalism. Tbouab cast as a
a-. d.~ I he was_ physician, and unfamiliar with the
iuua we ...,.~. Hull mel tht other methodoIosical
bdlavtorists assumot tMy were bans quite scientific with
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their reliance upon the hypothetico..deductive method of
theorizing. Though they were studying behavior. in their
ignorance of the subject matter t they lapsed into a
verificationof an imaginary conceptual nervous system or an
invented physiology - which is nothing more than an
idealistic "Stoty'; parading in scientific terminology- The
Logical Positivistst despite their philosophical sophistication
and their overwhelming. concern not to fall into metaphy­
sics, did fall into a kind of mentalistic metaphysics, by
placing their emphasis on sense data and logical analysis of
talk about those sense data. Butt they had no way of
knowing, at th~ timet that their very talk would succumb to
a scientific analysis.. It would be fair to say that 1 at least,
ceriain portions of science were breaking down between
1900 and 1930 - especially psychology and physics. Other
aspects of science were doing quite well, such as biology.
When a science falters, idealism rushes in to fill the
explanatory void left by initial materialistic explanations
which had failed. I will say here that it was not a materialistic
science that hadfailed·in all cases of idealistic influx. Rather,
it was the ~xplanatory paradigm of certain sciences that had
failed to sccomodate material phenomena taken under
consideration. A II 'paradigm" is a method or design of
explanation. The paradigm we will see falling is that of
Newton and the mechanistic materialists. This does pot
impugn science or a materialistic position, It brings habits of
investigation and presassumptions under re-examination.
The problems encountered by physics (the "Queen' and
most emulated of the sciences) during the first three decades
of this century ate well known to scientists and philosophers
of this timea In glib terms, the 4000-year-old concept of
Atomism was finally forced, by scientific advances, to
"stand still n for a I I face lift~" In 190', Einstein published
three papers that rattled physics [0 its bones. 01" its
, 'atoms' ", We do not need to go into these papers ~ here t

except to say that they toppled the Newtonian paradigm out
of physical research, and put it into mundane technological
applicatiOn5a In one sweep of the pen, Einstein reduced
Newton's "cause..and-eHect" mechanical world into
f. 1&simply" a first approximation of a description of the
material world~

Ofcourse t it WIS not simply Einstein '$ articles that led to
the coming of revolution in science ~ which culminated in the
replacement of the I fill-then'Ii /'ICause-effect" I' 'S ..R'·
paradigm. Scientists. demonstrating the "Trn from
MiS$011ri" point of view.. continued in an attempt to reaffirm
the old paradigm by their research - this was specifically true
in physics. They had reached the atom I which was still a
useful concept for chemistry t but in reaching more deeply
into the material organization of the world, they began to be
overwhelmed, Studies of the behavior of electrons confirmed
that light quantacouldbet rathert htlli to be jointly described
as particle ind wave.. Sub...atomic particle studies revealed
that particulate physics was indeed in trouble-in fact, so was
the classical model ofatomic physics, that matter was just an
accumulation of individisible little I 'pieces of some basic
stuH;'1 Einstein had stated that "matter' and "energy"
were not basic; distinctions, that they were really only
patterns of behavior or action of some more basic kind of
material. Now, their own research supported Enstein 's
contention. After the 1930's, physicists began to learn to
live and work with thiskind of contradiction.But, as always,
just before such a maturation, idealismgets thrust out as an
attemptatsavinS theoldmetholcdology. In 1927... Harvard
physicist, Percy Bridgman, published a book. Tbe Ingic of



Modern Physics, which introduced the notion of
~ 1.000rationisrn'·, The reasons J include Operationism here
are; (1) it became quickly assimilated into the Logical
Positivist movement, (2) it was written for physicists t but
appealedto psychologists of the time i and (3) it is a reflection
of the kind of thinking that would have a large influence on
Americ"an scientists of that time if Pragmatism. One might
even venture so far as to suggest that Bridgman had been
swayed by the Pragmatism of William James. In attempting
to handle the state of uuer disarray in physics because of
Einstein IS Relativity Theory t Bridgman proclaimed that the
concepts of physics should only be defined by the techniques
of rneasur~ment (observational operations) by which they are
established or H observed ." Put a. little diHeren t1YI any
pobjective P event or object in the material world is
comprised of nothing mort: than the operations - is naming
more than these operat ions - by whieh it is observed or
measured. Clearly ~ the movesubordinates the material world
to the thinking or acting of the physicist. The material
world, somehow i cannot be gotten to - it is only a
postulation uf the physicist. We can know reality as it is
presented in our sense-contents, and in this way only.
Bridgman never took the argument this far; however, it is
clear why Wt~ now see Logical Positivism and Operationism
as almost identical. The 010ve i~ quite clear - when reality
confuses us by its complexity ~ we always attempt to deal with
the complexity by fallin~ back upon our own mentality as a
source of t he .- ~ observed~ i busy-ness of the world. The world
is. after all, very simple (comprised of just cause and effect ­
of balls bouncing off balls) t and if complexity is seen i it must
arise from our seeing of the world. Or 1 we must invent the
world that we see , because given the supposed sirnplicity of
a real world ~ any complexity is our offering, But, any move
to subordinate the material world to human mentality is just
a re-introduction of idealism. Wf: don't create the world, it
created/generated us; and ~ We don't project cornplexity onto
it. we sometimes can learn to discriminate, because of
complex coruingencies, the complexity inherent in the
Vt'orld~ This 1ast staternent has never been taken seriously in
the U,S, by anyone except B.F. Skinner and those who have
read and understood his works.

Boring, in his assessrnent of Skinner ~ went so far as to
include him within the Operationists : • 'He was certainly a
practising operationalist all along even when not a partici­
pant in a common concern. n (10) This may very well be an
accurate statement about the young Skinner, as a graduate
student. After all ~ he was at Harvard during the time
Bridgman was issuing Operauoiusrn. It may even be true of
Skinner during the period after graduation, for the influence
of one's verbal community is a lingering matter. But,
Skinner is not an idealist. His entire career l between 1938
and 1955I was spent in the laboratory, confronted with the
real world (of course, he worked with rats and pigeons,
which seems questionable i at first .. but 1 because of his
behaviorial subject matter, he was never led to the kind of
confusing complexity which usually results in a re-introduc­
tioo of idealism). It was because of Skinner's early work with
"simple' I animal subjects that he was able to understand
the need for a paradigmatic revolution in science. Once those
st udies were finished T and once he had a Jlfa5D of the material
processes underlying the behavior of '+',simple ' l organisms,
he was able 10 turn his new understanding of behavioral
processes to an analysis of man 1 himself. He eschewed
~de~]istic/merH alistic "explanations i i so strongly, that he
\V~~~ ahlt~~ to bring about another portion of the paradigmatic
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revolution in science. This portion was the most important
of all - it was in psychology Ok in the study of mankind, itself.
BefOf~ ~e could expect anr othe~ scientist to adopt a truly
materialist approach to his subject matter ~ a science of
scientific verbal behavior in the, human species had to be
de~eJoped~ And, such a study was begun, by Skinner.' With
Skinner, weare I at last ~ freed from idealism as a retreat from
social proeress.

We are about to tum to Skinner, however, there is one
more item to deal with before we can enjoy that change. J
mentioned William James earlier, in conjunction with the
American form of psychology called i 'Functionalism II.

Watson rejected both "Functionalism' and the other
American school - I 'Structuralism' - because both were
en t hralled with ' 4consciousness" '. Watson 1 adopting the
model of Pavlov, tried to place American psychology on a
scientific basis. Pavlov's study was in physiology1 dealing
with reflexive behavior. It was an absolutely' 'cause-effect i'
description of behavior· which worked well for reflexes, but
could not deal with the full panorama of the behavior of
organisms. The result was an eventual retreat into
mentalism by later methodological psychologists. Skinner
broke from thi's trend at the onset of his work. But, like all
workers, he was influenced by some of those going before.
He did retain the concepts of the stimulus and the response
from the Pavlov.. Watson line, and he also seems to be
affected by Franz Brentano''s "Intenuonality". But, Some
believe he was further responding to the work of William
james, After all, Skinner does talk about •'functional rela­
tionships 11 and James represented I AFunctionalism ", James
was totally taken by the work of Darwin, as is Skinner.
However, James is best known as one of the originators of
"Pragmatism, 'I, but I cannot see Skinner following james
down this particular path. Behavior modification is the best
known technological application of Skinner's writings, and
the best known motto of 14B-mod H practitioners is HIt
works! H (the implication is therefore i it must be right). In
this sense ~ sorneofSkinner t 5 technological followers are rather
rather jamesian. For~ the best known motto of Pragmatism
is something like Itoif it succeedslit is i truth' _" I want here
to definitely draw a line between what Skinner '&means~"

and what tithe B-rnod Squad" states in their enthusiasm for
their success. An important point of the current movement
in Radical Behaviorism is to distinguish itself from
"ruagrnatic" applications of its IITruth ". Pragmatism
asserts that anything i any philosophy or position that
produces J 'results t , is a ' 'truthful t t point of view.
Unfortunately l what James overlooked I despite his good
intentions, is that the power to generate uresults" that
someone is likely to tall "good" always resides in the hands
of those who have the economic "power" in any social
system. They will define the 'i,good' t or the t 'truth" as it
best suits their own ends. Plato defined his idealistic notion of
the l'good'" in terms of his religious 4 J consciousness. I I

Modern Capitalism defines 'Igood" in terms of the profit
margins of its adherents.. ldea1.ism has gone woefully astray
once again. But James was at fint concerned with analyzing
the function of consciousness with regard to its function in
the survival of conscious beings. This is not a bad question
for one engaged in scientific research ~ IIIconsciousness" is,
certainly, an important item to 41 understand 1

I scientifically.
James uias correct in that matter, but when he lost
materialism and opted for mentalism I he erred badly.

1"0illustrate the problem I have with James, I will callout
someone who is basically on his side of the fence - Lord



Bertrand Russell :
wa-: be (J,tmfs) is dfnyinJ miJht be put cru~y as the
vinr that~ is • t'thing 1 '. He holds that there
is IlanI.y ~ prima) Stu!E or matmal, "~I out of which
~ in the world IS comp.lSftf. This stuff he calls
4 'puft~AII Knowing. hesays, is • particular son
L~ bttwtm rtbe rwo portions of pure experimce..
(11)

Russell connnues to dm10nstrate that this "pure
experience" is really just a "neutral monism." We
understand a "neutral monisrn " to mean something like
what comes out of modem sub-atomic physics .. i ..e. t a
realization that the separation of matter and energy is a false
doctrine that is inherited from mKhanistic materialism. But,
this interpretation of a I 'neutral monism" is not at all the
intention James J had for his readers 1 understanding of his
words, as Russell pointsOUt :

James himself did not develop this implication of his
theory; on the contrary t his use of the ~. I 'pure
eJ;peticOce' I points to I pem.ps UllC.'OIlkious Berblrian
ideaUsm.. (12)

It seems thatR~ hascauaht Junes withhis philosopbical
trousers down. If, even Lord R~ I who through
Wittgenstftn is loosely tied to the Ingical Positi'list's
(besides his cndoncment 01. the lDgicaJ Atoenistic theory of
1anguase)f1 resorts to labelinMJ~ a Berkeleian ideaIist, my
cae q:.m.u Pragnuriun should stand without question.
But,R~ is woot to SO even furthtr in hisimpupmmt of
J~t thouah - thankfuUy • without resorting to Freudian
expbnations. popular in 194':

· · ..Jame! is concerned primarily with religion and morals.
Roughly speUingll he is prepared to advocate any doctrine
which tends to make people virtuous and happy, if it does
so, it is I 'true" in tbr sense in which .he uses that word
(13) y

It is revealing, in~t that Junes is willing to support
t fay' I dextrine that makes people "virtuous" and

f I hdl_ I' Of II .I • , , ~ fo JI....,..,y.. _ course, VtrTUOUS remains r ames to
define T according to his preff'fences, or to his i "interests. "
, 4Happy" is also his to deline.te. 1would presume that for

J.mes T a I I happy•~ person is one who does not act against his
best interests, for non-action is a form of consent.. James
backs ~ f any" doctrine producing such results (but, how
does he know such results, since he has only access to his
"experience?"), but Wf! know the "doctrine" that James
and those 01 his class probably supported at the tum of the
century. To be brutal about the matter. 1 II truth ~. forWilliam
James must bewhattv~ doctrine maintainM his wellbeing
andstation. In othn'-wonts, PraBmatismis DO doctrine ,t all;
for it is ""y philosophy in my soci~y that nWntains the
stahU quo for those in such a position to ens~ in writing
philosophy. OM~ statement byRussellwill suffic~ :

Oames) wants people to be happy, and if belief in God
maRs them happy lee them ~jievr in Him....James'
doctrine is an It'tmlpl to build • superstructure of belief
~ I foundation 01 sapticism, andlikeall such attempts
It IS dependent ()Q~. In his case the fallacies spring
from an anmlpt to Ignore aU eKtta-hurn.n facts.
~ ideeIjwn cmobined withsc~ causes him
to Suhstitutf belief in God b' God, andto pretend that this
will do jasI m ~. But this is ordy a fonn of the
Mlbjft:ti'ristic nwIoeu 'lJhich is characterist ic of most
modem philosophy. 14

GoodneIs bt! ]1 tIppeaB m. Lord RusxU is doin8 my work
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for me. Talk about "Cod" versus h a belief in God" I will
defer to Philosophy 1A. Perhaps Russell is miffed at James t

because his Pragmatism may lead him SO far as to suggest
that a f I belief in mathematics' , would suffice for
mathematics t itself.But, this would further leadus to believe
that, perhaps, Russell still dung to a belief in Euclid, not
havinB taken Einstein seriously when he demonstrated that
Euclidean geometry is no absolute, but simply a way of
describing the "space" within which material transactions
occur~ However1 what is clear from this is that much of
science at the tum of the century was infused with
mentalism or t if you willt idealism..

