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1. INTRODUCTION 

Behaviorism is generally characterized as the viewpoint holding that the appropriate subject matter for psychology is behavior and the appropriate methods for psychology are those of the natural sciences. It developed primarily in the United States, although it was certainly influenced by other traditions, such as European forms of empiricism. It is generally contrasted with other viewpoints in psychology, for example, those holding that the appropriate subject matter has something or other to do with ental/subjective/conscious experience, and the appropriate method is introspection. Worth noting, however, is that there are several different forms of behaviorism, and that these forms differ in many important ways. The objective of the present tutorial is to promote an understanding of the differences between two of these forms of      behaviorism – methodological behaviorism and radical behaviorism.

It is sometimes said that La Mettrie, or Hobbes, or even Aristotle was the first behaviorist. But such claims ignore the cardinal point that behaviorism was essentially a methodological movement in psychology which can only be understood in the historical context of the early twentieth century. Its basic tenet, proclaimed by John B. Watson, its founder, was that psychology could only become a science if it based itself on the sort of objective observations and measurements that were made by natural scientists and biologists. This claim had point because it was made at a time when introspective psychology had run itself into the ground with abortive controversies about imageless thoughts and when, by contrast, the study of animal behavior, which had received great impetus from Darwin's theories, was advancing rapidly. The time, therefore, was ripe for Watson's polemical suggestion that the only way to advance the scientific study of human beings was to adopt the same sorts of observational techniques that had proved so successful with the study of animals. 
This was the kernel of behaviorism and, incidentally, about the only doctrine which was common to all those who later called themselves behaviorists. Connected with this claim about the appropriate data of science was a view about the proper function of science. Watson held that the function of science was not so much to explain events but to predict and control them. Behaviorism therefore had close affinities with certain aspects of American pragmatism as represented by John Dewey, Charles Peirce, William James, and fitted in well with the general American tendency to believe that the obvious way to improve the condition of man was to manipulate the external environment which was regarded as the main determining influence on his behavior. 



What, then, has led people to claim that previous figures in the history of psychology, such as Hobbes and Aristotle, might be termed behaviorists? Partly, perhaps, the fact that many others before Watson had approached the study of man objectively, but without, in fact, relying much on introspective reports; for there were previous thinkers who had proceeded more or less in this way without erecting it into a methodological doctrine. More important, however, was the fact that there were other doctrines espoused by Watson which fitted well with his methodological directives, and previous thinkers had advanced these doctrines. 


Watson, like many other behaviorists, held a tacit or an implicit metaphysical doctrine about the sort of entities that there are in the world. He was a materialist, who believed, for instance, that thought was identical with movements in the brain and larynx. Connected with his materialism was his view about the sort of concepts that were appropriate in developing a science of psychology. Like Hobbes before him and Hull after him he believed that the concepts should be mechanical in character. This belief was shared by many later conceptual behaviorists who were not prepared to take up any position on metaphysical issues which, they claimed, lay outside the province of science. Finally Watson was an associationist in his theory. He believed that simple reflex arcs were linked together in behavior by principles of association. In this respect his theory was quite unoriginal: for he merely transferred to the sphere of simple bodily movements a theory which had previously been put forward to account for the links between simple ideas. He stressed the importance of peripheral connections between stimuli and minimized the role of central processes. He thus founded what
has come to be called the S - R (Stimulus-Response) theory of learning.

When, therefore, assertions are made about the more remote historical origins of behaviorism these usually relate not so much to the methodological doctrine, which was central to it as a movement in psychology, as to other aspects of Watson's thought, which not all behaviorists shared – to his materialism and to his use of mechanical concepts and of associationist principles. There was also the less self-conscious use of objective methods by many before who studied human behavior.

2. Behaviorism

Behaviorism, also called learning perspective, is a philosophy of psychology based on the proposition that all things which organisms do – including acting, thinking and feeling – can and should be regarded as behaviors. The school of psychology maintains that behaviors as such can be described scientifically without recourse either to internal physiological events or to hypothetical constructs such as the mind. Behaviorism comprises the position that all theories should have observational correlates but that there are no philosophical differences between publicly observable processes (such as actions) and privately observable processes (such as thinking and feeling).

From early psychology in the 19th century, the behaviorist school of thought ran concurrently and shared commonalities with the psychoanalytic and Gestalt movements in psychology into the 20th century; but also differed from the mental philosophy of the Gestalt psychologists in critical ways. Its main influences were Ivan Pavlov, who investigated classical conditioning, Edward Lee Thorndike, John B. Watson who rejected introspective methods and sought to restrict psychology to experimental methods, and B.F. Skinner who conducted research on operant conditioning.

