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PREFACE TO THE SERIES

The Collected Works of Peter G. Ossorio

Peter G. Ossotio’s works are unique.

In a trivial sense the same can be said of anyone’s work—it is
Jones’ work, nobody has the same interests and style as Jones, thus
the work is unique. But Ossorio’s wotks are unique in the most
profound sense possible and on several counts: in the breadth of
his subject matter, the depth and rigor of his analysis, the power
and clarity of his exposition, and the absolute coherence of his
conceptual framework. Most importantly, they are unique in their
significance. Peter G. Ossorio has accomplished what nobody else
has seriously attempted: he has articulated a rigorous and coherent
framework for understanding persons as persons.

If past experience is any guide, this claim will strike some as
impossibly overstated, while others wonder why #haz would seem to
be a worthwhile accomplishment. These reactions say a great deal
about the intellectual climate of “behavioral science” at the begin-
ning of the twenty—first century—and they are substantially the
same reactions which greeted Ossorio’s first book, Persons, in the
eatly 1960’s. To those who doubt the possibility of such accom-
plishment, this series setrves as a reality check: read the works and
judge for yourself. The second group may be reassured by scanning
the list of Ossorio’s publications; you will discover that the concept
of “petsons as persons” includes behavior, language, culture, the
real world, and the doing of science, psychotherapy, computer—
based simulations, and many other significant social practices.
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viii “What Actually Happens”

Indeed, Ossorio’s work—which has become the foundation
and core of a discipline called Descriptive Psychology by its practi-
tioners—has had profound influence in a remarkably broad and
diverse set of arenas. Directly, Ossorio has influenced the practice
of psychotherapy and the conceptualization of psychopathology;
the teaching of numerous aspects of behavioral science including
personality theory, projective testing, and multi—cultural studies; the
understanding of language, verbal behavior, and its technical
implementations within computer environments; the practice and
philosophy of science; the understanding of cultural differences and
their implications; the technology of information storage, retrieval
and utilization; and, most recently, the creation of robots that
exhibit increasingly the important characteristics of persons.
Indirectly, through his students and colleagues, Ossorio has
influenced many other fields; among them are the theory of
organizations and the practice of influencing organizational culture;
the development of computer software and artificial persons; the
conceptualization of spirituality; the theory of consciousness,
hypnosis and altered states; and much more.

Any editor of a series of “collected works” faces an obvious
question: why collect the works? Why not let them stand on their
own, as published? The answer in this case is simple to give: the
large majority of these works have been published only in limited

circulation working editions. These works, with few exceptions,
were literally unpublishable within the “mainstream” of behavioral

science when they were written. Ossorio was making, literally and
intentionally, a “fresh start” on the doing of behavioral science, for
reasons which he cleatly articulates in Persons and elsewhere, and
which have become increasingly cogent over time.

Metaphorically, Ossorio was talking chess to tic—tac—toe
playets, who responded, “That’s all well and good, but does it get
you three—in—a—row?” Suffice it to say that the tic—tac—toe players
decided what was worthy of publication in mainstream journals and
books. And to extend the metaphor a bit further, it is evident that
the mainstream of behavioral science has progressively realized that
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tic—tac—toe 1s a no—win game, and we perhaps should have been
playing chess all along.

For those who have tired of the trivial insularity of tic—tac—toe
behavioral science, the present series represents a substantive and
substantial alternative.

Anthony O. Putman, Ph.D.
Series Editor
Ann Arbor, MI, 2004
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INTRODUCTION TO THE

RE-PUBLICATION OF
“WHAT ACTUALLY HAPPENS”

Four decades ago, Peter Ossorio set out to create a rigorous,
systematic, precise framework for studying and giving accounts of
people and what they do, one responsive to the needs of science
(thus the emphasis on rigor and precision), but one that did justice
to the essentially human aspects of people: choice, value, will,
meaning, significance, and all those aspects of a person’s life that
make it 2 human life, rather than the life of a bacterium, a clam, a
rat, or a chimpanzee. Beginning there, Ossorio pointed out that this
enterprise would require encompassing the facts,and potential facts,
about persons, their behavior, their language, and the world within
which persons behave and talk. Further, that range of facts would
of necessity include the relationships between those domains, for
those also are facts and possible facts thatare acted on, talked about,
and changed by actions and talk.

There was, and still is, a framework that encompasses this
range of facts. It is the collective body of disciplines encompassing

several branches of philosophy (e.g., metaphysics, ontology, epis-
temology), the physical sciences (e.g., physics, chemistry, biology),
and social sciences (e.g., psychology, sociology, anthropology). Some
find that framework substantially satisfactory, undoubtedly in need
of extension, enhancement, and occasional repair, but fundamentally
sound and appropriate as a basis for building and extending the
understanding of persons. Others do not. They find the “standard
model” to be dissatisfying, moderately or severely inadequate, even
unacceptable as the basis for careful, precise work that does justice
to people as people. To this latter group, the failure of efforts to

X
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settle such issues as free will vs. determinism, the relationship be-
tween mind and brain, what a person can logically be held account-
able for both morally and legally, whether a person is a machine, the
nature of the relationship between science and religion, and a num-
ber of similarly fundamental questions, after thousands of years of
effort,is a symptom that something is amiss in the framework itself,
something basic and important and not a matter for tinkering or
small “fixes.” This is the framework that Ossorio rejects, characteriz-
ing it as “‘so ramshackle as to be irreparable,” and therefore in need
of replacement.

Whether the existing intellectual framework is fundamentally
deficient or notcan be debated at length. What is not arguable, how-
ever, is this: Until now, there has been no alternative. In fact, for
someone who has grown up within the standard intellectual frame-
work, itisdifficult to imagine an alternative, or even that there might
be an alternative. What Ossorio has done, in “What Actually
Happens,” is not to argue the merits of the standard framework, or
that something elseis needed. Instead, he has done something much
mote profound, and different in intent: He has presented an
alternative.

In his Preface, Ossorio begins by saying, “Sometimes it is
better to make a fresh start.” The comment is innocuous and inat-
guable—until one reads a bit further and discovers the breadth of
what he is proposing to make a fresh start on: all of Western meta-
physics, ontology, epistemology, philosophy of science, philosophy
oflanguage, and the philosophical basis of psychology. At that point
one realizes that the scope of the “fresh start” isbreathtaking, Alfred

North Whitehead said that the whole of Western philosophy 1s a
footnote to Plato. This work is not.

It is, therefore, not surprising that this is not an easy work to
read. It deals with perhaps the most fundamental questions in phil-
osophy and science, in a fundamentally new way. Itis a formulation
of the concepts of reality and the real world, and as much of the
logical relationships between these concepts and human action as
needed to elucidate the connections between reality, real world, and
behavior. But it is not just any formulation; it is a formulation of
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these kinds of facts in the same way that Newton’s Principia
Mathematica is a formulation of the physical facts about the world
and the formulation and presentation of a formal system, namely a
calculus, for giving rigorous and systematic accounts of physical
facts and their relationships. Itis that kind of formulation, a calculus
for reality and the real world, and representations of what actually
happens.

Since the work is not an easy read, it is worthwhile to ask why
it is worth the effort. There are a number of ways to answer that
question; I will give two.

The firstisin the form of a question: Why is calculus worth the
effort? Roughly, because without calculus there would be no science
as we know it. Calculus provides the language for describing
relationships between physical states of affairs, including changes
from one to another. In view of the overwhelming impact of science
on the world, it is not an exaggeration to say that nothinghas played
a larger role in the creation of the modern world than calculus.

What will “What Actually Happens” make possible? It is impos-
sible to say, for the same reason that it would have been impossible,
in 1687, to say what the Principia would make possible. Some of the
more obvious possibilities include: a radically different science of
psychology, one not based on the notion that a person is a kind of
mechanism; a true science of sociology; a real science of politics; real
understanding of what makes human organizations work—and fail;
a way to talk about spiritual concepts (ultimate reality, ultimate sig-
nificance, the sacred) not based in the concepts of any particular re-
ligion, Western or Eastern; an entirely different way to approach the
idea of creating true intelligence and consciousness in computers.

The second answer, somewhat similar to the first but directed
to a somewhat different group of people, is this: What if it’s so?
What if, contrary to everything one might reasonably expect, this
really is a new formulation, of a new kind, of those most profound
subjects—what’s real, what is a human being other than his ot her
body, is understanding behavior just a version of understanding
physiology—usually called “philosophical”? What then?
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Well, who knows? But would anyone with an interest in any-
thing philosophical or scientific not want to find out?

That the work is a presentation of a new approach and out-
look, not an argument for one or an examination of the merits of

the new and the old, is fundamental to what Ossotio does and does
not do in the work. One way to present chess would be to give the
distinctions (Pawn, Knight, Check, and so forth) and the allowable
chess moves, and then play chess, by engaging-in verbal behaviors
(saying, “Pawn to King-4,” for example). Similarly, Ossorio presents
the distinctions of object, process, event, and state of affairs and the
logical “moves” that can be made with them in the State of Affairs
Transition System, and then uses them to articulate logical inco-
herenciesin the notion that something s real onlyifitis a collection
of physical particles.

Keeping this distinction in mind as one reads the volume will
help prevent anumber of misunderstandings and frustrations on the
part of the reader. Primary among these is that, while there are
discussions of some problems with the standard intellectual model
and way of proceeding, there is virtually no discussion of the relative
merits of the new approach, and very little of the relationships,
whether logical or historical, between the newapproach and various
parts of the standard one. It is not, in other words, any version of
the usual academic or philosophical “compare and contrast”
formulation. Since the content is very much of the sort found in
academic and philosophical works, some readers find this unsettling
and disorienting, even downright deficient. It is common for readers
to say, “Isn’t that similar to what X (Husserl, Wittgenstein, Fodor,
Merleau—Ponty, etc.) said?”” In many cases, the answer is, “Yes.” But
the customary analysis of similatities and differences is rarely to be
found here, because it is not that kind of work. That kind of analysis
is rarely to be found here for the same reason we do not find in
chess games an analysis of how chess would be different if there
were no Kings. Itis for this reason that Ossorio states, in his Preface

(p. xviid),
“I do not, therefore, in any way wish to suggest that
the alternative outlook I shall present has no connection
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and no resemblance to anything at all in our intellectual
and scientific history or that it could not be categorized
within any of the traditional taxonomies. At most, I
should want to suggest that to understand it primarily in
such terms is to miss the point entirely.”

Many, perhaps most, book length works include an author’s
Preface. While these are often interesting and informative, it is rare
that reading one is of significant value in the work itself. Ossorio’s
Preface to this work is the exception. It is recommended that the
reader begin with it, and read it with the same care and attention to
detail required of the volume itself. Beginning with, “Sometimes it
is better to make a fresh start,” it continues with a brief presentation
of what Ossorio takes to be the case with the existing framework,
and continues with an introduction to what he is doing, how, and
why he is doing it that way.

The presentation per se is in 6 parts. The first discusses three
kinds of connections between science and the real world, as a way
to set the stage for the articulation to follow. The connections are
substantive (what is said in science), methodological (how science
is and can be done), and historical. Elucidating these connections
brings to the fore and explains the importance of the critical
standards to which the remainder of the work is responsive.

The second part, “A Primary Systematization of Reality Con-
cepts,” and the following, “The Representation of “What Actually
Happens’,” are the most obviously technical, in both form and
content. In these sections Ossorio presents a formulation of reality
concepts via a formal system, much as geometry or calculus is a
formal system, and then uses the formal connections to derive
“representational formats” that achieve something that has never
before existed: a set of tools that allow the formal representation of
any humanly recognizable (which is to say, any) state of affairs, from
the narrowest and most concrete to the broadest and most complex;
from “the particle has velocity v or “the rat pressed the bar” to
“economic conditions in Weimar Germany gave rise to National
Socialism” or “meditation on the koanaltered his state of conscious-
ness.”
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The remaining sections illustrate the use of the formulation,
and the benefit of having a rigorous formulation. Unique and
powerful analyses of a number of philosophical and psychological
chestnuts are given, age—old conundrums such as the relationship
between mind and brain; determinism and free will; how it is that
something can be both an event and a process; and a way to articu-
late the concepts of self and self—concept withoutsuch unacceptable
notions as homunculus, a2 “copy” of the petson “inside the head.”

H. Joel Jeffrey, Ph.D.
DeKalb, Illinois
2004






PREFACE

“WHAT ACTUALLY HAPPENS”

Sometimes it is better just to make a fresh start.

Just as a building may be so ramshackle that it can neither bear
the weight it must nor be refurbished or enlarged effectively, so also
may a social or intellectual structure be so deficient and self—
defeating that any procedure which involved accepting it in general
in order to correct some deficiencies in particular would be as
hopefuland productive as slapping Uncle Remus’ Tar Baby around.
In such circumstances one naturally tries to salvage what one can,
but a fresh start is indicated.

I take this to be evidently the case with the social and
intellectual institutions which have come to be self—characterized as
“behavioral science” and, further, with the more general social-
intellectual swucture within which “behavioral science” is carried on.
Under the former heading I include at least (1) a miscellaneous
collection of behavioral theories and models, including the
psychoanalytic, phenomenological, cognitive—developmental, S-R,
physiological, “systems,” and “miniature theory” genres, and (2) a
miscellaneous body of customs and practices, one among which is
to give some of the others such honorific designations as “method-
ology,” “metatheory,” “experimental design,” and so on. Under the
latter heading I would include at least the disciplines of philosophy
of science, semantic theory, moral philosophy, metaphysics, ontol-
ogy, epistemology, and philosophy of mind.

I report these as observations, not as a bill of particulars, for
I do not intend to come to cuffs with that Tar Baby. Part of what
is involved in making a fresh start is that I shall not survey or



xvidi “What Actually Happens”

or philosophy as it now exists, except occasionally, and then for
heuristic purposes, not scholarly ones. The work of introducing an
alternative intellectual climate and conceptual idiom must precede
any work of comparison and appraisal. Moreover, it may be
advisable to leave these later tasks to others.

The Tar Baby problem may be put in this form: Any present
critical survey or critical analysis of theoties or theses within the
traditional intellectual structure could be accomplished only by
recourse to theories, disciplines, vocabularies, customs, or norms
within the same general structure and would therefore be vitiated
by the deficiencies of the structure as a whole and at these points.
And any attempt to clear up these difficulties would face the same
problem. And so on. The more we struggle with the deformities and
deficiencies of our traditional intellectual framework, the more we
are stuck with it. Since there appears to be no way out, the pruden-
tial course is not to get in. If there is an alternative, we do not have
to get in.

It is a general feature of traditions and ways of thinking that
in—house technical criticism will be provided for, and even encour-
aged, whereas fundamental criticism will appear to be wrongheaded,
incomprehensible, naive, or blindly antagonistic, except within an
alternative outlook. It is not merely that to a tic—tac—toe player the
wotld consists of noughts and crosses. It is also that his ultimate
standard of criticism and the ultimate form of his reality testing is
“But will it get me three in a row?” The way to avoid this particular
form of self—validation is to do something else instead.

By a “fresh start” I do not mean anything very dramatic or
exotic. The reference is essentially to a procedure and only con-
sequently to a product. The procedure is simply to be directly
responsive to the fact of persons and behavior and to our in-
tellectual, practical, and scientific needs in respect to them and to
give these concerns complete priority over any concern for
preserving traditional or current scientific or philosophical theories,
methodologies, vocabularies, customs, practices, or social norms. I
do not, therefore, in any way wish to suggest that the alternative
outlook I shall present has no connecsion and no resemblance to
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anything at allin our intellectual and scientifichistory or that it could
notbe categorized within any of the traditional taxonomies. Atmost,
I should want to suggest that to understand it primarily in such
terms is to miss the point entirely.

I shall be concerned primarily with the presentation of an
alternative outlook. I take it that most of those who can see or sense
that there is something fundamentally defective in the way we have
gone about our efforts at a behavioral science are properly more
concerned with an alternative thatis not hopeless than they are with
an impeccable demonstration of whatitis thathas gone wrong. And
sinceunderstanding the alternativeinvolves not only mastering some
explicit formulations but also acquiring some level of implicit
competence (“tacitknowledge,” “apperceptive mass,” “know—how,”
etc.), I have chosen for this presentation the relatively free form of
a monograph, or extended essay, rather than a more mannered
academic form such as would be appropriate for an introductory
textbook, a theoretical presentason, a philosophical argument, a
critical review, or a technical exposition.

Formally, the alternative is a single complex concept, or
conceptual system, in which we can distinguish four major, logically
interrelated components. The overall conceptis currently designated
as the “Human Model” or “Person Concept.” (At various times I
have referred to it as the “Behavioral Model,” “Intentional Action
System,” “Reality System,” and ““Three—system System.” There does
not seem to be a really satisfactory term to use here.) The four major
components are the concepts of Reality, Person, Behavior, and
Language. The social enterprise of generating and using these and
related formulations as technical resources in a behavioral science
has been consistently designated as “Descriptive Psychology.” 1
expect that at least three monographs will be necessary for a
minimum presentation of the Person Concept. Of these, the present
volume deals with reality concepts. As now envisaged the second
will deal with persons and behavior. The third will deal with
language and science. The fourth and subsequent volumes will deal
with behavior theories, status dynamics, personality assessment,
psychopathology, personal change, and other topics.
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Because of its complexity and scope, I do not believe it is
possible to give a satisfactory orienting characterization of the
Human Model any more than it is possible to give a perspicuous
characterization of the general intellectual and human outlook to
which it provides an alternative. Instead, I will simply warn against
approaching it or reflecting upon it as though it were a familiar
something such as a psychological theory, a metatheory, an expert
mental methodology, a metaphysics, a philosophy of science, a
system of psychotherapy, a piece of linguistic analysis or conceptual
analysis, an axiomatic formal system, et cetera. It is not a way of
getting three in a row.

Obviously, any claim to be offering an alternative of the scope
suggested above will smack of grandiosity. I make no apologies for
that. It is highly unlikely that any such alternative would be
recognized as being of this kind if it were not presented as suZ generis
and with suitable disclaimers, for nothing could be more inevitable
than for a member of lz dolee vita acaderica to recognize it as a familiar
nought or cross and treat it accordingly. Perhaps the most that can
be done here is to call attention to the kind of difficulties, ambigu-
ities, and temptations to which the reader will be exposed in the
course of the presentation. Most of these are captured elegantly in
the classic two liner:

Gil: Do you believe in baptism?
Wil: Believe in it? Man, I've seen it done!

I am presenting an alternative, not describing one or arguing that
there 1s one.

One of the novel features of the presentation of the Person
Concept is that, although it involves many declarative sentences, it
does not involve making statements or assertions. Instead, what I
shall be doing with those verbal performances is (a) delineating
concepts, ie., constructing or exhibiting forms of representation (corres-
ponding to articulated concepts), or else (b) lustrating the use of
these concepts in behavioral science both as pre—empirical found-
ations and workaday technical resources for empirical and explana-
tory efforts. (Note that doing the first of these is a way of doing the
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latter and that frequently the reverse is the case.) Thus, unlike the
usual technical exposition, the presentation is one for which
questions of truth cannot arise (logically cannot arise, since concepts
cannot be true or false and neither can behaviors). Rather, questions
about the truth of any statement presuppose the Person Concept or
some equivalent thereof, since it is only within such a framework
that any such question can be formulated, understood, reacted to,
or acted upon.

The form of presentation is something of a necessity. Concepts
cannot be told, nor can they be stated. This is a concomitant of their
not having any possible truth value. Further, unlike the case of
presenting a thesis or a theory to an audience, the presentation of
a concept is a rare undertaking, and there is no conventional or
reliable way to accomplish it. In general, if one does anything, one
teaches concepts rather than presents them. The task of presenting
a concept is, in Cavell’s phrase, the task of getting someone to see,
and that falls in some unknown region between teaching and telling.
Generally, technical concepts are presented in the form of (and
incidental to) a set of paradigmatically True statements which make
up a theory or model. The use of these concepts is, therefore,
preempted by the paradigmatic statements, and that is reasonable
because for such concepts those verbal paradigms do indeed define
their use as technical terms. In the present case it is of critical
importance not to preempt either the use of the central concepts or
the truth about the real world in this way. The central concepts are
not invented technical concepts, and their primary use is neither in
verbal behavior nor in the search for truth. Hence the reliance on
illustration rather than definition and on the general behavioral use
of language rather than its specifically statement maling use. (The
systematic formulation of language as a form of behavior will be
given in a subsequent monogtaph.)

Just as concepts cannot have truth values, neither can they
have assumptions or presuppositions, and the present behavioral
form of presentation is in accordance with this limitation. The
procedure illustrates an alternative to the traditional academic folk
wisdom which has it that “You have to make some assumptions.”
Heuristically, the procedure provides a hind of antidote to the
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myopic preoccupation with Truth and deduction which is endemic
to philosophers and experimental technicians. Such a preoccupation
would be a severe handicap in understanding the Human Model.
Afterall, there is nothing there that could be believed—or doubted.

The preoccupation with Truth is not merely a handicap. It
leads to many incidents of the Wil and Gil variety. For example,
typically, a philosopher who encounters some portion of the Person
Concept will do more or less the following. (1) He will invent some
statements which are being made, and he will be (properly) dubious
of their Truth value. (2) He will invent some assumptions or
presuppositions which ‘underlie’ these statements, and he will be
(properly) dubious about their Truth value also. (3) He will
categorize the ‘theory’ under one of the traditional philosophical
rubrics (which one depends on who is doing the categorizing; they
have ranged from idealism to behaviorism). (4) He will condemn or
disdain the ‘theory’ on the grounds that that & of theory en-
counters known difficulties. Since all existing philosophical theories
are criticizable in this way that is not a risky judgment. (5) He will
disdain the whole enterprise as philosophically naive (because it was
not presented under the philosophical rubric, because it’s naive to
think that philosophy offers fundamental answers or solutions, and
because everybody knows there’s nothing new under the sun). Ot
else he will condemn the enterprise as evasive or disingenuous,
because you haze to be making assumptions, and anyone who denies
it has got to be joking, or, . . ., et cetera. (6) Finally, he will ignore
warnings to the effect that he is completely off target (for he knows
better than that) or he will address himself to such warnings as naive
or disingenuous statements. Having got three in a row, he retires from
the field.

