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Language is not an instrument of communication between speaker and hearer, it
is their communication--their transaction--as speaker and hearer.

A corollary of the constant coge of the linguists is that the forms of language
are not altered by the meanings of the speakers, and the forms themselves do not
properly "mean™ anything., But 1t can be shown that forms and meanings continually
affect one another. In my opinion, these linguists do not understand how lanpuage
has meaning. Meaning is the end-in-view of speaking and hearing; it is not some-
thing extrinsic to speech., Meaning is not thoughts or purposes in the heads of
speskers, and it is not; as Bloomfield said, the relation of events prior to their
speaking and consequent to their speaking. Meaning iz what needs to be said in
coping with the actusl situation of the speaker and hearer, so far as it can be
done by saying. Meaning is not gonveyed by speech or pointed to by speech; it is
speaker and hearer making sense to one another in a situation. (p., 34)

Again and agein I find myself dissenting from the main line of the scientific
linguists of the past fifty years--the anthropologists, the positivists, and the
structuralists.... It seems to me that in abstracting language from speaking and
hearing in actual situations, they make three fundamental, amnd connected mistekes:
(1) they exsggerate constancy and supra-individuality as against the variaebility
and interpersonality of natural language; the "language® that they discuss, with
its contstant forms and self-contained rules, is sometimes en artifact of their
method of investigation., (2) They say that the forms of language can rarely, if
ever, be expleined by meanings in experience and practical use, and the forms
themselves do not have meaning, (3) They have a disposition to treat language
and communication as a calculus of forms and processing of information that could
dispense with human speskers and hearers altogether, (p. 86-87)

We cannot use words to cope unless we believe in their meaning and assert it, and
this belief depends on utterance, grammer, history, the existence of speakers and
hearers. Conversely, we cannot finally describe a language, its pronunciation,

grammar, and meaning of words, unless we take into account #8 uses in speaking....

(p. 85)
Paul Goodmans SPEAKING AND LANGUAGE:
DEFERSE OF POETRY, Random House, 1971
DONNA M. CONE, ASSOCIATE EDITOR RONALD G. HEYDUK, ASSOCIATE EDITOR
LYNCHBURG TRAINING SCHOOL AND HOSPITAL KENYON COLLEGE
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THE AGORA

4 new book by J, R. Kantor, PSYCHOLOGICAL LINGUISITICS, comes at a time when this
topic has become of interest to psychology and has also produced some major contro-
versies, His OBJECTIVE PSYCHOLOGY OF GRAMMAR published in 1936 was decades ahead of
the fleld--as were several of the areas with which he dealt--and thus received little
attention., There is no way yet of knowing whether this latest work will fair any
better but at least the chances seem better. Perhaps one of the most outstanding
features of the book is the way in which the author has shown the integral nature of
language interbehaviors: with all other interbehaviors. HNumerous diagrems of various
types of lsngusge situations help to clarify them. Thls book, as we would expect
from its author, is completely comsistent with a naturalistic field approach to
psychological behavior. As an alternative to the tired old assumptions about lang-
uage round which many of the debates continue to circle, this work is refreshing. It
never departs from an obgervational base; its constructs are always descriptions of
actual events, The book: is a culmination of writings on psycholinguistics that
began in 1922 that have consistently satisfied the insightful criticisms and criteria
of the quoted passages from Paul Goodman, These works have been ignored far too long.
This book deserves wide attention,
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Steven Brown has started a publication entitled -QOperant Subjectivity:; The Q Method-
glogy Newsletter. It is actually closer to a Journal style of publication than of

a newsletter, Volume 1, Number 1, 1977 is dated October 1977, Readers might wish to
refer to 1972, 3(2) and 1972, 3(33 of these pages for information about Brown's work
and that of William Stephenson. There is a close kinship with interbehaviorism.
Subscriptions to Operant Subjectivity are, per year, 5 for individuals, $7 outside
US and Cenada, $7 for libraries and institutions., Address: Steven R, Brown, Editor,
Operant Subjectivity, Political Science Department, Kent State University, Kent,
Chio 44242, ‘