Behaviorism originated with the work of John B. Watson, an American psychologist. Watson claimed that psychology was not concerned with the mind or with human consciousness. Instead, psychology would be concerned only with behavior. In this way, men could be studied objectively, like rats and apes.

Watson's work was based on the experiments of Ivan Pavlov, who had studied animals' responses to conditioning. In Pavlov's best-known experiment, he rang a bell as he fed some dogs several meals. Each time the dogs heard the bell they knew that a meal was coming, and they would begin to salivate. Pavlov then rang the bell without bringing food, but the dogs still salivated. They had been "conditioned" to salivate at the sound of a bell. Pavlov believed, as Watson was later to emphasize, that humans react to stimuli in the same way.

Behaviorism is associated today with the name of B.F. Skinner, who made his reputation by testing Watson's theories in the laboratory. Skinner's studies led him to reject Watson's almost exclusive emphasis on reflexes and conditioning. People respond to their environment, he argued, but they also operate on the environment to produce certain consequences.

Skinner developed the theory of "operant conditioning," the idea that we behave the way we do because this kind of behavior has had certain consequences in the past. For example, if your girlfriend gives you a kiss when you give her flowers, you will be likely to give her flowers when you want a kiss. You will be acting in expectation of a certain reward. Like Watson, however, Skinner denied that the mind or feelings play any part in determining behavior. Instead, our experience of reinforcements determines our behavior.

Behaviorism originated in the field of psychology, but it has had a much wider influence. Its concepts and methods are used in education, and many education courses at college are based on the same assumptions about man as behaviorism. Behaviorism has infiltrated sociology, in the form of sociobiology, the belief that moral values are rooted in biology. 

[edit] Best known behaviorists
· Albert Bandura 

· Edwin Ray Guthrie 

· Richard J. Herrnstein 

· Clark L. Hull 

· Ivan Pavlov 

· B. F. Skinner 

· Edward Lee Thorndike 

· Edward Tolman 

· John Watson 

3. the presuppositions of behaviorism

What are the presuppositions of behaviorism?

1.)
Behaviorism is naturalistic. This means that the material world is the ultimate reality, and everything can be explained in terms of natural laws. Man has no soul and no mind, only a brain that responds to external stimuli.

2.) 
Behaviorism teaches that man is nothing more than a machine that responds to conditioning. One writer has summarized behaviorism in this way: "The central tenet of behaviorism is that thoughts, feelings, and intentions, mental processes all, do not determine what we do. Our behavior is the product of our conditioning. We are biological machines and do not consciously act; rather we react to stimuli."

The idea that men are "biological machines" whose minds do not have any influence on their actions is contrary to the biblical view that man is the very image of God - the image of a creative, planning, thinking God. In fact, Skinner goes so far as to say that the mind and mental processes are "metaphors and fictions" and that "behavior is simply part of the biology of the organism." Skinner also recognizes that his view strips man of his "freedom and dignity," but insists that man as a spiritual being does not exist.

3.) 
Consistently, behaviorism teaches that we are not responsible for our actions. If we are mere machines, without minds or souls, reacting to stimuli and operating on our environment to attain certain ends, then anything we do is inevitable. Sociobiology, a type of behaviorism, compares man to a computer: Garbage in, garbage out.

This also conflicts with a Christian worldview. Our past experiences and our environment do affect the way we act, of course, but these factors cannot account for everything we do. The Bible teaches that we are basically covenantal creatures, not biological creatures. Our nearest environment is God Himself, and we respond most fundamentally to Him. We respond either in obedience to or rebellion against His Word.

4.)
Behaviorism is manipulative. It seeks not merely to understand human behavior, but to predict and control it. From his theories, Skinner developed the idea of "shaping." By controlling rewards and punishments, you can shape the behavior of another person.

As a psychiatrist, one of Skinner's goals is to shape his patients' behavior so that he or she will react in more socially acceptable ways. Skinner is quite clear that his theories should be used to guide behavior: "The experimental analysis of behavior has led to an effective technology, applicable to education, psychotherapy, and the design of cultural practices in general, which will be more effective when it is not competing with practices that have had the unwarranted support of mentalistic theories."3

In other words, Skinner wants behaviorism to be the basis for manipulating patients, students, and whole societies.

The obvious questions, of course, are: Who will use the tools? Who will pull the strings? Who will manipulate the technology? No doubt, Skinner would say that only someone trained in behavioral theory and practice would be qualified to "shape" the behavior of other persons. But this is contrary to the biblical view, which commands us to love our neighbor, not to manipulate him.

In summary, the ethical consequences of behaviorism are great. Man is stripped of his responsibility, freedom, and dignity, and is reduced to a purely biological being, to be "shaped" by those who are able to use the tools of behaviorism effectively.

4. Versions
There is no classification generally agreed upon, but some would say it as true, and some would add to or modify this list.

