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Any given action - say, yawnina, t1lustrating, painting,
or matling a letter - may be variously performed, that fis,
performed with different specific movements tnvelving
different causal processes. Mn the other hand, similar
cevents and processes may condition quite different actions:
for example, the movements of the fingers, hand, and arm,
and presumably of the nervous system, in dealing a card
and in postina a letter, are virtually the same, although
the actions are unlike. This suggests that the analysis
of actions reveals a different structure and system of
relations from the analysis of bodfly events.

J. J. Compton, 1972, Sclence and God's
action in nature. In 1. G. Barbour ([d.),
Larth might be fair, p. 37-8, )
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' Hoel Smith provides us with the news that Kantor's Interbehavioral Psycholo
THE_INTERBENAVIORIST (1959) has recently been published in Spanish transTEf?EﬁTBQ"FHWTBF1S{“TF?T %s
of Mexico. Magdalena Varela was the translator.
Editor:
Ronald G. Heyduk, Kenyon Colleqe LA
Associate Editors: This {ssu tains the d instaliment of Edward Blewitt's detailed Tysi
Retardation, Rhode sue contains the second installment of Edwar ew s detailed analysis
fonna M. Cone, Assistant Director, Division of Reta of Skinner's Science and Human Behavior (1953), described by Blewitt as the book
Istand West Hichigan University in which Skinner most clearly synthesizes his laboratory research and fts social
Paul T. Mountoy., esuc§" rsit gof Hew York, Plattsburgh tmplications. Preceding this is a short paper by.Dennis Delprato that should
Noel H. Smith, State Unive y . ; be of particular interest to those who teach {interbehavioral psychology.
o . - - ' AN INTERBENAVIORALLY ORIENTED UNDERGRADUATE COURSE IN
The Agora . THE PSYCHOLOGY OF LEARNING
t Dennis J. Delprato
! uote, Compton provides excellent eﬁamples 12 suppor
;2 ;hzisiizziichgﬁisngn what the 1nterbehavioristhcallz response n:nghe Eastern Michigan University
a : n. ) that the analysis :
response function. Kurthe:go;eéi}2ei2320:€132ture and syste% of relations,"” . The present writer was led to the fnterbehavioral approach especial Iy out of
bro classes of eventsit;ezfa interbehaviorist that bodily movements and disenchantment with the truncated views of learning and behavior offered by
Compton s iqreelnﬂ . ]ed tood in terms of entirely different fields traditional "animal learning" psychology on the one hand and human mentalistic
organismic "acts NUStibGY¥n e{§m°2on {a philosopher~thebloqian) proceeds from approaches to learning on the other. Gradually, my undergraduate learning
of determinants. Ironice yi verp naturalistic but intriguing point. ile course changed to the point where 1 feel that it is legitimate to consider it
the distinction to m:Ee i ?2 an "{ " a behaving individual wno is needed in an interbehaviorally orfented approach to the psychology of learning. An
arques that just as tier.of 2 choioglcal events but who clearly does not outline of the course 1s presented to provide a stimulus for feedback from ’
fhi f;elﬁp;ﬁp¥:z§n§2 1:nfactp1¥relevant to) the sequence of bodily movements other interbehaviorists and to perhaps offer a useful suggestion or two to
ntrude

underlying functional responses, so too is there a “God" who is needed as the other interbehaviorally oriented instructors.
"agent” of all natural events, but who need not (and should not) be conce}ved Goals. As a consequence of a course in learning, students should be able

) he sequence of happenings constituting the course o . quer 9 4
of as intervening In t f his paper 1s recommended, and an interbehaviorist to effectively interact with empirical grinciples of behavioral change, n
natural history. A reading of his pap This means they should be able to use these principles in their everyday
critique would be appreciated. observations of events in the world and to recognize the applications of

x % % learning principles to the modification of the behavior of organisms. In
: addition, because students' {nteractions with learning principles cannot be
Anoth te with a stronq interbehavioral flavor comes from a very different separated from the broader context (interbehavioral field) in which they occur,
nother quote w

a major task of the course is to present a context for learning general psy-

source: chology that 1s conducive to a naturalistic approach to the subject matter.