The key element of understanding missing from all of the
philosophical debating we have, thus far, stood patiently
enduring is that man, himself, and all of his talk/philosophy
is just as much a product of the activity of the material world
as everything of which the talking was about.

Thus fat, I have often talked about paradigms and a
paradigmatic change or revolution, and I have successfully
avoided directly discussing this issue.. However, it is now
necessaryto do SOA

The PortJdigmatic Revolution in Science
H one reflects upon the history of the thinking of our

species; as it has been outlined thus far in the article, the
dialectic process is clearly in effect. We have been in the
process of learning more and more effective ways of
describing the world we inhabit. Theology, the early method
of description, yielded a number of forms of idealism in
philosophy. This move can be called the •'thesis. H The
f , antithesis ,~ to idealism is materialism, which was brought
to the front by Newton in his notion of the I Ill-then, .,
•'cause-effect" and, finally specialized as "Stimulus­
response" psychology by Pavlov, Watson, HuU1 et al. In
physics, the act of specialization was achieved by the Logical
Positivists and the Pragmatists (including Bridgman's
Operationism), All of these modem reactions to the failure of
the first materialist approximation to ta1.kin8 about the world
(the "cause-effect " or LIS-Rtf approach), leads their
originators to assume idealistic •'bandages t. to patch up the
problems inherent in that form of description. The
resolution, or the 'Isynthesis" of these divergent lines of
thinking, I call the revolution in science - the tum of the
paradigm. The ignored seeds occurred early in our history ~

(before Plato) but the effective growth of the movement, in
modem times, began with Darwin in the science of biology.
Quickly, Karl Marx followed with this thought in
economics, sociology and I 'culturology. tt In physics, the
mente was decisively made by Albert Einstein. Finally t this
somewhat unorchestrated revolution in thinking erupted in
our own baq yard ... psychology. Though the real effects of
his workhave taken decades to develop, B.F. Skinner carried
this paradigmatic revolution intopsychology in the late 30's.

But exactly what was involved in this change? ] would
generally classify three basic rnodifications in approach.
First, there is an absolute re-commitment to a rigorous
materialism, or, to put another way, there was a complete
disavowal of any attempt to introduce idealistic or
mentalistic t • variables J , in the description of material
phenomena. Secondly, there was a definite move away from
Newton's practice of looking at I 'point centers" of action.
Material phenomena were regarded as related to the
surrounding environment in a way Newton had not
conceived. U Point centers " gave way to a L • field tt

interpretation 'I and the space dimension of material



inll·raction wav gn·ally enlargpd. With Einstein's treatment
of l jrne as part of (hl~ spa('t~ t;Ole cont inuurn perhaps it was
ea..,a'r for Skinner to pay arrentJon to what transpired after
thl· u:sponse in the HS[lfT1Uht\ -response" paradigm (i.e., (he
rUl1stAquences)~ without fearin,e that he was relapsing into a
kind of Aristotel ian teleological causation. For Skinner the
't.point center n st imulus as a H goad n or reflex initiator is
repJaced by stimulus as an occasion for a discriminative
response, and stimulus as a reinforcing stale of affairs
transpiringin the environment, as a result of a discriminated
response. Thus, we have Skinners statement of the
contingencies of reinforcement as a description of the
functional relationships between an organism and its
environment. Symholically, ~kinner replaces the S-R
paradigm with the 51)..... R ..... S paradigm l which appears to
be of little significance to many, but which bears a profound
significance if one can see i1 as a part of the revelution against
the Newtonian way of thinking.

The t hird charact prist ic of the revolution in thought is
that the notion of f ~ hjstory' '! takes on importanee as a source
of variables useful in fully describing a material process.
History is obviously irnportant to Marx in his analysis of
social evolution. For Darwin, the history of the species is
represented by rhe form of currently living organisms.
Through ~enet Iesand structure, Darwin rendered history as
material. .Freud had an inklin~ of this notion of the
importance of history, but he was tCXJ heavily influenced hy
Newton to see the variable as material. Newlon viewed
iIaction at a di.stance" as some mysterious l'force n acting
on his "'poinl centers, n which existed within an absolute
space (at a definite location). Ne\\10n regarded time as an
absolute unfolding of events from the past tu the future.
Newton called his strange '~force 4 t gravity, and Freud had to
deal with this. A person"sdiStant past he observed to have an
effect upon present behavior - but {his appeared to be Haetion
at a temporal distance. <t't A Newtonian thinker could only
handle such a propposition by resorting to some mysterious
force, and as Newton had glued together events occurring at
a distance with H gravity t n Freud connected events acting at
temporal distance by the ~ •unconscious mind." So.. the
Newtonian ~ ~ gravity ~ ~ (action at a spatial distance) and the
Freudian Uunconscious.n (action at a temporal distance)
have the same ontological status as explanatory fictions.
After Einstein and Skinner, hath concepts are exposed for
What they are" Gfavj ry becomes a characteristic of a materia1
space..time continuum, and the unconscious becomes the
observed effects of a material modification of the structure on
the organism.

Einstein ~5 thought has been somewhat vindicated by [he
developments of modem physics. However~ old ways are
reluctantly dropped; and, some modem researchers in
elementary partie les have opted to discuss their work in
terms of the interaction of the objective processes and the
consciousness of the observer, which reminds one of Logical
Positivism and Pragmatism (t'sense data" and
, i experienceI , ). Such a move ric hiy smacks of idealism,
again. Other workers in the same field discuss their research
in terms that seem [0 reach back to the Newtonian scheme of
, ~ paint centersl' of action L They attempt to salvage the
inte~rity of the sub-atomic particles hy speaking of "attrac­
I ive forces" 35 exchanges among t hese part icles of smaller
particles. The names of these smaller particles of exchange
are clearly determined by (he nature of the "forces" they are
supposed to (A;(plain or by a mrtaphoricaJ extension that
tJJlI~lrate.'; ~'h(ll (he Ilfor(e~· ~ a(romrli~h - respect 1\ ('I~ .

~ ·~ra\'Hons'· and ~ '~lut"'tJns"· (an exchange of gravirons
explains gravity, and an exchange of glueons explains how
three quarks are glued together 10 yield a proton). h seems
that sub-atomic physilS has ~t more work to do before the
revolution to Einstein IS completed.

In psychology, Skinner's work has been recently
vindicated, by work we are all familiar with. But. he is also
plagued by moves in reactionary directions toward idealism
or mechanistic materialism. I have already mentioned
cognitive psychology, which is a curious combination of
both idealism and mechanistic materialism. There is
humansitic psychology t mentioned before, which IS

hopelessly idealistic, A purely mechanistic psychology is
currently rare, however, the work of Dollard and Miller
provides at least one example, since it seems to be a return
to Pavlovian thinking - admittedly contaminated with some
Hullian concepts.

The reason I find B.F. Skinner 50 vitally important to
modern thought is because he is purely a product of this rev
elution. He alone in psychology t has resisted the temptation
to regress to the traditional modes of thinking, I -Ie has main­
tained the only true scientific approach by simply observing
the effects of independent variables upon the dependent
variable 1 behavior~ What he observed has resulted in causing
him to say some astounding things about human behavior ­
especially in this culture. The man is pregnant with novel
insights about human behavior, yet (he cultural inertia with
regard to new concepts of human nature In the West has, so
far, mitigated against his general acceptance.

Skinner's thought, I maintain. truly produces the bedrock
of a revolution in this culture· not just in psychology t hut
within the very foundations of social institutions. His work
completely undermines the philosophy behind prisons and
mental health mstitutions . even our basic understanding uf
criminal behavior and "mental illness. '"I He challenges,
with great promise, our notions of human freedom and
dignity. He threatens to overturn the econorruc basis of our
society. He does not just point out the iJls of capitalism 1 he
explains why this system is Hsick.H Today, there is no man
who speaks with greater power to th« 'tfrte" capitalistic
world, about the way to a construct ive revolution of social
practices.

Of the four great modern thinkers J align with social and
scientific revolution t only one, Charles Darwin, is almost
completely accepted simply because he dealt with an
innocuous area, Hdumb1l creatures. Marx (and Engels and
Lenin) dealt with the social system of economics and the
distribution of wealth. This is a far less popular area of
change, so change as a result of their works is limited to
non-capitalistic areas of (he world. Einstein is, thus far.
somewhat misunderstood - or not ~ understandable - by
physicists. And B.F. Skinner has to deal with a "cultural
inertia, 'n a product of our capitalistic system, so, he is not
widely accepted here.

Before I move into discussing only Skinner, Jwant to stay
with this so..called revolution in scientific thought and to
contrast the move with what] call •'Newton's world. 1

, As I
have stipulated before, Newton's "cause-effect·' paradigm
was a mechanical metaphor, borrowed from the operation of
clocks (or from the dynamics of a billiard or marble game).
And, it served us well for 200 years as a first approximation
toward an accurate description of the operation of the world
I granl Newton his su('res\. vet I want to "jew the an·iI
within which it applies (lo~A\' E"nnu~h Ie ~-.. ' useful . at 1

t"tn h;·. c~n(ln~ln~ mOSt m.a:lt"rtdl pn. t·".\.t·, r l , " Pfltf"1 "f • I



circle is~ oi u:b~ as finnon dacribed,
wIIit .. perimeter of the ciIde repraents • leYel of
..-.:tunI cunplczity ~ wbK:h rwwtoo's descriptions
____~- Tht ndii ci the citde repraent
....... Itr1EtIInI "...,...,.itie (eow.d the boundary) of
my IIIIIDIIs- cl "..Jitis rl~ty.So, IS ODe progres.¥S
ounnrd.....my .-.di.tIlioe. I'Iewton'·smechania become
B. and Ifss~~e t thus requiJ"if18 additional ddcriptive .
appnDmatioos~ ThereiJre I though Newton _pplies
centrallyt the furtherone~ disblly .Ions any radius, a
new pandigm is an inaeasingly mon:pn:ssins need; and, if
one has clutched the .Icause effect" paradi8D1 throughout
b jourMy, one em either accept • new~I or
bolster the old ODe with idealistic espJanatory fictions. But
eventually, if science is to progress, • J**Ii8matic :shift in
descriptivepnctica must occur ~ the i

4muat-occur t
• points

lie m the circlets perimeter+ Suppose one Idopb the nldius,
I 'speed. t, At points~ the speed of light, the
paradigmatic shift occurs, as it did with Einstein; If one
selects the radius of material "mWlness," one is lead to
modify 4 -4atonUsm' 11 to include sub...tomic particles, and
~y to talkd. the smaI1est particulate "events" - the
'Iquarb.." Fm.Dyt the pMt is rndIed at frhiCh there is talk
d.tbeobserver's .ltconsciou..mlss" (a n:treat to idalism), or
tI1k 01. even smaJ.l« particulate exch.Inses that "'lUI occur at
or Dar~~ of light. Here, Ipin, NN'ton has failed US

· and.~is~. though, wehaveyet to set what it
may~.. .