#HE

The Archives of the History of American Psychology smnounces its annual Research
Fellowship, A stipend of $500 will be awarded, This is considered as aid to =
scholar wishing to utilize the primary resources of the Archives of the History of
American Psychology. The stipend is intended to defray travel and research expenses
end the recipient is expected to reside in Akron while using the materials of the
Archives, Candidates should submit & prospectus of the work planned, a vita, and

two letters of recommendation, It is particularly important that there be evidence
that the Archives is the most suitable place for the work to be undertaken, Préference
will be given to advanced graduate students and younger post doctoral scholars.
Applications should be completed by March first, The award will be announced not
later than April 15th and will be in effect until December 31, 1978, Applications
should be sent to the chairman of the University of Akron awards committee: Mr, John
V. Miller, Jr., Director of Archival Services, University of Akron, Akron, Ohio 44325,
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A recent book of interest: N, J. Block & Gerald Dworkin: THE IQ CONTROVERSY: CRITICAL
READINGS, New York: Parthenon Books, 1976. The book presents papers giving various
arguments as well as extended debates with rebuttals and counter-rebuttals, The final
chapter by the editors is called "IQ, Heritability, Inequelity" and is an excellent



analysis of the various assumptions, their relation to empirical date, and their
logical consequences, The social implications are also discussed. Block and
Dworkin find major errors in the works of Jensen and Herrnstein whose works are
among those offered in the volume. An article by Mary Jo Bane & Christopher Jencks,
"Five Myths About Your IQ" maintains a few myths itself but on the whole offers a
very readable account of major myths that educators, social reformers, students, the
public, and researchers as well would do well to examine,

e

We have received three comments on information that appeared in the preceding issue.
One is from Williasm Stephenson concerning Cyril Burt:

I was Cyril Purt's assistant and colleague during the early years of his prof-
essorship at Unlversity College, London {during the years 1928—37), and slthough
Burt's eerly work on the intelligence-heredity problem preceeded my appointments,
I remain one of the last of those in psychology who knew him well as a colleague
during those years, in relation to heredily and related aspects of his work, I
have so far not made public my views on the frandulency with whieh Burt has been
charged-~the matter is sad and more complex than headlines and brief abstractions
afford--but I would ask for compassion until the story is fully told.

An example of the necessity for thig has reference to your Quarterly's note on
Burt in Volume 7, Wo. 3, 1976-7: it is true that Burt's work was used to support
those who framed the Education Act of 1944 in Britain, which in effect saved
vany Public Schools (i.e. private schools in England) from near bankruptcy, and
which creamed off some fifteen percent of eleven-year-olds in England for Grammar
Schools, leaving the rest to ill-supported elementary schools. Burt himself,
however, did not support this drastic and unwarranted division; and I myself
wrote strongly arainst the assumptions and provisions of the Act in my Testing
Schoolchildren (Longman Green, 1948), recommending the American system of high
schools, which is now (1976) being adopted in Britain,

This example, of an all-too-easy assumption of personal accountabllity, in no
way chenges the matter of professional blame, Burt's rigid acceptance of psych-
ometry based on the assumpltion of the objectivity of individuael differences, was
& serious mistake, not to be expected of & scholar so well versed in the meta-
physice and loglc of modern science. But Burt was not along in this, since
almost all psychometrists then, and still now, suffer the same lapsus intelli-
gentise. At the same time, as some readers of this note may guess, I was warning
Burt of his misteke--to no avail, of course. In passing, however, I hope that
psychologists will not color Burt all bleck, with fraud as the pencil, forgetful
of his prolific, creatlve contributions to educational psychology in the early
decades of this century. And incidentslly, Burt's knighthood was in recognition
of the contributions made by psychologists teo the war effort, rather then to
Burt alone.

A second comment is from Ken Pearce who teaches in a private (what we call "public™)
school in England:

There has been a complaint recently in Britain that the Open University is
tinfested® with Marxists, In reading Professor Steven Rose's comments on the
desire of the guardians of the status quo to believe in the established tripartite
system, it is easy to understand why complainis arise--: even in the late 20th
century the voice of dissent is interpreted by some as being evidence of dissolute



tendencies in society. Of course, these who dislike reading the evidence of
Burt's falsification of "resesrch" data are those who would seek to perpetuate
the order established by that date, snd it is my unfortunate duty to point out
that we gtill have schools operating under the old "tripartite® system, as
grammar, technical, or secondary schocls!! Indeed, I am now working in & scheel
of the latter type and am constantly enraged by the comments ef some other
members of the staff who still talk as if the 11+ IQ tests were infallible, (In
that part of Lincolnshire in which I teach the IQ test is =till used to determine
which type of school is "sppropriate® for the children of that area!) I am filled
with hepe for the future when I read extracts from world sources in your publica-
tion; at least some of the people will eventually perceive the issue to be wider
than they presently consider it te be.