There are exceptions, of course, but they are not frequent
among American philosophers. We may note the incidence of such
imperviousness, but without a common ground, e.g;, in competence,
coercion, or good faith, there appears to be no effective way to get
around it. Indeed, such a transcendent and savage attachment to
Truthis perhaps bestleftuntouched by merely human agency. What
we can dois to go on about our business as behavioralscientists and
keep somewhere in mind the moral that our past preoccupations
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with Truth (noless in denying it than in searching for it) have limited
our understanding of the real world and thereby limited severely the
kinds of truth we have thought to inquire about empirically and the
ways in which we have gone about the inquiry.

Ordinarily, to present a single monograph as the first of four
or five is to invite the judgment that one is trying to live off
promissory notes as though they were hard cash. I do not have any
qualms of this kind about such a commitment. Descriptive Psy-
chology is an actuality, not an IOU. Most of the material for these
volumes is already at hand, and most of that has borne from three
to ten years of criticism and revision in consultation with students
and colleagues. Several partial or preliminary formulations have been
published previously and others have been in existence for years as
instructional materials. For example, the transition rule formulation
of the reality concepts (Section II of the present volume) was initially
accomplished in 1964 in connection with the original draft of
“Persons,” being published for limited circulation in 1966, and the
three—element formula for verbal behavior had already been
achieved in 1962.

It 1s characteristic of Descriptive Psychology that, although
systematization is insisted upon, 4 priori formalization is resisted.
Typically, the descriptive and notational system has been extended
by first dealing successfully with a conceptual, clinical, or experi-
mental problem, then asking in retrospect “What did we do that was
decisive?” and only later systematizing and extending theanswerand
using it elsewhere. For example, the reality formats introduced in
Section III of the present volume reflect a solution to some technical
problems in optimizing communications networks and in providing
computer systems with functional self~knowledge; similarly, the
“theory of empiricism” presented in Section III and elsewhere is
partly adevelopmentin the field of “status dynamics,” which in turn
is an outgrowth of a conceptualanalysisand therapeutic strategy for
dealing with clinical depression; likewise, the calculational formula-
tion of the concept of behavior to be presented in Volume II stems
from the ad hoc use of a defective form of behavior desctiption in
analyzing and comparing apparently incommensurable theoties of
schizogenic family interaction. Thus “the system” has grown in a
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fragmentary and saltatory way, with reconciliation and dovetailing
of the disparate elements coming generally after the fact and with
some unexpected rewards. Descriptive Psychology is primarily an
intellectual and haman outlook, competence, and enterprise, not a
verbal technology; and it is from that outlook and competence that
the various phenomena of behavior and persons can be dealt with,
codified, and understood.

The field is developing at a sufficiently rapid pace to make a
definitive summary of the state of the art impossible. As a result of
recent developments an up—to—date systematization of the Person
Concept is due. And one might say that a comprehensive presen-
tation of some fundamentals to a general audience is long overdue.
This tardiness is not accidental. If its practitioners are unanimous
aboutanything itis thatalthough Desctiptive Psychology is effective
and rewarding as a way of being an intellectually responsible
scientific practitioner (clinician, experimenter, teacher), it is painful
and unrewarding as a subject matter for a merely discursive presenta-
tion to any kind of traditional audience. Indeed, if one had to assume
that such an effort would be substantially successful in order for it
to make sense to try, no such effort would be forthcoming. Thus,
it is after some years of delay and with some distaste and serious
reservations that I have undertaken the systematic presentation.
Since public commimment increases the likelthood of performance,

it seems advisable to make the commitment public and to begin
now.

P.G.O. 1976
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ntology is the discipline that studies Being, and one would

suppose that the empirically oriented scientist must in

principle have some interest and something fundamentally
at stake in such matters. He does. But the philosopher’s interest in
Being is not the same as the scientist’s interest in what is the case.
“Being” is philosophets’ jargon, and ontology is a philosophet’s
game, and neither has been found to be particularly apropos from
a scientific point of view. I agree. Accordingly, in delineating what
is of interest and what is at stake scientifically, I shall talk not about
Being or Existence but about reality, reality concepts, and the real
world. It does not come to the same thing.

At the present time it has become essential for behavioral
scientists to deal with reality and reality concepts explicitly and
systematically rather than by simple intuition or by “letting George
do it.” Traditionally, George has been the ontologist, the epis-
temologist, the philosopher of science, the physicist, and a variety
of others, and the current state of the art in behavioral science
directly reflects that intellectual default. Fortunately, there appears
to be no difficulty in principle in regard to this necessary task. It
does appear, however, that a full appreciation of the necessity is
likely to follow, rather than to precede, a detailed understanding of
how the requirement can, in fact, be met. The primary purpose of
this presentation is to contribute to such understanding by dealing
explicitly and systematically with reality and reality concepts in a
scientifically viable way.

It is essential to deal with reality explicitly because it has an
essential relation to science, and it is essential to deal with it system-
atically because the relation is neither single nor simple.

As soon as we begin to consider what connections there are
between the real wotld and the social institution of empirical science,
at least three fundamental sorts of connection—methodological,
substantive, and historical—come readily to mind. These con-
nections make a difference at all levels from basic methodology to
theotizing to expetimental procedutes to analysis and intetpretation
of data. Because of this, it is difficult to imagine how we could have
an intellectually responsible behavioral science or amethodologically
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sound one or a substantively adequate one if we could not deal
effectively with these connections within the scope of that science.
To be sure, this is an unprecedented requirement to place on a
science; but, then, it is hardly a feat of daring today to suggest that
obviously a behavioral science would have to take a form which was
unptrecedented in some majot tespects if it were to be a science and
not merely an agglomeration of behavior—manipulating and ex-
planation—constructing techniques and practices.

The methodological, substantive, and historical connections
between science and the real world may be summarized respectively,
by saying that (a) science is empirical, (b) the real world is what
scientificaccounts are about, and (c) the scientific enterpriseis a part
of the history of the real world. These summaries may be elaborated
briefly as follows:

A. THE METHODOLOGICAL CONNECTION

This connection between science and the real world involves
the status that scientific statements have in our common life, and
this in turn reflects the place that scientific procedures have in our
common life.

The referenceto the status of statements is perhaps unfamiliar.
We are wont to think that statements simply are true or false, correct
or incorrect, accurate or inaccurate, and so forth. We would
normally say that a statement is true if what it states is the case;
otherwise, it is not true. Truth depends on reality. (Note here the

basis for a later technical strategy in which the nosion of making
truth appraisals and acting on beliefs is bypassed in favor of the

notion of acting on reality concepts.)

There is a difference between what is real and what is merely
a possibility. There is also a difference between what is factual and
what is merely conjectural. Likewise, there is a difference between
facts that could not be otherwise and facts which must be dis-
covered to be the case. And so on. There is a whole family of cases
here.



6 ¢ “What Actually Happens”

Correspondingly, there are differences among the linguistic
expressions we give to these facts in our talk about such matters.
There is a difference between a statement that is true and one that
is not necessarily false. Likewise, there is a difference between a
conclusion which is supported by the facts and one which is mere
guesswork. And there is a difference between a statement which
could not be false and one which merely happens to be true.

But which statements are which? The answer to this question
cannot be read off from the statements themselves. The differences
in question are differences in the methodological status of the
statements in question, and no statement can simply confer a
particular status on itself. Rather, we gize the status of “true,” “con-
firmed,” “empirical,” etc., to a statement by virtue of accepting it as,
or taking it to be, “true,” “confirmed,” “empirical,” etc.

To be sure, there are some linguistic conventions for making
status assignments overtly. For example, “It is certain that such and
such” and “It has been experimentally demonstrated that such and
such” are conventional ways of assigning particular statuses to the
statement that such and such. But on a given occasion “Itis certain
that such and such” may be the expression of doubt, and in all cases
it is up to the listener to accept or reject such and such as being
certain. Likewise, it is up to the listener or reader to accept or not
accept such and such as havingbeen experimentally demonstrated.

It is because status assignments are in this way independent of
the content of the statements which are appraised that we have been
able to think of the methodological principles of science as some-
thing quite apart from the substantive content of scientific theories.
Correspondingly, we have a picture of a “theoretically neutral” scien-
tific method which is “applied to” various subject matters, including
behavior, and which provides the criterion for whether the results
of that application are (have the status of) sczence.

In general, to assign a status to a statement or a body of state-
ments is to give it a place within a wider context in which it has
some relevance. The point of making a status assignment is that it
is an appraisal which carries putative implications in regard to
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behavioral possibilities, practicalities, or necessities—implications,
that is, as to how it would make sense to act on that statement. For
example, to treat a conjectute as though it were a fact would be inju-
dicious as a policy and often impossible in point of fact. Equally, it
would be rash to take a statistically significant finding as 7pso facto an
important one ot to take an experimental conclusion either as simple
truth or as being no different from the result of casual observation.

To say that science 1s empirical is to make a status assignment,
albeit elliptically, of a general sort.

To say that science is empirical is to call attention to the fact
that a major point of that social enterprise is to deal systematically
and effectively with the kind of fact which must be discovered to be
the case. (I shall later want to suggest that “predict and control” is
a technician’s parochial rendering of “deal effectively with.”) Coz-
respondingly, itis to remind us that scientific findings are established
by observation and that scientific explanations (given that they qual-
ify as explanations at all) are criticized to a large extent by reference
to such findings, and that this is so just because the scientific enter-
ptise deals essentially with this world, i.e., the real world, rather than
with all possible worlds or with merely possible worlds. Scientific
accounts have that kind of standing and that kind of putative value.

That science is empirical in this sense has, if anything, been
overemphasized in the traditional and influential accounts of scienti-
fic practice. Yet, in spite of this emphasis, these accounts fall short
of an adequate explication of the methodological connection be-
tween science and the real world, and they fall short in at least two
major ways.

1. Scientific practice does indeed include empirical procedures
as indispensable. But its doing so is a nonempirical methodological
principle. We do not engage in empirical procedures in order to
decide whether empirical procedures are essential to the scientific
enterprise. No more do we conduct experiments to establish em-
pirically what the essential characteristics of an experiment are.
Empiticism is a procedural principle which can be followed sensibly
only if it is adopted as (is given the status of) a nonempirical
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principle (see Section III, below). But no satisfactory presentation
of a nonarbitrary pre—empirical basis for empirical procedures is
included in traditional accounts of the matter.

2. Scientific findings are established by observation, and so that
relationship is clear. But the relation of scientific theories to ob-
servation and to the real world has not been made clear despite
determined philosophical efforts. In the main, philosophies of sci-
ence have been essentially reconstructions of the history of physics
and related sciences (for perhaps the single exception, see Harré and
Secord, 1973). Butas we shall see shortly, the methodological requit-
ements for a behavioral science are fundamentally different from
those for a physical science. For a behavioral science, therefore,
traditional philosophical theories concerning science are simply
irrelevant. But if they provide us with no help, at least we need not
be detained by them.

In summary, the methodological connection between science
and the real world involves the empirical character of science. “How
is science empirical?” is an old question, but our traditional ap-
proaches have not produced answers which are satisfactory in prin-
ciple and deal with the issue in a fundamental way. We have not
dealt effectively with the methodological connection either in our
scientific theories of behavior or in our “methodological” theories
of scientific behavior.

B. THE SUBSTANTIVE CONNECTION

This connection involves the factual content of scientific
accounts. The real world is what scientific accounts are accounts of.
This holds for both observational accounts and explanatory ones
and for true accounts and fallacious ones. On this basis, one might
expect that the concept of the real world would be an integral part
of the substantive content of observational and explanatory scientific
accounts. I need hardly say that on the face of it nothing of the sort
occuts.

One explanation for this disparity is that the term “real world”
is generally taken to refer to a purely methodological status (of the
kind noted above). From this view it follows that “real world” is
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lacking in any substantive content. Such a conclusion might be
argued for on the grounds that any such content could only consist
of nonscientific, 2 priori speculation, since to the extent that the “real
world” has any substantive content that is what is provided by the
products of scientific effort, forever tentative though they may be.
Closely associated with these views is the notion that reference to
the conjectural entities (“hypothetical constructs”) of explanatory
scientific accounts is in principle a legitimate replacement for our
“prescientific” references to the real world.

Such historical conceits are most easily held if one ignores the
historical aspects of science. Conceit or not, it leaves both our obser-
vational terminology and our theoretical terminology without any
intelligible connection to reality since the former is stipulated to be
inadequate (else why would we need any scientific theoties at all?)
and the latter is in principle uncertain (not only because any partic-
ular account is open to revision, but because scientific accounts
cannot certify their own status). Littlewonder, then, that the ascend-
ancy of such traditional views has resulted in a behavioral science
which is fragmented, disoriented, and lacking in either foundations
or fundamental behavioral concepts.

I have pointed out at some length elsewhere (1968, 1971) that
the only existing theories of behavior which deal with scientific
behavior as such are nonscientific, anecdotal theories of limited scope
called “philosophy of science,” the substantive content of which is
incompatible with the content of scientific theories which purport
to “apply to” @//behavior. Yet these philosophical theories are indis-
pensable to traditional empirical science since they provide the
fundamentals of empirical procedures and of the traditional forms
of scientific theorizing. After all, neither empirical procedures nor
the accepted forms of scientific theorizing are capable of providing
their own foundations or rationale. Neither, to date, has the philos-
ophy of science been able to do this, and there is no reason to think
it can. (Nor, of course, does philosophy of science provide its own
foundations.) Both theory and practicein currentscience ate there-
fore necessatrily incomplete in 2 methodological sense and in a
fundamental way.
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In considering the “content—free” argument, one might argue
that although the concept of “the real world” is indeed lackingin any
empirical factual content, since we have to find out about it by ob-
servation, it must nevertheless have a considerable amount of
conceptual content, since without that we would have no basis for
saying that any discovery or observation had anything at all to do
with the real world. Since statements of fact, whether they be em-
pirical or nonempirical, observational or explanatory, all require
conceptual distinctions, one might then all the more expect that the
concept of the real world would be an integral conceptual part of the
substantive content of observational and explanatory scientific ac-
counts of the real world and that a suitably articulated delineation
of the concept of the real wotld would show where and how this
was the case. Conceptual content of this sort would also be a prima
faciecandidate for providing the pre—empiricalbasis for the empirical
procedures of a scientific enterprise. We will return to these notions
in later sections.

C. THE HISTORICAL CONNECTION

The practice of science, including observing, explaining, and
summatizing and organizing data and theory, occurs within the real
world and is part of the real world. This is the force of saying that
empirical science is a social institution (an organized body of social
practices). The practice of science, in the way that it is done, is part
of what actually happens—it is a historical phenomenon.

The histoticalaspect of scientific practice has presented certain
kinds of problems, particularly in conjunction with the methodologi-
cal aspect. One example will suffice:

The historical character of scientific practices as a particular
institution within out society and similar societies receives some
explicit treatment in the recent sociological development of “ethno-
methodology.” The result is a legitimization problem which is paral-
lel to the classical “sociology of knowledge” problem, though in a
more sophisticated vein. For to suppose that scientific accounts are
simply what certain people say in accordance with the standards that
govern their practices is to imply that all such accounts, including
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the very supposition in question (e.g., ethnomethodology), are
ineluctably parochial in their content and outlook and therefore
contrast with a simply factual account of what actually happens. But
this result violates the methodological character of science, which
requires that scientific accounts be factual accounts of what actually
happens. Similarly, any stimulus—response ot other causal approach
to behavior will pose this kind of problem, since such accounts are
simplified forms of historical explanation. In short, under existing
treatments of the subject, the condition that scientific accounts be
factual accounts of the real world is both a requitement and an
impossibility.

On the whole, it appears that there is not now generally avail-
able any adequate treatment of reality and reality concepts or their
connections to empirical science. From a diagnostic point of view,
I should want to suggest that the failure to dealadequately with these
topics either singly or jointly accounts in large part for the intellec-
tual shambles in which current behavioral science finds itself, and
I shall exhibit some part of the basis for talang this to be the case.

In reviewing the difficulties encountered in regard to the meth-
odological, substantive, and historical connections between behav-
iora] science and the real world, it becomes evident why these
connections must be dealt with within a single, coherent formula-
tion. Itis apparent that where such coordinationis not accomplished
methodology, theory, and history inevitably become imperialistic,
hence mutually destructive. Cleatly, what is required for an intel-
lectually responsible behavioral science is that methodology, substan-
tive conceptualization, and historical accounts be complementary
and mutually supportive. What we encounter in our current intel-
lectual milieu is quite otherwise, namely

1. Methodological requirements (drawn froma reconstruction
of physics) which (a) allow only degenerate cases (cause—effect) of
historical accounts as scientific and leave genuinely historical ac-
counts as unscientific (recall the Dray and Hempel controversy) and
(b) make behavioral theoty and research ttivial or impossible except
where, by luck or chance, physicists’ (etc.) methods and productive
behavioral methods coincide;
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2. Substantive theories which (a) make historical accounts
trivial or impossible and (b) make methodological requirements of
any kind impossible, invalid, or epiphenomenal; and

3. Historical accounts (some simple forms of which are behav-
ioral theories) which make both methodological requirements and
substantive theories either historical accidents or historical neces-
sities ot both and therefore either trivial, invalid, or epiphenomenal.

The mutual destructiveness is publicly concealed largely by
making the three into separate disciplines, keeping them in logic
tight compartments, and legitimizing the separation as a method-
ological requirement. It is in the practice and practitioners and con-
sumers of ‘behavioral science’ that the destructive results are evident.

Moreover, it does not appear to be at all difficult to construct
respectable historical and social-psychological accounts of how the
present state of affairs has come about. To take one thread, for
example, and briefly: We may distinguish three ranges of facts,
namely (a) the range of facts studied by physicists, (b) the range of
facts studied by behavioral scientists, and (c) the range of facts
comptising the practice of science by scientists. We next note that
the range of facts (c) falls entirely within the range (b) and falls en-
tirely outside the range (a). Thus, for physical science, the conduct
of that science does not fall within the scope of its subject matter
and so itis not something that physical theories could or should pro-
vide an account of. In contrast, the conduct of behavioral science
or any other science is straightforwardly part of the subject matter
of behavioral science; hence it is something which behavioral theo-
ries must give an account of if there is to be any substansively ade-
quate general theory of behavior. Such an account of the facts of
scientific behavior would have to be an adequate account of those
facts and not merely an account which was not self—contradictory
and in some vague sense “applied to” that behavior. Attempts at
such accounts are what we have called “methodology” ot “philoso-
phy of science.”

In this light it can be seen that although the separation of
methodology from theory was proper and inevitable in the physical
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sciences, in the behavioral sciences it is preposterous and self—

annihilating,

Now, a philosopher of science could hardly do otherwise than
to preserve that separation, since without it he would be in an
impossible position, for then there would be no philosophy of
science (not of behavioral science, and not of the familiar kind) as
a discipline distinct from the science itself. Since, in addition, the
physical sciences are what influential philosophers of science uni
versally use as their paradigm cases which form the anecdotal basis
for their nonscientific theories of scientific behavior, it is entirely
understandable that philosophical reconstructions of “the scientific
method” should embody the separation of scientific methodology
and scientific theory. Such reconstructions have always been used
prescriptively by behavioral scientists as a social group, partly be-
cause the group is subject to pressure from the wider scientific com-
munity upon which it is parasitical and partly because the group, like
any group, operates in a variety of ways to keep its members in line,
and partly because no full-fledged alternative has been visible. Thus,
we have that separation today, and its destructive consequences are
pervasive and evident.

Somuch for the historical reconstruction. From the foregoing,
it should be clear why it would seem that a viable behavioral science
would require a different order of innovation than merely a new
theory, a different methodology, or a novel historical approach, a
different metaphysics, philosophy of science, philosophy of mind,
etc. Itis as much the divisions among these disciplines as their tradi-
tional contents which are at issue.

As Iindicated above, my primary purposeis consauctive rather
than critical, just as it is scientific rather than philosophical. The
historical, substantive, and methodological connections between
behavioral science and the real world can be dealt with within
behavioralscience, in detailand coherently, by reference to a specific
conceptual organization of four articulated basic concepts, namely,
“reality,” “person,” “behavior,” and “language.”
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In the present papet I shall be primarily concerned with one
of these four concepts, namely, “reality,” and with the most neg-
lected of the three connections, the substantive one, between science
and the real world. In Sections V and VI, I shall examine some of
the ways in which reality concepts have entered into behavioral
theories and behavioral theorizing and some additional and alter-
native ways in which it appears that they might do so in the future.
That discussion is, naturally, limited by the fact that the systematic
treatment of “person,” “behavior,” and “language” is accomplished
in a subsequent paper and cannot be presupposed here.
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referred above to a conceptual organization of the articulated

concept of “reality,” “person,” “behavior,” and “language.” The

overall conceptual structure within which these four concepts
are the principal constituents is designated as the Human Model or
the Person Concept. The enterprise of elaborating the structure and
using it in dealing systematically and effectively with the facts of be-
havior is designated as Descriptive Psychology. The overall organiza-
tion depends onthe separate articulation of each of the four primary
concepts. Without that, we could get no further than the common-
sense notions that people are a part of the real world, that they
behave in various ways, and that verbal behavior is one such way.
The technical conceptual formulation will preserve these notions,
of coutse.

The articulation of the concept of “reality” is accomplished by
reference to four basic reality concepts, namely, “object,” “process,”
“event,” and “state of affairs,” and their further development.

By way of prelitninary examination, we may note that these are
not invented technical terms. Rather, they are already straightfor-
wardly concepts of reality or the real world. A primary and paradig-
matic use of these concepts is as the categories of “what there 1s.”
Thus, for example, one of the principal ways of formulating the
claim that Z’s are real is to say that they are a certain kind of object
(e.g., a mental object, a mathematical object, an invisible physical
object) or a certain kind of process (e.g., a mental process, a submic-
roscopic process, a learning process), etc.

Also, and by no means unrelated, the four reality concepts are
observation concepts—we obsetrve exemplars of each kind. To ob-
serve something on a given occasion is (at least) to find out some-
thing about it without on that occasion having to find out something
else first (observation contrasts with inference). For example, [
observe an object when I see an automobile, smell a fish, hear a bell,
touch a person, or taste an apple. I observe a process when I hear
the automobile coming down the road, feel the water turning warm,
hear the music rising to a climactic pitch, or see the infant bouncing
1n his crib or working himself into a rage. I observe an event when
I hear the motor stop, feel the wire snap, or see the flash in the sky.