Mare encémpassinq features of the total environmental context and j

of the orqanism's behavioral history appear to coalesce in deter- Texts. N. H. Pronko's Panorama of Psychology {2nd ed.) is used to demonstrate

tal events will . the breadth and advantages of a learning-developmental perspective on behavior.
ninin the effects trat g;"qi agg g£n§:1§2;{:;n?g?evant events ‘ L. K. Miller's Everyday NBehavior Analysis 1s used to provide the student with
have o heha:io{. T\eaiinﬁg aner conditions that minimize or ample opportunity to Interact with operant procedures. The other two major }
have typically been ex f such factors. Ongoing behavior can be : classes of empirical learning procedures {Paviovian and modeling) are pre-
prec}u?i §tesigélgi?ggeotos:nfluences that may be quite remote, but : sented by the instructor (Pronko also covers both of these and Miller covers
exquisitel) sce g ’ ,

the degree and extent to which these factors mayfmgdify dru? ﬁ;g?gﬁ: modeling to some deqree}.
1 )t be ffects of drugs on be

that ap beentStrd'eﬂii:tg?;:¥§lyéﬂ"T2i ﬁﬂg?ga“v diffgrﬂ"t depending ~ Qutline. The course syllabus contains the following quotation from J. R. '

ﬁ:atthgga:vigr;? gistory on characteristics of the maintainiqn Ranfor_s Principles of Psychology (1924, Vol. 1):

, an : ter different environmenta -

event, and on‘tc?avé?:z1$§§::€i23a:nlz; influence on these factors In recent years the fact has been strenuously
Eon mmere o ‘ fs administered forced upon us that many of the most serious

can emerge when a drug s adm rd maladjustments of the organism can be and indeed

) > tina

James A. Barrett. [ffects of d-Amphetamine on respond
stmuttaneously maintained and punished hy pros?nta%{g?
of electric shock. Psychopharmacelogy, 1977, 54, 11
1?24.



must be explained not in terms of physiological
but of social conditions.

To the psychologist who neqlects the humanistic
or soctal side of persons may be laid the charge
of the extremely faulty notions current in psy-
choloqy concerning the motives and conditions of
human actions. (p. 20)

This ‘provides the starting point for discussion of the general orientation
of the course. Presentations of the first topic fn the course outline then

beqgins.

I.. Physiological vs. Cultural, Social, Humanistic or Learning Perspectives:
%eductionism, brain dogm; et al,oare covered and the interbehavioral
alternative is presented.

I1. Basic and Applied Learning:
: The role of Tearning principles in contemporary applied psychology
(behavioral therapy, applied behavioral anatysis) is emphasized.
I feel this is important to counteract many students' preconceived
notions that learnina psychology is concerned only with salfvating
dogs, rats in mazes, and nonsense syllables.

I1I. Province of Learning in Psychology:
Three views reqgarding learning are covered. First, there is the
environmentalist view that all learning 1s a matter of S—R and that
this model applies to all behavior. Second, there is the currsntly .
popular view that “learning” is fnextricably intertwined with "innate
(inherited) behavior. Work such as that of the Brelands and the Garcia
effect (taste aversion learning) is cited here. Finally, the view
that learning is a subarea of developmental psychology {(Kantor, Kuo,
Schnierla, Lehrman, Pronko) is presented. The role of organism-
environment interactions in behavioral development (change) is stressed.

IV. Hajor Competing Views of Behavior:
This section of the course further introduces the student to the inter-
actional perspective by comparing and contrasting several influential
approaches to behavior: (ag intrapsychic trait approaches (b) S-—>R

view {c) mediational or cognitive learning views (siqns of interactionism

are indicated here) {d) molar or radica) behaviorism (Skinner's contri-
bution to the rejection of S-—>R psychology is surprising to many st?-
dents) and (e) interbehavioral (organismic or authentic interactiona )]
approach.

V. Basic tearning (Behavioral Chanqe) Principles: 1.
This section and the following one cover the specific empirical and‘ :
procedural aspects of Yearning principles. Topographical vs. functiona
analyses (antecedent-behavior consequences) are presented; opera?t.
respondent, and modeling procedures are defined; and hasic learn nz \
procedures (positive reinfarcement, escape training, extinction, etc.
are presented.

VI. Basic Learning Principles: 11,
'Avnrsi;e control procedures (e.q., active avoidance, emotional lf&r:lnﬂ)
as well as their relationship to the development of behavioral therapy

(Matson and Rayner; Holpe) are covered here.