The third comment is from Jim McKesrney regarding the note by Zeiser and Heydulk:

In all fairness, I think it ahould be noted that the brand of "behaviorism" they
discuss is Wetsonian in character (or at most whet Skinner has called "methed-
ological behaviorism™), Skinner takes great paing to stress that "covert" events
cannot be excluded from analysis; indeed, this forms part of the basis for his
separation of methedological from radical behaviorism, Similerly, he cannot be
identified with the position that behavior is an "action-reaction® process in
which environmental stimuli elieit specific responses, Further, he has consis~
tently emphasized the functional importsnce of the stimulus and response as
opposed to their physical or topographical nature, I agree with your statement
that behaviorists and interbehaviorists are alliled; on the other hand, it would
be unfortunate if an oversimplification of behavioriem, or its exclusive ident-
ification with the naive varlety of Watson and Hull, were to create or perpetuate;
a spurious conflict between the two, Nothing in Skinner's radical behaviorism is
in conflict with the emphasis of interbehaviorism., Instead, the interbehavioral
approach is more comprehensive, and cslls attention to more of the importan
determinants of behavior than Skinner explicitly emphasizes.,

##3

In the preceding issusthe editor announced that he was seeking a new editor to take
over the Quarterly. He was fortunate in persuading Ronald G. Heyduk to assume these
duties beginning in 1978, A message from the editor-elect informs ue that the
Interbshevioral Quarterly will become The Interbshaviorist beginning in its ninth
vear and eighth volume, It will originste from the Department of Psychology, Kenyon
College, Gembier, Ohlo and thus will share the same home as the Psychological Raecord.
Associate editors will include the present editor and founder, Noel W, Smith; Donna
Cone who will continue; snd Paul T, Mountjoy who will be newly joining but who hes
made contri butions from time to time throughout the past, Attendant upon these
adminigtrative changes will be several other changes, including the new title, new
#journel-style® format, and probably a new "face sheet" design. Such changes will
be more cosmetic than substantisl: The Interbehaviorist will comtinue to provide a
forum for the exchange of information and ideas concerning the development of objective
psychology. As before, the endeavor will be to scrutinize modern empirical and
theoretlcal psychology, separating events from what is cultural imposition, and
offering alternatives when necessary in an effort to encoursge a naturalistic psych-
ology, that of a field of interbehaviors., Your continued support and contributions
are requested in order thet The Interbeheviorist can attempt to provide a contimuing
intellectual stimuvlus,
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&s a feature article we present another translation from André’Tilquin's LE
BEHAVIORISME. The style of writing in this section of the book was pattic-
ularly difficult to work with. It uses extremely lengthy sentences with series
of appositional clauses and numerous indefinite pronouns whose referents are
often difficult to determine., The translation attempis to break up some of the
gentences into ghorter ones, smooth out others, and write in some of the ref-
erents for the pronouns., The reader will still find much of the writing prob-
lematical but to do more with the translation would require entirely recomposing
it. As for substance, the interbehaviorist will find much to disagree with.
The editor felt that the selection was worth presenting in these pages because
of the fact that it does address interbehavioral concepts however poorly: it
seems important to understand what is being percelved and misperceived about
interbehaviorism and to be apprised of counter-asrguments. As this selection

is one of a limited number of commentaries on Kentor's works (it also includes
other writers, espscially Tolman) we are making it available to our readers,
The topic is operationism, For the reader who may wish to consult interbehav-
ioral writings on operationism the following list is offered:

Coney, D.. M., Comment: Operationism vs., operational definition. Ipterbehavioral

Kantor, J. R. The operational principle in the physical end psychologicel
sciences. szcﬁggngical Record, 1938, 2, 132,

Moore, J. On the principle of operationism in a science of psychology.
Behaviorism, 1975, 3, 20~138.