Suwose the radius you select is that of simple :fotmal
complexity of structure. At first, Newtonian description
seems to be comfortable, as we deal with the behavior of
ItOmSI then molecules, and even with that of largebodiesof
matter • such IS marbles, planets and, perhaps, mountains
and rivers of water+ But t eventually, as we traverse this
ndius, we will eDctlWlter the virus. bacterium UuI the
'-'tiviil, 't t cell~ Newton will fail us qain t forwe seem to want
to all the behavior of such entities "different'" than what
we had previously f1'lCOUQteted. We even invented a term to
signify this difference in behavior: ., mimlt~ " as opposed
to 'tinuUmate ~ , t And, this difference in labels seems to be of
sreat importance, because we DOW u1k of 'IIlife, ". as some
special i tforct t p .. Yet, our verbal discrimination rnlly tells
us only one thing-this ttrifl behaves diffn-mtly than W~

CJbserve planets melrnount8ins to behave. WI! coin the term
"livins'·' at •'animate" 1 but all ~ can say is Newton's
~ no 10lJ8ef applie · cause and effect doesnlit tell -
the entire·tale. It doesn't fully account for wlwt we observe.
If one continues along such • radius ofstructural complenty,
~ will be &ced with~~ behavior of creatures
apable d. • real quantum jwnp in comp~ • those which
~ talk.At this poiDt. if one cliDp to Newtoo, all manner
cJ. idetllistit tIIk will occur. At this attemely removed
positiul&om the combtablfl center d !'Iewton'ls world.we
moJUIIta" ouneI.w:s. And • ., 'scienceI t of descriptMm.i bued.
upon fDN'"hmics md ideelign I willeither attempt to remain
mechmiItic (by inttoduciDs pseudo-physioqical.
np.n.tory fictions, amd bccominB idalistic), or it will
~-~ the old jdn11sm, and talk d the •'mind" I

..nd ·TrZ,..II".....~ dipity". Ncwtoa .. failed-t .. ID 1ft .. other deKriptioos. The trouble with
IUCb • IDJft is m.: it uways inWll-.a • tn0ge bfd.; to
jdnIicic talk • unJfsstbI!re CJttUtS • truly~ shift.
'I1Ifft is. .bo.•, .U, • ooo:sicIenbJr piobIem with idnIistic
MIL k ahnys~ to SUfJID1 t:howwith the IIIODtJ to fund
CIdia...... of such raard1 .00 Wk. Io other words. U1
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idealistic "science' is always a handmaiden to the monied
class. With thanks to Skinner, I see his psychology as an
actual step beyond capitalistic economicgreed. H~ has made
the puadigmatic shift to new descriptions of human
behavior.Skinner alone in psychology has been able to retain
a teal scientific stance. He, alone, describes us as we are;
and, in doing so, he h.u given us a new and unfetter-red
materialism. And, accordingly, he joins the ranks of
DarwinI Marx and Einstein in re-asserting science as the
most hopeful action we could adopt.

In summary, this paradigmatic revolution in science is
based upon three new developments. There was a re-affir­
mation of • sweeping materialism, designed to actively
excludefurther attempts to slip back into idealistic modes of
explanation. Darwin excised the possibility of Divine action
within the evolution of a natural world. Marx violently
bridled at any hint of idealism, claimingit wasa device of the
privileged class aimed at preventing scientific progress,
which might threaten their stations and free all people from
ecomomic oppression. Einstein redefined "rnauer",
"energy", "space", and litime" , in order to prevent the
Newtonian notions of particle, force, absolute space and
time as a one-wayriver divorcedfrom material processesand
the space they define. And, of course, there is Skinner's
complete ban on any form of mentalistic descriptions of
behavioral events, Secondly, the revolution embraced the
rejection of Newton's "point centers" of action. For
Darwin 1 changes in a speciesinvolved the selectiveactions of
the environment. For Marx. individual consciousness which
might lead to revolutionary action is to be explained by the
cultural conditions, which give rise to changes of - or states
of - consciousness in individuals. For Einstein, the physical
processes which lead us to infer the existence of particles are
more directly approached as related series of events
occurring within a region of the space-time continuum. For
Skinner, obviously, the behavior of individuals must be
explained in terms of the effects of the physical and social
environments. Finally, the revolution in science stressed a
sense of history", Darwin stated that a species is, at any
moment, a result of a long evolutionary history; preserved in
the genetic code 1 which is passed from generation to
generation. 'Man: founded his descriptions of the
development of society squarely upon .. history of
progression from slavery to feudalism to capitalism (via
industrial revoludon), then through social revolution to
sotitilism. which finally culminates in a true communism.

For Einstein, this sense of history is a bit more obscure,
but it is present, none..the..less.. Since historical "time" is
usually understood in the Newtonian sense of an absolute
one-way time flow ~ andsince Einstein repudiates this notion
of time11 what use of any "historv" hash~? Just enough to
save relativity theory &om being msde to serve logical
Positivism"5 ends.One must realize that Einstein was at deep
odds with Newton's atomism of eternal, unchaJ18ing,
indivisible and ultimat~: particles as a basic expression of
materialism. Muchas in S..Rpsycholo8Y, it wasclear that an
insistence upon such a descriptiononly resulted in idealistic
ezcuses for definitional mistakes - ultimately, the material
world does not present us withultimate particles, This is;u.st
anempiricaljiJ&t. So, the question should be askai, Ihow
does science deal with the world beyoruJ what Positivism
allows(sensedata)?' t Einstein·s point was that what we infer
to be particulate bodies is nothing more than • series of
•'events ~ II that have beenobservedto occur in measurements
we make. Now, this sounds VC1Y much like



.iOperationalism~' ~ and well it should, because Bridgman
designed his view to ((handle'~ Relativity Theory. But,
Einstein was not laboring under Logical Positivism's or
Operationalism1 s guidelines. For Einstein t the real material
world was still there (0 be observed; he JUSt insisted upon a
newlatitude of description. He wanted to speak of a series of
events, as opposed to particulate bodies. For Einstein, a
,•particlei i is best definedas a history of material events that
ire related, alii we observe such events. A history of
material/physical/actual/real (these discriminations did not
plague Einstein 't S thinking) 'Ievents ~ t defines what Newton
hadsimply referred to as a "particle" ~ But, we observe the
world.. in his thinking, we do not create it by our thoughts.
The eventS we observe are real ~ what needs changing is not
our metaphysical assumptions about the nature of what we
see. We only need to shift our descriptions of what it is that
we see, to account for the observed relativity of material
eventsy So t for Einstein, , I particulate-ness' , is simply
replaced by a "history of observed events H & For Skinner, it
is quite obvious that. he places great emphasis upon
history. His emphasis of the ontogenetic history of
reinforcement and the phylogenetic history of survival
requiresno funher remark.

It should be clear that Skinner cannot be placed among the
idealists, the mechanistic materialists 1 the LogicalPositivists
or the Pragmatists. I have left him classified as only one of a
group of modern scientists, who have engaged a
~ ~ revelution ~, in scientiHe thinking and methodology~ These
workersare all, basically, materialists, but only one has seen
fit to coin a term for [his nee-materialism-Karl Marx. His
term is dialectical materialism. To ask if Skinner is a
dialectical materialist is merely to ask if Skinner and Marx
obtain compatible points of view - the name given the
position is of minor importance, although Marx selected
dialectical materialism because of a historical tie to Hegel
and Plata, We will use Marx's term, because he chose it in
order to recognize a similarity in logic between himself and
Hegel and Plato.. but also to point to a fundamental break
between his position and that of Hegel and Plato. The
distinction is that Marx was a materialist, whereas Plato and
I-legel were idealists ~ but that is common knowledge~ The
similarity was the notion mal a "dialectical logic, '1 rather
than a formal ~ I Aristotilian logic~ I 1 was the correct method
of analysis of material phenomena. We saw that Aristotle's
~ 'If 't Then I .. method led, ultimately. to Newton's
I ~cause-effect ' materialism. This is a bit queer, given the
biases of Aristotle and Plato. Of the two, it was Aristotle
who was more the materialist I and who set the tone for the
future development of science. Plato was a full-blown
idealistI whose thinking set up western religiosity and the
philosophy of dualism - yet Marx sees Plato as an intel­
lectual predecessorof dialectical materialism. This is a tricky
problem, but the answer lies in the primitiveness of Greek
philosophyof the time. The more sophisticated in..6ghting of
the next 2000 years hadno effect on that thought.

The dialectical issue revolves about a proper notion of
evolution. Although Aristotle Is often spoken of as the first
real evolutionary thinker, because he objected to Plato ~s
idealistic causes and substituted development through
Successive changes toward an innate i ~ potential ~ ' , his
short-coming was just that stress of an i"nattn«ss.
Somehow 'I the i 'final cause" was in the developing entity '*

and it pulled it toward progress in the present &om a future
goal. This is teleology, a doctrine rejected by all scientists
Outright. Plato, on the other hand (though, a flaming
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idealist) could not place the causes of evolutionary change
within the changing entity-the source of such improvements
had to reside beyond the developing mtity (mentalism,
remember, is a more recent doctrine). Plato had situated the
source of change in the realm of the Forms; but, tJJ least,
that was outside of the organism. As science progresses, the
gods are replaced by the action of the environment, Plato
would have objected vehemently to a modem interpretation,
if he could have understood such anint~ at all ­
which is extremely doubtful. Butt because mechanistic
materialism had proven itself to be in error, by Marx's
lifetime y and because German idealism was in vogue at the
time, mainly through Hegel's and Kant's work. it was not
difficult for Marx to see a new methodology of a materialistic
science in the idealistic dogma of Plato and Hegel. Bury the
idealism, but borrow the logic of the beast - this was what
Marx. must have entertained as a way out of Newton's
mechanistic materialism. M.ux must have recognized that,
outside of the scope (or, circle)of I I Newton 's world' 1 .In the
area of human social interaction, it is not the mechanistic,
but the dialectical method of interpretation that will suffice
to the task, first. of comprehending. s'1d then of actually
nuiding the evolution of this society.

Bur, let me pose a simple question - '{what, exactly, is the
'dialectic' process?" Many speakof it with a feelingof great
familiarity, but when pressed to elaborate and offer examples
of the process, they cannot. Some will speak of the develop­
ment of a "thesis;" a state of affairs, which contain"
"seeds of its own negation" & They continue to say that the
antagonistic interaction of [he "thesis' i and developed
negative seeds, the ~ 'antithesis t .. ~ will produce an
evolutionary advancement, containing the best of both,
called the HsynthesisH. In such cases. one can only sense
that the answers are comprised of well ...intentioned verbal
behavior that is strongly under intra-verbal control by the
works.of Marx; but, it is not contingency-shaped verbal
behavior. The logic of dialectics is very simple - it is the
application of dialectics that poses problems. Man's verbal
behavior was certainly (to a large degree) contingency­
shaped; but, because most of us are not exposed to contin­
gencies similar to Marx's time, the talk we engage in which
topographically resembles Marx's talk is simply
intraverbally controlled by Marx's talk. Intraverbal behavior
Hidlesit I in the sense that it does not map onto the environ­
ment (the physicalor social)within whichit is observed. The
issues Marx addressed, regarding the economics of a class
society, still previal, but for most of us, they are comfortably
disguised. In a society like ours, the only exposure some of us
can obtain to real revolutionary issues, are found in such
esoteric battles as deciding what the true fonn of scienti.6c
thinking should be. It is this particular battle which I have
spent so much energy hereinaddressing- And, what. after so
much "revolution t t in scientific thinking, has science
discovered? I think wehave just discovered the dialectic.