VII. Great Awareness Controversy:

This short section enables me to provide further background regarding
the use of learning principles in the analysis and treatment of

human behavior because this controversy, in large part, began at
Indiana University when learning principles were applied to "uniquely
human behavior" (verbal behavior). Fuller's comments (Psychological
Record, 1973, 23, 318-24) regarding thé role of Professors Kantor
and Skinner {n this are noted. 0Of course the controversy regarding
the role of awareness in behavioral change provides an excellent
opportunity for me to practice my skills at presenting interbehavioral
views, since this entire 1ssue is seen as a pseudo-issue from the
interbehavioral perspective.

VIII. The Cognitive Learning Approach:

By this time we have covered many matters related to "coqnitive
reversionism.” In this section, the basic rationale for it is pre-
sented and demonstrations of how cognitfons "cause” behavior are qiven.
The tnterbehavioral alternative to Internal connitions 1s presented
and intearated with Yearning princtples (e.q., stimulus control and
positive reinforcement of implicit behavior).

IX. Intelligence Behavior:
Learning-developmental alternatives to "intelligence” are presented
and recent research is used to buttress the alternative.

The Necessity of Soctal Control:
A Critical Review of B. F. ?kinner'; Science and Human Behavior
Part 11

Edvard Blewitt
University Colleqe, Cardiff

(td. note: In Part 1, Rlewitt discussed Skinner's important role as a 20th
century leader in the "battle against the freewill concept" and anainst the
“Aristotelian mode" of thinking. ' Part Il concludes his consideration of
Skinner's contributions to the scientific conception of human behavior, and
moves on to discuss Skinner's other major set of contributions as a spokes-
person for social control)

Some Objections to Determinism (continued)

(2)  Determinism implies fatalism and passivity

Some critics of the determinist thesis reject it hecause they Believe that
there exists a conflict between the determinist position and the possibility
of deliberate or planned human action. That a belief in determinism should
not encourage fatalism was arqued by Marx tn his Theses on Feuerbach written
in the spring of 1845:

-1

The material doctrine that men are the product of circumstances

and upbringing, and that, therefore, changed men are the products
of other circumstances and changed upbringing, forgets that it is
men that change circimstances, and that the educator himself neods
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educating. Hence this doctrine necessarily arrives at dividing
society into two parts, of which one {s superior to the other.
The coincidence of the changing of circumstances and of human
activity can be understood only as revolutionising practice.

X1

The philosophers have only interpreted the world in various
ways; the point, however, is to change {it.

In these notes, of which Engels wrote in February 1883 (Ludwig Feuerbach and
the fnd of Classical German Philosophy) “...the first document in which 13
deposited the britiiant germ of the new world outlook," we find a philosophy
which lies at the centre of Marx's work. The Theses proclaim the neced for
thought to become 'practical’ and ‘change the world,' and they reject the
contemplative attitude {in general, and German Idealism in particular. For
Marx, the internal logic of the historical process culminates in making man
soverefan over his circumstances. The social revolution is the agent of
this transformation. Theory and practice can be unified, on the condition
that the former guide the latter. For Marx, man appropriates the world
actively not passively, through practice (especially through labour). As
men change the world they come to know it better, and this increase in
knowledge enhances their ability to change it. Man creates himself through
ffs actfon upon the world. The philosophy of practice denfes both the
assumption that man ts autonomous and can decide independently at any time
(t.c., tdealism), and the opposite, that man only appears to decide while

in fact circumstances rule men's lives and do not admit any genuine decision.
Marx saw man as a being who is necessarily capable of deliberately changing
the worid and yet is at the same time created by 1t (for a more detailed
discussion, see Marx and Engels, The German Ideolony).

Skinner also accepts determinism while recognising that men act upon, and
change, the world in which they 1ive, and in the process of changing the
world chanqge themselves. . In Skinner's functional psycholoqy the class of
relationship between orqanism and environment that has been most studied
is that established in operant behavior. In Sclence and Human Behavior
{(p. 65) he writes:

The term operant emphasizes the fact that the behavior
operates upon the environment to generate consequences.