Le Behaviorisme Origine et Débelappqment de la
Psychologie de Reaction en Amerique

(The Origin of Behaviorism and Development of Psychology of Reasction in America)
André Tilguin
Parig: Librairie Philosophique, 1942

Translated by lucien Leduc and Venice Sakell
Behaviorism and Operationelism

If a truly epistemological dualism is implied somewhere it is in the concept
of Kantor, in that of Tolman, and in that of Bridgman himself, KXantor may well
consider sensible qualities as objectives, as properties of objects that are
independent of the actions and reactions of the subject, and as a psychologist
study the interbehavior of organisms with such concrete objects, But then,
either the knowledge is interbehavior, an operation, in which case the sensible
qualities can be defined only by those operations, or else the sensible qualitims
are independent of operations., In the latter cese one must admit, along with
a knowledge that is interaction and that ends up in constructions, another
Imowledge ¢oncerning the sensible qualities, which it is very difficult to
characterize in Kantor's system. But at least one can say that it provides us
with givens, crude data. This is whet is commonly known as immediate experience,
To call the contemplstion of these qualities en operation constitutes an obvious
abuse of the word. There would be an operation if there were a discriminative
response, But if the known quality i1s other than a diseriminstive response, om
mist necessarily admit, along with a knowledge by way of operations of constructs,
a direct knowledge of data,

The same epistemological dualism is implied in most of the psychological
operationalisms which we have cited: the objeet or event possesses properties
that are immediately given, but its scientific definition is made not in terms
of its properties Wit in terms of the operations executed upon it. One then
admits, to use Kantor's terminology, an operand or a discriminand provided with
sensible quelities, which may be viewed as a point of application of the oper-
ations or of the discriminative responses; but this does not interest sclence:
the only things that have scientific dignity are the operations.

This thesis is explicitly proposed or exposed by Tolman., In examining hls
operationalistic behaviorism, we have shown that the psychological concepts that
he utilizes and that he gives as constructions, inventions, fictions, were prob-
ably no more fabricated than they had been in the first presentation of his
system, inferred from behavior. It seemed to us that they (concepts) were drawn
from that part of his direct experience which is called the field of his con-
sciousness,

In fact Tolman repeats thet direct experience does not enter into our science,
neither in psychology nor in physics, other than as the determinants of behavior,
which as intermediste variables of causal equation could not be and are not
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expressions of this direct experience (8, p. 4613 9, p. 359; 10, p. 90).

But if this experience is not pasrt of sclence, perhaps it is the source for it,
the point of deperture, and if the concepts do not express it, or signify it,
perhaps they come forth from it? Direct experience in the form called intro-
spection, could deliver for us psychological concepts which would then undergo

a scientific purification. They would be then deprived of all comnotations, of
8ll reference to an intuitive essence apprehended by a single subject, in order
to be defined and tested by experiences susceptible of being reproduced by an
infinite number of independent investigators (10, p., 89), In brief, although
coming from an introspeetive source, they would be emptied of their original
material (raw feel, quale) and defined functionally and operationally by the
experiences from which they receive a scientific status and verification,

This interpretation, in so far as it does not forcibly imply a spirit-body
dualism, is in accord with the ideas of Tolmen concerning the character of the
initial glven that immedlate experience possesses, but only in that measure,

For if immediate experience, which "contains as much objectivity as subjectivity,
which is neither my private world nor yours" is, according to Tolman, the only
tangible reelity given to us and the final matrix, rich and qualified which gives
birth to the sciences, bthese sciences, however, in apite of this image, do not
emerge from immediate experience and do not retain anything of its nature.
Immediate experience is not relived in the sciences, no more so in psychology
than it is in physics, in spite of the contrary belief (9, p. 359-360). Betusen
sclence and immediate experience there is a hiatus, a solution of continuity.
Tolman insists that the true dichotomy (Ibid., p. 363), is not between physical
existences and mental existences, but between the reality captured in immediate
experience and science, For the ontological spirit-body dualism 1s substituted
the epistemological duslism, immediete experience-sclence (see alse 3, p. 128-129),
For science is a construction which is realized, certainly, beginning with and in
reference to immediate experience, but which borrows no material from it (9, p.
363), Immediate experience is not the mine out of which science comes, but the
ground, the base upon whiech it is built. Or in other words science is not a
reduplication of immediate experience, & photograph that would reproduce it in
whole or in part, but rather a topographicel map, a plan that permits us to
direct ourselves toward it, "Physics does not present to us another reality
that is hidden behind that of immediate experience. Psychology does not study
the reality of immediate experience in a manner more direct then physics does.
Physics is a system of loglcal constructions, a system of rules and equations,
that help us to find our way through successive moments of immediate experience
«sop8ychology...is nothing but another similar system of logical constructions,
snother similar system of rules and equations, which, added to those of physics,
Yill glve gs an sdditional aid to pass from one moment of experience to the next'
9’ pe 359 L]