Classical: The behaviorism of Watson; the objective study of behavior; no mental life, no internal states; thought is covert speech. 
Methodological: The objective study of third-person behavior; the data of psychology must be inter-subjectively verifiable; no theoretical prescriptions. It has been absorbed into general experimental and cognitive psychology. 

Radical: Skinner's behaviorism; is considered radical since it expands behavioral principles to processes within the organism; in contrast to methodological behaviorism; not mechanistic or reductionist; hypothetical (mentalistic) internal states are not considered causes of behavior, phenomena must be observable at least to the individual experiencing them. 

Logical: Established by Oxford philosopher Gilbert Ryle in his book The Concept of Mind (1949). 

Teleological: Post-Skinnerian, purposive, close to microeconomics. 

Theoretical: Post-Skinnerian, accepts observable internal states ("within the skin" once meant "unobservable", but with modern technology we are not so constrained); dynamic, but eclectic in choice of theoretical structures, emphasizes parsimony. 

Biological: Post-Skinnerian, centered on perceptual and motor modules of behavior, theory of behavior systems. 

Inter behaviorism: Founded by J. R. Kantor before Skinner's writings and currently worked by L. Hayes;                E. Ribes; and S. Bijou centered in the inter behavior of organisms, field theory of behavior; emphasis on human behavior. 

5. First Phase of THE Behavioral Revolution:  

                                Classical S-R Behaviorism
On the present view, the source of the behavioral revolution was an alliance between functionalists and comparative/animal psychologists in the beginning of the 20th century. The revolution itself took place in two successive phases. The first phase began in 1913, when John B. Watson published his famous "behavioral manifesto" and thereby launched the new movement. Watson was trained as a comparative/animal psychologist, and was quite aware of concerns about developmental processes. However, he despaired that functionalism would ever be able to contribute anything, given its preoccupation with introspection and the mental dimension. Hence, Watson called for a revolutionary new approach: Behaviorism.

The behaviorism he launched is appropriately termed classical S-R behaviorism, to distinguish it from other versions that followed. Classical behaviorism strongly desired to overcome the ambiguities of both structuralism and functionalism, and to make psychology comparable to the natural sciences. Classical behaviorism emphasized that psychology should be empirical, in the sense that its data base should come through the senses, for example, through careful observation of events. Classical behaviorism also emphasized that psychology should be objective, in the sense that it is independent of individual prejudices, tastes, and private opinions of its practitioners. Finally, it emphasized that psychologists should be able to agree on important analytical terms and concepts. Given these emphases, classical S-R behaviorism argued that the subject matter of psychology should be publicly observable behavior, rather than mental/subjective/conscious experience. The reasoning was that psychology can only deal with what exists; the index of whether something exists is whether it is publicly observable, at least in principle (i.e., it must be measurable, countable, or recordable on dials, pointers, or meters). In addition, it argued that psychology should employ such methods as observation, experimentation, and conditioning, rather than introspection. Conditioning in particular promised to be an effective technology by which to implement the contributions of the new viewpoint.

Hence, classical behaviorism formally and explicitly defined psychology as the science of behavior. Introspection and a concern with the mental dimension, such as a concern with consciousness, were not a part of the new viewpoint. Classical behaviorism emphatically embraced the S-R model: It sought to explain behavioral events in terms of a publicly observable antecedent stimulus (S) that elicited the publicly observable response (R) in question. Classical behaviorism unselfconsciously borrowed some of its fundamental concepts from reflex physiology. Indeed, the early notions of stimuli as forms of physical energy impinging on the response system, responses as the contractions of a muscle or gland, of excitation and inhibition, and so on all had their origins in reflex physiology. Classical behaviorism further stated that its goal was the prediction and control of publicly observable behavior. Given the stimulus, the task of the psychologist was to predict the response, and given the response, the task was to determine the stimulus that had produced it.

In one sense, then, classical behaviorism was a reaction against the excesses of structuralism and functionalism and the attendant concerns with consciousness. To be sure, a concern with publicly observable behavior is certainly appropriate. Nevertheless, the manifest change in orientation brought about by classical behaviorism left some psychologists of the time asking whether something was being left out. They inquired whether we really want to omit from consideration anything that two people can't observe and on which they can't agree. Don't we all have feelings, sensations, aches, pains, thoughts, and personal experiences that are important in our conduct? Aren't we ignoring the relevance of these phenomena when we make psychology the science of publicly observable behavior? The assumption was, of course, that these phenomena must be mental because they aren't publicly observable. In any case, given these kinds of questions, classical behaviorism was almost always accompanied by collateral positions on what to do about the mental, given that the mental was no longer regarded as the principal concern of the discipline.