16
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I observe a state of affairs when I hear that the singer is off—key, feel
that the coatis threadbare, taste the differencebetween brand X and
brand Y, or see that he is overjoyed or that they didn’t understand,
that the brass instrument is faulty, that the respiration rate has
increased, etc.

What we observe is the real world. The fact that some exem-
plars of each of the four kinds of concept are observable provides
one entree to the logical relations among these concepts. For with-
out those relationships our observations would be as unrelated as
the number 17, the color orange, and the Day of Judgment; and the
very concept of “observation” would be lacking. The fact that our
separate observations can be formulated as observations of a single
world, 1.e., the real world, requires that there be logical relationships
among the concepts in terms of which our observations are made
and our world described.

The generalidea of there being such logical relationships is not
anew one, of course. It was expressed by Kantin his Categories and
Functions, and it appears in the current philosophical literature un-
der the conventional designation of “our conceptual scheme.” What
isnovelin the present formulation is that the unification of “the real
world” is accomplished explicitly and directly in terms of the reality
concepts themselves by formulating them as elements in a calcula-
tional system. This contrasts with a unity which is merely implicitin
our judgments but which can be argued for philosophically (Kant)
or with a unity which is fully exhibited in a single structure (i.e., “our
conceptual scheme”).

With these preliminaries, let us turn to the reality concepts
which form one major portion of the Person Concept. These con-
cepts, which comprise a formal system of a certain, distinctive sort,
are defined by their relationships to one another and not by any
name relation or referring function vis—a—vis is something external
to the system. They are six in number, not four. “Object,” “process,”
“event,” and “state of affairs” are our primary categoties for what
there is. “Relation” (or “property,” see below) is out major category

for how things are or what sort of things there is. “Concept” is a
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status category by virtue of which the reality concepts have a place
within the Person Concept.

The formal system of reality concepts is presented in Table 1
in the form of a set of transition rules, or transformations. What
remains invariant under these transformations is real-world identity.
What changes is the form of representation.

The state—of—affairs system is even neater and simpler than it
appears in Table 1, since it could be compressed considerably into
fewer and less redundant rules (for example, by stopping after Rule
7). The point at present, however, is to optimize its intelligibility in
order to facilitate its explicit use. In this regard, certain remarks are
called for in order that it not be grossly misunderstood. These re-
marks are directed toward questions concerning (1) the status of the
system as a “formal” system, (2) the nature of the products of the
system, (3) relationships and attributes, (4) the absence of any refer-
ence to concepts, and (5) the relations of the system as such to the
real world as such.

TABLE 1 State—of—Affairs System Transition Rules

1. A state of affairs is a totality of related objects and/or processes
and/or events and/or states of affairs.

2. A process (or object or event or state of affairs) is a state of
affairs which is a constituent of some other state of affairs.

3.  An object is a state of affairs having other, related objects as
immediate constituents. (An object divides into related, smaller
objects.)

4. A process is a sequential change from one state of affairs to
another.

5. A process is a state of affairs having other, related processes as
immediate constituents. (A process divides into related, sequential
or parallel, smaller processes.)

6. Aneventis a direct change from one state of affairs to anothet.
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7.  Aneventis a state of affairs having two states of affairs (ie.,
“before” and “after”) as constituents.

8.  Thatagivenstateof affairs has a given relationship (e.g., succes-
sion, incompatibility, inclusion, common constituents, etc.) to a
second state of affairs is a state of affaits.

8a. That a given object or process or event has a given relationship
to another object or process or event is a state of affairs.

9.  Thata given object, process, event, or state of affairs is of a given
kind is a state of affairs.

10. That an object or process begins is an event and that it ends is a
different event.

10a. That an object ot process occurs (begins and ends) is a state of
affairs having three states of affairs (“before,” “during,” and
“after”) as constituents.

1. In What Sense a “Tormal System’?

From the outset, it is important to avoid confusion and vac-
uous controversy over what it amounts to to say that the state—of—
affairs system (SA system) is a formal or calculational system. I have
in mind here the Element—Operation—Product conception of a
formal system. In such a system a finite set of Elements and
Operations are introduced explicitly. Operations are, by definition,
performed on Elements (with or without restrictions on which is
allowable with which), and every combination of Element and
Operation has a result which is a Product. Every Product serves as
anew Element. Finally, there is a distinctive notation for represent-
ing an element as an Element and a distinctive notation for repre-
senting an element as a Product (l.e., as an Element—Operation
combination). For example, if we think of numberts as the elements
in the arithmetic system, then “12” is a representation of a certain
number as an Element, whereas “7 + 5” and “20 - 8” and “4 x 3”
are ways of representing #be same number as a Product. The preserv-
ation of numericalidentity across changes in form of representation
is the essence of arithmetic calculation, and it provides a familiar
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analogue for the preservation of real-world identity across changes
in form of representation within the state—of—affairs system, hence
the characterization of the latter as a “calculational system.”

These several featutres distinguish the state—of—affairs system
as a formal system, and nothing hinges on whether it is “really” a
formal system in any narrower sense. For example, the utility of the
formulation does not depend on giving explicit definitions of such
expressions as “change,” “occurrence,” and “sequential.” Never-
theless, since the Transition Rules do not obviously conform to the
“Element—Operation—Product” format, some further explanation
is called for.

To begin with, let us note that each Transition Rule consists
of a left-hand element and a right—hand element connected by the
word “is.” It is these which correspond to Element, Product, and
Operation, respectively.

The primary Transition Rules (1-7) are rules for reidentifying
(ot redescribing) something that is already identified (or described)
as being an object, process, event, or state of affairs. (Rules 8—10 are
heuristic and are intended to clarify the range of applicability of the
concept of “state of affairs.””) Every reidentification (Product) is an
identification of that something as being an object, process, event,
or state of affairs. Thus, the convertibility of Products into Elements
1s automatically guaranteed.

The primary cases of the use of the system are those in which
the original description s given as a result of observation. However,
since we are dealing now with the system as such and not yet with
its use, it would be possible to specify explicitly four primitive Ele-
ments which would introduce our four reality concepts in a purely
formal way. These Elements would be “object,” “process,” “event,”
and “state of affairs.” The corresponding descriptions would be

“Here 1s an object,” “Hete is a process,” etc.

As to Operations, there in fact is one explicitly represented in
the Transition Rules. This Operation, which we may call “Identity
Coordination,” is represented by the word “is.”
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It should be clear that the “is” which connects Elements and
Products is to be understood as “is the same thing as” rather than
“has the characteristic of.” For example, a rose is the same thing as
a specimen of a kind of flowet, and a rose may have the characteris-
tic of red, but a rose is not the same thing as red. The locution “the
same thing as” is not used in the Transition Rules because it too
readily suggests the traditional semantic distinction between meaning
and referenceand thereby invites the very question which discredits
that distinction as beingin any way fundamental, namely, “Well, what
thing is it that zhese things are the same thing as?” Note that we have
no tendency whatever to ask “But whasnumber is it that “12,” 20 -8,
‘4 x 3“7+ 5, etc., are the same as?” It does not appear that a lan-
guage with Identity Coordination will have any deficiencies which
need to be made good by a theory of reference, and this will be of
some significance at a later time in dealing with the problem of what
it is that behavioral science is about

Given the single Operation of Identity Coordination, the lind
of Product thatis generated is a function of the kind of Element one
begins with. (Compare: Given the single Operation of Addition, the
kind of Sum that is generated is a function of the numbers one
begins with.) This much is clear—cut.

However, on the face of it there is some ground for uneasiness
in the fact that one may begin with the same Element and Operation
and generate different Products. For example, “process” is trans-
formed by Rule 4 into “a sequential change from one state of affairs
to another,” hence (by Rule 1) into a sequential change in a state of
affairs; but it is also transformed by Rule 5 into “a state of affairs
having other, related processes as immediate constituents.” How-
evet, no contradictions are introduced in this way. What follows is
that this sequential change in a state of affairs is the same thing as
a state of affairs having related processes as immediate constituents.
Thatis, the state of affairs which encompasses the sequential change
is the state of affairs which has the sequentially related process as
constituents. Both of the transitions given by Rules 4 and 5 are es-
sential to the concept of “process,” and neither the meaning nor the
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logical role of that concept is fully given by any single Transition
Rule.

The Transition Rules provide only the basic articulation of the
reality concepts. For this purpose, simple intelligibility is crucial. And
it does not appear that any of the Transition Rules are difficult to
understand. On the other hand, since the answer to such a question
as “What 1s a process?” is distributed across the various Transition
Rules, that answer is given only implicitly by the Transition Rules.
It is the extended systematization developed in Section III which
provides a direct answer: Given the formulation there of “Process
description” or “Process representation,” we may then say “A pro-
cess is anything that exemplifies a Process representation.” In the
Process representation, the compatibility and complementarity of
Rule 4 and Rule 5 is exhibited.

2a.  Permussive Transitions and Elaborations of Descriptions

Given the characterization of something as an object or pro-
cess or event or state of affairs, no redescription at all is required by
the SA system. In this sense, each of the Transition Rules is entirely
permissive rather than obligatory.

Taken collectively, howevert, the Transition Rules may be char-
actetized as strongly, but conditionally, obligatory. The condition is
that one’s observations be intelligible. If no transitions were ac-
complished, then it would seem at first glance that all descriptions
would be bare cases of “Here is a case of X.” Under these condi-
tions, it would be impossible to accomplish even the first move that
William James attributed to the normal infant, namely, “Thingum-
bob again,” for that would be to say that what I observe now is zbe
same thing as what I observed then. But under these conditions even
“Here is an X” would be entitely vacuous, for without being able to
reidentify the same X we could have no concepts of particular things
that would qualify as an X. In this sense, the Transition Rules are,
collectively, obligatory. This noton is developed further in the dis-
cussion of “Chronological desctiption” in Section III.

There is a second and very different respect in which we may
speak of permissive and obligatory in connection with the Transition
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Rules. That is in regard to whether a redescription, given in accot-
dance with a Transition Rule, replaces the original description or,
alternatively, enriches or elaborates it.

Either alternative is always possible, so that the rules are
permissive rathet than obligatory in this sense also. It does appeatr,
however, that in most cases our redescriptions are used to elaborate
rather than to replace. Thus, for example, when a nation is said to
be an object (Gruner, 1969) whichis a state of affairs havingas con-
stituents smaller objects (persons) standing in certain (political) rela-
tionships, we do not replace the description of something as a nation
with a description of something as that state of affairs. Instead, we
keep both by saying that zhat nation is that state of affairs. The State—
of—Affairs description elaborates the desctiption of the nation as an
object, and does not replace it.

For a simple and familiar example of the enrichment of de-
scription by successive elaborations, we may turn once more to the
nursery:

This is the house that Jack built..
This is the table that stood in the house that Jack built.

This is the cheese that lay on the table that stood in the house that
Jack built.

This is the horse that kicked the dog that chased the cat that ate the
rat that nibbled the cheese thatlay on the table that stood in
the house that Jack built.

And compare:

(1). This is the object that’s part of the object that’s part of the
object that Jack obsetved.

(2). This is the object that’s part of the state of affairs that’s the
same as the process that ended in the event that introduced the
state of affairs that Jack observed.

The latter descriptive formula should have a familiar ring to it
in spite of the prosaicidiom. Itresembles in form our “theoretical”
scientific “explanations” of observed states of affairs. Indeed, in that
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patticular formula the “object” mentioned would equally well fit a
“cognitive structure” in a calculational account of problem solving
(the latter being the observed state of affairs) or a “physiological
sttucture” in a physiological account of “the same” observed result.
But, then, of course, all of usin the vatrious sciences ate, no less than
the historians, engaged in the study of “what actually happens.”

2b.  Descriptions and Descriptive Formulas

It should be clear from the foregoing example that the
products of the SA system are not particular descriptions of the real
world, but rather logical formulas (forms, formats, schemas, para-
digms) for such descriptions. Systematic descriptions or particular
descriptions are generated when the objects, processes, events, states
of affairs, and relationships which appear in a given reality formula
are specified as to £znd (see Rule 9) or identified as which.

It should also be clear that the range of reality formulas gener-
ated by the SA system is infinite in variety and not merely in number.
For example, the difference between the formulas exemplified above
by (1) “This is the object .. .” and (2) “This is the object . ..” is quite
comparable to the structural difference between

©) X+Y+Z+Q
* X/ (Y+2) +Q

By way of elaboration on the complexity and variety which is
possible, let us consider here a general kind of reidentification pro-
cedure which is of some independent interest, scientifically. We be-
gin with the identification of an observed object, process, event, or
state of affairs, and let us suppose that in a particular case it is an
object (e.g., as in “This is the object. . .” in (2), above). The reidenti-
fication then consists of an SA—system formula (ie., one which con-
forms to the Transition Rules) involving some number of objects,
processes, eveflts, or states of affairs, where these latter are defined
by their relationship to the object (etc.) which is observed—as in (1)
and (2), above. The latter are thereby hypothetical objects, processes,

etc. It 1s by reference to such hypotheticals that much of our “ex-
plaining” has been done.
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Note that the introduction of hypothetical objects, processes,
etc., which are defined by their relationship to what is observed is,
in important respects, the SA—system analogue of an ordinary alge-
braic equation such as

(2a) 12=x/(y+2)+Q
(2b) 12=x+[[y+(2+Q)]
(20) 12(x/y) / Q)

What is observed corresponds to the constant in these equations.
Justas the right-hand side of each of these equations specifies some-
thing that the constant is the same as, so our hypothetical reality
formulas specify something that our observed object (process, etc.)
is the same as.

Two points are worth noting here. First, the entire equation
will be uninformative if the right—handsideis not formulated in pro-
duct notation (i.e., as an Element—Operation combination). In that
case, we would have something like (2d).

2d) 12=x

The corresponding SA—system equation would be the equivalent of
a homunculus explanation, ie., what is observed would simply be
set in a one—to—one relation to what is hypothesized. Second, since
there are only variables on the right—hand side, thereis no constraint
onwhat sort of algebraic expression appears on the right side except
the formal constraints governing well-formed algebraic expressions.
Likewise, in the SA system equation, since there are only hypotheti
cals on the right—hand side, there is no constraint on what sort of
reality formula appears on the right—hand side except the transition
Rules of the SA system. We may invent or introduce azy collections
of objects, processes, events,and/or affairs as the hypothetical ante-
cedents,correlates, or consequences of our observed object (process,
etc.) so longas we introduce them as antecedents, correlates, or con-
sequences.

To put it more dramatically, from each single observation we
make, we can construct a hypothetical reidentification formula so
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complex and extensive as to represent the past, present, and future
history of the universe. Thus, one further parallel between ordinary
algebraic calculation and SA—system calculation: In general, a single
formula such as (2a), (2b), or (2¢) is of no consequence, because
there are too many variables. However, when some number of equa-
tions can be considered simultaneously we can “solve” the equations
in order to decide whether they are compatible, ie., whether there
are determinate values or less—complex equations which mustbe sat-
isfied if all the equations are to hold simultaneously. Likewise, the
reality formulas which we value are those which reduce to a single
formula which is compatible with all our observations. We have no
way of “solving” for this result, but we are able to decide.

In this vein, then, the task of giving an empirical account of the
real world (this world, the world we observe, as contrasted with
merely possible worlds) is the task of inventing, updating, and
maintaining a world formula within which we can fit, as constituents,
the more limited reality formulas with which we represent what we
observed and the fact of our having observed it in the way we did.
As we shall see (e.g., Sections III and VI), to represent empiricism
in this way is to provide the basis for a new view of the task and
character of the various sciences, and particularly behavioral science.

3. Relationships and Attributes

IntheTransition Rules, mention is made both of (2) something
being related to somethmg and (b) somethmg being of a certain
kind. The adoption of this way of talking is in the interest of clarity
and intelligibility. In fact both cases can be accommodated by the
single expression “attribute.” As defined by Carnap (Introduction to
Symbolic Logic), an attribute is an n—place relation, where n may equal
1,2,...,K. A l1-place relation is a property, and if something has
the property P, then it is of kind P. For n greater than 1, an n—place
attribute is a relationship among n elements.

4. What Is the Status of Concepts?

There is a conspicuous omission in the Transition Rules. Of
the six concepts which were identified as the fundamental reality
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concepts, the Transition Rules mention five. The sixth, namely,
“concept,” is not mentioned at all. How, then, does “concept” enter
the picture at all?

The answer is simple, but only provisionally satisfactory. That
is that the entire SA system is a single concept, or conceptual organ-
ization, and it involves not objects, processes, etc., but rather the
concepts “object,” “process,” “event,” “state of affairs,” and “rela-
tionship.” Moreover, the distinguishable kinds of each of these,
which must comeinto the picture in going from descriptive formulas
to descriptions, all correspond to different concepts.

2 << 2 <¢

The answer is only provisionally satisfactory because it raises
a new question about the status of “concept.” If the entire SA
system is a single concept, then where, in what possible context, is
there a place for conceptsand what is their place there? Once again,
the full answer requires the entire Person Concept.

A brief answer here is that “concept” is not to be reified as a
hind of something. A concept is not an object ot process, etc., so it
is not something we ate going to encounter or observe. Rather,
“concept” is a logical derivative from the more complex “P uses
concept or “P acts on concept X.” So the answer to “Where do
concepts have a placer” is “Concepts have a place in behavior, be-
cause the concept ‘concept’ has a place in the concept ‘behavior.””
The clarification of what that place is must be given by the detailed
articulation of the concept of behavior within the Person Concept.
A crucial feature of that articulation is to dissolve the apparent para-
dox of saying that the general category of “concept’ has a place in
the particular concept of behavior. These considerations have been
dealt with at some length elsewhere (Ossotio, 1966a [1995], 19694,
1969b). Suffice it to say thatin a reflexive conceptual structure such
“paradoxes” are neither unusual nor paradoxical.

5. The State—of—Affairs System and the Real World

The State—of-Affairs System, as a conceptual system, is an

articulation of the concept of “teality” as a methodological status
concept. (Recall the methodological connection referred to initially
between behavioral science and the real world.) We could have said
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“science is realistic” and been no less realistic, i.e., in accordance
with reality constraints, than in saying, as we did, “science is
empirical.” The latter happens to be traditional. The concept of “the
teal world” is the concept of a historical particular, and it is as a
historical particular which exemplifies certain specifiable regularities
that the real world is what any given science is about. (Recall the
substantive connection between behavioral science and the real
world.) The formulation of the state—of-affairs system permits us
to examine some of the relations between the two.

For this purpose (and for other purposes later on), there are
two among the various procedures for generating reality formulas
which will be of specialinterest. These are designated as composition
with respect to objects, processes, events, and states of affairs and
decomposition with respect to objects, processes, and states of affairs.

Both composition and decomposition involve part—whole rela-
tionships and both involve progressive enrichment, or elaboration,
from some starting point (generally speaking, starting from what is
established by observation). In decomposition, a single something
(which may be an object or process or state of affairs) is redescribed
as a set of related constituents of the same sort. That is, objects de-
compose into other, related objects (Rule 3); processes decompose
into other, related processes (Rule 5); and states of affairs decom-
pose into other, related states of affairs (Rule 1). The converseis the
case in composition. That is, related sets of objects are redescribed
as a state of affairs which is the same as a new, single object (Rules
8a, 1); sets of related processes are composed into a new, single pro-
cess (Rules 8a, 1, 5); and sets of related states of affairs are com-
posed into a new, single state of affairs (Rules 8, 1). And, since
processes can be composed, so can events (Rule 10). Finally, since
Rules 1, 3, and 5 are recutsive, composition and decomposition can
be catried on indefinitely.

Itis against the background of the unlimited possibility of com-
position and decomposition that certain limiting cases take on intel-
ligibility and significance. The following are among the most familiar
and important limiting cases:
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LC-I The state of affairs which includes all other states of
affairs (i.e., “the real world”).

LC-II  Atypeofobject thatis nota state of affairs (i.e., it has no
constituents, and so is an ultimate object—a “basic

building block”).

LC-III A type of process that is not a state of affairs (i.e., it has
no constituents, hence no beginning thatis distinct from
its end, hence is the effective equivalent of an event).
(Pethaps most “literally” it would be a unit class of
events. Note also that a “mental mechanism” will be of
this sort unless it is a process which has constituents of
this sort.)

LC-IV A type of process that is a state of affairs but has no
process constituents (i.e., s the effective equivalent of an
object duringa period in which the object undergoes no
change—cf. molecular processes at “absolute zero
temperature”).

The significance of the limiting cases is that they are ways of
putting an end to the composition (LC—I) and decomposition (LC—
IL III, IV) of the primitive reality concepts. The result of introducing
limiting cases s a type of formula which 1s suitable for representing
a single, boundaryless, historical particular of indefinite extent or a
single, unbounded set of historical particulars. In either case, we
have a “world formula,” which is the kind of thing that “our con-

ceptual scheme” is. There are several significant aspects of this state
of affairs.

(a) The “ultimate” objects or processes achieved by LC-II or
LC-III cannot be specified merely as ultimate. They must be identi-
fied as being of one general sort or another (without this specifica-
tion we would have only empty formulas, not descriptions). And
what distinguishes one sort of object or process from anotheris the
kinds of relationships it can enter into. Thus, the kind of object or
process that 1s specified here will set limits to the kinds of relation-
ships that such objects could enter into. Correspondingly, the states
of affairs which could obtain in a world which simply consisted of
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such objects and their by—definition composites would be limited.
So also would the totality of such states of affairs be limited, in range
if not in number. In short, the choice of ultimate object or process
sets limits to the kind of “world” which corresponds to such repre-
sentation.

In point of fact, the situation is somewhat more complex.
Ultimate objects or processes need not be of just a single hind. They
may simply be the various primitive kinds of object or process
defined by a conceptual system. Any one of a large variety of con-
ceptual systems can be used thus in selecting ultimate constituents.
Each selection determines a kind of “world.” Some selections are
more familiar than others and some are often taken to be more gen-
eral, more fundamental, or more real than others. Thus, we speak
not only of “the art world,” “the world of fashion,” “the baseball
world,” and “the academic world,” but also of “the physical world,”
“the biological world,” and “the world of nature.”