It is the conscquences of an action, the effect of the behaviour of the
organism on the environment, which for Skinner is the most important factor
in determining the behaviour of organisms, In Skinner's concept of operant
hehaviour there is a continua)l interaction between the orqanism and the
environment: a class of responses produces a channe in the environment
which acts upon the orqanism-to alter its future probability of respondina,
and so on until the organism dies. Unlike the early attempts at est?b!ishinq
a behaviouristic science of psychology by Pavlov and Hatson, Skinner’s hehav -

fouristic approach does not consider the organism as simply a passive receptor

of stimuli. In his Beyond Freedom and Dignity (1971) for example he writes

with reference to this early traditfon:

When Pavlov showed how new reflexes could be built up
through condittoning, a full-fledged stimulus-response
psycholoqy was born, in which all behavior was reaarded

\

as reactions to stimuli. One writer put it this way: ‘'le
are prodded or Vashed through 1ife.' The stimilus-response
model was never very convincing, however, and dfd not solve
the basic problem, because something 1ike an fnner man had

to be invented to convert a stimulus into a response. It

is now clear that we must take into account what the environ-
ment does to an organism not only before but after it responds.
Behavior {s shaped and maintained by its consequences. Once
this fact is recognized, we can formulate the interaction
between ornanism and environment in a much more comprehensive
way (p. 17-8).

Skinner, with his concept of operant behaviour, has transcended the dichotomy
of passive or active organism, and has arrived at a conceptualization which
recognizes the reciprocity of the relationship. Rather than s pending hig time
in philosophical discussion of the dilemma of whether the organism {s active

or passive, Skinner examines the activity of organisms in specific environm-
ental situations. From this direct contact with the subject matter of psy-
chology he has provided us with an account of the organism-environment relation-
ship that recognises the effect of the environwent on the orqanism as well as
the effect of the organism on the environment.

In summary, both Marx and Skinner consider that man is not only a product of

his circumstances but also the producer of them, and that man chanqges himself

in the process of changing his surroundings. Man cannot change himself with-

out changing his environment and cannot change the environment without Fd
changing himself. Similarly Marx and Skinner have transcended the problem

of whether man or society should be changed and recognized that 1t is necessary

to change society to change men and that it is necessary to change nien to

change society. The processss of changing man and society cannot be separated,

they are inherently related. In Skinner's words:

1f man has no freedom of choice, {f he can Initiate no action
which alters the causal stream of behavior, then he may seem

to have no control over his own destiny. The sclentific view

of man according to Krutch is a "dead end.” The fact is,
however, that men control both their genetic and environmental
histories, and in that sense they do, indeed, control them-
selves....Men control themselves by controlling the world tn
which they ltve ("Man", 1964, in Cumulative Record, 1972, p. 51).

We are all controlled by the world in which we live, and part
of that world has been and will be constructed by me.  The question

is this: Are we to be controlled by accident, by tyrants, or by

ourselves in effective cultural desian? (“Freedom and the Control

of Hen”, 1955,1n Cumulative Record, 1972, p. 11).

?ﬁnpcfully, vhat has been written shows that a Harxian perspective is
compatible with Skinner's psychology. Ironically, Skinnerian behaviourism is
more aenerally reaarded as being a fascist ideoloay, as being the supporter of
an elitist, conservative social system, For the present writer, behaviouristic
psychalony could contribute a great deal more in the construction of a large-
scale soclalist society.
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A final arqument against the statement that determinism implies passivity

and fatalism may be noted. Physical laws in no way force bodies to behave

in a certain way, but merely describe how under certain conditions they do
behave. Similarly, psychological laws do not force us to do anything. They
merely state what, as a matter of fact, we do under certain conditions (see
pyle, 1949, The Concept of Mind). That is, an object does not behave because
of a law; for example, a stone does not fall because of gravity. The Taw
merely describes what occurs. Phenomena do not behave because of laws in the
same way that a man building a model plane behaves in a certain way because
of the instructions. A natural law does not determine an event in the way
that the instructions are one of the factors determining the behaviour of

the model butlder.

"(3) Determinism is not proven

Probably the most common argument in favour of the free-will viewpoint is

the neqgative one that the determinist belief in causal processes has not

been applied to the whole range of human behaviour, and, hence, has not been
proven. It is not dentfed by such critics of determinism that causal processes
have been found to apply to some kinds of human behaviour. However, they
question whether previous successes provide sufficient reason for belleving
that a wider range of human actions will be explicable in causal terms,

Such arguments are not compelling. It is primarily on the basis of the past
success of an approach or orientation that one should put faith in its future
application. One is not proceeding logically {f one dismisses the possibility
of the future success of an approach simply on the grounds that {t has not as
yet confronted the events i{n question.