6. Second Phase of the Behavioral Revolution: 


                       From Classical S-R Behaviorism to Mediational S-O-R Neobehaviorism

Classical behaviorism flourished from 1913 to the early 1930s. By the early 1930s, however, psychologists began to see at least three problems with the validity of classical behaviorism, even when classical behaviorism was accompanied by the collateral positions on the mental described above. First, publicly observable stimuli and responses just weren't always correlated with each other in the way that classical behaviorism required. Second, the S - R model does not easily accommodate how we come to use subjective terms to describe various conditions inside our bodies. Classical behaviorism had put forth primitive versions of how to deal with certain phenomena that weren't publicly observable, such as emotions and thinking, but many scholars questioned their adequacy. Third, other sciences seemed to be making progress by postulating unobservables (e.g., physics with relativity theory and quantum mechanics), so why should psychology handcuff itself by restricting its concerns to publicly observable phenomena?

Consequently, researchers in the early 1930s began to abandon classical S-R behaviorism in favour of a new form of behaviorism. In this new form, appeals to unobservables were allowed, but those unobservables were to be regarded as "theoretical terms." Theoretical terms were to be distinguished from "observational terms" in the vocabulary of science. Observational terms referred to phenomena that were directly and immediately observable to anyone. Their referents were publicly verifiable. In contrast, theoretical terms referred to unobservable, "organismic" variables (O) that were inserted between the publicly observable stimulus (S) and the publicly observable response (R). According to this new point of view, then, publicly observable stimuli determine mediating, unobservable internal variables (i.e., acts, states, mechanisms, processes, entities), and these variables in turn determine publicly observable behavior. The new form of behaviorism is here called mediational S - O - R neobehaviorism. Importantly, the emergence of mediational neobehaviorism meant that the behavioral revolution had entered its second phase.

This new form of behaviorism proved exceptionally popular and influential, and to a large extent, the history of psychology since the advent of mediational neobehaviorism in the 1930s is the history of various sets of unobserved, mediating, organismic variables that theorists have proposed. One theorist might emphasize variables associated with physiology, either directly or metaphorically, whereas another theorist might emphasize those associated with perception, either directly or metaphorically. In any case, a common concern of all mediational neobehaviorists in the early to mid-1930s was how to remain scientifically respectable in the process of proposing these organismic variables. How could one be sure that one wasn't just making something up that was unscientific when one invoked such terms as "dispositions" used by logical and philosophical behaviorists, as well as many other comparable terms--particularly those related to "mental states"? Although the entire story is quite complicated, suffice it to say that during the late 1930s and into the 1940s, psychologists began to include the unobserved, mediating, organismic terms as "theoretical terms" in psychological theories and explanations to the extent they could be "operationally defined" with respect to publicly observable behavior. Very close to operationism was the philosophical position called "logical positivism." Logical positivism called for verification of meaning in terms of publicly observable phenomena, and gave further support to operationism in psychology. In sum, operationism and theoretical terms became the key concerns in psychological theorizing, and if theorists were able to operationally define their mediating theoretical terms, theorists were judged to have removed any problems arising because they had included phenomena of uncertain ontology.

7. BehaviorAL Analysis

Behavioral analysis is most closely associated with the work of B. F. Skinner. Its practitioners, or behavior analysts, are often known by such other names as "operant conditioners" and "Skinnerians." Skinner began his professional work in the early 1930s and continued it for over 50 years. A full history of behavior analysis may be found in other sources, such as the three volumes of Skinner's autobiography, or the writings of other formative figures in the field. For present purposes, we note that behavior analysis has three components: (a) the experimental analysis of behavior, (b) the applied analysis of behavior, and (c) the conceptual analysis of behavior.

The experimental analysis of behavior is the systematic context for research in psychology. In the early years of the field, the experimental analysis of behavior was concerned mainly with basic research questions in the animal laboratory. In recent years, the experimental analysis of behavior has become concerned with more complex questions, involving humans, the role of verbal behavior, and so on. In all cases, the experimental analysis of behavior is concerned with basic, fundamental processes (e.g., reinforcement, punishment, avoidance, escape, discrimination, generalization, acquisition, extinction) influencing the behavior of individual organisms. Research is characterized by the extensive, intensive analysis of relatively few organisms. Questions of generality and replicability are addressed by the careful demonstration of the control of behavior, often through a series of repeated exposures to experimental conditions. The research does not usually, if ever, involve aggregating data across groups of subjects and conducting tests of statistical inference on the aggregated data. In the case of operant behavior, it is concerned with the fundamental effects of contingencies, reinforcement, stimulus control, etc., rather than with the derived, actuarial effects of those contingencies within a population.