Not only is any particular limit setting arbitrary in that its
choice cannot be certified as being simply a reflection of how the
world is, but also the restriction of one’s choice to a single limit
setting (whether in terms of a single kind of ultimate or a single con-
ceptual system) is a further arbitrary choice, and it is one which can
obviously be rejected. There is no reason why different kinds of ob-
jects should not be identified as ultimate relative to a certain range
of possible facts (states of affairs). Indeed, this is what the hard facts
of the matter have always required of us in order to span the entire
range of facts with which we are acquainted. In this regard, the tradi-
tional scientific ideologies phrased in terms of “determinism” and
“reductionism” are not merely nonempirical, but, one might say,
actively antiempirical. To be sure, the commitment to such postures
is usually presented with engaging candor as an article of faith, but
it is not clear that a scientific respect for fact leaves room for theo-
logical practice even in this vestigial form.

The arbitrariness of limit setting is not restricted to the kind of
object or process, etc., which is selected as ultimate. It also appears
in the choice of which of the reality concepts is used in specifying
the ultimate units and the nature of the totality. The mutual
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convertibility of the basic reality concepts as forms of representation
has the consequence that “the real world” may equally well be con-
ceived as (1) an all-encompassing state of affairs (LC-I), (2) an all-
encompassing object, (3) an all-encompassing process, ot (4) an all—
encompassing succession of events. Historically, each of these con-
ceptions of “what there is” has had its proponents; and it has long
been recognized that any of them will do the job, so that “you pays
yout money and you takes your choice.”

The formulation of the SA system renders these historical facts
entirely intelligible and unsurprising. Howevet, it provides no moti-
vation toward seeing it as a matter of paying your money and taking
your choice. Taking that view would be comparable to taking the
view that since every integer can be expressed either as a sum or a
difference or a product or a quotient, when it comes to dealing with
numbers you pay your money and take your choice among addition,
subtraction, multiplication, and division. But the function of arith-
metic operations is not to provide a catalogue of “what there is” in
the way of integers. Their prime function is to generate numbers
from numberts and connect numbers to numbers, and that function
has ahuman value when the numbers which are connected or gener-
ated correspond to some hind of knowledge on our parts. Likewise,
the primary function of the reality concepts is not to provide us with
a catalogue of “what there is” in the world. Rather it is to connect
representations to representations or to generate representations
from representations, and that has some human value when those
representations correspond to what we observe or what we are
otherwisc capable of knowing about the wotld. We are not merely
spectators of the world, but actors in it as well, and as actors we
need more than a taxonomy of “what there is.”

I shall later want to suggest that the only “world” which does
not represent an arbitrary, @ priori limitation on possible states of
affairs and which, therefore, includes all the other “worlds” and
qua]iﬁes as sirnply “the real world” (LC-I) is the one that would be
most naturally called “the behavioral wotld,” ot “the human world,”
and thatis the one which is codified in the Human Model, or Person
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Concept. This notion will, of course, have a bearing on the issue of
whether there is a problem of “foundations” for behavioral science.

(b) The concept of “reality” corresponds to the SA system as
such, henceis more fundamental than the various concepts of “the
real world” which are derived from it via the limiting cases and
choices of ultimates. Since such limits and choices are enmirely
arbitrary with respect to the SA system as such, they must be intro-
duced extraneously. And they are—by persons. Every conception,
observation, or description of “the real world” or any of its parts or
aspects is someone’s conception, observation, or description. Hence
there is a person with respect to whom it has the methodological
status of my conception, observation, or description. Thatis a con-
ceptual and methodological necessity, not a matter of phenomenol
ogy. (Recall that the SA system is a fragment of the more complex
logical structure of the Person Concept, which includes persons, be-
havior, and language as well. The “my” here is part of what requires
the reflexive structure referred to abovein commenting on the place
of “concept” within the Person Concept.)

(C) In traditional scientific theorizing, the substantive content
of a theoty is categorically distinct from the methodological prin-
ciples by reference to which its standing within the social institution
of its particular science is appraised. This gives all such theories a
distinctive cast which might be characterized as a “pictorial,” or
“entity,” perspective. Thatis, the primary concern is with objects (ot
“structures”) and processes (“deterministic”’ causal processes) via
LC-IL, III, and IV

The relation between the separation of methodology and the
“pictorial” quality may be clarified by reference to the familiar
example of actual pictures. A picture (or description), e.g., of a man
and a dog walking in front of a house, can portray certain objects,
processes, events, and states of affairs. What it cannot portray is any
state of affairs which constitutes its own methodological status. For
example, it cannot portray the fact that it Zsa picture or the fact that
it is a picture of a man and a dog walking in front of a house. Nor
canit portray any instructions or prescriptions or standards concern-
ingwhat one could sensibly do with a picture. Nor can it portray any
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definition or instruction as to what a picture is and is not. It is only
because these fundamentals are already taken care of in other ways
than with pictures that there are such things as pictures and that they
have the value that they do. Likewise, it is only because consider-
ations of methodological status are alteady taken care of in other
ways than by traditional scientific theories that there are such things
as traditional scientific theories and that they have the value and
standing that they do in our real world. And methodological
principles have the form of facts (states of affairs), not objects or
processes.

In contrast to traditional theorizing, the Person Concept con-
tains principles of scientific methodology as a substantive special
case; and this, too, gives it a distinctive cast which might be charac-
terized as a “methodological,” or “factual” perspective. That is, the
ptimary conceptual concern is with facts, or states of affairs, via LC—
I. Itis because it deals principally and essentially with states of affairs
rather than simply with objects or processes that the Person Concept
has no difficulty in principle with methodological facts or with the
fact that they are methodological facts. These are behavioral facts.

It should not be surprising, therefore, that in the Person Con-
cept the preempirical conceptualization of empiricism should have
a distinctive cast also and that it contrasts with the empiricism which
reflects the pictorial perspective. This contrast is reflected in the
adoption of “reality” and “the real world” as the basic form of empi-
ricism in the two approaches, respectively.

From the pictorial perspective on empiricism, what distin-
guishes the real world from merely possible worlds is that certain
descriptions (“pictures”) are applicable to what we observe, and
these descriptions contrast with other descriptions which do not
apply to what we observe but which might have applied and would
apply in some possible worlds.

From the methodological perspective, what distinguishes reality
from mere possibility is that we ate (in fact) limited in what we can
and can't do in just those ways in which we are (in fact) limited, and



4 9 “What Actually Happens”

not in any of the other ways in which we might possibly have been
limited.

As the boundaty condition on out possible behaviors, reality
in no way resembles the scenes we see as we look around us (nor yet
a submicroscopic or cosmic picture thereof). This is because it is
categorically different from thelatter, hence not comparable in the
usual way as to similarity or difference. In a similar and more familiar
vein, the English language does not resemble the English sentences
that we speak (nor does chess resemble pawn moves or checkmates),
because the language and the sentences are categorically different.
It would be quite in keeping with our hypothetico—deductive custom
to say that the sentences are the observable manifestations of the
language (or linguistic competence). But neither the fact (cf. Rules
8a,10a) that the “sentences” are being “uttered” or that the “sounds”
are being “emitted” is in any way more “observable” than the fact
that it is “English” that is being “spoken.” Our access to the English
language is by observation, not inference.

Andit may be worth commenting that the methodological for-
mulation cannot be reduced to the previous case (the pictorial for-
mulation) by exhibiting a description of our behavioral capabilities
and limitations (which change over time, of course, sometimes in
part as a result of just such efforts) and saying that this is just one
of the descriptions which is applicable to the real world. (This is, of
course, old—fashioned naturalism applied to behavior.) The bound-
ary condition would reappear in the form of the limitations on how
we were able to act on #hat description.

Thus, in place of the pictorially motivated traditional question
“Is the description (thepredictive one) true (or false) and is the other
description (the theoretical one) true (or false)?”” we may offer a new
formula for scientific empiricism—*“Has it been demonstrated that
as a matter of fact there is a point in talking that way?’ This formula is
applicable whether the talk in question is (a) an observation report,
(b) a “theoretical” description of what is observed, (c) a classically
“methodological” statement to the effect, e.g;, that a theoretical de-
scription has been “confirmed” or thatithasbeen “operationalized,”
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or (d) amodest statement to the effect that as a matter of fact there
is a point in talking a certain way (or in not talking that way).

I have indicated above that our nonscientifictheories of scien-
tificbehavior are deficientin that they are (in fact) unable to provide
an adequate account of the sense in which scientific theoties eithet
(a) are empirical or (b) are factual accounts of the real world. From
this, one might well conclude that as a matter of fact there is a point
in not talking that way. One of the advantages of the behavioral ap-
proach is that its empirical formula creates no mysteries and leaves
no problems of this sort.

Itis not to be supposed that the question “Has it been demon-
strated that as a matter of fact there is a point in talking that way?”
reflects the recently fashionable disparagement of language (as being
mere “verbal behavior” in an S—R sense) or any general skepticism
regarding it. On the contrary, an adequate formulation of language
as a form of behavior is one of the indispensable conceptual units
within the Person Concept. Thus, the question is asked with the
expectation that it could commonly be answered in the affirmative.
The phrase “talking that way” directs our attention to the necessity
for a technically detailed, systematic representation of whatitis that
we can say or do say in talking scientifically about the real world. For
any given scientific statement, we should want a systematicrepresen-
tation of whatinformationis carried and what commitment is being
made by “talking that way.” (This is part of the scientific study of
verbalbehaviorin general, not a merely ad hoctreatment of scientific
verbal behavior.) The extended systematization of reality concepts
presented in the following section may be used as a technical re-
source in this way. As a merely technical resource, it is independent
of the contrast between the pictorial and the factual perspectives on
empiricism and can be used in either way.
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THE REPRESENTATION OF
“WHAT ACTUALLY HAPPENS”



he concepts of “reality” and “the real world” were presented
above as being the substantive correlatives of our use of the
formal conceptual system delineated by means of the
Transition Rules (the SA system) of Table 1. This system defines the
concepts of “object,” “process,” “event,” “state of affairs,” and
“relationship” by reference to one another. It brings together explan-
atory, methodological, and observational facts and concepts within
a single conceptual system, and in this way provides one of the con-

ceptual anchors for a science of behavior.

2 <¢

What the basic Transition Rules do not do explicitly is to pro-
vide procedures for distinguishing kinds of object, process, event,
and stateofaffairs or for distinguishing historical particulars of these
sorts. For example, since the rules deal with the general concept of
a process, they apply to all processes, and so they do not serve to
distinguish one process from another. But distinguishingone object,
process, etc., from another is essential to the behavior which is our
subject matter; and it is no less essential to the behavior of studying
that subject matter scientifically. Thus, our reality concepts must be
articulated at a new level of detailin order to serve a technical func-
tion in our scientific procedures. As we shallsee, the resources for
doing so are inherent in the Transition Rules.

What s required, then, is a systematic specification of the ways
in which one object (ot process, etc.) may resemble another or differ
from another. Such a specification would amount to a parametric
analysis of the reality categories of “object,” “process,” “event,”
“state of affairs,” and “real world.” What is required beyond this is
a systematically related set of representational formats within which
such specifications can be given.

3 <«

The result of pursuing these requirements is a set of eight arti-
culated representational formats. Five of these correspond directly
to the four reality categories noted above; the remaining three are
important derivative cases. Since these eight formats are systemati-
cally related to one another along the lines laid down by the Tran-
sition Rules, they are correspondingly recursive and convertible into
one anothet, so that the entire set constitutes a single resource for
representing the real world or any part or aspect thereof.

37
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The representational formats provide the public, observable
correlatives of the corresponding reality concepts, just as mathemati-
cal symbols provide the public, observable correlatives of mathema-
tical concepts. And, asis the case with mathematical notation, these
forms of representation may be considered either (1) as a systematic
alternative to linguistic representation or (2) as being essentially
linguistic, but having certain technical advantages over discursive
sorts of presentation. This contrast is considered further below in
connection with “State—of—Affairs description.”

Thus, the representational formats are referred to variously as
forms of representation, forms of description, or types of (concep-
tual-factual) analysis. The remainder of this section is devoted to the
delineation of (a) Process description, (b) Object description, (c)
Configurationdescription, (d) Chronological description, (e) Means--
Ends description, (f) Task analysis, (g) Event description, and (h)
State—of—Affairs description. As it happens the strategic entree to
this range of descriptive formulas is in the middle (in point of com-
plexity), with Process and Object descriptions. This is because of the
strategiccharacter of the composition and decomposition of Object
and Process representations.

A. PROCESS DESCRIPTION

The technical concept of a Process description is atrived at by

specifying a basic descriptive unit which is recursive (hence can be
composed and decomposed) and then specifying how the results of

the recursive use may be tied together in a single logical structure.
The primary basis for the technical elaboration is, as might be ex-
pected, Rule 4 and Rule 5.

Rule 4. A process is a sequential change from one state of
affairs to another.

Rule 5. A process is a state of affairs which has as immediate
constituents other, related processes. (A process dividesinto smaller,
related (sequentially or parallel) processes.)

What is involved in the notion of “sequential” here is that the
change in question from some state of affairs, A, to another one, B,
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consists of at least two successive changes, i.e., A~Q and Q-B. The
interposition of Q is what carries the implication that, unlike an
event, a process has dutation. Then, since A—Q and Q-B are
themselves processes, by Rule 5, each has duration and each consists
of sequential changes, A—X, X—Q and Q-Y, Y-B. And so on. Since
the division may be continued indefinitely and every such division
may be divided indefinitely and this progression may be continued
indefinitely, the limiting case will be the equivalent of all the non—
terminating decimals, hence will correspond to a currently acceptable
mathematical definition of “continuous” process. Thus, in the pre-
sent formulation the notion of a discrete process given by Rule 4 and
Rule 5 is the fundamental process concept and the continuous
process formula is a generally dispensable derivative.

The gross structure of a Process description, L.e., “Name” and
“Description” (see Table 2), reflects the relation of Rule 4 to Rule
5. We report the occurrence of a given process, A—B, by giving as
its systematic “Name” an idenzifying description, usually of the normal
discursive sort, e.g., “He shot the bear with a revolver.” In represent-
ing “Name” as having occurred, we might then appeal immediately
to LC-III or LC-IV and deny that any further “Description” applies
(at some point we have to do this, except possibly with a continuous
process); but normally we are committed to at least one sequential
breakdown, A—Q, Q-B, which was not specified by “Name” per se.
For example, “Well, he pointed the gun (A-Q) and pulled the trigger
(Q-B).” Methodologically, we are back at the starting point; for A—
Q has now been identified by a new “Name” as a process which has
occurred, and so has Q-B. Either we now appeal to LC-III or LC—
IV or we provide a new “Description” for A—Q and so on. In this
way the SA-system formulation directly codifies the fact of our
being able to give observational reports of just those processes
which we are in a position to report, i.e., those which we can estab-
lish by obsetvation as having occurred. This contrasts with the
physicalistic-inferential view that our observations of processes
represent inferences drawn from cues provided by the occurrence

of theoretically describable continuous physical processes.
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But “Name” and “Description” are merely the gross structural
divisions of Process descriptions. To reach a technically effective
level of detail, the Basic Process Unit (BPU) shown in Table 2 is pro-

posed.

TABLE 2 Basic Process Unit (BPU)
P—NameA: The process “Name” of process A.
P-DescriptionA: The “Description” of A. It specifies:

I. P-Paradigms:  The major varieties of P-NameA. This is
a technical option. If only one paradigm
exists, it will be the same as P-NameA.
For each paradigm, the following is speci-
fied:

(a) Stages 1-K:These are “Names” of subprocesses
within A. They are systematically speci-
fied, e.g., as P-NameA11, P-NameA12,
..., P-NameA1K for Paradigm 1. For
each stage, specify:

(1) Options 1-N: These are the various
exemplars of the process (stage) in ques-
tion. That is, these are the various ways in
which that process could happen. Each
Option is systematically indexed as P—
NameA111, P-NameA112, ..., P-Name
A11IN. Each of these can now be ex-
panded (decomposed) on the model of P—
NameA.

(b) Individuals

(c Elements

(d) Eligibilities

(e) Contingencies
(f) Versions
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In the Basic Process Unit each Option within a given stage is
a constituent process with respect to P-NameA. Thus, it is the
Stage—Option structure which codifies the recursiveness of the
Transition Rules within the BPU. Decomposition can proceed
indefinitely by generatinga BPU representation of any Option in P—
NameA, then doing the same for any Option within zhat BPUj and
so on. Composition is accomplished by identifying P-NameA with
some Option within a more extensive process, say, P-NameQ. Then
P—NameA is the same process as, say, P-Name(QQ135. And so on.

In contrast, Individuals, Elements, Eligibilities, and Contingen-
cies are designed to codify the state—of-affairs structure of the
process P-NameA. By Rule 5, a process is a state of affairs that has
related processes asimmediate constituents. That state of affairs may
also have other constituents. It will have event constituents, if only
by virtue of Rule 10; and it will have state—of—affairs constituents,
if only by virtue of Rule 10a. The major case of interest will involve
object constituents. These must, then, be of certain kinds and stand
in certain relations to one another in order that they should be the
same thing as the state of affairs, which, after all, is already defined
by reference to the process (Rules 1, 8a, 9).

Since the process P-NameA divides without remainder into
constituent processes, the object constituents of that state of affairs
(which might be systematically designated as PSA—NameA) would,
in our ordinary way of talking, be constituents of that process and
of some subprocess. “Element” provides a logical category within

the concept of “process” which may be filled by an object ot struc-
ture.

For example, if P-NameA is “He shot the bear with a revol-
ver,” a set of subprocesses would be (1) he raised the revolver with
his hand; (2) he pointed the revolver at the bear; (3) he pulled the
trigger of the revolver; and (4) the bullet shot out, (5) fatally wound-
ing the bear. These would be Stages. Among the object constituents
of the process P-NameA would be (2) the man, (b) his hand, (c) the
revolver, (d) the trigger, (€) the bullet, and () the bear. These would

be Elements.
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Certain relationships do hold among these Elements. For
example, “raised the revolver with his hand” refets to a relational
structure (a state of affairs) involving (at least) the man, the hand,
and the revolvet. It is the sequential changes in this relational
structure which is the same thing as the process. Thus, “He raised
the revolver with his hand” is the identifying description (Name) for
both a process (P-NameA1) and a state of affairs (PSA-NameA1)
which is a constituent ofa larger state of affairs (PSA~NameA). And
there is a parallel treatment of “He pointed the revolver at the bear.”

Given such examples of how “the same thing” can be described
as a process, a relationship, and a state of affairs, we see some of the
ambiguity which is systematically present in most scientific and non-
scientific discourse and which calls for systematic answers to the
question “What did he say?”

In this example there are some relationships which are not
given by Process descriptions. For example, the trigger is par? of the
revolver, and it is a specific part. That relationship has no corres-
ponding Process description unless we employ LC—IV, but it is part
of that state of affairs (PSA—NameA1). Without that relationship
there would be no such thing as shooting the bear with 744z revolver
by pulling zhat trigger.

In general, then, the process Element provides the way to rep-
resent an “ingredient” as such of a process, and it is most pertinent
when the ingredientis an object or structure. Ingredients have to be
combined in certain ways, and the specification of what those ways
are is given by the detailed (as much as needed) articulation of the
state of affairs PSA—NameA in terms of constituent states of affairs.
What is not yet specified is how many distinct individuals are
required for the process and which of these individuals is eligible to
participate in the process as which Elements. Thus, we have the
additional logical categoties of Individual and Eligibility in order to
specify the state—of-affairs structure of a process. Individuals are
specified in such a way (e.g., with numbers, names, letters, symbols)
that they can be identified as individuals when that is needed.
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In football, for example, we might distinguish 37 Elements, of
which 22 are individually distinguished as the players of the various
“positions.” Among the 22 collecuively, there is a wide variety of
acons and pracwces which are the process consutuents of the be-
havioral process (the social practice) of playing a football game. At
the same time, the logical structure of that process is given in large
part by the clear—cut constraints as to which of the 22 is eligible to
do any parsicular one of those things, e.g,, catch a pass, and under
what circumstances. The latter notion brings us to the category of
Contingency.

Within a given BPU, Contingencies provide further restrictions
(given a specification of Name, Paradigm, Stages, Op#ions,
Elements, Individuals, and Eligibilities) as to what can occur and still
be a case of P-NameA. Or else they are a factual constraint which
merely summarize the statistics concerning the likelihood that a
given Version (see below) of P-NameA would actually happen.
Contingency specifications fall into two general classes, ie.,
attribution constraints and co—occurrence constraints. What is con-
tingent is the occurrence of a given component process (Stage—
Option), and what it is contingent upon is either or both (1) given
Elements having given characteristics or given relationships to other
Elements (recall the trigger as parz of the revolver) or (2) the
occurrence of one or more other designated process components.
The contingencies are states of affairs.

Examples of the first sort (attribution constraints) would in-
clude such specifications as (a) in a football game, the quarterback
is 2 human being; the goal posts are not; (b) in a “double—bind” in-
teraction, the Victim must be strongly motivated to understand the
Binder; and (c) the fuel for our nonpolluting engine must be lacking
in lead—compound additives.

With respect to co—occurrence constraints, it should be kept
in mind that a component process of P NameA can be identified
and described independently of P-NameA, and the fact that it some-
imes occurs as patt of an instance of P-NameA does not imply that
whenever it occurs it is part of an instance of P-NameA (not, of
course, that it occurs whenever an instance of P-NameA occurs).
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Thus, for example, if the gross sequential structure of “Dining” (P—
NameA) is given by (a) preparation, (b) serving, (c) eating, and (d)
cleaning up, then a co-occurrence constraint is given by saying that
whatever is preparedis also served and also eaten. That is to say that,
for example, although cabbages, apples, and steak are all eligible to
be what is prepared or eaten or served, if it is apples that are pre-
pared, then itis apples and not cabbages or steak that are eaten; con-
versely, if it is steak that is eaten, then it was steak and not cabbages
or apples that was prepared. This contingency statement rules out
such sequences as (a) preparing apples, (b) serving steak, and (c)
eating cabbage. Note that co—occurrence constraints are not per se
temporal constraints—a given occurrence may be expressed as con-
tingent upon a later or concurrent occurrence no less than upon an
earlier occurrence.