The last statement should, perhIp$, be put a bit dif~

ferently, After nearly 300 years, conditions havedevel~
that allow us to recognize that much of the science of the last
century, that breaking from Newtonian thinking and 6nally
realizing the insidious ways in which idealism can creep into
interpretation, isdialectical in nature, This is especially clear
in the Skinnerian revolt against positivism and S..R psy­
chology~ His new paradigm for describing behavioral
processes is exactly a dialectic correction to that utilized by
the methodological behaviorists before and during his
research. The lin~ering influence of those old ways is still



with us as cognitive psycholosY; and.. we should join Fred
Skinner in repudiltin8 that kind of t Ilscience. t I We are
atternptin8 to~ tM achievements of scimcel' nat the
vested interests of power groups within professional
psychology r

I will not lad Fred~ a ,. Marmt t t, for the issues
involved 10 fir beycad squabbles OVl!r titles, It would be
more ao:uratt to state [ha.t both Skinner and Marx are por­
tions of this paradigmatic revolution within science) of
which I have spoken. Skinner had an a.dvant~ over Marx,
iB that he worked a halfcentury later. and probably had the
benefit of reading Marx's writings. It is obvious to me that,
while Skinner addresses many of the same problems Man
engaged1 Skinner is providing us with a much clearer
resolution of these problems. Marx's program for societal
changes provide no specific kinds of remedies for difficulties
involving the behavior of PfOPle, while Skinner does this.
Many Marxists view Skinner as a teaetiOl1ll.fY thinker
because, first, he comes from the most highly capitalistic
society in triuence (thus, he must be the enemy); and,
second. Skinner does not seemto find much merit in violent
revolution by the workingclass against thestate and the pro­
pertied class. While Man; and Lenin insist upon this method
ofchange in society, Skinner seems to directus toward indi...
vidual changes of life·styl~ (1') or toward a gradual lessening
of aversive governmental control over individual behavior
and an increase of local control by positive consequences,
which are mediated by members of· the community. (16)
SkinIm"does not seesolutions to society's problemsto follow
as consequences ofpoliticalactivity; and, he doesnot believe
revolution is likely :

" .. & • a Communist revolution in America is hard to ima..
gin~. !t wo~d be a bloody affair., and there is always
Lenin s question to be answered: How much suHeringcan
one impose upon those now living for the sake of those
whowillfollow? AndCUt we be sure that thosewho follow
willbe anybetter off?" (17)

The later question poses Skinner no real problems, because
the implementation of a science of human behavior could
design contingency equivalence throughout a culture,
especially if the community units were kept small and the
tenn ~ (nationt t appliedollly to a certain geographical area.
The real issue, for Skinner, is how do we know that the
scienceof human behavior will, in fact~ be used and not just
simply forgotten about in tM name of a totalitarian regime?
And as things stand nowt with most Marxists completely
mis-understanding Skinnert

$ work and the science of human
~havior, it is very unlikely that such a science would be
unplemented. And so we are left to trust in the inherent
"goodness" ofhuman nature to assure us that any post-re­
volutionary leadership will act in everyone's best interests ­
which is I bet Skinner is not happy making. (18) The first
question in the previous quote is really a vacuous one, in
lightof Skinner I S ownanalysis of "values' J in &yMUiFree­
tlom iifIIi Dipily - especially t the "valuet t by which
cultures arejudged :

i I The ~ple fact ~ that acul~w~p atI) rUSa" in­
duces lb rnemben to workbits SUCYivlll, at " the sur­
vival.~~ d its pnctica, is mtft likfty to survive"
Survlv(i11,$ tbe m.ly value~ to whid1 • culture is
~y to be jIJdBed, and any~ that furthers
mrrival hassurvival valueby dmDitKJD. I t (19)

Skirmrt plac~ thr smvival of I culture as • Ytlueaboveother
values (such as upersonal aood" I and the ugoodtt of
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others). because it is the value which selects these other
values - insofar as theycontinue as 4iI valuesJ' in a surviving
culture. Survival of a culture is also called by Skinner the
'4g00d of the culture' 1

, w~~ich is, obviously.. the "good of
others who will follow t, . So, it seems that if sacrifice for the
survival of the culture .. for the good of those to follow " is
needed; it should be made. So, I think Skinner's real
objection to revolutionary change is that it is "hard to
imagine" 1 and that it would be a •'bloody affair' I t Now1 that
is not to say that these are not valid objections ~ they are,
especially forone who believes the neededchanges can occur
in other ways:

II "The real mistake is to stop trying (to design a successful
culture). Perhaps we cannot now design a successful cul­
ture as a whole, but we can design better practices in a
piecemealfashion. (20)

Such talk will certainly rankle most Marxists, and especially
Mamst-Leninists. But, one needs to attend to the
contingencies which generate both Skinner's position and
that of modern Marxists. Modem Marxists have read Lenin
railing at I I revisionistst'.. I' reactionariest , , and 'I:enemies of
the revolution" , etc..'But, Lenin wasspeaking to peoplewho
were actively opposing him in his efforts. Whatever they
weredoing to upset Lenint would be reinforcedby thwarting
Lenin, which was obviously aversive to Lenin. But,
Skinner's position on revolutionary change springs from
very different variables than the positions of Lenin's antago­
nists. To mistake the two positions as identicalt and then to
label Skinner a .. ,reactionaryt ~ 1 would be to commit the
~ 'Formalistic Fallacy" (21) Skinner attributes to those who
insist upan a structural analysisof behavior, as opposed to a
functional analysis. No scientist should make that error.
Obviously t Skinner's history is the psychological laboratory
- not the political arena, and there is nothing in a laboratory
resembling revolutionary change, except the chaos of an
utter lackof design. Now, consider the following:

uLastlv, a culture will have a special measure of survival
values if it encourages its members to examine its prac­
tices and to experiment with new ones.
. A culture ~s very much like the experimental s~ace used
In the analysts of behavior. Both are sets of contingencies
of reinforcement. A child is born into a culture as an or­
ganism is placed into an experimental space. Designing a
culture is like designing an experiment; contingencies are
arranged.and effects noted. In an experiment we are in­
terested .in ~hat haf~.~ in designing a culture with
whether it willwork. (22)

One sees in Skinner the concern of a scientist for control, but
one does not see reactlonism, H a group of cultural designers
had the complete control of a scientist over an experiment
and if these designers utilized the analysis of behavior
Skinner has provided! then the design of the culture would
proceed quite like Skinner describes above. The error in this
analysis~ h~wever ~ is that in this century at this time all the
~ntrollS In ~e ~hands of a very few reactionary capitalists,
whose behavior 1S und6& the control of maximized profits;
the control ~does not reside with well-wishing scientists or
cultural designers, whose behavior is under the control of
the j.good of those to follow.' , Becauseof this analysis that
,'c:eiB~g a culture is like designing an experimentt ' ,

Skinn~ lS ~ to suggesting change through design and
expenmentanon in small communities, like Walden Two. In
the novelof the same name, Skinner offers us a conversation
between the community's designer, Frazier. and the
incredulous visiting professor of philosophy, Castle. The



issue is the relationship of the isolated little conununi~ with
( I JOVenunent" of the larger state or nation in which it
rests:

liAs we use the term these days, government means
power .. mainly the power to compel obedience,' Frazier
'Went on.. "The techniques of government are what you

Iwould expect - theyuse forceor the threat of force.' ;, (23)
i~Gov~mments must always be riaht ... they can't experi­
ment because they can't admit doubt or question. "'(24)
It 'How sincere are these liberals, anyway?' Frazier went
on. iWhy donIt they build a world to their likint without
uying to seize power? It. simply isn't tnle.that~ govern­
ments persecute everyone who succeeds m being happy!
On the c?fltraryt ~y .8T?u~ of men C?f F wi}l. can work
out a satisfactory life WIthin the exisnng political struc-
turesofhalfa dozenmodemgovernments.' " (2')

One cannot beg the question "what is the origin of
governments or the state? tp t Governments do not exist as
some kindof metaphysical requirement for mankind to live
in social groupings; i I governments,t consist of laws and
application.~ of these laws - iae.~ provi~~ aconse~ences

(usually aversive) for the behavior of individuals in the
group, Thus far, the state seems neutral and this is as far as .
Skinner seems to go. What Marx has shown is that the cen­
tralized power tocoerce called the 'istate' ~ arisesnot out of a
vacuum, but out of the antagonistic interactions between a
minority who own land, wealth and structures (the means of
production) and a majority who has none of these~ and who
must work for the minority in order to beableto live, at all,
Thus, Marx's analysis of the state or government states that
the occasion for its development, in the tint place1 is a class
distinction between the rich and thepoor, If the poor canlive
onlyby working forthe rich, they will do so, but it will be an
aversive situation, because the rich will expect to get the
greatest amount of labor for the lowest possible wage. The
"Working class maycountercontrol by organizing and striking
for higher wages, by picketing, or, possibly by seizing the
means of production - it is precisely this fonn of worker
countercontrol that is, in tum, countercontrolled by the
rich though the formation of the state. The propertied class
will simply hire workersat a slightly higherwage, arm them
and call them "police' 11 and ~ 'national defense." A few
more workers are hired at more lofty wage-scales and are
called •'politicians t , and ' I bureaucrats; , I And there,
loosely, according to Marx, you have government, It is
obvious Vihich of the class t best interests are served by
governmental function. This, of course is a simplistic
renditionofMarx's position; but, it is offered because I have
heard it claimed that such talkdoes not apply to government
in the United States, because of our traditions of human
dignity, freedomand basicrights, Skinner treats that issue in
BeytmdFreedom and DignUy, which we will tun1 to ttt a
later point. but that is a behavioral treatment .. we need to
continuehere with an economic anaIysis~

Certainly., our form of government was established as a
fonn of popular countercontrol of the classexploitation, but
it contained a flaw, capitalism. whichmakes Marx's analysis
of government as an instrument of class exploitation fit us
today. The U~S~ placed emphasis upona system of free enter­
prise t which does nothing but place individuals in
competition with one another for the available wealth or
reinforcement available within an economic system. nus
will tend to shape up a large variety of aggressive behaviors
called 4 Jgoodbusiness practices." Uthere is one process that
is the most general within a capitalistic system of economic
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exchange t it is that reservoirs ofcapftal tend to accumulate
and grow by absorbing smaller reservoirs - this translates
into bigger businesses grow by buying out sllll1let ones..
The result is a tendency toward fewer .4ownen t t and mote
, •workers, t i since, for example, a small baker who cannot
compete with a larger bakery will sell his business to the
largebakery t but now he must workfor the large bakery lIS a
salaried employee. Inheritance tax laws were originally
intended to off-set this tendency for capital to accumulate;
however, with the process of i 'incorporation," tM resulting
"Immortal persons," or "corporations" circumvented the
inheritance laws. nus accumulation of long~stancting

reservoirs of capital was further aided by the legalization of
C 'trusts' 'and I' foundations. f' Supposedly. the establishment
of trusts and foundations cancelled '(ownership' t of large
resources of capital, but this is a red herring, because it is not
II II ownership" of capital per se that is critical - it is the
control over its use that is critical. .And, trusteeships and
foundations simply leave control of capital with the original
owners, It is often pointed out that Our welfare systems and
such revisionistic programs as unemployment compensation
are provided on the behalf of the working class by govern­
mentaAgain, this is ared herring, for it is just less expensive
for the propertied class to provide such benefits than to
provide full-employment, And, the threat of unemployment
works to soften employed workers' demands for better
wages. Now, Skinner is not insensitive to such issues, for he
does state:

~, • + + people diller in their ability to acquire pro-
perty and hence in the quantities they possess, and since
possession usually makes acquisition easier. differences
have become very great. ,.. (26)

But, he does not allow this to cause him to be suspicious of
government, beyondits typical uses of aversive control. But,
one must ask who is really controlling whom and in whose
best interests? At this point, Marx's notion of the state is
relevant. In Walden Two, just following the three
statements quoted earlier, Frazier is talking about the near
self-sufficiency of his community, and Castle wonders how
this sets with the rest of the society. Frazier's response is that
it WilS somewhat of a public relations problem. but that
problem is leh to a ,.<Manager of Public Relations, t, who
will see to it that only the best propaganda is given to the
wider society about Walden Two. The telling statement by
Frazier is "All we ask is to be left alone & J , (27) Castle
responds by asking if they will, in factt he left alone?
Howevert the discussion that follows misses an important
numberofpoints.

First, the interests ofthe majornational and multinational
corporations ate only served when they maU.mi.te protit
taking, This means that they support mass consumption ,
disposableproducts and the esploitation of natural resources.
If social experiments like Walden Two proved to be too
successful. that success would threaten these values (wQUld
threaten profits), and such experiments would be subjected
to the full wrath of the capitalistic interests. Given such a
situation, it is not a bad bet that governmental regulation
"Would quiddy be brought to bear at an intensity that would
squash the Walden Two's and Three's. It would be the Paris
Commune revisited, Skinner places too much trust in the
government's "Ieaving them alone.'