The applied analysis of behavior is the systematic application of behavioral technology and principles in the world outside the laboratory. The technology and principles may be applied to solve particular problems in a remedial setting, such as an institution, in an educational setting, such as a classroom, or in a broader social context, such as a community recycling or energy conservation program. In practice, new principles are sometimes discovered in the applications. Consequently, the applied analysis of behavior is sometimes very close to the experimental analysis of behavior, although its primary emphasis remains the application, rather than the derivation of knowledge. Such terms as behavior modification, contingency contracting, and contingency management are from the applied analysis of behavior.

The conceptual analysis of behavior is the philosophical, theoretical examination of the subject matter and methods of behavior analysis, as well as other forms of psychology. The "philosophy of science" underlying the conceptual analysis of behavior is called "radical behaviorism." The phrase radical behaviorism was first used in the early 1920s, to signify an extreme form of methodological behaviorism that denied the relevance of anything that was not publicly observable. In its current usage, the term radical is now used in a completely different sense to signify the "thoroughgoing," "comprehensive" analysis of all forms of activity, even those that aren't publicly observable, according to behavioral principles. In this sense, radical behaviorism is particularly concerned with epistemology, that is, with understanding the nature and limits of knowledge. Thus, radical behaviorism is particularly concerned with verbal behavior, the relation between verbal behavior and knowledge, and the nature of the intellectual activity that underlies science. The principles of radical behaviorism guide behavior analysts as they practice the experimental and applied analysis of behavior.

Radical behaviorism has a lot to say about the way other orientations approach these questions. In particular, radical behaviorism has a lot to say about mentalism and methodological behaviorism. Let's look a bit more at the nature of radical behaviorism.

8. [B.F. Skinner and radical behaviorism
Main article: Radical behaviorism
Skinner, who carried out experimental work mainly in comparative psychology from the 1930s to the 1950s, but remained behaviorism's best known theorist and exponent virtually until his death in 1990, developed a distinct kind of behaviorist philosophy, which came to be called radical behaviorism. He is credited with having founded a new version of psychological science, which has come to be called behavior analysis or the experimental analysis of behavior after variations on the subtitle to his 1938 work The Behavior of Organisms: An Experimental Analysis Of Behavior.

[edit]8.1 Definition
Skinner was influential in defining radical behaviorism, a philosophy codifying the basis of his school of research (named the Experimental Analysis of Behavior, or EAB.) While EAB differs from other approaches to behavioral research on numerous methodological and theoretical points, radical behaviorism departs from methodological behaviorism most notably in accepting treatment of feelings, states of mind and introspection as existent and scientifically treatable. This is done by identifying them as something non-dualistic, and here Skinner takes a divide-and-conquer approach, with some instances being identified with bodily conditions or behavior, and others getting a more extended 'analysis' in terms of behavior. However, radical behaviorism stops short of identifying feelings as causes of behavior. Among other points of difference were a rejection of the reflex as a model of all behavior and a defence of a science of behavior complementary to but independent of physiology.

[edit]8.2 Experimental and conceptual innovations
This essentially philosophical position gained strength from the success of Skinner's early experimental work with rats and pigeons, summarized in his books The Behavior of Organisms (1938) and Schedules of Reinforcement (1957, with C. B. Ferster) and others. Of particular importance was his concept of the operant response, of which the canonical example was the rat's lever-press. In contrast with the idea of a physiological or reflex response, an operant is a class of structurally distinct but functionally equivalent responses. For example, while a rat might press a lever with its left paw or its right paw or its tail, all of these responses operate on the world in the same way and have a common consequence. Operants are often thought of as species of responses, where the individuals differ but the class coheres in its function--shared consequences with operants and reproductive success with species. This is a clear distinction between Skinner's theory and S-R theory.

Skinner's empirical work expanded on earlier research on trial-and-error learning by researchers such as Thorndike and Guthrie with both conceptual reformulations – Thorndike's notion of a stimulus-response 'association' or 'connection' was abandoned – and methodological ones – the use of the 'free operant', so called because the animal was now permitted to respond at its own rate rather than in a series of trials determined by the experimenter procedures. With this method, Skinner carried out substantial experimental work on the effects of different schedules and rates of reinforcement on the rates of operant responses made by rats and pigeons. He achieved remarkable success in training animals to perform unexpected responses, and to emit large numbers of responses, and to demonstrate many empirical regularities at the purely behavioral level. This lent some credibility to his conceptual analysis. It is largely his conceptual analysis that made his work much more rigorous than his peers, a point which can be seen clearly in his seminal work Are Theories of Learning Necessary? in which he criticizes what he viewed to be theoretical weaknesses then common in the study of psychology. An important descendant of the experimental analysis of behavior is the quantitative analysis of behavior.