When the BPU is used recursively, more complex formulas are
the result. The structure of such formulas is given (a) necessarily by
the pattern of recursion, since every recursive use of the BPU de-
composes some particular constituent process, hence has a definite
place in the BPU from which the new BPU was generated; (b) gen-
erally also by Contingencies, which may connect Elements at any
locations in the structure or to states of affairs external to the pro-
cess in question; and (c) among such Contingencies are those which
extend the Eligibilities of particular Individuals across the lines of
recursion.

The concept of Version is, one might say, a way of represent-
ing the net results of the structural constraints on P-NameA which
are provided by Paradigms, Stages, Options, Elements, Individuals,
Eligibilities, and Contingencies. The net result of these constraints
is to delimit the possible cases of P-NameA. A version of P-NameA
is simply one of the possible cases of P-NameA. Since P-NameA
is a process, its exemplars will be occurrences of processes. Thus,
a version of P-NameA is one of the ways that P-NameA could oc-
cur on a given occasion. Conversely, the occutrence of P-NameA
on a given occasion is the same thing as the occurrence of some one
of its versions on that occasion. Since different versions of the same
process, P-NameA, need notresemble one another in any way other
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than their being alternative versions, the empirical study of processes
takes on a certain kind of complexity. It is significant, for example,
that our social practice of studying behavioral processes experimen-
tally involves examining particulat versions of P-NameA and ex-
pressing the findings as discoveries about P-NameA per se, and this
move is essential to the customary form of that practice. And it
raises questions which cannot be dealt with here. The different
versions of P— NameA may be given by a list or by a formula for
generating them.

Consider now a simple example of the analysis of a social pro-
cess by a sociologist (Gatfinkel, 1967). The process, or practice, in
question is the “degradation ceremony.” A classic example of such
a ceremony is the case of a noncommissioned officer who has been
convicted of a grave breach of military discipline; he is marched out
before the assembled company, is “read out,” and his stripes are cer-
emoniously tipped off. The result of the degradation is a change of
status for the offender, and the significance of that change is that it
constitutes a change in his eligibilities to participate in certain ways
(as certain Elements) in the social life of the group. In the military
case, the degradation is literally a lowering of his grade or rank. The
limiting case of degradation in this sense is total expulsion from the
group via exile or death.

Garfinkel makes the following points about successful degra-
dation ceremonies:

1.There must be a community of individuals who share certain
basic values such that adherence to those values is a condition for
retaining good standing in the community, ie., for being “one of

2

us;

2. Three members of the community are involved, namely, a
“Perpetrator,” a “Denouncer,” and (some number of) “Witnesses;”

3. The Denouncer and the Witness act as members and repre-
sentatives of the communityand not out of merely personal interest;

4. The Denouncer describes the Perpetrator to the Witness as
having committed a certain act;
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5. The Denouncer redescribes the act (if necessary) in such a
way that its incompatibility with the community’s values follows
logically;

6. The Denouncer presents a case for judging that the
Perpetrator’s engaging in the act (as redescribed) is a genuine
expression of his character and is not to be excused or explained
away by reference to accident, atypical states, etc.

Under these conditions, if the Denouncer makes his case suc-
cessfully, he has thereby shown that the Perpetrator isn’t now and

never really was “one of us,” and the degradation ceremony is suc-
cessful.

In a BPU format this account could be represented as in Table
3a.

The elaboration of the first Stage in therms of Options could
be accomplished as in Table 3b.

Note that in the absence of a specification of the Act, the
Group, and their values, our decomposition quickly comes to an
end, not from any formal necessity, but because we have no further
information thatrequiresit. From the standpoint of the degradation
ceremony as such, we invoke LC—III because all that is required is
that the processes we have represented in the BPU format should
occur. Since LC-III gives an Event description, we can see why his-
torical events should stand out as being what History is essentially
or typically interested in (Gruner, 1969). Itis not that those events
have some recondite character which makes them peculiarly relevant
to historical study (and sitnilarly for behavioral events and behavioral
science). Rather, itis that the historian’s way (and the behavioral sci
entist’s way) of taking an interest in what actually happens defines
as a boundary condition the mere occurrence of what is of interest,

and that is given by an Event description (LLC-III and Rule 10a).
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TABLE 3a Degmdatz'on Ceremonz

P—NameA: Degradation Ceremony
P-DescriptionA:

P—Paradigms: This is the only one.

(@)

(b)
©

(d)

(€)

Stages:
(1) Description of the Act
(2) Redescription of the Act as reprehensible
(3) Characterization of the Perpetrator by the Act
Options:
See Table 3b
Individuals:
D, P A, G WL, W2 ... W,
Elements:
(1) Denouncer
(2) Perpetrator

(3) Act

(4) Witness
(5) Group
Eligibilities:

D = Denouncer
P = Perpetrator

A = Act

G = Group
W = Witness
Contingendes:

(1) D, P, W have been bona fide members of G
(2) D, W share basic values of G

(3) D and W represent G, not themselves

(4) Stage 2 only if stage 1

(5) Stage 3 only if stage 2
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TABLE 3b Options in %radaz‘z'on Ceremwgz_

P-NameA1l:  Description of the Act
P—DescriptionAl: D gives W to understand that P committed A
Option 1. (D tells W)
P-NameA11: D tells W that P committed A
Stage 1. D says “P”
Stage 2. D says “committed”
Stage 3. D says “A”
Individuals, Elements, etc., same as in Table 3a BPU
Option 2. (D writes to W)
P-NameA12: D writes to W that P committed A, etc.

On the other hand, if the specifications of Act, Group, values,
etc., were given, we might well be overwhelmed by the number of
Versions it would be possible to distinguish. For example, what is
the range of ways in which D could give W to understand that P
committed A? Consider, for example, that Marc Antony’s funeral
oration was a denunciation; yet, it is quite certain that no behavioral
scientist who was involved in charting Degradation Ceremony Ver-
sions would think of that one even as a possibility until he actually
encountered it. Evidently, our descriptions will routinely employ a
“wastcbasket” category—“The Versions of P—NameA are V),
Vs ..., V,, and W,” where W = “any other way that P-NameA
could happen.” This will be the functional equivalent of formulating
“precise” and “determinate” generalizations or theories in the pictor-
ial tradition and, in that tradition, leaving the essential qualifications
to be stated elsewhere and elsewhen in “methodological” terms—
“But, of course, since these general descriptions have an ‘open tex-
ture,” don’t be surprised if they don’t quite fit the facts or if they are
exemplified in surprising ways.”

B. OBJECT DESCRIPTION

Since composition and decomposition of objects and processes
involve a part—whole relationship in either case, we may use the
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analysis of process as a point of reference for generating systematic
object descriptions. The directly relevant Transition Rules here are
the following:

1. A state of affairs is a totality of related objects and/or
processes and/or events and/or states of affairs.

2. Anyprocess or object or event or state of affairsis a state
of affairs which is a constituent of some other state of affairs.

3. Anobjectisastate of affairs having other, related objects
as constituents.

8a. That a given object or process or event has a given
relation to another object or process or event is a state of affairs.

9. That a given object, process, event, or state of affairs is
of a given kind is a state of affairs.

Asin the case of process analysis, the systematization of Object
description is accomplished by setting up a recursive unit (the Basic
Object Unit) in a “Name” and “Description” format and intro-
ducing ancillary resources for dealing with recursively generated
representations and contextual features. The first of these, the Basic
Object Unit, or BOU, is shown in Table 4a; the second is given in
Table 4b.

As in the case of the Basic Process Unit, part of the BOU is
designed to codify the compositional and decompositional aspect
of Object representation and partis designed to reflect the state— of—
affairs structure of a given object. The recursive structure is given

by the Name, Description, O—Paradigm, and constituents aspects.
The state—of-affairs structure is given by the Relationships and
Contingencies. The Attribute and constituency aspects are redundant
features designed to facilitate compositional representation.
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TABLE 4a Basic Object Unit (BOU)
O-NameA: An expression which identifies the object. (This may be

expanded to a list of names, each of which is the name
of this same object.)

O-DescriptionA: The “description” of O—NameA. It specifies:

O

)

3)

O-Paradigms 1, 2, . . . , n. These are alternative
decompositions of O—NameA into immediate constitu-
ents. For each paradigm, specify:

Constituents. A list of immediate constituents, which

for systematic purposes may be designated as O—

NamelA1l, O-NamelA2, ..., forparadigm 1; O—Name

2A1, O-Name 2A2, . . . , for paradigm 2, etc. (In

practice, such “descriptive” names as “carburetor,”

“hand,” “panctreas” will also be used.) Each such

constituent can now be decomposed by being given a

BOU representation.

Relationships 1,2, ..., m:  Theseare given by a list of

relationships. Each item on the list is specified as

follows.

(A) Name: Anexpression which identifies an N—place
relationship (state of affairs). Note that N is not
constant for different elements of the list 1,
2, soim,

(B) Elements: A list of N Elements, each of which is
one of the members of the N—place relationships.

(C) Individuals: A listof individuals which are constit-
uents of O-NamelA.

(D) Eligibilities: A specification of which individuals
may or must participate as which Elements in the
relationship by virtue of their constituency in O—
NamelA.

(E) Contingencies (Attributional or co—occurren ce ):
Specification of conditions under which an
individual eligible to be a given Flement is that
Element.

Attributes of O—Paradigm (i.e., of O—NameA as consist-

ing of the swucture given by the relationship involved

in a given paradigm).




A Primary Systematization of Reality Concepts % 51

TABLE 4b Extended BOU

For O-NameA, specify:
(1)  Attributes of O-NameA
(2) Contingencies:

(A) Attributes which a given constituent must have.

(B) Applicability of a given name, e.g., O—Name2A3, as pre-
supposing a given O—paradigm or a recursive elaboration
of one.

(C) Applicability of a given name as presupposing a unit (e.g.,
object, process, configuration) of which O-NameA is a
constituent. (Most technical terminology would fall under
this heading—recall “the physical world,” “the baseball
wotld,” etc.)

(D) Configuration (etc) membership or attributes of O-
NameA as contingent on the specification of a given O—
Paradigm, KA, or

(E) ongiven attributes of a given constituent (e.g., an automo-
bile is an internal combustion machine because its motor
is an internal combustion machine).

(3) Relationships: As in 4a, above, but not restricted to immediate
constituents as Elements.

(4)  (Optional convenience) Configuration membership: A list of
configurations of which O—NameA may be a constituent.

Given the simpleand extended BOU, more complex structures
are generated by composition in terms of configuration (see (4) of
the extended BOU) or by decomposition in terms of constituents
(see (1) of the BOU). These recursively generated structures are held
together primarily by the relationships implied by the immediate
constituent breakdown (Rule 3) and by the immediate constituency
relationship itself. In addition, Relationships (Table 4a(2) and Con-
tingencies (Table4b(2)Cand 4b(3) ) may connect constituents at any
level of compositional and decompositional representation.

It is abundantly evident from the complex structure of the
BOU that to say metely that one object is “part of” another object
ot that one object is “composed of”” other objects is to give an ex-
tremely incomplete and noncommittal description of some state of
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affairs. For one object, B, cannot be part of another object, A, pure
and simple without being some particular part, any more than it
could just be colored without having any particular color. B must
correspond to some derivation from some O paradigm of A; and
it is this detivation which determines which part of A, B is, what the
other, correlative parts of B are, and what B’s relationships to those
other parts must or may be. Thus, O-NameA is not merely not the
same thing as its parts and not merely not the same thing as the
“sum” of its patrts; it is not the same thing as its parts in any
relationship except one which they may have by virtue of being the
Elements they are in the state of affairs which is the same thing as
O-NameA.

And “B,” thereferring term for the constituent, may be aname
which presupposes that B is part of A (exemplifying Table 4b (2) C,
e.g., “citizen,” “professor,” “lieutenant colonel,” “meson,” “experi-
ence,” “stimulus”), in which case the statement that B is part of A
is preempirical; or it may not, in which case the statement that B is

part of A 1s empirical or nonsensical.

To be sure, it is just that incompleteness of “B is part of A”
which gives the part-whole relationship the great degree of
generality that it has (recall LC~I) and which enables us to formulate
so many of the basic Transition Rules and their technical elabora-
tions in terms of the concept of “constituent.”

C. CONFIGURATION DESCRIPTION

A Configuration description is one which represents a state of
affairs either (a) as being an object (by Rule 3) and having process
constituents ot (b) as being a process (by Rule 5) and having object
constituents.

Almostany object or process which is of any scientific interest
and is not an “ultimate” object or process will qualify as a configura-
tion, so that comprehensive scientific explanation will routinely take
the form of Configuration description. We have seen that behavioral
processes will involve objects, since at a minimum they will involve
the individuals who are behaving. Conversely, a piece of machinery
(organic or otherwise) or an organization of behavingindividuals will
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be an object in which some of the relationships for which its
constituents are eligible will be process relationships. Thus, although
objectand process conceptsarethe necessary ingredients, our major
conceptual and experimentalinterest will be in configurational states
of affairs, since that is the form in which we will represent most of
what actually happens.

The way in which objects may be constituents in a process is,
cleatly, as Individuals which are eligible to be particular Elements
in that Process. The way in which a process may be a constituent of
(a state of affairs which is the same thing as) an object is given by
(2) D of the Basic Object Unit. In (2) D a specification is given of
which Individuals 72ay or must participate as which Elements in the
Relationship by virtue of their constituency in O—NamelA. One
reason for the leeway here is that an object may have parts which are
literally interchangeable (e.g., the tires on an automobile) or func-
tionally interchangeable (e.g., the top and bottom of a symmetric
ashtray). The second reason is to allow for the occurrence of a pro-
cess involving those parts which have optional relationships. The
specification of a process involving some parts of an object (e.g., 2
running motor, a person walking or digesting food) will be the spe-
cification of a sequence of such optional relationships, and the non—
necessity of the occurrence of the process will be codified by a Con-
tingency statement (4a (2) E) specifying the conditions under which
it will occur. If no Description of the process can be given, then the
process Name (e.g., “walks”) may be used as an Attribute of the
object (4a(3) or 4b(1)).

Some of the major characteristics of a configuration will reflect
the object—process contrast. If the configuration is an object (with
process constituents) it willhave the general character ofa “system,”
whereas, if it is a process (with object constituents) it generally will
not. Thus, for example, a stable society or other social organization
will be perspicuously represented as a self-maintaining system,
whereas one which is progtessively deteriorating, explosively ex-
panding, or radically metamorphosing generally will not.

Perspicuous or not, one may always adopt one or the other
form of representation and one may adopt a “theoretical” language
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that is committed to the chosen form of representation. That will
frequently give the impression of havingmade a factual commitment
about the nature of social organization and social change.

D. CHRONOLOGICAL DESCRIPTION

Each of the forms of description discussed above (and below)
is “repeatable” in the sense that it would be possible to encounter
more than one phenomenon which would satisfy a patticular
description having that form. In contrast, the Chronologyis a form
of description which corresponds to Limiting Case I, i.e., the real
world. As such, it is necessarily nonrepeatable.

If A and A’ are distinct phenomena identified by the
applicability of the single description “Q,” e.g., “degradation
ceremony,” “eclipse,” “mitosis,” then each of A and A’ is a state of
affairs. In that case, there is another state of affairs, C, having A and
A’ as constituents (Rule 1, 2, 8). Moreovet, A and A’ have some set
of relationships, R1, R2, . . . Ry, such that their having those rela-
tionshipsis the state of affairs K (Rule 8); then, either K is a constit-
uent of C or K is identical to C. Thus, repetition of what satisfies a
given State—of—Affairs description is necessarily relative to some
wider state—of—affairs context within which the repetition occurs.
A phenomenon for which no wider context exists is necessarily non-
repeatable, and that condition is satisfied uniquely by LC—I, namely,

the state of affairs of which all other states of affairs are constituents.

2 <,

Chronology is therefore a description of historical particulars.
The general form ofa Chronology is that of a Configuration descrip-
tion. What distinguishes it from Configuration description per se is
its nonrepeatability by virtue of its unlirnited scope.

We do not, of course, have descriptions of the whole world.
Rather, we give Chronological descriptions of some parts and as-
pects of the real world by using more or less incomplete Configura-
tion descriptions. In giving such descriptions, we are committed to
their (the configurations being desctibed) being parts of the history
of the world. That is to say that we are committed to there being a
“world formula,” corresponding to the real world, part of which is
identical to the Configuration description we have given. Since that
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part is a particular part of a nonrepeatable whole, it is itself non-
tepeatable.

One sort of description which necessarily carries this commit-
ment is an observation report (this is an instance of Contingency
(2)C in the extended BOU). The uniqueness of the real wotld is a
consequence of its nonrepeatability; but any of the finite states of
affairs which can be represented by a State—of—affairs description
is, as such, repeatable in the sense given above. What gives historical
states of affairs their historical uniqueness is their relationship to an
object whose historical uniqueness is guaranteed, namely, an ob-
server. For any observer, the real world is necessarily the world
which includes him as an observer.

It is commonly supposed that historical uniqueness is secured
by assigning space—time coordinates or the functional equivalent
thereof to the phenomenon in question. But one can do this fora
fictional account of a fictional world no less than for a factual ac-
countof the real world. My reference to the overthrow of the Cthulu
in the year 653 is a fictional reference because I don’t take myself to
haveany position on that calendar or on that geography. In contrast,
my reference to the discovery of America in 1492 is a factual refer-
ence because I do take myself to have a position (1973) on the same
calendar and on the same geography. Moreover, that calendar and
that geography have a place for the fictional reference to the over-
throw of the Cthulu.

Thus, “what actually happens™ is Chronology. What actually
happens is historically unique and that uniqueness depends on the
historical uniqueness of observers and their observational and de-
scriptive achievements. (This is a conceptual necessity, not a phe-
nomenological discovery.) What it is that actually happens is, for a
given observer, given by what he observes to be the case, augmented
by his explanatory ot systematic elaborations thereof. The empiricist
principle that our knowledge of the real world is ultimately empirical
(grounded in observation) is intelligible in this way as a nonempitical
principle.




56 ¢ “What Actually Happens”

E. MEANS-ENDS DESCRIPTION

Means—Ends descriptionsareincomplete Process descrip-
tions, and the sense in which they are mcomplete is best exhibited
by reference to the notion of “Element” in the Basic Process Unit.
We noted that one implicit contingency statement was “if the
requisite Elements are not present the process will not take place.”
Means—Ends descriptions are specifications of a set of Elements
which is sufficient for some Version of the process in question. The
set of Elements would, in general, vary from Version to Version.
What 1s left out of the Means—Ends description is the process struc-
ture, the representation of how and in what order those Elements
enter into the process, and what the alternative Versions are.

Since a Process representation may be a hierarchical, re-
cursively generated structure of subprocesses, it would be possible
to have a complex Process representation which contained Means—-
Ends descriptions instead of Process descriptions at the most
detailed level of description.

Frequently, Means—Ends descriptions are given in place of
behavioral process descriptions when the knowledge and com-
petence of the user of the description can be counted on to fill in
or compensate for the descriptive deficit. Very often this contribu-
tion by the user is essential, since the describer will not be able to
give a full Process description (in some cases, because thereisn’t that
kind of regularity or patterning involved.)

E.  TASK DESCRIPTION OR ACHIEVEMENT
ANALYSIS

If a Means—Ends analysis is a statement of what is sufficient
for the accomplishézg of a given result, a Task analysis is a statement
of what is sufficient to qualify as the accomplishment of a given
result. The paradigmatic locutions for a task analysis are (1) “To
accomplish P, R, and S zs to accomplish Q™ and (2) “To accomplish
P, R, and S is 2 way to accomplish Q.” Formally, the procedure is
to begin with a State—of—Affairs description, “Q,” and associate with
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it a set of more limited states of affairs which jointly exemplify Q or
are equivalent to Q.

For an example of a Task analysis, we need look no further
than the originalaccount of degradation ceremonies which was used
to exemplify a Process representation. The title of the original,
“Conditions of Successful Degradation Ceremonies,” is ambiguous
and could equally well be taken to refer to a Means—Ends analysis,
a Task analysis, or a set of contingency statements in a Process de-
scription. Indeed, there might be some question, even upon reading
the entire atticle, as to whether Garfinkel was offering an empirical
generalization (of causal conditions or procedural rules of thumb)
or a conceptual analysis. However, if we ask how much and what
part of a Process representation of degradation ceremonies is pro-
vided, it appears clearly that what we are given is a Task analysis
along the lines oflocution (1), i.e., “To accomplish P, R, and S #s to
accomplish Q.” Thus it is a conceptual analysis, not an empirical
generalization.

As welook backat the Process representation given above for
the degradation ceremony, we can see that, although the order there
is intuitively reasonable, in fact no order is prescribed. The stages
could be interchanged. For example, D might make the case that if
P were to engage in A that would be an expression of his character,
then typify the act as contrary to Group values, and conclude with
a dramatic “And he did do A!” Or again, all three might be accom-
plished more or less simultaneously. For example, in the military
situation, the single reading “Carlyle, you vile, treacherous coward
who left your comrades to die, you’te a disgrace to the Queen’s uni-
form,” accompanied by the ripping off of Carlyle’s stripes, might do
the job. In a Process representation, these possibilities would most
likely be represented as different Versions and perhaps would be
derived from different Paradigms.

The relationships among Task analyses, Means—Ends descrip-
tions, and Process representations are conducive to certain system-
atic ambiguities. For example, in a behavioral context a Task analysis
will automatically qualify as a Means—Ends description in the or-
dinary manner of speaking. For, if to accomplish P, R, and S 1s to
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accomplish Q or is a way of accomplishing Q, then accomplishing
P, R, and S is a means to accomplishing Q, and it is a procedure for
accomplishing Q. Also, if “accomplishing P” is taken as the name
of a process which results in P, it may also be taken as the name of
an event, namely, the accomplishment of P, and as the name of a
different event, namely, the occurrence of the process which resulted
in P. It is by virtue of this ambiguity that one can say simply that
historical events are the subject matter of History, that behavioral
events are the subject matter of behavioral science, etc.

The same relationships which generate the ambiguities are also
a positive representational resource. Among other things, Task
analysis appears to be indispensable in representing certain kinds of
social practices which are “free,” “flexible,” or “open—ended”in cet-
tain respects. Consider, for example, a type of meeting which we
may call a “Leader—Agenda Group.” This is a task—oriented group,
ptesided over by a leadet, which takes up one topic (task) after
another. An examination of a transcript of such a meeting showed
no obvious sequential structure or contingencies, and it was clear
that there was no way of specifying for the general case any par-
ticular number, order, or set of topics discussed. Very little sequen-
tial structure was obvious within any given topic discussion, either.