THE POSSIHILfTY OF THE CONTROL OF HUMAR BEHAVIOR

It 15 through its technological implications for social control that operant
psychology has come to the public notice. Skinner's own applications to the
social sphere, both 1n his books, Yalden Two and Beyond Freedom and Dignity,

and in various articles (e.q., Freedom and the Control of Hen, 1955; Some Issues
Concerning the Control of lHuman Behavior, 1956) have caused a great deal of
controversy. A great deal of the reaction to Skinner's suggestions about the
applications of operant behavior findings to social behaviour has been aggres-
sively uncomplimentary. For example, Orville Prescot, in the Hew York Times,
commented on Yalden Two as "Alluring in a sinister way, and appalling too."

On the basis of his more recent book, Beyond Freedom and Dignity, Skinner's
utoplan vision of a society based on a behavioural technology has been variously
called a "behavioral scientist's enlightened despotism "(Perelman, Behaviorism's
Enlightened Despotism), and the book itself & “melange of amateurish meta-
physics, self-advertising 'technology’, and illiberal social policy (which)

adds up to a document that {is a disservice to scientists, technologists, and

to all who are seriously trying to improve the human condition '(Black, Some
Aversive Responses to a Would-Be Reinforcer).

Skinner's commitment to deliberate cultural design {is sometimes said to be
deficient because it is value-laden. This is viewed as a flaw because in
philosophy there 14 a distinction between descriptive and normative proposi-
tions; that is, 1t is accepted that the "ought" cannot be derived from the
"{s¥. Thus 1t is arqued, Skinner cannot assert that his prescriptions for
social change {(“ought") are qrounded in scientific discovery ("is"), and if

9

so his sugqestions should carry no more or less weight than our own "oughts™.
The most well-known analysis of this problem was undertaken by Hume in his

A Treatise of Human Hature (1739). In this work llume fuplied that ‘ought’
sentences are not logically deducible from 'is' sentences:

I cannot forbear addina to these reasonings an observation,
which may, perhaps, be found of some importance. In every
system of morality, which 1 have hitherto wet with, I have
always remarked, that the author proceeds for some time in
the ordinary way of reasoning, and establishes the being of

a God, or makes observations concerning human affairs; when
of a sudden, 1 am surprised to find, that instead of the
usual copulations of propositions, is, and is not, I met

with no proposition that is not connected with an ought, or -
an ought not. This change is imperceptible; but is,. however,
of the last consequence. For as this ought, or ought not,
expresses some new relation or affirmation, it is necessary
that it should be observed and explained; and at the same
time that a reason be given, for what secems to be altogether
fnconceivable, how this new relation can he a deduction from
others, which are entirely different from it. But as authors
do not commonly use this precaution, I shall presume to
recommend 1t to the readers; and am persuaded, that this
small attention would subvert all the vulgar systems of
morality, and let us see, that this distinction of vice and
virtue is not founded merely on the relations of objects, nor
1s percelved by reason.

vhile tiume's argument is impressive, the author is unconvinced that {t should
carry any weight as a criticism of Skinner. The criticism of cultural design
on the grounds that it contains a value judgement, and is therefore based on
"moral® rather than "scientific" grounds, implies that values are somehow

fmmune to a scientific analysis. To the contrary, what a person believes
"ought" to be done {s a datum for the sclience of behavior. Hhat a person feels
about a fact is no doubt different from the fact, but the former is a fact also.

By posing the problem of intentional cultural design, it follows that one must
ask "Who is to have control?" It {is in the controversy over an answer to this
puzzling question that a great deal of anger and name-calling has occurred.

It has been assumed by many critics of the application of operant techniques

to social problems that control will be in the hands of a swall group of behav-
foural enaineers, who will impose what they regard as the correct solutions on

a passive and ifgnorant mass. Such a concept of soclety is in the sawe tradition
as Plato's Republic, Orvell's Hineteen Eighty-Four, and luxiey's Brave lew Horld.:

“0Orviell's novel toqgether with his Animal Farm were intended as critiques
of conmunism in Stalinist Russia. Russia has never heen, even before Lenin's
death in 1924, a conmunist nation, as concelved by Marx and ngels, nor a tran-
sttional soclety, which 1s a myth anyway. The Communist nations - the Soviet
ttnfon, the Fast furopean Pepublics, China, Cuba, etc. - differ from those nations
of the “Free Vortd” - the U.F., U.S.A., Germany, Canada, etc, - in two main
vays: (1) the denrec of pelitical freedom; (2) the extent to which the state is
tnvalved in the running of the economy.  Instead of relying on what supporters
of the various nations say, we should examine actual situations. Marx warned
wh to <earch below the stated situation to the real one: "Just as our opinion
of an individual s not based on what he thinks of himself, so we can not judge
rorertod of transformation by {ts oum consciousness; on the contrary this con-
cotonsness pwst rather be explained from the contradictions of materfal life...
(e, THL9Y :

¥
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-abnormal behaviour.
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The apparent reason that cultural design is associated with this type of
society is that social control tends to be conceived of only in terms of
explicit control using aversive stimulus contingencies (see Ulrich, 1967).
The assocfation of control with aversive stimuli is made very clear in the
film "A Clockwork Orange", when the "hero" of the film is treated for his
This obvious attack on the methods of behaviour therapy
is 111-aimed however., Operant research has shown that the use of aversive
techniques alone is a very poor method of control (see Azrin and lolz, Punish-
ment, in Honig (ed.), Operant Research: Areas of Research and Application,
1966, p. 380-447). Aversive control not only Teads to social aggression,
aimed both at the individual who {s delivering the punishing stimulus and
also at those present when punishment is presented {operant and elicited
agaression respectively), but also to escape or avoidance of the punishment
situation. Indeed, 1t could be arqgued that the most severe critics of
aversive control have been those who work within the operant framework.
Skinner in particular is very much against the use of aversive techniques

of ‘control in social affairs because of their behavioural effects. In
Halden Two, for example, there are no references to the use of aversive
control, and in Beyond Freedom and Dignity, Skinner clearly allies himself
viith those who write "the Titerature of freedom and dignity" on the {ssue
of freedom from aversive control.

In contrast, the use of positive reinforcement is not generally regarded as
a form of control because its use does not lead to escape or avoidance of
the stimuli, and so the individual 1s not aware of the control. However,

* Skinner makes it clear that positive reinforcement contingencies do exert

control, and that such control {s ubiquitous: people are under the positive
control of socfal, familfal, religious, political, economic, and éducational
agencies. In a society based on positive reinforcement control, whether that
control is capricious or planned, the most serious danger {s a lack of awareness
of the control. Roe (1959) points out that awareness is a major factor in
defense against undesired control:

Avareness of our own needs and attitudes is our most effective
fnstrument for maintaining our own integrity and control over
our reactions. ‘

Those interested in the possibiltities of behavioural engineering also advocate
an awareness of specific behavioural principles. The more that is known about
behavioural control, the areater the potential for counter-control,

While agreeing that awareness 1s an important factor in counter-control, it
would not be of any value unless it was linked up to methods of counter-control.
It is of Yittie use to an individual to know that he is beinqg manipulated if
there 1s no way he can counter it. In Skinner's view, however, behavioural
control involves an inherent reciprocity, as long as the individual inftiating
the control can be made receptive to the responses of the controllee:

In analyzing any social episode from this point of view a
complete account must be given of the behaviors of hoth
parties as they contribute to the origin and maintenance

of the behavior of the other....In noticing how the master
controls the slave or the employer the worker, we commonly
overlook reciprocal effects and, by considering action in

one direction only, are led to regard control as exploitation,
or at least the gaining of a one-sided advantage; but the con-
trol s actually mutual. The slave controls the master as
completely as the master the slave, in the sense that the

s, o
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techniques of. punishment employed by the master have

been selected by the slave's behavior in submitting to
them (Skinner, The Desian of Cultures, 1961, in Cumulative
Record, 1972, p. 45).

One of the features of an alarmist picture of behaviour control {s the separ-
ation of the controller and the controlled. It is this false dichotomy between
the controller and the controlled that lies at the heart of the controversy over
the question "Hho is to control?” 1In discussions over planned societies it is
always assumed that there must be a separate group that controls the masses.
With a recognition of the reciprocity in behavioural control, a solution offers
jtself: the unification of the controller and the controlled. There {5 nothing
in Skinner's conception of behavior that argues against the possibility of the
whole of society being involved in its own control, that is, in the democrati-
sation of soctal 1ife. On the contrary, Skinner seems to favour this as a means
of preventing the establishment of a totalitarfan reqime. In 'Utopila as an

Experimental Culture' (Continquncies of Reinforcement, 1969, p. 43) Skinner writes:

Pemocracy is an effort to solve the problem (of control) by

Jetting the people design the contingencles under which they
are to live or -- to put it another way -- by insisting that
the desfgner himself live under the contingencies he desians.