[edit]8.3 Relation to language
As Skinner turned from experimental work to concentrate on the philosophical underpinnings of a science of behavior, his attention naturally turned to human language. His book Verbal Behavior (1957) laid out a vocabulary and theory for functional analysis of verbal behavior. The book was strongly criticized in a review by the linguist Noam Chomsky. Skinner did not himself respond in detail; he claimed that "[Chomsky] doesn’t know what I am talking about and for some reason is unable to understand it". A thorough refutation was written by Kenneth McCorquodale  and submitted to Language but was refused and later printed in the Journal of the Experimental Analysis of Behavior.

What was important for a behaviorist analysis of human behavior was not language acquisition so much as the interaction between language and overt behavior. In an essay republished in his 1969 book Contingencies of Reinforcement, Skinner took the view that humans could construct linguistic stimuli that would then acquire control over their behavior in the same way that external stimuli could. The possibility of such "instructional control" over behavior meant that contingencies of reinforcement would not always produce the same effects on human behavior as they reliably do in other animals. The focus of a radical behaviorist analysis of human behavior therefore shifted to an attempt to understand the interaction between instructional control and contingency control, and also to understand the behavioral processes that determine what instructions are constructed and what control they acquire over behavior. Important figures in this effort have been Murray Sidman, A. Charles Catania, C. Fergus Lowe and Steven C. Hayes.
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[edit]9. [edit] Molar versus molecular behaviorism
Skinner's view of behavior is most often characterized as a "molecular" view of behavior, that is each behavior can be decomposed into atomistic parts or molecules. This view is inaccurate when one considers his complete description of behavior as delineated in the 1981 article, Selection by Consequences and many other works. Skinner claims that a complete account of behavior has involved an understanding of selection history at three levels: biology (the natural selection or phylogeny of the animal); behavior (the reinforcement history or ontogeny of the behavioral repertoire of the animal); and for some species, culture (the cultural practices of the social group to which the animal belongs). This whole organism, with all those histories, then interacts with its environment. He often described even his own behavior as a product of his phylogenetic history, his reinforcement history (which includes the learning of cultural practices) interacting with the environment at the moment. Molar behaviorists, such as Howard Rachlin argue that behavior can not be understood by focusing on events in the moment. That is, they argue that a behavior can be understood best in terms of the ultimate cause of history and that molecular behaviorist are committing a fallacy by inventing a fictitious proximal cause for behavior. Molar behaviorists argue that standard molecular constructs such as "associative strength" are such fictitious proximal causes that simply take the place of molar variables such as rate of reinforcement. Thus, a molar behaviorist would define a behavior such as loving someone as exhibiting a pattern of loving behavior over time, there is no known proximal cause of loving behavior, only a history of behaviors (of which the current behavior might be an example of) that can be summarized as love. Molecular behaviorists use notions from Melioration theory, Negative power function discounting or additive versions of negative power function discounting.

10.  [edit] Behaviorism in philosophy
Behaviorism is a psychological movement that can be compared with philosophy of mind. The basic premise of radical behaviorism is that the study of behavior should be a natural science, such as chemistry or physics, without any reference to hypothetical inner states of organisms. Other varieties, such as theoretical behaviorism, permit internal states, but do not require them to be mental or have any relation to subjective experience. Behaviorism takes a functional view of behavior.

There are points of view within analytic philosophy that have called themselves, or have been called by others, behaviorist. In logical behaviorism (as held, e.g., by Rudolf Carnap and Carl Hempel), the meaning of psychological statements are their verification conditions, which consist of performed overt behavior. W. V. Quine made use of a type of behaviorism, influenced by some of Skinner's ideas, in his own work on language. Gilbert Ryle defended a distinct strain of philosophical behaviorism, sketched in his book The Concept of Mind. Ryle's central claim was that instances of dualism frequently represented 'category mistakes,' and hence that they were really misunderstandings of the use of ordinary language. Daniel Dennett likewise acknowledges himself to be a type of behaviorist. 

It is sometimes argued that Ludwig Wittgenstein defended a behaviorist position, but while there are important relations between his thought and behaviorism, the claim that he was a behaviorist is quite controversial (e.g., the Beetle in a box argument). Mathematician Alan Turing is also sometimes considered a behaviorist, but he himself did not make this identification.

11. Behaviorist Arguments vs. Criticisms 
	Behaviorist Arguments
	Criticisms of Behaviorist Arguments
	Behaviorist Responses to Criticisms

	Observation: The Case against Introspection

	Introspection--i.e., internal observation of one's own consciousness--is to be rejected because consciousness is not an objective object to be observed. 
	BUT that argument either 

begs the question of what is objective, or is based on metaphysical notions of objectivity. 
	

	Introspection is to be rejected because it is especially prone to error. 
	BUT introspection, when done properly, can be as objective as any other kind of observation. 
	