The practice was analyzed by reference to a repeating unit
consisting of dealing with a single agenda item, or Topic. A Task
analysis of the Topic was made in terms of feur lists of elements,
namely, (1) general context of the topic “why are we doing this?” (2)
decisions to be made or alternatives to be selected among, (3) gen-
erally relevant considerations, and (4) those considerations favoring
one choice over another. The Elements for the process consisted of
L (the leader) and M,, M,, . . . , Mg (members). Constituent subpro-
cesses (recursive) consisted of Presentation—Response units where

the Presentation consisted initially of introducing an item on one of
the four lists and the Response involved the Options of (1) doing
nothing, (2) adding to the Presentation, (3) elaborating on the Pre-
sentation, (4) challenging, and (5) questioning. The recursive
structure here consistedin the Contingency that any Response could
betreated as a Presentation, thereby generating anew Response, etc.
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(Had the presentations of items on the four lists been represented
as Elements, e.g,, Act 1,. .., N, then the same result would be given
by saying that any Individual that was a Response Act was eligible
to be a Presentation Act also.)

A discursive rendering of the Process analysis (of the Leader—
Agenda Group meeting) which employed the Task analysis as an
essential component would go roughly as follows: The Leader was
eligible to introduce Topics and make Presentations which were not
Responses. Members were eligible to make Responses to Presenta-
tions, and everyone was eligible to treata Response as a Presentation
and respond to it (ie., every item on one of the lists could itself be-
come a miniature Topic, and the sequential structure was of a “last
in, first out” variety). Everyone was eligible to make a special Pre-
sentation Option initiating a decision (i.e., call for a vote). Members
were eligible to present Topics after the Leader’s agenda was com-
pleted.

In this way it was possible to do substantial descriptive justice
both to the lack of antecedently specifiable content, sequence, or
number of stages and to the kind of structure which makes the
operation of such a group the familiar and usually orderly process
itis. In general, it appears that a certain kind of open—endedness is
defined by an optional recursiveness contingent on the behavioral
Option selection by Elements.

G. EVENT DESCRIPTION

The descriptive format for representing events is formally one
of the simplest of those considered here. The primarily relevant
Transition Rules are the following:

6. An event is a ditect change from one state of affairs to
anothetr.

7. An event is a state of affairs having two states of affairs (i.e.,
“before” and “after”) as constituents.

10. Thatan object or process beginsis an event and thatit ends
is a different event.



60 ¢ “What Actually Happens”

If we keep to the “Name” and “Description” format, then Rule
7 directly provides the form of the “Description.” Thatis, we specify
the two states of affairs; SA1 and SA2, and this, together with a
Name which identifies the event (SA3), will provide the representa-
tion of that event.

The simplicity is only a formal one, however, for there are de
facto ambiguities and complexities to be dealt with.

One such consideration is that most frequently our discursive
references to events involves a confounding of “Name” and an
incomplete “Description,” namely, SA2. “The light bulb exploded,”
“He won the race,” “It occurred to him that . . .”” are examples of
specifying SA2, ie., what the change was a change 2.

A second consideration is that the event, and the representa-
tion of it, may indeed be extremely complex. A11 that is required is
that either SA1 or SA2 be complex states of affairs, and then the
change from one toanother will be complex. One common kind of
complexity stems from the fact that SA1 or SA2 may have to be spe-
cified by Configuration descriptions, for example, “The automobile
backfired,” or “The battle took place,” or “The anemia improved.”

Or again, the specification of an event may be accomplished
discursively by giving a categorization of SA3 (SA3 includes SA1 and
SA2), i.e., by saying not what changed into what, but rather what
kind of change it was. “The anemia improved”’ is an example here. In
this case it is Rule 9 thatis involved. And in this case it is frequently

possible to reconstruct a relation between SA1 and SA2. For ex-
ample, “The anemia improved” suggests strongly that SA2 involves
a greater number of red blood cells than does SA1. And finally, such
reconstruction is possible normally by virtue of such contingencies
as 4b(2)C, D, and E in the BOU. That is, terms such as “red blood
cell” are O—Names which identify an object as a particular constitu-
ent of a particular other lind of object (here, a certain class of or-
ganisms) and as derived from the latter via a particular O—Paradigm.
(The O-Paradigm required by “red blood cell” was, for example,
unknown to the Greeks and Romans, although some of the O—
Names, e.g,, “human bodies,” were quite well known then.)
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Sall, the formal simplicity of Event description is a genuine
one. The complexities here arise from the convertibility of Event
representations to Object, Process, and State—of—Affairs repre-
sentations. Event representation shares the possible complexities of
these latter but adds little of its own.

H. STATE-OF-AFFAIRS DESCRIPTION

State—of—Affairs description is of particular interest for two
reasons. First, if any of the reality concepts could be said to have
priority over the others, it is the concept of “state of affairs.” Object,
Process,and Event descriptions may be convertedinto one another,
but only by being converted into SA descriptions first. Moreover,
it is only those Transition Rules which concern states of affairs
which also involve relations and properties (being of a certain kind—
Rule 9). Finally, as we shall see later, other kinds of concepts are
essential only insofar as they are required to distinguish one state—
of-affairs concept from another. It is from these vatrious con-
siderations that the reality system given by the Transition Rules was
designated as the SA system.

The second reason for the particular interest is that State—of—
Affairs description is what is accomplished directly in the asserting
or statement—making use of either ordinary language or technical
language. Observation reports, theoretical statements, “lawlike” gen-
eralizations, and explanations of any scientific kind will all have the
status of State—of—A ffairs descriptions. To relate this notion to some
historical distinctions, the concept of a state of affairs is, for many
purposes, the same thing as the classical “proposition,” and de-
scriptive language is essentially propositional and distinguished by
its eligibility for truth and falsehood.

On the other hand, a proposition isnot exclusively or primarily
associated with a description and truth—eligibility, since it can also
figure in a question, a supposition, a conjecture, a wish, acommand,
etc. As [ indicated eatlier, the declarative sentences in the present
paper should not be understood as statements, but rather as instruc-
tions or exhortations modeled on the lines of “Notice this, i.e.
[sentence],aspect of the conceptual swucture I am presenting herewith.”
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It is because language is indispensable in giving us access to the
state—of—affairs concepts which are indispensable in our behavior
(and that is their only reality status), including our descriptive scien-
tific behavior, that the articulation of “reality” requires for its
completion the concept of language in addition to the concepts of
person and behavior.

The most directly relevant Transition Rules for State—of—
Affairs description are as follows:

1. A state of affairs is a totality of related objects and/or
processes and/or events and/or states of affairs.

9.  That a given object, process, event, or state of affairs, is
of a given kind is a state of affairs.

8.  That a given state of affairs has a given relation (e.g;,
succession, incompatibility, difference, inclusion, common constitu-
ency) to a second state of affairs is a state of affairs.

3. Anobjectisastateof affairs having other, related objects
as immediate constituents.

5. A process is a state of affairs having other, related
processes as immediate constituents.

6. An event is a direct change from one state of affairs to
another.

With regard to an explicit representational format for State—of—
Affairs description, we may keep the standard “Name” and “De-
scription” form and use the precedents provided by the BPU and
BOU. Table 5 shows the State—of-Affairs Unit (SAU), which is
modeled primarily on Rule 1. As in the other cases, the simple SAU
is a recursive unit, and the full SAU shown in Table 5 involves one

recursion in order that certain Contingencies may be simply stated.

TABLE 5 State—of-Affairs Unit (SAU)

SA—NameA: The “Name” of state of affairs A. This may be given by any iden-
tifying reference, such as a sentence (“The man shot the bear”), a
sentential clause (“the shooting of the bear”), a simpler locution
(“the shooting”), ot a conventional symbol (SA— NameA).
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SA-DescrptionA: The “Description” of SA—NameA. It specifies:

o
(1)

(I1a)

(I11)

(I11a)

Relationship: An explicit identification of an N—place relationship,
or attribute. (A property is a 1-place attribute.)

Elements: A list of the N elements, or logical roles in the Rela-
tionship. These are distinguished as 1st, 2nd, . . . , Nth elements.
Eligibikities. Each of the N elements is characterized as being either
necessatily or optionally an object, process, event, state of affairs,
attribute, or concept.

Individuals. A list of N Individuals identified as individuals by a
name, number, symbol, etc. (Note that “individual” is #o# the same
as “object.”)

Classification: Each of the N individuals is identified as an object,
process, event, state of affairs, attribute, or concept.

(V)  Assignments. The N Individuals are placed in one—to—one relation

W)

VD

with the N Elements, with each Individual being identified as the

exemplar of the corresponding Element in the state of affairs SA—

NameA.

Expansions: An expansion consists of the recursive use of the SAU

(as developed to this point) in one of the following ways:

(1)  Elaborating the Classification of a given Individual as an
object, process, event, or state of affairs by giving a SAU
description of it (via Rule 1, 3, 5, or 6). This will amount to
using BPU, BOU, Event, or SAU formats.

(@)  Elaborating the Classification of a given Individual as an
Attribute by giving a SAU description in which the Attribute
is the Relationship.

Contingencies:

(1)  Since contingency statements are possible within BPU and
BOU representations and the latter may occur as expansions,
such contingency statements will qualify as contingencies
within the full SAU also.

(20 Co-occurrence constraints such that the use of a particular
“Name” (in general, referring terminology, either technical
or nontechnical) for any Element within the full SAU is
contingent on the use of particular other “Names” for other
Elements.

(3) Co—occurrence constraints such that the use of a particular
Element is contingent on its being that element (or an
Element) of the SAU within which it is an Element. (Note
that stages, options, and paradigms within a BPU or BOU
will qualify as Elements here.)
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Because of the equivalence of State—of—Affairs representation
with the descriptive use of natural language, including technical or
theoretical language, a major portion of the discussion of the
significance of SA representation must wait on the systematic
development of the concept of language in a subsequent paper. In
the present context, certain comments are to the point.

(A) First, we may note from the Transition Rules thatamong
the six basic reality concepts, it is only the concept of “state of
affairs” which directly connects with all the other concepts simul-
taneously, and it is by virtue of this that the othets are connected to
one another. Because of this formal ubiquity, there is no part or
aspect of any possible world to which State—of—Affairs represen-
tation would not provide direct descriptive access. However, since
composition and decomposition of objects and processes cannot
both be exhausted in principle (only by fuz, for a given individual),
State—of—Affairs representation cannot provide exhaustive desctiptive
access to any patt of any real wotld. Nor can any other form of
representation.

Certain contrasts and similarities are of some interest here. For
example, a pictorial representation provides direct access to some
objects, processes, events, and states of affairs, but it is incomplete
even with respect to these. Normal discursive description, whether
technical or vernacular and whether observational or explanatory,
is also both direct and incomplete. It is because of this similarity that
traditional scientific theories, though discursive, exhibit the “pictorial
perspective” referred to in Section I1. In contrast, the SA system, as
a calculational system, provides exhaustive access in principle, but
it is zndsrect. The SA system is notitself a form of representation, but
rather a codification of the capability of generating such forms.
However, it is not exhaustive in practice, since we cannotin fact give
a final and definitive specification of all the £snds of objects, proces-
ses, events, telations, and concepts which cou/dbe used in represen-
ting the real world.

(B) Second, the incompleteness of discursive representations
of states of affairs is both an indispensable analytic resource and a
source of considerable ambiguity and misunderstanding.
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To see in what way it is analytically indispensable, let us first
imagine a tremendously complex portion of the real world, such that
aSAU representation would involve a network of objects, processes,
events, and states of affairs, all decomposed recursively through
some number of repetitions, and with contingencies crossing the
lines of recursion. Such a configuration, or state of affairs, would be
extraordinarily difficult to represent. If we were doing that, we
should want to do it bit by bit, since it could hardly be done in one
grand stroke. Moreovet, ordinarily, we are not engaged in such
representation. Rather, we are interested 1n some part, aspect, or
feature of a configurason. If we had to generate a complex repre-
sentation whenever we had anything to say, discourse as we know
it would be impossible. Thus, State—of—Affairs description is indis-
pensable because it is this form of description which enables us to
connectany element (object, process, etc.) to any one or more others
directly and without reference to the remainder of the complex. It
is in this way that State—of—Affairs representation gives us direct
access to any partand any aspect of a real world. (Compare Wittgen-
stein: “The wotld is everything that is the case. The world divides
into facts, not things.”)

Thus, the state—of-affairs system has, in this sense, an
unlimited plasticity as a representational system (I have sometimes
suggested that it can be understood as the real world analogue of the
notion of “coordinate system” in the worlds of mathematics and
physics). That s, it has an unlimited capacity for absorbing or codi-
fying observational “facts” and unlimited richness for supplementing
observation with explanatory accounts of “what actually happens”
by reference to hypothetical objects, processes, events, states of af-
fairs, and relationships. Doubtless, this is what has rendered the sys-
tem as such invisible to the naked eye, as it were, and tempted our
theologically disposed “tough—minded empiricists” (Smart, Skinner,
et al.) to suppose that there is purely and simply a “natural order”
of things “out thete” as though the possibility of such things were
not also a distinctively human mvention. (Recall the strain between
the methodological and historical connections between science, or
logic, and the real world.)
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However, it is partly because a discursive State—of—Affairs
description may connect any set of elements within a much more
extensive and complex SA structure that most such descriptions
carry a heavy burden of presupposition or ambiguity. In referring to
a part or aspect of some configuration it may be important to keep
in the picture the fact that it is such a part or aspect. This can be
managed effectively by adopting a distinctive terminology for dealing
with any aspect or part of that configuration. This sort of bookkeep-
ing is accomplished by Contingencies such as (2) B, (2) C, and (2)
D in the BOU and VI (2) and VI (3) in the SAU. I have eatlier
referred to such devices as “Partial Description” (Persons, 1966a).
Since a configuration is a domain of facts, the foregoing has direct
application to the various sciences, disciplines, and fields of
knowledge as well as distinctive human endeavors. The jargon
associated with biology, economics, baseball, et cetera, will have as
one of its primary functions the identification of the field of
endeavor in which the jargon has its paradigmatic use.

The second reason for the ambiguity is that discursive State—
of—Affairs representation is in effect (and almost literally so) a
concatenation of “Names” as contrasted with “Descriptions” of the
elements it brings together in a single state of affairs. This is a
particularly outstanding feature of explanatory scientific accounts of
unobservableentities. To put theambiguity of discursive description
in these terms is to show the advantage of the requirement, for
scientific practice, of an alternative, systematic representation of what
is observedly, reportedly, and purportedly “what actually happens.”
In the final section, this advantage will be illustrated in connection
with certain problems concerning scientific explanation and
description.
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“happens” or “is the case” were presented. The representational

formats are conceptually derived technical devices which
provide the public, observable, manipulable correlatives of the
corresponding reality concepts. As is the case with concepts, forms
of representation are z'ﬂe/z;gz'!?/e for truth values, assumptions, impli—
cations, belief, doubt, or evidence. The use of conceptual distinc-
tions is presupposed by any of these latter. Thus, concepts and
forms of representation are pre—empirical.

In the preceding section forms of representation of what

However, the employment of a new form of representation
may, nevertheless, enable us to command a clearer view of those
matters which we find both problematical and engaging. It may also
enable us to find problematical or simply false or patently ridiculous
certain “obvious truths.” In either case, it may suggest new ques-
tions, new answers, and new things to do. I have indicated some of
these innovations elsewhere (1969b).

The range of relevance of the Person Concept and the SA
system portion of it extends beyond behavioral science or even
science per se, and I think that in the interest of presenting these
concepts there is a point in illustrating that kind of application with-
out going too far afield from behavioralscience. Thus, in the present
section we will consider briefly a formulation in History and a prob-
lem in Semantics. These topics ate taken from the recent literature
and appear to reflect an upsurge of interest in reality concepts.
Indeed, the fact of encountering a number of such discussions was
one of the factors that prompted the present effort; for the original
formulation of the SA system (1966b) was made at a time when
there was little interest in “ontology,” so that that formulation was
subsequently presented only in relatively technical contexts (1969b,
1971),a minor example of the historical connection between science
and the real world.

A. HISTORICAL EXPLANATION AND SUBJECT
MATTER

In an effort to explicate the nature of the phenomena which
are the subject matter of historical explanations, Gruner (1969)
provides a systematic look at the concepts of “object,” “event,” and

68
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“state of affairs.” That the nature of historical explanation is, in turn,
ofpotentially centralimportance for behavioral science isillustrated
by the continuing repercussions of Dray’s (1957) challenge to the
causal model of explanation which has dominated the history of be-
havioral science. Because of Dray’sinfluence, the centralissue raised
by reference to historical explanation is generally taken to be the
issue of action—rationale (norm—governed, rule—following) explana-
tions versus predictive regularity (law like, nomothetic) explanations.
Anditis hardly accidental that the question of reference is raised by
Cohen (see below) in connection with the description of actions.

But one can think of additional reasons why it is History rather
than, say, Economics or Political Science which has been the touch-
stone of controversy. Whether historians fully approve or not, it is
a truism that History is the study of what actually happened. 1t is this
notion which leads Gruner, as a historian, to make systematic refer-
ence to objects, events, and states of affairs.

A background for Gruner’s reference to these reality concepts
1s provided by the fact that a central part of the cultural inheritance
of both modern History and behavioral science is the notion of the
physical world as the Given and as the wider stage within which
behavioral-social phenomena take place. Thus, when referring ex-
pressions such as “event,” “object,” or “state of affairs” are used
descriptively, e.g., in reporting an observation, it is commonly sup-
posed that these terms function as does the pronoun “it” or the
demonstrative “this,” i.e., that they serve to pick out the thing that
1s referred to but in no way characterize it. The “thing” they pick out
is, on this view, antecedently given as a pAysical/ object, event, etc. It
is not surprising, therefore, that little attention has been paid to the
possibility that “event,” “object,” etc., have logical relations to one
another and to other concepts, since it is more or less taken for
granted that, outside of mathematicaland other formal systems, logi-
cal relations are a feature of the meaning of a term, and since purely
referring expressions have no meaning they ought not to have any
logical relations either. (See also the later discussion of “being
informative.”)
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But Gruner points out that “As with many other words, the
usefulness of ‘event’ depends on a contrast or compatrison with
other things, and only if there are historical phenomena which
cannot rightly be called events has the term any significance.” His
analysis is that when an event occurs something changes, and that
something is a state, condition, or state of affairs. (Recall Rule 6.)
But states or conditions must be conditions ¢f something, and so a
state requires a thing or object as its subject: “An object Ris in a
state S;; an event E happens; and R’s state S, is replaced by another
state, S,.” For Gruner, this single statement captures the basic inter-
relations among “object,” “event,” and “state.”” His further, informal
elaboration includes the following:

1.  Eventsdonotchange, hence cannot have duration. Since
achievements (or more generally, results) cannot be conceived of as
having duration, achievement words are the only words that always
refer to events.

2. A battle, which is time—extended, may be thought of as
changing a state, e.g., the political or military state of a country.
Hence we may allow time—extended events by recognizing that
something is an event only relative fo something else.

3.  If we allow ime—extended events, it will be a matter of
choice whether one wishes to speak of a single event or a number

of events. A battle, for example, consists of many separate episodes
(subevents), each of which possesses its own subevents. (Recall Rule

5)

4.  Therelattionbetween an extended event and its subevents
is neither causal nor analytic.

5. What is from one point of view an event may, from
another point of view, be an object and, from still another, a state.
For example, abattle can be thought of as an object whose states are
being changed. And, for example, if the battle “becomes a scramble
for plunder,” then it is a kind of state.

6.  This relativity can be extended to historical ideas, not to
mention socialand other institutions. (“Theidea of ‘progress’is not
in the same healthy state today as it was in the nineteenth century.”)
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7. Tolocate the event character in the eye of the describer
is not to deny reality in any meaningful sense of this word to any in-
dividual historical phenomena. (“There still was, or occurred, a
French Revolution, whether the item that goes by this name is
conceived as an event, or as a state, or as an object.”)

8. But there are limits. In History, at least, it is impossible
to conceive of physical objects, including [sz] human individuals, as
anything but objects, as things which are in states.

9. “One may conceive of an historical process as a contin-
uous and even flow, but when it is a matter of putting things down
on paper and of writing history, one cannot do without events.”

To these considerations, Walsh (1969) adds:

8a. Once it is granted that nations, institutions, and perhaps
even processes could all be regarded as objects, there should be no
difficulty in thinling of a person, such as Napoleon, as an event.
“We do that, indeed, when we speak of him as a ‘phenomenon.”
(Recall Rules 10, 10a.)

10. Although nations are not separately identified entities over
and above their members, it is nations and institutions and other
social groupings which are more centrally the subject of History than
individual persons.

In summary, Gruner succeeds in making a case for logical
relations among “event,” “state,” and “object” such that these apply
as descriptions only relative to one another. He indicates further that
contextual possibilities are always such that what is describable in
any of these ways is describable in each of these ways, with a corres-
ponding change in the reference of the other two associated terms.
An exception to this interchangeability (but not the relativity) is
made with respect to those objects which he regards as the
fundamental subject matter of History, i.e., persons (the “ultimate
object” for historical facts) and “other [si¢] physical objects.” Walsh
notes that this exception is formally arbitrary, questions the notion
that individual persons are the central subject matter of History,and
raises the issue of reductionism in thinking of nations and institu-
tions as “mere ‘logical constructions’ out of individual persons.”
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It seems clear that both in general tenor and specific detail
Gruner’s discussion represents a partial formulation of the SA sys-
tem presented above in Table 1. The substantial deficits in Gruner’s
formulation leave little doubt that the rationale for historical subject
matter and explanation cannot be given by the partial formulation.
For example:

1. Itisonethingto remind us of logical connections among
the three concepts and another to make these connections coherent
and intelligible. The formulation of the SA system as a calculational
system accomplishes the latter.