Immediate experience, be it the starting point of psychology or of physics,
offers us properties, and not psychological states., These properties are either
independent properties or perspective properties, that is to say, are elther
properties that are inherent im the objects and independent of the relations of
these objects with the organism, or properties which depend on these relations
(9, p. 360-361), But, perspective or independent, these qualities are equally
given in immediate experience: both ars equally real and must be placed on the
same level, Real dualism is not between "perspectives" and "independents', but
between them and the scientific constructions by which we explained them (9, p.
363). The psychological explanation, to limit ourselves to it, consists in




intention, expectation, etc. and in formulating laws which determine the func-
tioning of these psychological processes. For psychological phenomena, the mental
states of early psychology, are not given in and through immediate experience;

they are not known nor are they knowable directly., Immediate experilence, or if
your wish, consciousness or introspection cannot reveal the existence of psychol-
ogical phenomena for the reason that they are constructions made from perspectives
snd independents, the only things given by immediate experience. The psychological
processes, assumed by the scilentist in order to explain behavior are thus not
elements or parts of immediate experience. They are intellectusl constiruets
created in order to explain the coincidence of a determined stimulus and a deter-
mined response (9, p. 363-364). If one thinks that the concepts utilized by Tolman
to explain behavior, and which he now claims are constructed by the scientist, are
exactly in their expression if not in their content, those of introspective psy-
chology, one may doubt thet introspection is as powerless as he says Lo reveal
psychological states and that introspection does not intervene in his behavior. At
least one cannot contest the exactness of his distinetion between science and
immediate experience,

Vhatever Kantor may sey, Bridgman himself admits that along with conceptual
knowledge which is of an operational nature there is s gensible knowledge, It is
then the task of the physicist as best he can to formulate this sensible knowledge
in terms of operations even though sensible mowledge is not itself of an oper-
ational nature., It is "experience" that gives to the physicist the initial know-
ledge of phenomena, of "physical situations®, as Bridgman says, and consequences
of results of operations and it is also experience which gives him knowledge of
fundemental operations with whieh he constructs his definitions of phenomena, For
when one defines a concept "one regresses until one is in the presence of operations
that one must accept as unanalyzable and apprehendable only in en intuitive manner
by personal experience" (2). There is also, according to Bridgman a very precise
distinction between experiences that are operations and constitute the matter of
physical concepts, and experience which is composed of sensible intuitions, Taken
in the second sense, the word experience probably has in the sentence above the
same meaning which it had for James when he writes that it is the gummum genus to
vhich everything migt belong or must have belonged in order that we may talk about
it.

The twin brether of operationalism, logical positivism, also believed in its
beginnings, in this dichotomy and even presented it as fundemental (1, p. 286),
Scientific knowledge, er knowledge in its cerrect meaning (Erkggntniﬁs, comnuni-
eable, a priori, purely formal and reletional, is opposed to immedlate experience
er Erlebnig, incommunicable apprehension and deprived ef a qualitative content.
Like the preceding dectrines, but contrary te Kantor who insists en insensible
trensitions by which one goes from dafa to constructs, logical positivism affirms
a most distinet diseom®inwity between the concepts of science and the givens of
experience, Sensible givens remain outside of science, which emerge by a kind of
extraction from immediate experience. Law does not spring forth from facts as was
believed in the epistemology of John Stuert Mill any more than the concept comes
forth ebstrectly from sensible givens as was believed in the psychology of Hamilton.
More energeticelly than the preceding doctrines, loglical positivism even argues
that seience is constructed according to the sensible givens; because for logical
positivism science is entirely a priori end snalytical, What role then does immed-
iete experience play? It is immediate experience that permits the giving of an
empirieal content to the formal enunciations of science, and consequently to verify
them by means of conventions of classifications [conventions déeisoires] or "Zuord-
nungsdefinitionen" (Reichenbach) which esteblish a dommunication between the world
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of science and the world of immediate experience,* Thus are obtained enuncia-
tions of %empiricel science'which express formal structure but not the edntent
of experience (Ibid., p. 286). The latter is not and cannot be expressed: it
can only be indicated, shown., The content of experlence, in so far as 1t is
lived, given, remains exterior to sclence.