Second, Skinner · correctly so- stresses the repl8CelJ1ent of
control by aversive methods with control by positive
reinforcement (a point that Marx was inaplble of



recopiziRl, because d his time in history). But, it is not
eDOIJ8b to just dwnpim systems of control by positive
~t. Certain KCJOCJIDic factors ".1U1 be taken into
account in such UlluWysis~ In any economic system, be it
national or slobal, there is • finite amount of •I surplus
value" of labor or of reinb"cers. GJvemments and
~ class members have been shaped into the use of
aversive control techniques because such methods are
relatively inezpensive to maintain~ To control by positive
reinforcement is JOin& to ultimately cut into the profit
margin .. social reinforcement, as a conditioned
reinforcement. can only take a controllerso tart Eventually,
conditioned reinforcers will have to be backed up with
primary reinforcers, which subtracts from profits,
1berefore.. control by positive reinforcement will quickly
prove to be unconscionable to the propertied class and to the
pemments theycontrol.. It just costs too much &om their
value system's point of view, and movements to establish
control by positive mnforcement as replacements for
systemsof aversive controlwill, again, br squashed.

Third, we have to lookat science, itself. What is science?
Well, it is basically the bcthtzvior of people attempting to
discover howthe world is put together, and how it behaves
whenwt behave in it. The application of the "knowledge"
derived &om scientific inquiry is called IItechnology. t I So
far•no trouble - science teaches and technology applies those
teacl1inBs for the •'senenJ 800d~ tt This is a fairy tale.
Skinner I in the very beginning of &yond Freedom and
DiK'fuy says1Mfollowing :

"In trying to solve the terrifying problems that face us in the
world today1 we naturally turn to the thinfS we do best.
We play from strength, and our s~~ IS science and
technology . .. . But thins! grow st y worv and it is

_ disheartening to find that technology itself is increasingly
at fault.J '(28)

Skinnft" continues to place the blame for this situation on
human behavior 1 which is a correct move. He then spends
the remainder of the tat applying the analysis of behavior,
stressing reinforcement t to demonstrate how science can
correct the problem by altering the behavior of people.
However, he does not ClUTy the matter to its core. Certainly
~lt! mis-use science and over-use technology to pollute
and rape theenvironment, andpeople fail to use technologies
that an available for the general good, But, who are these
I 'people, 't and do we possess the reinforcft"S to alter their
behaviorof recklessly applying technology? One finish~ the
book with a sense of optimism about our ability to change
matters. Butt those at fault. upon a sober re-thinkingof the
situation, appear to be thr bankers, corporate magnates and
land 01nleI'S - the propertied ones among U5~ They have
through application of funds directed the devel~nts of
science and the uses of technology, and caused the abuses
Skinnft" addreHes. Sot in what manner of speaking can we
i 'reinforce" more appropriate or responsible behavior on
their part - by our "good wishes?t, No. We are powerless to
infIumce tban in any COJ1vnltionaJ way. We cannot
withdraw from thelar~ society and create our own utopian
communities. 'We haven't control of any reinforcers except
our own cooperation. md we have no legal aversive control
over~ people that has been effective in the put. Sot
although Skinner would have it diflerently. there exists no
J't'IJlrdy which is more delicatca than thai pointed out by
Man. ThouBh Fred Skinnn may regard revolution as
blvinllittJr survival value for uur culture, it may just be
that tlk- ooIy chance OW" culture has for survival Cf 'for the
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good of those to follow'') is to be found with Marx.
It appears that weare in somewhat of a comer with respect

to what is to be done. We have a science of human behavior
and its attendant technology, which can virtually assure us
of a just, harmonious and fulfilling society - hut we cannot
apply it to the extent needed, because we haven't the
upermission H or the resources. We have. too, the
justification for and the strategy of a seizure of the
opportunity and resources to really re-make OUf society;
but, how can we insure ourselves that we will not faU prey to

an equally rotten situation under a totalitarian dictatorship?
The only hope seems to be a marriage of Marx and Skinner I

We must dispose of the tyrants. certainly; but, the change
must be over-seen by individuals capable of applying the
science of human behavior to insure a just result. Simply,
Radical Behaviorists must become Marxists, and Marxists
must become Radical Behaviorists . and together they must
act. .

In the area of politics, it seems that Marx takes an edge
over Fred Skinner. In the arena of philosophy, both Marx
and Skinner have exceptional grades . they are absolutely
compatible. Both work to excise idealism/mentalism,
mechanistic materialism and all of the modem developments
of these philosophies - Logical Positivism, Pragmatism and
Methodological Behaviorism. In the area of scientific
methodology, Skinner stands far above Marx. Skinner has
got nearlythe last word on psychology and human behavior1

which is absolutely necessary for a successful social design.
in a post-revolutionary period.

Having given the edge to Man in politicalaction, it seems
that I must return to Fred Skinner!s work. It is extremely
important that one should show, not just claim, Skinner's
differences with Logical Positivism/Operationisrn, especially
since we saw before how Boring tended to group Skinner
with the Bridgmanian Operatonists at Harvard (10.).

SkinnerondPrivate Events

It is true that Skinner was trained at Harvard i and was in­
fluenced by Bridgman's position, and one could probably
stretch the definition of •'Operationisrn' • to include
Skinner t but the term would essentially mean nothing more
than "Observationist .. ·' Sometimes it serves better to
discriminate among various positions than to work at
generalizing to similarities. Skinner defines the ., operant. ' ,
certainly, in operational terms. since it cannot be defined
without regard to the contingencies which shape and main·
tain it - to define behavior only in terms of its topography is
regarded as an incomplete structuralism, which can lead into
the Formalistic Fallacy.

Now, with that much said, I will cut to the real issue here
. the discrimination nearly everyone fails to make regarding
where Fred Skinner belongs. Skinner does not allow his
operational definition of the operant to panic him into
subjective idealism - i.e., he is not driven to •'operationally
define" the concept "real world", and wind up with his
sense data as primary. One either accepts the world and the
data to be real as given" or one does not. The first move is
that of Skinner. the second is that of the Logical
Positivists, Skinner is not attempting to construct a proof
that the world really exists. he is atternpring to study the
behavior of the people living there: and, as far as modem
science is concerned, any other move is speculative
nonsense.

To illustrate how tms simple point is overlooked, I should
like to quote ProfessorBrett quoting Skinner:



,'~ typic~ expre~io~ of the view (operationism) is that of
Skinner: Operarionisrn maybe defined as the practice of
talking abou.t (1) one's obseryations~ (2) the manipulation
and cal~ational procedures involvedin making them j (3)
the logical and mathematical steps which intervene
between earlier and later statements, and (4) nothing
eIsel" (30)

The quote is essentially accurately taken from Skinner's
1945 paper ~ 'The operational analysis of psychological
terms. ' I However, the fourth aspect, t., nothing else1 1iI is in
italics t and Skinner continues ~

.1And, (4) nothingelse. So far, the major contribution has
corne from the fourth provision and, like it, is negative.
We have learned how to avoid troublesome references by
showing that they are artifacts which may be variously
traced to history, philosophy, linguistics, and so on. No
very important positive advances have been made in
connection with the first three provisions because opera­
ti'onism has no good definitionof a definition. operational
or athe:wise, It has not developed a satisfactory
formulat Ion of the effectjve verbal behavior of the
scientist. 1

, (31)

It hardly seems that Skinner is aligning himself with
operationism in this passage& The 'I nothing else' 1 could be
translated 'Iand without recourse to mentalistic explanatory
fictions to handle the behavior of others or falling into a
subjective idealistic confusion with respect to one ~s own
discriminationsand verbal behavior" ~ The issue for Skinner
is to forbid an.y form of mentalism - be it a form of slipping
old mentalistic (or intervening pseudo-physiological)
variables into one t 5. talk about behavior I or be it a fonn of
mentalism in which the scientist gags on his own private
world and then claims to have access only to that world. It
was clear in 1945 that Skinner was opposed to three distinct
kinds of scientific blunders"! which psychology had managed
tocommit since 1900.

First, he is against the positivistic tendency to labor under
the philosophical tradition of idealism t making the tacit
assurnption that one t s private or subjective realm is most
direct!y, therefore ~ more primarily accessible to people than
isthe world theyinhabit, Skinner will not standfor the move
of regarding · I sense data" as copies of the outside world ~

whichwerespond [0 I fileaway, retrieve and compare to new
t 'sense data, l J The so-called "sense data" of the positivists
are nothing more. or Jess than our discriminative interaction
with the physical world. I cannot stress 'enough the impor­
lance of this point-it may appear to be mundanely simple,
but virtually all critics of Skinner overlook the revolutionary
position on this matter. Skinner's position force us. to drop
the traditional distinction between II 'sensation" and
J I perception" psychologists have been so comfortable with
for so long. Such terms are not helpful to an analysis of
behavior - an organism does not first ' 'sense' ~ or
I i perceive' ~ a stimulus andthen respond to the sense or the
perception. An organism simply responds to a state of affairs
in the physical world which we have come to label a
, 'stimulus. " The use of "sense" or I f perceive" in this
fashion tells us nothing about the behavior of an organism ­
all it does isprovide uswith a sampleof verbal behavior from
a person whose reinforcement history has shaped him to
utter those two words at certain times and places. Skinner
denies any meaning whatsoever to the notion "subjective
experiencet t as it is invoked by poisitivists I which we shall
see in a moment,

Secondly, Skinner refuses to allow for the Watson-Hull
brand of methodological behaviorism, in which
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pseudo-physiological intervening variablesare introduced to
force all behavior to fit into the reflexive or mechanistic
mode, In s~ch sys!ems, ~e "conceptual nervous system"
generated 1S a thinly-veiled substitution for •'mind". It
m,atters little., for Instance, whether you " eJq)lain"· · behavior
WIth the fictional concept I Iiconditioned inhibitionJ' or that
of. ~ I~go defense through repression", To avoid such a
?"ltlcls.m, a methodological behaviorist may see his
mvennons as th~retical postulations of real, but as yet
uncoveredt physiological processes, Skinner objects to this
move because, in a. sense, physiologists, whose business it is
to lay out the physiological story, take psychologists too
seriously:

('Rather t;han at.tac~ mentalistic concepts by examining
the ~ha~lor. w~ch IS said to be explained by them, the
ph~S101081~t is likely to retain the concepts and search for
thell". physical bases . & ~ The unhappy result is that the
p~ysioiogists usually look into the black box for the wrong
things & ,~ (32)

But, beyond that, even if a physiologist' could trace all the
activity from the onset of a.sound (an sl1 to the completion
of.~ leve~ press (an R), and present us with a physiological
Wiring diagram of what was found, it would not adequately
account for that response having followed that particular
sound. A simple "Is followed by" would replace all of the
work of the physiologist in functionally accounting for the
oc'-:Jrrence o~ the lever press, If any S i'is followed by" any
R, m a consistent fashion, by simply stating the fact, we
haveassumed a physiological connection. To assume that all
behavioralphenomena can be accounted for by a mechanistic
physiologlzing is a reductionism that doesnot square with an
operant analysis. Andt where this is true for the rat, it is
especially true for the' behavior of human beings ~ most of
whose behavior is shaped and maintained by social variables
in.valved in interlocking contingencies, Said another way,
With respect to operant behavior) most of the important
variablescannot be taken into account by physiology.