2. Theequivocation or ambiguity of “event” as being either
extended or not extended is certainly undesirable. This is too basic
a difference, pace Ryle, to be left unsystematized. The missing ingre-
dient hereis obviously the concept of “process,” which both Gruner
and Walsh mention but do not exploit. A plausible reason for their
failure to do so is contained in Gruner’s reference to process as a
“continuous flow.” Such a process 1s indeed not what the historian
needs, and so the common notion that a process is really a contin-
uous process would rule out “process” as a basic concept for
historians. In the SA formulation the concept of a discrete process
is fundamental even though the Transition Rules also encompass

_continuous processes.

3. Therelatvityandinterchangeability of “event,” “object,”
and “state” appear to threaten a thoroughgoing fragmentation of the
subject matter, hence alsoits explanatory reconstruction, since there
does not seem to be any way of relating descriptions which overlap
in their reference but are given from different viewpoints (e.g, the
battle as a state versus the battle as an object versus the battle as a
single event versus the battle as an extended event).

An important special case of this difficulty is this. If a nation
can sensibly be conceived as an object and each of its citizens can
be conceived as an object, surely we would requite, at least as an
option, thatit be possible to speak of both nation and citizens as ob-
jects simultaneously. (Note that thelogichereis the same as between
an automobile and its carburetor or between a person and his liver.)
Gruner’s relativity formulation appears to rule out such an option.
One consequence is the disagreement with Walsh as to which of
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these two kinds of object is the basic subject matter of History.
Either way, the answer would be subject to Cohen’s critique (below)
of “the description” (of the basic object of historical study).

The SA system offers no such problems. The issue was dis-
cussed in Section III as the issue of enrichment versus replacement
of descriptions. Gruner’s relativity formulation appeats to require
replacement whereas Identity Coordinationin the SA system permits
both. And it is enrichment which permits the building up of “world
formulas” which integrate, rather than fragment, a subject matter.
For nations and citizens, Rule 3 is directly applicable.

4. “There still was, or occurred, a French Revolution,
whether the item that goes by this name is conceived as an event,
or as a state, or as an object.” This formulation 1s directly vulnerable
to Cohen’s critique, below, i.e., “Just what ‘item’ is that?” A system
with Identity Coordination does not encounter the pragmatic pat-
adoxes associated with traditional theories of reference.

5. The (informal) definition of History in terms of either
“basic object” of study (1.e., persons or nations and institutions) does
not distinguish History from other behavioral sciences and
disciplines. In this regard, the extended systematization of the reality
concepts appears to provide the needed resource in the form of the
“Chronological description.” Traditionally, a contrast has been
drawn between a historical account and a “mere chronology.” (The
latter is not to be confused with Chronological description.) A
chronology is simply a sequential account, in observable, concrete
detail, of what happens. A history, in contrast, is an abstract account

which reflects the historian’s selection of significant detail.
Then does the historian not, after all, deal with what actually

happens, and if he does s it only because History is merely “applied
sociology”’? The very compellingness of the history—chronology
contrast appears to have left the historians with fundamental
uncertainty in regard to whether there is any distinct subject matter
for History and whether there is any distinctive “historicalmethod”
and whether History is distinct from social psychology or sociology
and whether there is any “objective” way of distinguishing histori-
cally significant detail from mere chronological detail.
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The SA system does not provide answers to such questions,
but it does suggest that there is a point in talking about these matters
in certain ways. To begin with, the SA formulation reminds us that
the difference between History and chronology is not the difference
between atomic facts and generalizations or “abstractions” there-
from. Since there is no description which co#/d not be considered
incomplete in regard to detail, a chronology, in the traditional
definition, is not per se the distinctively historical formulation from
which systematic historical accounts detive their distinctively his-
torical character (in this sense, any empirical data is given first by a
chronology). The distinctive character of History, therefore, is not
to be sought forin databutratherin the type of explanatory formula
which provides the paradigm cases of historical accounts (what
constitutes “the historical world”). Such a formula may be found in
the Chronological description of Section III. There we saw that what
distinguishes Chronological description from, e.g., State—of—Affairs
description or Configuration description is not either a distinctive
set of happenings or a distinctive forz of representation in any usual
sense (historical descriptions would in general take the form of
Configuration or SA descriptions), but rather the representation of
a phenomenon as a portion of a nonrepeatable “world formula”
which makes historical particulars both unique and uniquely cases
of “what actually happens.” Thus, both the distinctness from the
other behavioral sciences and disciplines and the close relationship
to at least some number of them is accounted for. History is no
more “applied sociology” or “applied economics” than Astronomy
or Cosmology are “applied physics.”

B. THE PROBLEM OF REFERENCE AND DE-
SCRIPTIONS OF “THE SAME THING”

As part of the background for Gruner’s discussion of
objects, events, and states, I indicated that the behavioral sciences
and disciplines have inherited a heavy burden of philosophical
theorizing about what there is and how we talk about it. Amongthe
major burdens of this sort is the semantic “theory of reference” and
a variety of “logical” or “methodological” formulations which
incorporate such thinking. Historically, the notion that there is a
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something, a “referent,” which any of our descriptions is merely in
fact about has evolved as the notion that the somethingis physical
and that physical objects, processes, etc., are what behavioral science
descriptions, whether observational or explanatory, are in fact nec-
essatily about. We find just such a notion expressed more or less ex-
plicitly by both Gruner and Walsh in their discussions of historical
phenomena. It is hardly surprising, therefore, that the behavioral
sciences have systematically excluded fundamental behavioral con-
cepts and remained parasitical on the methodologically incomplete
“natural” sciences. (See the discussion of “naturalism” in Section
VI.) The notion that psychological, sociological, and other behavior-
al descriptions are just different ways of talking about the same, i.e.,
really physical, things has provided the major lines along which this
parasitical dependency has been acted out, i.e., the “hypothesis” of
“the unity of the sciences,” at least in its vulgar form. The theory of
referenceitself, however, is being subjected to increasingly pointed
criticism.

Cohen (1970) examines “the assumption by some recent phi-
losophers that we can attach a clear sense to the claim that one and
the same action can be described in many different ways.” Consider
the following sets of descriptions.

(a) Brutus killed Caesar with a knife.

(b) Brutus killed Caesat.

(c) Brutus killed Caesar in the Forum with a knife.

(d) He shot the bear with a revolver.

(e) He pointed the gun at the bear and pulled the
trigger.

(f) The sheriff arranged for the official execution of a
man he knew to be innocent.

() The sheriff arranged for the official execution of a
man he knew to be innocent in order to save the
lives of five other innocent men.

(h) The sheriff committed judicial murder.

Normally, we would say that if (a) Brutus killed Caesar with a
knife, it follows straightforwardly that (b) Brutus killed Caesar. Yet
there is no way in current logical theory to show this result. (In a



76 & “What Actually Happens”

similar case, Gruner points out that the relation between an exten-
ded event and a subevent s neither causal nor analytic; likewise, the
occurrence of P-NameA (e.g., Dining) neither causes nor implies
the occurrence of particular Versions or options (e.g., preparing
steak). Cohen points out that Davidson’s (1967) technique of “quan-
tifying over events” as a way of getting at zbe event which, e.g. (a),
(b),and (c) areall descriptions of willindeed work for examples such
as (a) and (b), but when applied to cases such as (d) and (e) it leads
to such absurdities as “He pulled the trigger with a revolver.”

That the question of #be description of the behavior (what the
behavior really was) is not merely an academic matter is illustrated
by cases such as (f), (g), and (h). In connection with such cases, Cody
(1967) points out that

Under one description a man is guilty of a crime or a sin.
That, however, is just one of the many true descriptions
of his action. Under still another, no legal or moral
questions can be raised. Can there be justice in our praise
or blame when everything depends on which description
we select to judge a man’s action under? It seems there
cannot if many different descriptions are applicable and
if all applicable descriptions are, though different, true.

Thus, there are two main questions here. The first is, what is

it for there to be different descriptions of the same action (or the
same anything)? Here, Cohen suggests that there is no answer,
because “. .. that makes no sense unless you have a way of showing
what action it is that they are both descriptions of; and I reject the
view that some bodily movement is what provides the identity.” He
has also rejected other proposed ways of making the identification
independently of any description.

The second question is, given that there are several descriptions
of the same action, which is #e description? Cohen’s answet here is,
of course, negative. It also appears to be closely related to Gruner’s
“point of view” formulation: . we might say that either
description might count as the description of his action—provided
we understand that this is not like saying ‘the same action can be
described in either way’ as if it were a matter of a bordetline case.
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It is just to say: You can regard zhis as the action, in which case the
other is a description of its consequences; or you can regard the
other as the action, in which case this is a description of how he did
it.” (See Ossotio, 1969b, 1973, for a systematic formulation of forms
of behavior description.)

Cohen’s critique appears to be well taken. Certainly, the stan-
dard theory of reference has been presented as though we could and
do first pick out a bare particular and then sometimes go on to
describe it. He rightly objects that in that case, unless we have a way
of showing what actions two descriptions are descriptions of, it is
ridiculous to go through the ceremony of saying that they are de-
scriptions of the same action. (Compare: “I’m thinking a thought.
Now I’m thinking the same thought again. Of course, I have no idea
what thought it 1s.”)

But, although Cohen shows what is unsatisfactory about simply
saying, in the customary way, that (b) “Brutus killed Caesar” de-
scribes the same action as (a) “Brutus killed Caesar with a knife,” it
is equally unsatisfactory to have to conclude that it is nonsense to
suppose that they do describe the same action. In the behavioral
sciences we appeat to have accepted both unsatisfactory conse-
quences simultaneously. Because everybody knows that “every
description is theory—laden” we regard all “data” with suspicion so
long as they retain any distinctively behavioral flavor and are not
merely a matter of assigning numbers to something or other.
Cotrespondingly, behavioral concepts such as “behavior,” “moti-
vation,” “learning,” “personality,” “cognition,” and so on become
expressions which can be defined only within a given theory. (See,
e.g., Hall and Lindzey, 1971, p. 9.) And intellectual anarchy is the
predictable result, for there is no longer anything which might be
called “personality” (etc.) which could serve as “the same thing”
which various personality (etc.) theories provide different descrip-
tions of. (See below on “Being Informative.”) In effect, we accept
Cohen’s critique.

2 <¢

On the other hand, there is an equally general acceptance of
an equally obvious truth, namely, that there is indeed a real
description of what it is that behavioral theories are theories about;
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but it lies outside of behavioral science, in Biology, and ultimately
in Physics; for everybody knows that persons are really organisms,
and organisms are really et ceteras. If that real description is theory—
laden, too, somehow it does not seem to matter there; perhaps
because, after all, that is real science. In effect, we have never heard
of Cohen’s critique.

TheSA-system formulation, involving the less—simplistic refer-
ential characteristic of Identity Coordination, does not create the
problem of achieving a purely referential identification and thus
offers a way to avoid the second of these embarrassing postutes
both in regard to actions and in regard to behavioral science. It also
offers a way out of the first embarrassment because it provides a
clear sense for the notion of there being different descriptions of the
same thing,

With respect to actions, the indicated resolution hinges on (1)
the part—whole relationships codified by the Transition Rules, (2) the
notion of an incomplete description, and (3) the forms of represen-
tation which exhibit part whole relationships and the constructive
procedures of “composition” and “decomposition.”

Cohen rightly rejects an informal, linguistic version of this
resolution: “One might try to get around this by saying that ‘Brutus
killed Caesar’ is really an ellipsis for ‘Brutus killed Caesar with some-
thing.’ But as Kenny has pointed out, it just isn’t clear how long the
unelliptical form of the sentence is; once one puts a restriction on
the number of places available, one puts a restriction on the number
of details which might be added to a description of Brutus’ killing
of Caesar, and it seems unlikely here that there be such a limit.”

Note that this objection involves two points which were
developed explicitly in Sections II and III. The first is the contrast
between a description and a descriptive formula. The second is the
reality constraint that no explicit representation of any part of a real
wortld is also an exhaustive representation, since it always leaves
room for further composition or decomposition. The solution which
Cohen rejects would involve a descriptive formula which (a) was
only partially filled in with descriptive constants, hence was an
incomplete description, and (b) was, except for the missing
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constants, an exhaustive representation of the behavioral episode in
question. But we have seen that a descriptive formula cannot fulfill
condition (b), and so this is not a possible solution.

Howevet, such a formulais not needed, and a metely linguistic
formulation will not be adequate. Let us first distinguish several
states of affairs, SA1-SAG, and some corresponding descriptions,
D1-D4, and some corresponding configurations, C1-C5. (All but
one of the states of affairs will each be the same thing as a configura-
tion. The descriptions will setve as the Names of the cotresponding
states of affairs or configurations.)

SA1 Cl D1 = “Brutus killed Caesar”

SA2 C2 D2 = “Brutus killed Caesar with a knife”

SA3 C3 D3 = “Brutus killed Caesar in the Forum with a

knife”

SA4 C4 D4 = “what Brutus did to Caesar in the Forum™

SA5 C5 = any configuration which includes Cl and C2 as
constituents

SA6 = any state of affairs which includes both SA1 and SA2

as constituents

Note that the required identification (What actionisit that D1
and D2 are descriptions of?) will be provided by any desctiption
which is the Name of a state of affairs which qualifies as SA5 or
SAG. For example, it will be provided by D3, since SA3 will qualify
as SAG, and it will be provided by D4, since C4 qualifies as C5,
hence SA4 qualifies as SAS. The details bear some discussion.

There ate two possibilities here because there are two ways in
which one might speak of “inclusion” hetre. SA5 is a case of one
configuration includinganother configuration,aswhenthe operation
of a gasoline engine includes the operation of the carburetor. SA6
is a case of one fact including another fact, as when the fact that the
objectis a black, metal filing cabinet includes the fact that the object
is black. We will examine these in ordet.

To be sure, one cannot move deductively from D4 “what
Brutus did to Caesar in the Forum” to D1 “Brutus killed Caesat.”
Thus, it does not follow from D4 alone that it identifies the action
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of which D1 and D2 are both descriptions. But it is identification,
not deduction, thatis in question here, and identifications only have
to be accomplished, not proved. Once we have available the syste-
matic concept of a configuration and its constituents and recognize
human behavior as a configurational phenomenon, the problem of
giving sense to “the same action as” is as commonplace and presum-
ably nonparadoxical as the problem of giving sense to “the same
object as.”

The relation of D4 to D1 and D2 is quite comparable to the
relation of D7 (“my only filing cabinet”) to D8 (“the full drawer™)
and D9 (“the scratched drawer”), since D7 identifies the object of
which the two descriptions, D8 and D9, are descriptions of the same
patt, e.g, the top drawer. (Recall the BOU contingencies.) If we
want a more direct relationship, we may, in place of D7, substitute
D10 (“one of the drawers of my filing cabinet”), which directly
identifies the object which both D8 and D9 are descriptions of.
Correspondingly, in place of D4, we could move to D11 (“one of
the things Brutus did to Caesar in the Forum on the Ides of
March”). The latter identifies the action which D1 and D2 are both
descriptions of, though, like D10, it does not do so uniquely.

Again, the problem is no more one of uniqueness in identifica-
tion (though Cohen appears to presuppose this) than it is to achieve
a deductive guarantee. The problem is to secure an identification
which gives a clear sense to the notion that two descriptions are
descriptions of the same thing. If D11 fails here, then it would seem
that neither does it make sense to say that “scratched” and “full” are
descriptions of the same drawer. Beyond D10, we do not have to
know in advance which drawer is involved in order to understand
that it could be the same drawer. Likewise, beyond D11, we do not
have to know in advance which behavior it is in order to understand

that both D1 and D2 could be descriptions of it.

We may note that, just because neither D1 nor D2 is deducible
from D4, it is informative to be given these descriptions following
the identification accomplished by D10. “One of the things Brutus
did to Caesar in the Forum was to kill him with a knife” is an
informative statement about what Brutus did to Caesat in the
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Forum. (See the discussion in Section VI of “Being Informative.”)
One may guess, however, that Cohen’s interest is in an identification
which guarantees that D1 and D2 are desctiptions of the same
action. This can be done, but at the sacrifice of being informative.

We may therefore turn to our other case, Involving D3 “Brutus
killed Caesar with a knife in the Forum” and SA6. In our normal
understanding, “Brutus killed Caesar” will be the Name of a process
(hence also of an event, which will not be relevant here). Corre-
spondingly, “with a knife,” “in the Forum,” “on the Ides of March,”
etc., will represent specifications of various Options in that process.
Thus, SA3 corresponds to (1) the occurrence of that process (2) in
one of its Versions (a logical necessity) in which it (3) was done with
a knife and (4) was done in the Forum. It would seem to follow that
if any state of affairs meets conditions (1) to (4), the same state of
affairs will meet condition (1), i.e., SA1, and will meet conditions (1)
to (3), ie., SA2. Thus, D3 “Brutus killed Caesar with a knife in the
Forum?”identifies the action which bothD1and D2 are descriptions

of-

This resolution requires neithera fixed, finite format for giving
a “complete” description of the episode nor a reference to the epi-
sodewhichis securedindependently of description. Thereis no need
here to “be clear how long the unelliptical form of the sentence
is...” because “Brutus killed Caesar” is not an elliptical way of saying
something else. Rather, it is an incomplete representation gf some-
thing for which a different and a more complete representation,
SA3, could be given.

Two points of interest remain here. First, it sometimes happens
that SA1 is a constituent of SA2. In that case, SA2 will do the job
of SA3. Thus, “Brutus hilled Caesar” is an incomplete version (not
to be confused with Version) of “Brutus killed Caesar with a knife,”
and so no third description is needed. In contrast, “He shot thebear
with a revolver” has no such relationship to “He pointed the gun
and pulled the trigger.” In this case, the relationship between SA1
and SA2 must be represented within a further state of affairs, SA3.
Itis,apparently,when thatrelationship is not taken into account that
we generate such cases as “He pulled the trigger with a revolver.”
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Configuration description and the other representational formatsare
ways of giving such relationships an explicit representation; “quanti-
fication over events” is not.

Second, it may not be obvious that in general the applicability
of a factual Chronological description is presupposed when we say
that D1 and D2 are descriptions of the same thing. But consider the
case where “Brutus killed Caesar” and “Brutus killed Caesar with a
knife” are given not as references to a single historical particular, but
rather merely as “repeatable” Configuration descriptions. If we allow
multiple instances of each description, then the resolution above is
not available, for it will not in general be the case then that “Brutus
killed Caesar” describes the same episode as “Brutus killed Caesar
with a knife.” If another Brutus killed another Caesar in the Forum
by poisoning him, and we say of zhar event that “Brutus killed
Caesat,” this will not be an incomplete version of “Brutus killed
Caesar with a knife” nor will it be a description of the same episode.
The conceptual distinctions, structures, and procedures associated
with the SA system provide a technical implementation of the logic
of part—whole relationships; the propositional calculus and the
theory of reference do not.
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which have more than a passing relevance for scientific thought

and practice, though neither the problems nor the disciplines
involved would ordinarily be thought of as “scientific.” In this
section it will be appropriate to give some further illustrations of the
contributions which can be provided by the systematic formulation
of the real world and its representation, this time dealing with issues
directly concerning behavioral science and scientists.

I n the preceding section we dealt with some current problems

More specifically, I shall undertake two tasks here. The first is
to use the state—of—affairs system as a perspective from which to
examine ctitically the place of reductionist policies and the ideology
of determinism in the behavioral sciences. The second is to provide
some substantive backing for the claim that in fact there is a point
in not keeping the methodological, substantive, and historical aspects
of behavioral science in the traditional logic—tight compartments.
Primarily this is done by illustrating a “substantive” way of dealing
with a supposedly “methodological” issue (determinism again) and
a “methodological” way of dealing with a supposedly “substantive”
issue (the self-concept). More accurately, what is illustrated is a
reality—oriented behavioral approach in which both “substantive”
and “methodological” resources are freely available in descriptive
and explanatory constructions.

A third task, addressed in the final section, is to give some
explicit delineation of the form which a behavioral science might
take, considering that “the real world” is, substantively, what that
behavioral science is about. Since the social institution of science is
one in which the relationships among linguistic behavior, nonlin-
guistic behavior, and the real world are crucial, it is inevitable that
the delineation of this possibility on the basis of only the “real
wotld” portion of the Person Concept will be appreciably incom-
plete. However, even this much of a suggestion is nontrivial in that
acting on it would involve doing some things differently in the prac-
tice of behavioral science. Moreover, given the technical resources
presented in Sections II and III, it is something that could actually
happen, now. So there is a point in talking that way.

84
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A. HOW NOT TO REIFY BIOLOGICAL AND
PHYSICAL CONCEPTS

It has long seemed obvious, in our pictorially oriented empiri-
cism, that nations are “nothing over and above” their citizens, that
each citizen is “nothing ovet and above” his physiological structutes,
that those physiological structures are nothing over and above et
ceteras, and in the end, there is nothing over and above the hypo-
thetical ultimate particles which the physicists talk about Historically,
the reductionist “nothing but” approach has predominated in the
customary verbal and nonverbal practices of behavioral science. One
expression of this predominance is the widespread denial that any
behavioral description could be a fundamental description, for all
behavioral attributions, it is said, are really inferences based on some-
thing more fundamental than behavior, e.g., movements, “perceptual
cues,” or statistical covariation data.

Reductionism has predominated not in the form of a substan-
tive thesis which would be empirically vulnerable, but rather as a
preempirical policy, which is perhaps only politically vulnerable. As
an established policy it has a normative force and not merely a nu-
merical predominance; reductive and atomistic approaches are
generally accepted as paradigms of scientific rigor. The question
“Where in the causal sequence is there a place for volition to enter
in and influence the course of physiological events?”’ provides a suc-
cinct expression of the methodological priority given to physiologi-

cal facts as against behavioral facts in our substantive “explanations”
of behavior.

Correspondingly, the holist, however partially successful his
defense of a holistic approach has been, has always been on the
defensive. But consider the following dialogue:

Wil: Oh, I admit that people, tables, mountains, and all those
patochially middle—sized things you laymen and behav-
ioral scientists like to talk about are teal. But they're real

only because they're made up of little things, Zilch
particles, and those little things are what are really real.
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Gil: Rubbish! You've got it exactly backwards. These hypo-
thetical little things you talk about if you insist on
conjuring up such things and calling them real, I won’t
say they aren’t, but if they are, it’s only because they're
parts of a bzg thing, the real wotld, and that’s what’s rea/ly
real.