It 1s unlikely that the designers will use aversive techniques if they will be
affected by them, or use positive techniques which lead to exploitation if the
designers are to be exploited.

As knowledge of the factors that control behaviour becomes available to greater
numbers of people, the design of an individual's environment by himself, rather
than by an external anency, becomes more feasible. This does not mean that the
ultimate controlling role of the external environment is denied.
{n the sense of “frec will" does not exist, but the behavioural scientist offers,
in place of the belief fn freedom that is really fgnorance of the factors that
control behavior, the potential for a new, more meaningful freedom:

From a scientific point of view, the best approximation of
personal freedom can be achieved through understanding one's
own nature as a human being and learning to exploit it. In-
crease in knowledge and dissemination of the principles of
behavior should actually increase personal freedom (Ulrich
and Mountjoy {eds.), The Experimental Analysis of Social
Behavior, 1972, p. 4797,

There are strikinag parallels between the behaviourist's conception of freedom
and the conception derived from the social theory of Harx and Ingels., They

believed that 1t 1s only through awareness of what soctal variables control us that

we can intentionally contrel them for the benefit of society. Control does not
necessarily lead to the neaation of freedom; on the contrary, it can increase the
ranae of human freedom, 1le can only agree with Engels when he writes in Anti-
(mhr‘ﬂg (1878):

Freedom does not consist in the realm of independence of natural
Taus, but in the knowledge of these laws, and in the possibility
this afves of systematically making them work towards definite
ends, . Freedom therefore consists in control over ourselves and
over external nature vhich 1s founded on knowledge of natural

necessity: and is therefore necessarily a product of historical
Aevelapient .

Personal freedom



12 '
REFERENCES

Azrin, N. and Holz, Y. Punishment. In W. Honig (Ed.), Operant Behavior
Hew York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1966,

Black, R. Some aversive responses to a would-be reinforcer. In Il Yheeler
{(Ed.}, Beypnd the Punitive Society. MHew York: Hildwood tiouse, 1974.

Engels, F. Anti-Duhring. Peking: Forelgn Languages Press, 1976. Originally
published in 1878.

Hume, D. A Treatise of Human Mature. London: Fontana, 1972. Originally
pubTished in 1739,

Marx, K. Contribution to a Critique of Political Economy. London: Lawrence
and Wishart. Oriqinally published in 1859,

Marx, K. Theses on Feuerbach. In L. Colletti (Ed.}, Marx: Early Writings.
Harmondsworth: Penquin Books/New Left Review, 1975. Origfnally pub-
Vished in 1888.

Harx, K. and £ngels, F. The German ldeology. London: Lawrence and Wishart, 1965.

Perelman, B. Behaviorism's enlightened despotism. 1In H. Wheeler (Ed.}, Beyond
the Punitive Society. Hew York: Uildwood ilouse, 1974,

Pyle, G. The Concept of Hind. London: Penguin Books, 1949.

Roe, A. Man's forgotten weapon, American Psychologist, 1959, 14, 261-266.

Skinner, B. F. Yalden Two. MHew York: Macmillan, 1948.

Skinner, B. F. Science and lHuman Behavior. New York: Macmillan, 1953.

Skinner, 8. F, Freedom and the control of men (1955). Reprinted in Cumulative
Record.

Skinner, B. F. Some issues concerning the control of human behavior {1955).
Reprinted in Cumulative Record.

Skinner, B, F. Man (1964). Reprinted in Cumulative Pecord.

Skinner, 8. F. Utopia as an experimental culture {1969). Reprinted in Cumulative
Record.

Skinner, B. F. Beyond Freedom and Dignity. London: Jonathan Cape, 1971.

Skinner, B. F. Cumulative Record. 3rd ed. HMNew York: Appleton-Century-Crofts,
1972, T

Urich, R. Behavior control and public concern. Psychological Record, 1967,
17, 229-234.

Ulrich, R. and Mountjoy, P. (Eds.) The Experimental Analysis of Social Behavior.
Hew York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1972,