Thirdly, Skinner denies mentalism in the form of a
Cartesian or Freudian dualism I so a simple redefinition of
~uch terminology in "behavioral operations ttl may be an
interestmg exercise t butit cannot take the place of a rigorous
and direct functional analysis& Such an exercise may yield
eViden~e that a functional analysis can replace a psycho­
ana1Y~lst but ~a complete scientific research program is an
on-golng requirement,

In the face of Skinner's absolute rejection of all forms of
mentalism and idealism, many then conclude that Skinner
studies only an "empty" organism - that "private events"
are beyond the scope of a functional analysis of behavior.
And, since both methodological behaviorists and the Logical
~~i&tivi~ts , place ~ental events beyond the scope of a

scientific analysis, many make the error of assuming
Skinner is position is similar. Skinner speaks to this point:

"The distinction between public and private is by no
means that. between physical and mental. That is why
meth~olo81cal behav~onsm (w!UcJl adopts. the first) is
very differ~t from radical behaviorism (which lops oU the
latter term In the second). The result is that .hile the
radical behaviorist may in some cases consi~ private
events . . . the methodological operationist has
maneuvered himself into a position where he annat.
'Science does not consider private data.' says Borin8.!(33)

One has got to realize that this was written well before
Skinner's thorough and remarkable treatment of verbal
behavior t in which the private realm is directly confronted..
In 1953, Skinners's position has not beenmodified:



i ~ Whenwe say iliAl.~"'t,tior is a funetkm. of rl~ environ­
ment~ the term ll eovironJnentf ~umahly lIleHDS any
event in the uoiwne capIbIe cI. Ilikting the orpnism.
Butpm1 of the uni~ is endoIed within tbt organiml's
own *in . ~ .. With repect to each individual, in other
-.ords •• smIll put oi~ universe isprirJt#,.

We oeed not~ that events which take plsce
within an (X'pnism s skin have spedal properties for that
reason. 11 t(34)

Much of the text mVMNllJlbIwior, published in 19-57,
deals with rm problem of bow privue events can come to
coritrol vetbd behavior.. But, let us lookat Skirtnet's position
in 1969:

•'It is particularly important that • scienceofbehavior face
~ problem of privacy ~ .. . An adequate science of
behavior must,consider events~wi~tbe ski~
of the otpnwn~ not as phJS*) . mediators
behaviort but as part of behavior · . It an deal with
these events without assuming that~ have any special
nature or must be known in my special way. The skin is
not that important IS a boundary.. Public and ~ate
events have the same kincm ofphysiclldimensions. t (3~)

In 1971, Skinner ismaintaining the same point:
I I The pmblftn ari.w:s in part &om. the indisputable fact of
privacy: a smaIIput. of. the universe is enclosed within a
human skin .. It would be foolish to dmy th£ aistence of
that private world l but it is also foolish to assert that be­
cause it is private it is of a different nature &om the world
outside+ Thedifference is not in the stuffof which the pri ...
vate world is composai, but in ib accessibility. J X36)

I am not offerins an exhaustive list of quotes OIl the matter
&om all these sources: however, my PJint is to demonstrate
t.he .con.sistency of Skinner's position &om 194' to the
prftlnt. And, in 1974:

",A small part of the universe is contained within the skin
of each of us.. There is no reason why it should have any
~l'31 h ":..-f 1.....-..-." lin . "thin 1II"':.a~~ p..Y~ status ~use It Wl· I,.I..l.I:;i

boundaryt and ~tuaIly we should have a complete
account of it &omanatomy and physiology. No very good
account is now available, howeverJ and it therefore seems
all the more important that we shouldbe in touchwith it
in other ways. Wefeel it and in some sense observe it, and
it would seembJlish to neglcd this sourceof information
just because QO more than onepenon can maR contact
with one inner -.orld~ t*v~, our behavior in

.making that contael needs to beexamined. t t (37)

This is quite a pithy statement. H rnd dcJsely. it reveals
Skinner committinl radial behariorism to the investigation
of. the role of priV8Ie events in ~Yior t dscrimiDatios his
position &om tt.t of Logical Ptmvitism, operatioaism and
metbodologial _, md sugeuing a tactic by
which the role of priylte e\lmb can ~ _~.. J ...ant to
offer I &nal quote :

t 'SeU~1cdp: is ollOCiaI ariJin. It is only wben • per&
son'spriwte MItId _\)Ina Dnponmt to atbeB that it is
made anportaDt to him., It· t:bal~ into the coatrol of
tb! behnU aW'=.·~ But adf...-owkd,e _.. •
specW nlue ra Ibe· ... _. hi:mIeIl A penoI1 .tao hIS
bcal 4

........-.-r by the~ be-. been
-*d is in • bdIIr pc""- tD pIBIEt .. control his own
bebava. t t (311)

WM: beIins CO~ from"'1tItmJenb is wb.tsbMiJd
be the fImiJiIr Skiaarilll ."Ient amamiIlI how the
ftIbII COIIIIDUGity sb.pa lip~ cI.~ nmb in
inditid..as iDonI!r to pin -:a. to ID(ftpra.iIe Pftdictioos
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of individual behavior snd [0 in.stJ~ s method 01 such;!
COOltoL This is accomplished by cliffl!renrial reiniorcement
and punishment of the accuracy of self-tacts, using public
accompaniments of private events as the criteria. I will not
elaborate on this process, except to state that radical
behaviorism should be analyzing the process by which we
come to speak of private events" i.e., we should analyze the
reinforcing practices of the verbal community in shaping
individuals to engage in seli-tacting..

What I want to offer here is a quick blush of
Wittgenstein 's treatment of the possibility of a personal or
private language about private events in PhiJosophkilJ lnues­
tWio,"; and, I do so because it offers evidence for the
plausibility of the Skinnerian position. But, the discussion is
of even greater interest, because it represents a change of
"mind' in a philosopher of some weight, who was, as we
saw previously I at least somewhat connected with the origins
ofLogical Positivism - the Vienna Circle..

Suppose I wish to set out to establish my own private
langauge, with respect to my private realm - i.e., without
regard to the rest of my verbal community.. I begin in the
morning to attend to my private realm, hoping to observe a
'(distinctiveu event I "experience" such an event, and I
select a name for it: it will be henceforth called by me a
t:',gloph~" So, I say to myself, .111 am now engaged in having
a •gloph,' " and I may even write it down in a private diary ­
"this morning, at 8:03 A.M41 I had my first gloph!" I
wait t in anticipation, for another such event-At 10: 12, I
notice that I am having another private event .. Now, is it a
"gloph," or is it some other event, a second kind, which I
want to call a I 'prist?' t I need to write in my diary either
"gtaph" or •'prist," but how do I decide what it. in fact,
really is? In other words, by what criteria do I select a name
or a tact for the event? I haven't any criteria. I may
"choose" to write whatever, for whatever reasons/causes I
may be "subject to." I write i.·g.loph,~' but what does that
mean .. for I embody both the event, Il IIglophI t or .. Il prist' ,
and whatever Il 'criteria" I may "believe" I use to Hdecide'll
upon the selection. Under the 'I rules- of the game in such a
language, 7 t I can never be wrong in my ta.cting - and if I can
never be wrong, it makes no sense to claim I am ever right,
for there is only what I claim. Well, this is nothing but a
flaming form of solipsism~ and a "private language' ~ about
private events is a meaningless exerciset except to fortify the
necessity to include the function of the verbalcommunity in
the development and practice of any language.

Hone approsches the use of language as Skinner has done
and treated it as itut very complex operant behavior, the
consequences ofwhichare mediated through the behavior of
other people, any retreat into positivism, idealism or
mentalism seems utterly ludicrous .. As Skinner states :

"In the fifty years since a behavioristic philC?SOl?hy was
first stated t lads and principles bearing on the basic lS$U~S
have steadily accumulated. For one thing, a scientific
analysis of behavior has yielded .. sort of empirical
epistemology. The subject matter of a science of behavior
includes the behavior of scientists andother knowers.. The
techniques available to such a science give an empirical
theory of knowledge certain advantages over theories
derivedfrom philosophyand logic.Theproblem of privacy
may be approached in a fresh direction by starting with
behavior rather than with immediate aperience+ The
strategy is cetainly no more arbitrary or circular than the
earlier J?fICtice, and it has a suprising resU!t. Instead. of
concluding, that man can know only his subjective
experiences - that he is bound forever to his private world



and that the external world is only a construct r a
behavioral theory of knowledge suggcs ts that it is the
private world which, ifnot entirely unknowable1 is at least
not likely to be known well. The relations between
organisn~, and environment involved in knowina are of
such a sort th~ t the privacy of the world with in the skin
imposes mere se~io,u,s Ii~itations on personal knowledge
than on the accessibility01 thai world to the scientist.'· (39)

This is 8 remarkable passage, and should be savored slowly.
It renders to shambles 3000 years of idealistic philosophy
with one. sweep of the epistemology of modem empirical
science. When science is finally brought to bear upon the
verbalbehavior ofscientists and philosophers, a. great deal of
chaff is blown away. And, if the picture presented (of the
behavioral process of coming to tact private events) is
combined with the Skinnerian notions of ~ 'seeing' 1 objects
in the absenee ot the objects •.seen ., (sensing stimuli in the
absence of the stimuli sensed), of the autoclitic function of
verbal behaviort and of the speaker and listener in a verbal
exchange behaving within the same skin, one begins to
construct ~ compl~ and rich description of the behaving
human being which pales the idealistic notion of the
"mind" and leaves it unintelligible. And, if one feels
plagued by Lhe naggi ng concept ot "consciousness, ,i relief is
o?!ained by attending to Skinner.'~ analysis of ~ ~ seeing ~ , .
Simply put. the word has been traditionally USl.~ to tact three
~S'{iryc tIy different operants - ' 'Iooking~ It.. .,seeing ~ ~ , and

seeing-that-you-are-seeing , '. The first could be described
as behaving appropriately to contingencies, and doing
nOlbing else, such as interrupting on-going operant chains
with nEW behaviors, Of engaging in verbal behavior.
Mentalistically ,one could describe such behavior as
· I~l~consciotlsly' ~ engaging in ordinary ~ ~ habitual ~,

ber {-~.J iOI'. The most striking example of this kind of behavior
is J..rJ vin,g an auto down 2 freeway and suddenly realizing that
for twenty minutes. yo!.} have not "paid the slightest bit of
attention ~, to driving. The discrimination - is usually
accornpenled by a mild startle reaction. · tSeeingII can be
described as behaving appropriately to a sudden stimulus
ch2:1~e ~ w hich can include stimuli presented by the verbal
behavior of ones own or another person, which occasions a
=-~i:,~,,1 ..)r.·~{nlnt chain. Fer example, during a period of tirne
~'11~ r: you art i ~ lookingJ' your way down 3 Ireeway ~ the
SuJr..J.cl'l on"setof brake lights on a car ahead will occasion you
to ~ ~ ~ee '. l he change ~ and behave accordingly by slowing,
i\i:;o, a passenger m~~y disrupt the i. looking ~ j by rnanding
H~vh~t ~fat:e is (hat car from?" You may answer E 'Florida, 11

bur nor get "conscicusly I' involved in the interaction.
['ik~'~Nisl~. a circling owl [nay be Hlookingn at the n-Jeadow
betow r bUl will u~een the movement of a scurrying mouse,
a..'ld ,c;woop down for the reinforcing conseq·uences. The third
ki!1ci of behaviorJ ' 'seeing-that"you..are-seeing/drivlng/­
walking" ClC., involves a verbal self~tacri ng of one ~ sown
body or on-going behavior in responJr to a mand from
another person (or ~ even from one~s .self). Such mands may
include I I [)on 1t you think you are driving a bit fast?"
foUowed by a self-taeting verbal response ~ When one realUes
he has. not been attending to his driving for ("wen ty minutes,
a ~!f-mand (HHey, what am Jdoing?" Or HQh I myGod.. 1 .
• ,~L) m.ay otcasion a self-tact, like IlJ haven't been paying
~Htcntion to what I am doing since leaving Slippery Rock! n

1'11 isis tbe So([ of behavior us,till y referred to as i (self­
cc·nsciousness, f' and it is mediated completely through
vf'rbalC"anl ingencies,

TIllS short discu~lon was Certainly not meant to oHer a
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radical behavioristic analysis of the •'mind t I however it
illustrates at ~east that we have some unique points to ~c:
and some radically different directions to take in a scientific
a?a?lysis of the kind of human behavior that has, by its sheet'
dl{ficultr " been left to the idealistic philosophers for action.
~Y provld~ng a ~ethod of analyzing such profoundly difficult
Issues, Skinner is successfully blazing trails into the bastions
of idealisric · I explanations ' 1 of behavior ~ Any further
excursions into this area. are not relevant to this effort
~allse"" s.till haveto cover the most important reason why
Skinner -~ sclen~~ of human behavior is vital to allY popular
Of Marxist political movement. Marx's writings contain
little useful psychology of individual behavior ~ Once a trans­
forma~on of society is achieved (once power is shifted).
MarxIS not too helpful in engineering a truly productive and
harmonious social design. You need only to look at current
Soviet psychology to quickly see their entrenchment in
Pavlovian conceptions of behavior. Skinner, alone, can
handle the disign of a post-transition economic-distribution
and social ..control design of society. And, to that issue we
must finally tum-

The Importance ofSkinner· to II Post-Transition Societ)1

If one is capable of cutting through to the so-called
t lbone t

' or in this post Nixonornic period the "bottom
line" you will see that a science of sociology involves the
identification of the methods of control and countercontrol
that exsit in a society among individuals, among individuals
and groupS1 and among groups. History demonstrates that
most control ..countercontrol exchanges center upon 4 'power
~t~uggles" involving the capacity of each party to hurt or
Injure the other, thus forcing compliance to the satisfaction
of the stronger parry~ while the weaker whimpers, accedes,
suffers rand "hates H .. awaiting "another dayn I Skinner 's
work has gotten to the reality of how people control and are
controlled" and he has teased out two basic methods ~ control
by reinforcement, 2Ed control by punishment. No social
design can work ~ unless this distinction is taken quite
seriously in the designing.