	Introspection is to be rejected because it is unreliable. Introspection is unreliable because the verbal community is unable to match exactly discrimination of verbal self-reports of internal stimuli (e.g., "I feel hungry") and discrimination of private internal stimuli (e.g., hunger pangs). Therefore, the link between introspective verbal reports and internal stimuli is unreliable. (Skinner [1986], for one, holds this position.) 
	
	

	There is a public-private distinction. 

Introspection is to be rejected because introspective evidence and observations are private, i.e., available only to one observer, and are thus not objective. 

Private = subjective. 
Public = objective. 
	BUT introspective observations, like UFO reports, can be verified indirectly from evidence about the subject's prior and subsequent behavior, the subject's accuracy in reporting other kinds of observations, and reports of other introspectors. 

For example, "lie" items on self-report questionnaires (e.g., "I read every editorial in the newspaper every day") indicate that a subject has a certain kind of response set unlike that of others, and is probably responding inaccurately in order to appear in a better light. 
	YES, BUT introspective observations, unlike UFO reports, are not publically verifiable in principle. It is impossible to establish a correlation of eating behavior with an internal state like hunger (as opposed to just self-reports of hunger). 

	There is no public-private distinction. 

All observation is private: Knowledge of the external world is really an inference from the immediate but private percept. 
	BUT that means there is no reason not to trust private introspection. 
	NO, BECAUSE science is collaborative. Public (not private, introspective) behavior affords the most agreement and communication among observers. Therefore, in place of the subjective vs. objective distinction, the following methodological distinction should be made. 

Private = subjective. 
Public = intersubjective. 

	The Behavioral Data Language: Selection of a Domain for Psychology

	The is an a priori distinction between behavior and physiology. 

Molar Behaviorism: A science of behavior autonomous from physiology is possible and desirable. 

Molar behaviorism, but not physiological psychology, leads to easy prediction and control, partly because behavioral variables are observable. Concern with physiology leads to lack of concern for behavior. Physiological psychology finds a proximate cause, but leaves it unexplained, opening the door to magical explanations in terms of agents and wills. 
	BUT the boundary between behavioral and physiological events is difficult to define. 
	

	The is an a posteriori distinction between behavior and physiology. 

Behavioral research leads to the discovery of laws, some of which cover more than behavior simply conceived. "Behavior" can be defined as whatever conforms to these laws. These laws are then organized by behavioral theories. 
	
	

	The Behavioral Data Language: Selection of a Descriptive Language for Observational Reports

	There can be purely objective descriptions. 

Although theory influences observation, this influence can be overcome by observing more carefully, thereby leading to an objective database. 
	BUT all observation is theory-laden. 
	YES, BUT to evaluate the thesis of theory-ladenness requires either 

theory-neutral facts, or theory-laden facts from another theoretical orientation, and if the theory-ladenness thesis is itself a theory, then it will dictate observations that confirm itself. 

	There cannot be purely objective descriptions. 

There is a continuum from more to less theory-laden observational descriptions. Intersubjective agreement on descriptions indicates an acceptable degree of "objectivity." 


	BUT intersubjective agreement may indicate only that observers share a common theoretical framework or paradigm. 
	YES, BUT that is acceptable. The science of behavior can proceed as normal science within its own theoretical framework or paradigm. 

	Purpose does NOT belong among the descriptive qualities of behavior. 

Intentional, purposive descriptions are highly interpretive, and therefore do not allow intersubjective consensus. Purposive qualities should always be explained in terms of more basic properties of behavior. 
	
	

	Purpose DOES belong among the descriptive qualities of behavior. 

Intentional, purposive qualities of behavior can be attributed to organisms on the basis of objective criteria, and therefore allow intersubjective consensus. Purposive qualities are emergent, and therefore cannot be explained in terms of more basic qualities of behavior. 


	
	

	Theoretical Concepts

	Theoretical vocabulary should be restricted to operationally defined concepts. 

Theoretical concepts are to be linked to the data language through operational definitions. 
	BUT operationism does not provide suitable criteria for individuation of concepts. Any two things can be considered similar or different in an infinite variety of ways. (Cf. the discussion of problems of description in sociobiology [Lewontin, 1979].) One cannot know when to ignore differences and consider two things similar, or ignore similarities and consider two things different. 

There is no unique shorthand summary of observations. 
	YES, BUT 

distinctions are actually drawn only after the fact, in such a way as to maximize simplicity and comprehensiveness. Even an operational definition is subject to change after the fact. 

	Theoretical vocabulary should NOT be restricted to operationally defined concepts, but should include INTERVENING VARIABLES. 