That at least was the initisl comviction of the Viemna circle. But logical
positivism in beeomig physicelism (4), socon realized, that by virtue of the rules
established by it, the amssertion that immediate experience would be incommumicable
epprehension and deprived of a qualitetive content eonstitutes an fenunciation
which has no mesning" for it is not verifiable., How could we in faet demonstrate,
that is to say, meke public and ecommunicate that which is private and incommun-
icable? Experience which is called immediate ean be nothing if it is not the
apprehension of diseriminable and expressible relations. Let us observe what
those who invoke it do when we ask them to justify its existence. "Almost
- invariably they indicate a situation that implies a diserimination sueh as 1
gee red, Blementary diseriminationg-~that is then the meaning of the lmmediately
givep-—and diseriminative reaetions are evidently publie and communicable." To
affirm that there is only one reality but two ways of knowing it is again to
Pormulate an enuncistion that canm have no meaning, For how cen one verify that
reality is unique if our kméwledge ls double? For a coherent positivism there
can be only one type of knowledge and all speeulation on the existenee and the
nature of a reality, distinect from knowledge that we have of it, is a pseudo-
problem (7, p. 238-239).

Likewlse, a coberent operationalism can only aeeept an operational definition
of immediate experienee, Sueh precisely is the extension given by 8Stevens to
Bridgman's doetrine. "Experience,..on whieh physical science is founded, is only
8 term which implietly at least denotes the sum of the discriminative reactions
executed by human beings: for to experience 1s for sclence to react discriminately”
(6, p. 521). Of all the operations by which one can describe a concept, the
gimplest is certainly the operation of denoting that 1 to say, of indicating,
of showing, the corresponding object (5, p» 3243@ But denotetion implies discrim-
ination as & necessary condition. In order to indicate an object one evidently
mst be able to distinguish it from other objects® and let us add that the object
indicated iz indicated in so far as it is distinguished and not experienced,
Discrimination or execution of differential responses is then the fundamental
operation of all science (5, p. 324).

If epistemological dualism is not acceptable for s logical positivism (logical
above 81l with itgelf) nor for a decided operationalism, it is even less admiss-
ible in a behaviorism, especially if this behaviorism quite uselessly lends alleg-
jence to the preceding doctrines. All eplstemology implies, no doubt, a certaln
psychology; but the logiclan has perhaps the right to neglect the psychological
implicationa of his doctrine, whereas the psychologlet cannot afford the lwxury
of admitting a psychology of knowledge which ruing psychological knowledge. The
behaviorism of Tolmen and Kantor in sccepting epistemological duallsm contradicts
itself or in any case limite itself singulerly. The behavioristic method can no
longer be the only method of psychology if next to a knowledge which is reactional
and operational, one makes roomfr an intuitive knowledge. One may reduce, as

#The original reference number given here is 590, p, 289, The reference
list goes only to 455, --ed,
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Tolman had done, this place to the extreme by affirming that semsible knowledge
alweys remains outside of science: sensible knowledge is its point of departure,
even if it does not virtually contain sclence, even if science is built against
immediate experience. Sensible kmowledge is also the end for sclence, for it is
by function of this experience that scientific assertions have meaning and are
tested, Sclence, as all knowledge, including irmediate experience or empirical
intuition, is a product of psychologicel activity., To affirm that all psych-
ological activity is behavior and to admit at the same time & nowledge which is
not behavior, is definitely to contradict oneself, That is the inevitable des-
tiny of all behaviorism that believes iteelf to be autonomous, Refusing to lend
support to the established sciences, to define a stimulus as a function of
physics, he is necessarily led to regard this stimulus as a sensible given, and
he who calls himself autonomous and believes himself to be indepeéndent of all
metaphysics, is forced to rely on common sense, this being the worst of all mets-
physics which does not know itself. To explein the adaptation of the response

to the stimulus, certainly it is necessary that the stimulus be gomething and that
it possess determinations that are independent of the reactions and anterior to
them.: If one refuses to view it as a certain type of spatio-temporal order, for
example as a vibration of a certain frequency, length of wave, amplitude, there

is no other resource than the power of inherent gualitieg, foundation of the
edaptive character of the responses. But then behaviorism denies itself or
limits itself; for the knowledge of these qualities which precedes and establishes
reactions, can not be a reaction: it [knowledge 7 escapes a strictly behavioristic
psychology. To be coherent behaviorism must then affirm that what common sense
calls sensible qualities are discriminative responses to physically defined
stimuli, This is, as we have seen, the thesls of the strict behaviorism of Weiss,