Some of the reasons why control by punishment is the
prevalent form of social control are that it takes less time and
effort on behalf of the controller and it seems to be le~s

costly ~ in the short run, than control by positive rein­
fOrCQJ11Cnl. It could be theorized that human beings are
~ ~ genetically programmed J 1 to aggress, but it is nlore
probable rhs 4, the reason control by punishment OCCUIS so
frequently is that the use of punishment is usually
immediately negatively reinfOl"ced~ If someone is en~aiin2 in
bothe rSOIne behavior1 a slap may stop the behavior t and the
probabilily of future slapping increases. Of cours-e 1 whal is
not taken into account is that aversive stimulation always
shapes up escape and avoidan.ce behaviors i which can be of
many topographies - passiveness, isolation, neurotic or
psychotic symptoms, drug addiction and even direct COunlB

aggression. If the sociAl order is a da.ss society, those con.,

trolled by avefSive teclm..iques (the work.ing class). may
coordinate counter-control by direct aggression against the
controllers, and a revolution occurs.

Any social situation involving aversive control is a higltly
unstable state of aHairs; and, any society employinB iivtrsi,e
control is a class society t because aversive control among
equals results in less "ega. ively reinforcing compliance and
more direct countercontroli In Beyo,", F,,~dom and
Dignity, Skinner has discussed how this society di~guis.rs its
actual nature with the literatures of freedom and di~nily. lie



dfmonstrates how these concepts of human freedom. and
dipity ,imply function to t ·morallyt tor' 'ethically' J justify
the use of .versiv~ control and punishment. Though these
ttJfICt.1Jb may be~ with philosophical and theological
,'sulxstana, t , they have no scientific validity. In this
society t they function only to support a specific ideolo~,

spedfic:ally that while all of us are dignified, some - to their
credit - are more dignified and entitled to more wealth,
Those who "freely choose" to behave or live in an
undignifiedfashion I since they are free, are fully respo~sible

fur that state of affairs; and ~ if it bothers others or in£rlnges
upon their freedom or dignity (wealth), the full retributive
power ofthe state will be brought to be~ upon t~~ o~~der~;
If laws are clearly broken, the oHendet 1$ tabled criminal
and dealt with by the prisons; if, however1 laws are not
clearly broken, but the behavior is still ~thersome., he is
labled II':mentally ill " - or not fully responsible .. and tS dealt
with by the medical profession.So, as the Storygoes, we are
all bom equally free and dignified - the Du Ponts and
MeUons t the Cleavers and the Mansons - and we are
responsible for what we makeof ourselves.

The socialcontrol practices in effect today are 'Very thinly
veiled extensions of the doctrine of social Darwinism
espoused byJohn D. Rockefeller and Andrew Carnegie at the
tum of this century t despite the social reform propaganda to
the contrary t such as the current talk about ' I human
ri.ghts" t .. It is inescapable that Skinner' 5 work has
demonstrated that aversive control will produce disasterous
behavioral repercussions. Skinner has shown that the only
~orkable bm of control is through positive reinforcement.
Peopledo not countercontrol when their behavior is ~haped

and maintained by positive reinforcement - and. in the
process they will I feel"" quite free from f IIcontrol t" and will
likely state that they are happyA Control by positive rein­
forcement, however, does "at mean simply giving a
minimum standard of existence noncontingently via welfare
checks or unemployment payments or the lowest possible
salaries, and then threatening to take even that away if
people express their lack of satisfaction. This is control
through the lessening of threat - or control by negative
reinforcement~

There is no behavioral way around the issue as Skinner has
presented it. To have a just society, you have to design it so
that peopleactually receivethe I 4good life" contingent upon
being contribating members of the society A Obviously, this
fonn of design is going to cost a great deal of money and
goods • certainly far more than present methods of social
control through coercion. Asa matter of fact, it is probably a
prohibitively expensive form of cultural design for any
society that allows vast private accumulations of reinforcers
in the bm of capital holdings. It may seem naive to claim
that tIw real cause of crime is capitalism~ but it is rather
more naive to assume that capitalism is not the cause, in
large measure. If ten people are stranded on an island, one
posses.";08 • large amount of food - the only food on the
is18Dd - .hile the others have nothing, it would be no
surprise to observe Itt.tmpU by the have-nets to take food
from tbf~ having it t 'Who will call such attempts criminal
adS. Tbe person .-ith the bJd ,upply will have to quickly
canwto ...agr~twith two or threeofthe others to work
to PfOC«t him froru the tthen for some portion of the foodt

and they will call this agreement the "state.' Eventuallyt

~ c." two of thOle functioning as~ I 'state" may realize
thiIr~ job of prul«tins the one with the food might be
.fDaIIe ~er if they couldpen~ him to tos.s out a few bits
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of food occasionally~ because they could then say to the
others "see, what we are doing in your behalf, you should
not beleaguer us". And they will call the bits of food
"welfare handouts J' and the fact that the others do not
attack them il ire-election)' ., a vote of confidence~ , , or even
a t I mandate from the people~ '. The people they will call
~ ~ lazy," or 'Igreedy' and I'free and responsible" ~ They
will call themselves "dignified;" and, they may eventually
draw up a list ofcertain things they will lei others do, calling
it a "bill or rights" .

Suppose, however, the person with the food did not JUSt
"possess" a certain amount. but happened to "own" the
only acre of land on the island capable of growing food, but it
was very fertile and produced far more than he - or even all
ten - could ever use~ If he then proceeded to build private
silos for food storage ~ and finall y followed the scenario
above, his behavior would be considered even more
unjustified. Yet, this is preciously the state of affairs we
have, except that we are offered wages to take part in pro­
ductive labor - those who findwork1 that is.

Marx claimed that salaried workers are "alienated t, from
their work and the products of their labor, and this is
undoubtedly one of the reasons why many modem workers
find their working condirions so dismal. It is often said that
another reason is that many modern jobs involve small
repetitive tasks within a huge mass-production line 1 so the
jobs are simply "boring" and "meaningless." This adds
very little to Marx's alienation. Skinner ;however • does add
to Marx's position. Many modem jobs take little
training, and even for those [hat require some degree of
experience1 large pools of experienced unemployed or
underemployed workers are waiting to step into these jobs
the instant they are vacant. Thus, the modem worker's job
is insecure A He trudges into the office each day and goes
through the motions of the work. But1 this is not because of
the paycheck he receives once or twice each month ~ it is
because he is constantly under the threat of losing his liveli­
h<XXI. In other words, his labor is not positively reinforced. it
is an avoidance behavior (which always invovles unpleasant
emotional con-elates) negatively reinforced each day by a
reduction of the threat of unemployment. But, even a
flawless performance at work will not insure his
employment, for he is a guest of the owner's profit margin.
A slippagein sales or an increase in the cost of materials or
equipment, sudden technological breakthroughs in
automation, cut-backs in public funding and corporate
mergers, among other events ~ all maintain [he threat of
sudden unemployment. What is good {or business seldom
encompasses the best interests of the workers. The situation
for the American worker is not far removed from that of the
Hhave-nots" on the island.

Skinner's program for a productive, harmonious society
would require specific changes in the distribution practices
on the island. First, distribution of food has to be wrenched
from the control of the person who happenedto find himself
'~in possession" of the fertile ground, and his hired hands
would have to be put to other endeavors than insuring [he
distributive balance remained firmly in his favor. This is the
point at which Skinner proposes that small communities
should become self-sufficient; and, as we saw previously.
this would not be tolerated· no land baron will he gently
induced to lay down his profit ledger and join his fellows
weeding in the garden. This seems again to drag us into the
question of revelut ion and its apparen t inevitability. but we
shall again duck that issue,



It still ~tands that ~kinner,woul~ require some changes in
the practices of the islands 5 fertile-land owner, He must
yield his ~'ownership' J to the communityt in general. All
ten inhabitants should meet and decide t in I democratic
manner, what kindsof behaviors would tend to increase the
quality of life for all community members. The function of
the 'i state' i would be to distribute food to all community
members contingent upon the kinds of beba\'i.on aD had
decided were valuable to the community!! quality of life.
Appropriate distribution of food by the "state" would be
one of these valuedbehaviors, and they would receive and be
retained contingently upon their performance - i.e., the
"state" would work for the community as 8 whol~, and
those in such jobs would be subject to immediate recall if
they couldnot serveall.They would then be allowed to select
another function, in which they could serve aU. Everyone
would receive a basic and comfonable income, with small
differences being alloted with respect to amount of time spent
engaged in work productive to all and with respect to the
level of unpleasantness of that "Work.. The unpleasantness of
the work would be determined by the volunteer rate of all
community members to engage in such functio11Sa Hence. on
the island ~ a trash collector who grew tiredof his work could
accept a lesser rate of pay to train in the behavioral sciences
and then assume a chair to teach, The instructor, who
requiredrnorepay, couldcollect trash at a higher rate of pay
as long as he was inclined. The obviously lavish latitude of
labor pursui ts allowed on the island would be at the expense
of a departed propertied class, accumulating wealth beyond
its ability to consume. Bank accounts would be replaced by a
return of excess to the communal fund; and t personal
emergencies would be met by that communal fund & The
fossilized waste of personal profit taking and reinforcement
accurnulation , beyond consumption levels, would be
eliminated. Insuranceprogramsagainst the short-comingsof
communal design would be replaced by design insuring
community support of all. And, the need for coercive
enforcement of roles designed to enhance the lite-styles of a
few would be replaced by distributive practices designed to
insure the' well-being of all, and to enhance the chances of
the survival of the entirecommunity on that little island.

This all soundsa greatdeal like utopian thinking. But. this
is not because it was meant to sound that way; it is
because all utopian thinking had the goal of producing
the kind of social organization Skinner offers, but had no
concept of how to design that organization. Marx had a
glimmer of the road - propertied classes and private
accumulations of reinforcers to the extent of danger to the
community's wen-being have to go. But, after the
transition to the new order, Marxist regimes have often
fallen back into a predictable use of aversive control; and.
hope for a new social order shrivels into despair and further
counter-control by the people, Skinner alone can offer us a
science of human behavior that will work.. And, Skinner
alone, can after rejecting the value of humandignity because
only the very few really have it, re ...issue that very value of
human dignity to all members of the new social order I in
which all, not just the fewI are treated with dignity. In
Skinner's social order, (,freedom t I is disgarded in the tired
philosophical wrappings of "free will" t but it is reaf&nned
as new value of freedom from aversive control, What Marx
has overlooked in cultural design, Skinner furnishes us
precisely; and ~ faithfully maintained (and he does address
Ihat issue), it would certainly be the classless society Man:
envisioned ~ and one not threatened from within by
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revel ut ionary movement s.
But, beyond his suggestions for the ultimate social design.,

there are more central reasons why Skinner's science of
behavior is preciselv (he dialectical materialist
psychology that breathes lift;' into the Marxist position.
Recall the emphasis placed upon the "paradigmatic' I shift or
revolution in scientific thought. The shift was one from
mechanistic materialism to dialectical materialism, and no
where is the function of the dialectic clearer than in the new­
behavioral paradigm of Skinner ~ Remember that until
Skinner l American psychology had been busily attempting
to cram all behavior into the mechanistic S-R paradigm,
because, as it just happened, the first really scimtwc work
on behavior had been conducted by Pavlov on the actionof
reflexive conditioning - where the S..R paradigm is quite
perfect!y applied. However t Watson and the methodological
behaviorists and later cognitive psychologists who followed
have all cornpletely missed the boat t reviving a kind of
mentalism to handle the inadequacies of the S·R paradigm.
Skinneragreed with Pavlov on reflexes and howthey can be
~ 'conditioned' to novel stimuli I seeing them as innate or
inherited I "pre-writings" in the organism t s neurology+ And
Skinner, following Darwin identified the provenance of
reflexivebehaviors as the evolutionary history of the survival
of the particular species. But, Skinner made that one critical
step, which has gotten him labled a t 'two-process theorist I '.