Use of intervening variables should be allowed, but such variables are only labels for observed relationships, they are not unobserved entities or events. There is no unique set of valid intervening variables, and they have no unique representation. 
	BUT 

intervening variables are not truly explanatory. Black-box, input-output laws may allow prediction, but not explanation. Hypothetical constructs should be allowed because they lead to scientific progress. The history of science shows that unobservable hypothethical constructs have had the properties imputed to them when they were later able to be observed. 
	NO, BECAUSE black-box theories conform to the deductive nomological method of explanation (Hempel & Oppenheim, 1948): descriptions of behavior are deduced from general laws plus initial conditions. 

	Theoretical vocabulary should NOT be restricted to operationally defined concepts, but should include HYPOTHETICAL CONSTRUCTS. 

Use of hypothetical constructs should be allowed, and such constructs refer to unobserved entities or events, much as in physics. 
	BUT psychology is unlike physics in that in psychology theoretical terms are not introduced through a postulate set, psychologists bring folk psychology concepts into their work, and psychology is a less well-developed science. 
	

	HYPOTHETICAL CONSTRUCTS (cont.) 

Use of hypothetical constructs should be allowed, because hypothetical constructs bridge the gap between psychology and physiology. 
	BUT 

hypothetical constructs may be no better for theoretical reduction than intervening variables, and physiological mechanisms are only conventions in the same sense that intervening variables are. 


	

	Theorizing

	Within behaviorism there are two modes of theorizing. Both presume that there exists a rigorous division between theory and observations. 

Hull's hypothetico-deductive method: A theory allows the deduction of theorems about observables, and these theorems can be tested experimentally. A theory that is confirmed by repeated tests allows prediction and control. (There is nothing so practical as a good theory.) 
Skinner's experimental analysis of behavior: Research should be conducted not to test theorems, but to find orderliness in behavior. The search for orderliness is intuitive, rather than structured by scientific method. A theory is a formulation that uses a small number of terms to explain a large number of facts. 
	BUT 

observation is not theory-independent, it is theory-laden. Therefore, observation can neither test a theory (Hull) nor broaden a theory (Skinner). 
Data do not dictate theory; rather
(a) theory determines what is taken as fact,
(b) theory cannot always adjust to fit contradictory data, and
(c) sociological factors, rather than data, often determine a theory's acceptance or rejection. 
	Theory-ladenness of observations just implies that the science of behavior will progress as normal science, i.e., linearly and continuously (until a scientific revolution overthrows behaviorism and replaces it with a new paradigm). 

	S-R Psychology

	No major behaviorist holds that behavior is reflexive, i.e., that a stimulus is necessary and sufficient for a response. 
	
	

	The Non-Cognitive Learning Approach                               Environmental events that do not elicit a particular movement can come to do so through learning. Thus, a particular stimulus is not a necessary condition for a particular response. Learning consists of the association of stimuli and responses. 
	The Cognitive Learning Approach 

BUT learning should be described as the acquisition of knowledge. 
	NO, BECAUSE then the relationship between knowledge and behavior remains unspecified. In theories postulating cognitive maps or observational learning, behavior is derived from the theory by assuming that the organism will behave appropriately given its knowledge. Such assumptions are not objective. 

	Events inside the organism, as well as outside, can be considered "stimuli." 
	BUT Skinner, for one, holds that it is a mistake to suppose that there are internal stimuli (Evans, 1968, p. 21). 
	

	Observed behavior is the result of integration of many reflexes. Therefore, it may have properties not possessed by any individual reflex. 
	
	

	Operant responses are emitted, rather than elicited by stimuli. Thus, the S-R reflex thesis can be reduced to the claim that all behavior is functionally dependent upon the environment. 
	BUT the environment and behavior are causally interdependent. 
	YES, reciprocal determination, in which organisms alter the environment that controls them, is incorporated into many behaviorist theories. 

	The Organization of Behavior: Purpose

	Behaviorists roundly reject teleological explanations, without denying that behavior has purposive characteristics (e.g., persistence, flexibility). These characteristics are accounted for non-teleologically in the three ways detailed below. 
	
	

	Purpose is a state of the organism that determines the relationship between stimuli and responses. Purpose is a state variable that is brought about by certain motivational variables and that increases the probability of a certain class of responses. 
	
	

	Purpose can be explained as stimuli that are maintained until eliminated by a goal-response. Behavior shows persistence because different goal-responses will continue to be emitted until the stimuli disappear. Behavior shows flexibility when new goal-responses succeed in eliminating the stimuli. 
	
	

	Goal-directedness is only apparent, not real. Responses occur not to achieve future goals, but because they were reinforced in the past. Behavior shows persistence because of intermittent reinforcement. Behavior shows flexibility because many different kinds of responses may be reinforced, and thus an organism may possess a large repertoire of responses. 
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