Cne must then go from logical positivism to physicalism, from the dperation-
alism of Bridgman to that of Stevens, from the behaviorism of Tolman and of
Kantor to that of Weiss., There are not two types of knowledge, a conceptual
knowledge and a sensible knowledge bearing on data, qualities, Nor are there
two languages in which those two knowledges would be expressed. All knowledge is
always, from beginning to end construction, operation, reaction: for all knowledge
beging and ends by discriminations, One can certasinly call the elementary discrim-
inations facts and the more complex ones concepte: it is a question of convention,
But then one runs the risk of transforming unconsciously a simple difference of
degree into a difference of nature.

Immediate experience which is the point of departure and about which Tolman,
Kantor, and Bridgman spesk, 1s then only the sum of their elementary discriminative
responses, the ensemble of their propositions-facts [constatsl, Secientific knowledge
is, to be sure, something else, but it is not of a different nature. "With the
ald of propositions-facts [constats] we formulate laws which,..(are) indications
that permit us to arrive at predictions, which in their turn may be controlled
by propositions-facts fconstatsl..” Thus there is always comparisons between
enunciations and enuncistions and not, as even the Vienna circle believed, between
enunciations and a reality or things (4, p. 298-299), This physicalistic descrip-
tion becomes this in behavioristic language: to certain of cur discriminative
responses we respond by a recording of werbal reactions, some by verbal response
of generalization, and to others by one or several verbal responses which
constitute substitutes of eventual discriminative responses, The execution of
these discriminative responses will constitute the verification of the prediction
(11, p. 209, 221), Thus scientific knowledge from the behavioristic point of
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view is developed from a series of biosocial symbolic responses, "linguistie",
and it is always a relation between responses &and other responses and not
between responses and reality., The symbolic character of the enunciations
and responses may lead one to speak of science as a construction, but the
"givens" to which one opposes science are already themselves constructions.
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Knowing all there is to know about the physiological or chemical effects
of drugs will not explain why people may take them habitually. Addiction
is a behavioral process and may lose its meaning on other levels of analysis,
Seen in this way, exhaustive knowledge of the molecular pharmacology of
aleohol or heroin may be no more valuable in understanding how these drugs
can preempt and control so much behavior than knowledge of the physical
properties of electricity, of the physiology of pain, or of the metabolic
effects of food ingestion can illuminate how these processes control behav-
ior. There can be no basis of "addiction" that resides soley in the struc-
ture or function of the nervous system simply because the phenomenon does
not exist there, By anslogy, no individual group member can generally be
said to be the basis of & "mass hysteria™ or any other distinctly group
process; the group phenomenon could not exist without individuals, just as
there could be no behavior withou a nervous system, but it cannot be fully
understood in terms of them either, To again borrow a term from systems
theory, complex behavior has "emergent" qualities that preclude its total
understanding on the basis of the separate structures or parts that make
it up, ‘

James McKearney: "Asking Questions About Behavior!

Perspectives in Biology &nd Medicine, 1977, 21,
109"119 L]

The most frequent pattern for papers in the field of physiological psychology
is the presentation of a physiological concept which is then defined oper-
ationally, the presentation of a psychological concept which is then defined
operationally and the assertion that the two concepts are related on the basis
of a significant experimental correlation between the two operational proced-
ures, This of course is an entirely unwarranted procedure, since it omits
the necessary stage of discussing the proposed logical relation between the
two superordinate constructs; it fails to provide a related line of descent
from each concept to the subordinates (the alleged operastional definitions)
and consequently any finding of correlation between the two operational
definitions is without logical significance, however great its statistical
significance,

D. Bannister: "The Myth of Physiological Psych-
ology", Bulletin of the British Psychological
Society, 1968, 21, 229-231.