He reached back to E.l. Thorndike's 'flaw of Effect u and
then even fun her back to Brentano' s principle of
~ "intentionality t, 1 and he offered us the discrimination of
operant behavior ~ Thomdike's principle is quite like the
principle of reinforcement ~ since he claimed that the
consequences (good or bad) of actions either "stamped in"
Of "stamped out' I that S-R connection. Later, Guthrie will
remove the i I good and bad '1" criteria, and substitute a simple
contiguity principle for the strengthening of SOlR
connections. It was Brentano '5 Ii' intentionality tt that gave a
new sense to the •'law of Effect11, however. Recall that
Brentano was attempting to distinguish between "mental
acts 'I I and mechanical actions. The latter seemed to fall
under Newton is mechanics - they just occurred for obvious
reasons in a one-way temporal direction. C4MentaJ acts"
seemed special because they didn 't occur for such reasons.
There seemed to be a "rneaning " or a "rationality" to
them & Call this a .. f. plan" or a'· purpose, ,t but the point is
that mental acts were incomplete in-and-oi-themselves.
Brentano felt that such acts "intended" or "pointed
toward; t some object t which functioned as a goal for their
completion. The Aristotilian similarities are obvious, and
Brentano was a card-carrying mentalist - I 'mental t, acts
were mental. Their I' intended t t objects could be other
mental acts: I can Hthi.nk about I' or i I intend" another
thought .. or, like the positivists, I can intend my own sense
data. But t Skinner 1 the hard-headed materialist that be is,
didnot allow the f. demon t I intentionality or I 'purpose' t to
lure him into the skin of the organism. His move was to
locate the it. purposet, in the environment. lV~ it has
alwaysbeen. .. 'Purpose," as we use the word~ is primarily a
characteristic of the contingencies of reinforcement in the
environment. If behavior is called l'purposive' t it is because
the behavior reflects that characteristic through
environmental shaping" Certainly. operant behavior is
.. purposive, 11 insofar as it operares upon the environment to
achieve certain consequences is what gives it survival
value: But it i~ the environment hy providing these eonse­
quenrrs . whkh S(~hl(·t ~ the behavlor. SOT the provenance of



operant behavior is the 9pOIUft ~ the individual to the
~~ - and punishment comprisinB
IIlJ iadividual's pat and present world. IWIeDve behavior
spriDas from the environmental ICtioD of selection over the
vat evolutionary history of the survival of the species;
wbeftas operant behaviorIriIes fromthe ooqmetic history
of the individuals ~ft wMprim to its environment.
Both oriIias~ the_t. and theCIUUiIl mechanism
m~ cae.is eaviimDDbrsJectIOn.

Environments c:hmIe quietly in small measure and very
slowly in 1arJe meaute. Operant innovations facilitate
lCIIptation of the individual to short-term, minor chanses.
IWIeDve innovations, pISSed 00 throop aenetic structural
intelrity, facilitate • cootinuinB adaptationover vat periods
ci environmental Sbbility of •~ nature. Reflexive
bebaYior does DOt seem to be "purposive," because the
CODIitioas of its IeIectim are not usually dear. Operant
behavior, OIl the other band, does appear to be
'Ipurposive," because the environmental conditions for its
aeIectioo are often dear, which Ie8ds one to see some
··....u....l~··· the And _1 _&~., In -=tI. , we are so UUIC to our own
opennt behavior, and have been shaped to I 'explain" it to
the verbIl community, that we eui1y~ sud1
I 'explanations" to the behavior of non-verbal creatures.
However, our own verbalseIf-tKtiDI can be shown to arise
out cl the selectiveICtioD of the verbal community, and, 50
it is i"t'Clp'ble that the I I purposiveness' , of opennt
behavior lies, DOt within, but beyond the skin - in the
eaYironmeDtai structure and processes, which mediate the
IeIectiaI~ of behavior. (Allow, me to inject a
note. A FOCI cue can be mad! for the point of view that the
IS locus of the 'Ipurposiveness" of both opennt and
re8eDft behavior is neither the orpnism nor the
enYiroDment, but the relationship or "achanses"
0CCUI'Iin8 between both. In such • view, the environment is
seeD to behave with respect to the orpnism and vice versa.
The strueturI1 or••niutions of both the arianism and the_t set the boundry conditions for all possible
c:ha&e or interlCtion.This is probably the best position, and
it clearlyprovides• betterreconciliation of motion and form
thaD Plato was able to offer in his Doctrineof the Forms.)

That behavior is I 'purposive" should not shock the
lcientist. who has worked his .ay out of the strictures of
rnrdwristic materialism, and who realizes that Skinner
borrows oaIy the fuDctimal temporal confiprations of
Brmtmo's "intenrional mental 1CtS" and not the
mentalism "a M.z borrowed the logical moves of Plato
IDdHeaeI, but DOt their idealism." But let meofferSkinner
00 I 'purpate~'

-
"Possibly DO~ is more often leveled aaainst be-
haviorism« • ICience ofbehavior than that it cmDOt d!al
withpuipOie OrlDrenrioa . A stimulus-response bmula
his 110 1IIIftr, but openDt behavior is the very field of
purpJIe IDd iatentioa. By its nabft it is diftcted tonrd
the future; •~ letS ;" ortlM lINd JOIDethina will
hippen, IDd the order is temporal. lPurpose' wu once
eemmc-aly used as I verb, as we DOW use ~.' 'I
propoR to 10' is similar to 'I intend to fl.' D inIteId we
.. ~ our purpoIt or intention in~, it is easy to
IIIppOIe that the DOUDS Mer to thinp. ·140)

Of CXJW'Se, Skinner is here debunkina that queer, but
oommoo tendency 1R have of obseMns III activity.
~ • dwlCteristic of the activity in the form of an
Idm'tJW modifiert then changin8 the adverb to I noun
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form, and finally invoking the noun as the name of a thing,
an event or a state that is out-of-sight or, at least t inside of
the behavinB organism, as a •'cause" for the originally
observed activity. For example, we observe a person
engaging in • repetitive behavior that results in no
immediately observable reinforcing consequences. The
, 'reason" for this state of affairs is certainly to be found in
one of several areas (highly stretched reinforcement
scheduling, a 10118 period of deprivation of the primary
reinforcer, immediately unnoticed conditioned reinforcers, a
history of avoidance conditioning with the removal of the
primary aversive stimuls, etc.), but we may caU the
persistant behavior "stubborn" behavior. "Stubborn" is a
trait of the behavior, but we abstract it in noun form ­
"stubbonmess" - and then assert that entity as the cause of
the behavior. "He acts thus !JI&ause ofhis 'stubbornness.' "
" Or, we can take the trait of the behavior and assign it to
the whole person, achieving the saine result: "He behaves
thus ","use he is • 'stubborn' person." What causes our
difficutly here, is the same state of affairs that leads method­
ological behaviorism froma simpleS-R position in WatsoD to
the tedious "5-many intervening variables-R" position of
Hull and the captive psychologists. It is a veiled attempt to
save mechanistic materialism from the edges of c, Newton's
world". o"ly II dillJ«tic4J mIltsrildism Ctnl suffice /0, such
complupb~, tmd only B.F. Skm".rlHu outlinu tb«
cours« for psycbolo,;c.JllfIIdysis mo", Ihis lifu of Ibin_g.
That is why Skinner and Marx playon the same team; and,
lables and squabbles aside, we must recognize that we can
saveour illusions, or we can save our world· but, we cannot
do both.

Co"clusio"
My thesis has been that Skinnerand Marx belong together

with Darwin and Einstm within a recent paradigmatic
revolution in scientific thought. This is a revolution which
distinguishes itself from aU previous forms of mechanistic
materialism, Logical Posivitism;" idealism, dualism and
mentalism; and, I have chosen to adopt Marx's term for the
new stance in science· dialectical materialism, But, beyond
an eschewal of mechanisticand idWistic explanations, these
thinkers embody important similarities. First, they are
thorousb-goins materialists, with a n~ paradigm of
, Ccausation" - that of a selection within a smaller system's
activity by an encompassing system's adaptation to the
action of the smaller system. This selection process occurs
throop "consequences" the larger provides the action of
the smaller. This mode of causation by selection is dearly
seen in Darwin and Skinner; it is less clear in the work of
MarxaDd Einstein. Einstein emphasized the relativity of the
observed chancteristia of material processes occurring at
any point in spICe-time, which hints at, but does not
declare, selection IS • causal process. Marx speaks about the
"dialectic" development of material phenomena, which
declare, but does DOt give clear examples of the causal
function of selection by the environment. Darwin declare
that a mechanistic interpretation of biological ~lution is
inIdequate, but the behavioral "atoms" of evolution .
senetiaDy inherited structures that predispose organisms to
behave in specific modes-can be interpreted in • mechanistic
maDDer. Only Fred Skinner an cut directly to the vital
lcienti&c issues, becauseonly Skinner has brought this new
tread of tboufb! to bear upon the very behaviorof the beinp
Who pmduce sCience. FmalIy, with Skinner, we obtain a
I'fine_poed" statement of the meaninB of the revolution



in S(:it'riCl~. \\" illl Ski nner wr Ilt ~t only interpret the material
phenomena around us in t he l erms of the new dialectical
m.terialisrn . we now begin to interpret our own
interpretations of these phenomena. When the scientist who
espouses a form of revolutionary thinking can understand his
own thinking in those very ways, the revolution in thought
becomes firmly established. With Fred Skinner, the circle
nowcloses. Skinner has much more to tell US about human
behavior than does Marx - his observations are more
empirical and clear ~ Marx tells us that revolution is
necessary; and, Skinner tells us how it must be designed so
that it will work. Marx speaks of the revolution to a class­
less society l and he assumes that such a move is
unavoidable. Skinner tells us why we are moved toward that
revolution1 as we seem to be genetically programmed to
behave to counrercontrcl aversiveness in our physical and
social environments. Since class control over class always
assumes aversive channels. Skinner says this about Karl
Marx 'fs views:

"The necessary order in the historical determinism of
Karl Marx is in the contingencies, Classstruggle is a crude
way of representing the ways ill which men control each
other. The rise of the power of merchants and the decline
of fe~daIism and the later appearance of an industrial age
(possibly to be followed by socialism or a welfare state)
depend largely UJ'?fl changes in economic contingencies of
reinforcement.' (40)

Skinner remains consisrant in bridling against thoughts of
any form of violent revolution - but men are forced to
countercontrol aversiveness in their environment, He
suggests a possible socialism to follow the event of major
countercontrol ~ yet he wealdy offers a possibility of a
, 'welfare state 1 ~ as a meaningful resolution of the problem of
aversiveness. But those receiving (t welfare 'benefits 1 "

today l Of those standinj; in unemployment lines for their
Pbenefits q do not provide any data supporting the welfare
state as a solution, The fact is that any "welfare state" is
inherently composed of class distinctions - those who have
wealth gracious!y provide for the "welfare t' of those who
have little. The propertied class has I certainly, never
volunteered such aid in the past. without being compelled to
extend help. And, there is no scientific reason to expect
them to behave with any larger measure of altruism in the
future untbout beingforced. However, the creation of a
fascistic autocracy with the power to compell the wealthy to
fund a "weUare state" is certainly not an option..

But the fact still remains, once the transition in social
design is begun, little will he accomplished of any lasting
value unless the behavioral principlesof Skinner's science of
human behavior are taken seriously into account. Marx
always had great faith in science, but the area of scientific
development which (1) adds much evidence to Marx's own
theories of social evolution I and which (2) would have
insured the establishment of scientifically designed social
order (one without aversive control, where total distribution
of positive reinforcement is made contingent upon socially
constructive behavior), was not developed until the work of
B.Fa Skinner.
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