The state—of-affairs system formulation shows the detailed
basis for the symmetry in this exchange. The basis lies in (a) config-
urational composition and decomposition and (b) LC-I and LC-II.
Specifically, Wil chooses to define his ultimates by recourse to LC-II
and views other objects as compositions; Gil chooses LC-I as the
ultimate and views other objects as decompositions. With respect
to wotld formulas generated by the Transition Rules and limiting
cases, either choice is formally available. However, since Gil’s ulti-
mately has the advantage of being observable and guaranteed real
(recall the relation of observation and reality to the Chronological
description) as contrasted with the unobservable and hypothetical
particles of Wil, one might wonder why the holistic approach has
not been predominant.

Part of the reason appears to be that a simple, straightforward
statement such as that presented by Gil has not been generally
available. We noted in Section IV that Gruner’s formulation, being
merely relativistic and not calculational, makes it necessary to replace
one description with another rather than using one description to
enrichanother. In turn, that makes it impossible to say, for example,
that both the nation and its citizens are objects; and so it seems that
one has to make a choice—is it the nasion or the citizen that is the
real object here?

A similar difficulty has been at work, historically, in regard to
LC-Tandsmallerobjects. Ithasappeared to philosophers that if the
real world is conceived as an object via appeal to LC-I then that
requires that individual persons (and a fortiori, Zilch particles) be
thought of as szates of that object. Thus, one finds a quite recent
philosophical comment to the effect that of course one could refer
to the existence of Jane Parker by saying that the universe took on



Beyond Technology and Superstition % 87

a Jane Parkerish tinge for a while, but really that would be rather too
barbaric. And so it would, and it would be incorrect as well.

The State—of—Affairs formulation does not, of course, require
any such barbarism or involve any such error. Just as it permits us
to say that the nation is an object and a citizen is another object, so
we may say that the real world is an object or state of affairs of
which Jane Parker 1s this smaller, constituent object. There is no
need to talk about tinges, and we may be as precise and as detailed
about it as we please. Thus, the SA system formulation clears away
some merely apparent difficulties connectedwith a holistic approach
to real-world phenomena and gives Gil at least an even break with
Wil in principle.

In—principle adequacy, however, is not yet practicability, and
mere practicability is something less than established and coherent
practice. In practice, it is the Basic Process Unit which provides the
mostimmediately practicableimplementation of a holistic approach.

With the BPU format in mind, let us consider the statement
that P-NameA 1 took place here this morning. Let this statement be
abbreviated as “S,” and let the “Name” which is referentially inter-
changeable with “P-NameA1" be, say, “degradation ceremony.”
Thus, “S” = “A degradation ceremony took place here this morn-
ing.” Ordinarily, in the reductive approach, we would take S on the
semantic model of “name and object,” 1.e., as referring to an existing
historical particular in all its concrete detail. The latter would be a
particular process, and one composed, no doubt, of smaller par-
ticular processes P-NameA11,P-Name A12,...,P-NameA1K and
their corresponding Elements (objects). On this view, we should
have to say that S was a crude and possibly misleading way of talking
about those smaller particulars which, if we consider both the sub-
processes and their individual Elements, are what was really going
on (and so on down the decompositional ladder to Zilch particles
and their goings—on).

In the holistic approach, however, we do not take S as the use
of the name of that thing (P-NameA1). Rather, we take S as provid-
ing information about the world, and specifically, about some part
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and some aspect of it (S is a Chronological description). S is a piece
of information about the world because it is a partial specification
of a more extensive process (P~-NameA) of which P-NameA1 1s
either a Stage Option or a Version (to designate it as P-NameAl1
is toindicate the former). To say that P-NameA1 occurredis to pro-
vide the information that P-NameA occurredin this one of the ways
(Versions) in which it could have occurred. But, of course, that
information is, in turn, simply the information that an even more
extensive process occurred in this one (P NameA) of the ways in
which it could have occurred (and so on up the compositionalladder
to LC-I). To be sure, S may be a poor, or even misleading, way of
conveying that information, since S does not say that P-NameA
occurred. Butif we cannot give or imply a particular more extensive
process, LC—I is always available and we can give a Chronological
description or simply note that our description is mncomplete. In
effect, then, either a statement, S, or an observation, S, functions not
as a name but as a constraint (a reality constraint) on acceptable
world formulasand descriptions. S partitionslogical spaceintothose
wotld descriptions which are compatible with it and those which are
not. Given S, we restrict our world descriptions to the former and
reject the latter. This feature is retained as we come down the de-
compositional ladder from LC~I to S to talking about Zilch particles.
The latter are not ultimate building blocks but rather “the last deci-
mal place” in the detail with which we specify LC-I. Thus, to say

that a degradation ceremony took place here this morning is to say
that the history of the group and the history of the world took a par-

ticular course here this morning. In this way, none of our “referents”
is reified.

Note that neither Wil’s reductionism nor Gil’s holism tells him
what the real world is like. Both must make the necessary observa-
tions, and the problem of relating S “upward” to P-NameA and
“downward” to P-NameA 1K is presentin both cases. Let us survey
a particular example briefly.

The reference to volition, above, was notinvented. More than
fifteen years after both Ryle’s Concept of Mind and Wittgenstein’s
Philosophical Investigations (for example) it is possible to find in the
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psychological journals such a question as “At what point in the
causal sequence of physiological events does volition enter in to
affect behavior?” along with the suggestion that since experimental
psychologists have largely neglected the problem it most likely is at
least partly a merely verbal one.

Gil’s short and polemic answer to this question is “Nonsense!
In ‘the world of physiology’ there are no such possible facts invol-
ving volition—by definition.” It is not literally a definition that is
involved here but rather a case of Contingency 4b (2) C in the Basic
Object Unit, i.e.,a commitment to use certain terminology in certain
places only if certain other terminology is used in certain other
places. That is, in short, a commitment to use a certain vocabulary,
and perhaps a certain conceptual system, in giving descriptions over
the range of phenomena to which it is applicable.

Consider some of the possibilities which are codified by Con-
tingency 4b (2) C. Suppose, for example, that there was in current
use a portion of our behavioral vocabulary which had a term—for—
term correspondence to our physiological (and biochemical, etc.)
vocabularies in regard to meaning, observational basis, and use, but
with the contingency that the applicability of this terminology pre-
supposed that the referents were constituents of larger, human ob-
jects. Our understanding of human behavior, ie., Configurations
involving human objects as constituents, would include what we
now refer to as “physiology,” “genetics,” etc. And then we might
well ask “At what point in the behavioral structure of events do

physiological processes enter in to affect behavior? Aren’t they really
epiphenomenal, when you come right down to it?” And so they

would be—given #hatbehavioral choice of descriptive commitment.

To the unwilling ear, this example will quite possibly sound
farfetched. But one could argue that we already have such a vocab-
ulary, ie., the one we call “physiological.” And one could argue
along two complementary lines here.

(a) Nobody supposes that the action of muscles, bones, and
nerves “influences” human behavior unless these various objects are
parts of a living, behaving human being. That is to say, that part—
whole relationship is presupposed when “physiological” states of
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affairs are used to “‘explain” human behavior. But since human be-
havior is a process, a human body and its constituents ate Elements
in such processes and the processes involving those constituents will
be constituent processes in the more extensive behavioral processes.
Pace Gruner, the relation between a process and its subprocesses is
neither causal nor deductive; it is, rather, the part—whole relationship
which is codified by the Transition Rules and the concepts of com-
position and decomposition. When we describe human objects or
human behavior in the degree of three—dimensional topographic
detail which involves reference to such body units as muscles, bones,
and nerves, we introduce, via decomposition, a new set of Stage—
Options and Elements, together with the formal possibility of new
Contingency specifications which elaborate our descriptions of
behavioral possibilities.

To be sure, physiological characterization is only  way of
talking about human beings, since it represents only a particular
(predictive—manipulatively oriented) sort of O—Paradigm, or imme-
diate constituent analysis, of human bodies; but it is a way of talking
about human beings, even though that fact is not within the scope
of the world of physiology.

(b) When a systematic technical vocabulary is used, we cannot
tell from that fact alone what commitments ate carried therewith
(just as from the occurrence of the degradation ceremony alone we
could not tell what more extensive process it was a Version of, and
just as from an inspection of “It is certain that P” we could not tell
what the methodological status of this declaration was). In point of
fact, it appears that the use of physiological and other technical vo-
cabularies is highly equivocalin this regard. When physiological tet-
minology is used to “explain” something about human behavior, the
commitment is that the reference is to constituents of living, behav-
ing human objects. (This is the case (a), above.) On the other hand,
when the same vocabulary 1s used in the coutse of the professional
physiological practice of description, theorizing, or experimentation,
the commitment is to the exclusive use of that technical vocabulary
over its range of application. And since “human behavior” does not
fall within that range, because it has no conceptual locus and
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therefore no factual locus within “the world of physiology,” no
putative explanations of human behavior can be given when the
vocabulary is used as a technical physiological vocabulary.

The distinction between the two commitmentsis generally not
made, even though the two are incompatible in that they could not
be fulfilled simultaneously. The confusion between the two is
comparable to supposing that if I buy a chess set or make one out
of ivory then my behavior is explained by the rules of chess which
define “the world of chess” or that if I count my change at the gro-
cery store my behavior is explained by a set of rules for the axio-
matization of arithmetic. (There 1s, in fact, a sense in which one
could speak of an “explanation” here and that sense is systematically
derivable as an “Achievement Description” within the behavior de-
sctiptive portion (Ossotio, 1969a, 1978) of the Person Concept.) In
short, the error underlying the equivocation is to suppose that the
fact that we use a term of art such as “neurone,” “teinforcement,”
“pawn,” or “square root” to dentify or designate some object, process,
event, or state of affairs or attribute commits us to the ideology of
the professional practices within which the term first evolved.

Since commitments regarding the use of a given vocabulary or
conceptual system have nothing per se to do with truth or falsity,
there does not appear to be any generally nontrivial quesson of the
form “Is it true that human beings are physiological objects?” or “Is
human behavior really a physiological process?” A fortiori, there is
no empirical question of this sort, nor is it the case that scientists
have discoveredthat human beings are physiological objects. (That the
human beings we are familiar with have hearts, basal ganglia, and
carbohydrate metabolism was an empirical discovery, but had those

findings been different, #hat would still be physiology.)

But, if the traditional empiricism formally fails us here, thenew
empiricism doesnot. This is the very kind of situation in which it is
clear that the question to ask is not “Itis true?” but rather “Is there
apoint in talking that way?” Since Wil and Gil provide us with para-
digms, the answer 1s “yes” for both ways of talking, We move then
to the next elaboration, ie., “WWhen is there a point in talking that
way, and what is the point then?”
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In this connection we may return briefly to the historical,
methodological, and substantiveaspects of science. Since behavioral
scientists as a matter of historical fact frequently and routinely talk
about behavior in physiological terms or give physiological concepts
theoretical or methodological priority over behavioral concepts,
there is hat point in talking that way, i.e., one is following the current
custom of the profession. In this sense, the science of behavior is
whatever behavioral scientists say it is and whatever they do in their
role as behavioral scientists. The latter tack is the one generally taken
by philosophers of science with respect to the “natural” sciences.

For the present, we may pass such considerations by as be-
longing to the politics of science rather than the practice of science
per se, noting only that there is such a point and that the scientific
behavior of scientists may be highly predictable from a knowledge
of such facts. If we ask “When is there a point in using the physio-
logical vocabulary to formulate behavioral facts if one’s purpose is
to maximize our understanding of behavior?” we can give the partial
answer stemming from (a) above: There is a point in going to that
level of detail when it permits us to formulate behaviorally signifi-
cant Contingencies (states of affairs) in our (Configuration descrip-
tion) representations of behavior.

In this way the new empiricism provides a guideline for how
to have a behavioral science which (a) has a place, substantively and
methodologically, for all behaviotally relevant facts, including find-
ings generated by “outsiders” such as laymen, theologians, physiolo-
gists, and biochemists, (b) without reifying nonbehavioral concepts
as “the real thing” and so forfeiting, in any but a political sense, its
character as behavioral science and as behavioral science.

So far we have considered cases in which it is presupposed that
Wil’s Zilch particles (or processes, etc.), be they physiological, physi-
cal, or whatnot, are constituents of the human objects and behaviors
which they are purported to cause. It should be clear that the
restriction to human objects and behaviors is in no way essenwal
except when facts concerning human objects and behaviors are what
is to be “explained.” Thus, Wil does not have a counterargument to
the effect that Zilch particles follow laws of their own whether they
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are parts of human objects or not. For wherever a Zilch particle may
be found (or better, supposed) to be following its laws, it will be part
of some larger object and state of affairs. So the lawfulness of Zilch
particles cannot be divorced from their constituency in the very
objects and states of affairs which they are commonlyand zealously
purported to explain.

Given the mirror—image similarity shown above between the
ways the holistic and reductive approaches were implemented, I
suggested that part of the explanation for the predominance of a
reductive policy is that a simple and explicit statement of the sym-
metry has not been generally available. However, apparently
promising approaches are not generally neglected just because they
cannot be shown to be sound in advance. Other historical deterrents
to holism have been present. Chief among those has been what can
best be described as “the prevailing scientific ideology,” though that
will strike many as an unduly polemic chatactetization and diagnosis.
Two major elements of this ideology are determinism and the unity
of the sciences. The first of these is dealt with below; a brief exam-
ination of the “unity” notion will be to the point here.

It has always been clear, in modern times at least, that the real
worldis all of one piece. In contrast, the scientific study of the world
is divided into a small, but various, set of distinct sciences, or scien-
tific enterprises. Though they all appeal to a common set of “meth-
odological principles,” they in fact produce a variety of distinct
theories and explanations. It has been an article of scientific faith

that “ultimately” these various accounts will be assimilated into one
scientificaccount of one real world. Since the “ulamate” phenomena

of the various sciences correspond to their basic explanatory con-
cepts, and since the explanatory concepts in the various sciences do
not form any single conceptual system, the possibilities for uni-
fication are limited.

If the ultimate phenomena of the various sciences were to re-
main as conceptualingredients in the “unified” account, then cleatly
that account could not be provided by any of the existing sciences
or by any new science modeled thereon, for no such science could
encompass the concepts of any other science. But in that case, our
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faith in unification would be mistaken; for in that case it would
follow that no single sezentific account of the real world was possible,
though an integration of scientific accounts might still be accom-
plished, say, by philosophers, theologians, ot historians.

The alternative is to adopt one of the sciences as the touch-
stone, as the fundamental science, and show that the concepts and
explanatory accounts given by other sciences could in some sense
be reduced to or derived from the fundamental science. It is this
alternative which provides the motivation for Wil’s statement that
those big things are “nothing but” those little things and for the
experimental psychologist’s bland assertion that references to
“volition” are merely expressions of the layman’s ignorance of
neurophysiology.

One of the more recent and “enlightened” versions of the
unity theme 1s stated in terms of “levels of organization.” It is en-
lightened in that in this version it is denied that phenomena (e.g,
nations) are sizply nothing but smaller phenomena (e.g,, citizens).
The unity is provided by the fact that the phenomena of the vatious
sciences involve the same material objects; the difference lies in that
the objects of one sort are organizations of objects of a different
sort. Thus, we have an arrangement that is an informal or crude ver-
sion of the composition and decomposition of objects in the BOU
format.

Bur this “enlightened™ version of the unity viewpoint eschews
a crude reduction of large objects to smaller ones only to replace it
with an equally crude reduction of large processes to smaller ones.
The crucial slogan which is common to all the well-known versions
of the “levels of organization” view is that “Lawfulness at a given
level of organization depends on lawfulness at the next lower level.”
Thus, behavioral lawfulness presupposes physiological lawfulness;
the latter presupposes genetic lawfulness; . . . ; and in the end, itis
the lawfulness of Zilch particles which, like Atlas, carries the burden
of the whole world. The undetlying picture is, of course, the picture
of Zilch particles as the ultimate szzff of which everything else must
be composed or arranged; and the underlying principle is that if
something is so that is because something else (ultimately Zilch—
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particulate dynamics) makes it so. The notion that Zilch particles are
what there really is is easily convertible into the alternate form, ie.,
that Zilch processes are what really happen.

But since the real world, as LC—I, does not unroll through time
and since it could not possibly require anything to bring it or any of
its parts into existence, Gil’s direct response to the “enlightened”
view would again be “Rubbish!”

More specifically, and with the Basic Process Unit in mind, it
may be recalled that the occurrence of a process having multiple
Versions neither implies nor presupposes the occurrence of any pat-
ticular one of those Versions. The occurrence of P-NameA neither
implies nor presupposes the occurrence of Stage—Option P-Name
A13 if there are other options P-NameA11, P-NameA12, ... et
cetera. This is so both for a single occurrence of P-NameA or for
the regular occurrence of P-NameA within some larger process
(with the regularity being represented bya Contingency specification
within a Configuration description of that larger process).

Thus, it follows that lawfulness at a given “level of organiza-
tion” iz no way depends on any independent lawfulness at any “lower”
level, nor could any “lower level” lawfulness in any way guarantee
any “higher level” lawfulness. If a given process, P- NameA, occurs
at all, it occurs in one of the ways in which it can occut, and no ac-
count whatever of regularities or irregularities at lower levels of or-
ganization will have any bearing on the matter. To putitin a familiar
context, if a given physiological theory, no matter how rigorously
backed up by experimental data, were to imply that the behavior
which we observe could not occut, that physiological theory would
be zpso facto false (of course physiological theories are not vulnerable
to this kind of evidence because they have no such implications).
Conversely, if physiologists had discovered only a chaotic and ir-
regularly distributed set of structures and processes in people’s
heads, we should not on that account conclude that people didn’t
really feel and think or that the behavioral regulanities which we see
around us were an illusion.
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If there are any simple connections between “levels” such that,
for example, P-NameA could only occur in one of two Versions,
P—NameA11 or P-NameAl2, then to that degree the occurrence of
P—NameA forces regularity on the lower level; for then it determines
that either P-NlameA11 or P-Name A12 occutred, and not the
other way around (recall that the occutrence of a process does not
imply the occurrence of any given one of the more extensive
processes of which it could be a constituent). Correspondingly, if P—
NameA were prevented from occurring, so would either of its Ver-
sions be prevented from occurring, so that once moreitis the higher
level happening which takes precedence.

In short, though enlightenment comes in various versions, the
“levels of organization” version of unity is not one of them.

Even more recently than the “levels of organization” view, the
reductionistic policy in behavioral explanation is exemplified by a
variety of “Identity Hypotheses.” A hypothesis of this sort asserts
that as a matter of fact mental processes are identical with brain pro-
cesses. Thus, for example, experiencing theredness of an afterimage
is a process which, though it is a mental process by definition, is a
physiological process as a matter of fact; so also 1s thinking of eating
pickles, or feeling sorty for the losing team.

The principal basis for the plausibility of such assertions is the
suggestion that the mentalistic description is a noncommittal, or in-
definite, descripdon which only identifies its referent in a motre or
less vague fashion but gives no information as to the nature and
characteristics of that referent. Thus, “the thought of eating pickles”
is uninformative in the way that “what’s going on in the next room”
and “Jack’s misfortune” are uninformative. That is, just as the one
tells us nothing about what it is that Jack’s misfortune is, and the
other tells us nothing about what it is that is going on in the next
room, the first tells us nothing about what it is that is going on in the
brain of the person doing the thinking,

Since the Transition Rules of Section IT are rules for preserving
real worldidentity across different forms of representation, the con-
cepts introduced in Sections IT and I1I should have some relevance
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to these Identity Hypotheses. Indeed, the issues here bear a strong
resemblance to those involved in the problem of descriptions of the
same action, though they are not the same. Consider the following
statements:

S1  Brutus killed Caesar.

S2  Brutus killed Caesar with a knife.

S3  I'm thinking of eating pickles.

S4 I’'m having a discharge through neural circuit X-301.

Note thatalthough it has been suggested that S1 is an elliptical
form of S2, no such suggestionis possible with respect to S3 and S4,
for S3 and S4 do not overlap at all in what they say. Thus, the only
possible correspondence between S3 and S4 that would be of any
interest 1s that with S3 and S4 we are talking about the same thing,
even though we are not saying the same thing about it. The double
standard embodied in the reductionist policy in behavioral explana-
tion is shown in the fact that, instead of saying that S3 and S4 have
the same referent, the Idenuity thesis is that the brain process men-
tioned in S4is the referent. (So that Gil could say to Wil for openers,
“Nonsense! Talking about that live circuit is simply a technician’s
superstitious way of talking about the thought of eating pickles.”)

We may use the BPU notation to represent some possible
states of affairs in a neutral way. Specifically, we shall want three
“levels” of process representation:

P—NameA “ordering lunch”

P—NameAl “thinking of eating pickles”
P—NameA11, P-NameAl2, ..., P-NameA1K
P-NameA1K

Thus, P-NameA is some process which, for purposes of our exam-
ple, is the behavioral process of ordering lunch. P-NameA1 is one
of the stages in that process, and in our example it is the “mental
process” of thinking about eating pickles. The third line represents
asequence of subprocesses which make up one Version of P-Name
A1. For convenience, this sequence is abbreviated as P-Name A1K.
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Given this notation, we may now raise some questions about
the three processes and their relasonships and about which process
a given description is a description of and which process a given
description can be used to talk about ot give information about.

Our first question will be: Suppose that we introduce “Activa-
tion of brain circuit X—301” as the Name of a process and let the
Description of that process be given as a sequence of stages with no
options (ie., we are dealing with only one Version here) and as a
sequence in which all the Individuals and Elements are specified in
“physiological” terminology. This process is now a candidate for the
status of theprocess designated as P-NameA 1K, above. Thus, if the
mention of P-NameAl1 is a way of referring to P-NameA1K and
“I’m thinking of eating pickles” is that mention, then we have ap-
parently shown how the reference to a mental process can be a case
of referring to a process which is the same process as a physiological
process.

Note, however, that Gil might object to such a move and ap-
peal to LC-III. For he might claim that the examples of “Jack’s mis-
fortune” and “something going onin the nextroom,” although they
serve to clarify the nature of the Identity thesis, also show what is
wrong with it. Misfortunes and goings—on in the next room cannot
just happen zhat way. 1f they happen at all they happen as financial
losses, physical injuties et al., and as card parties, Sunday dinners,
family arguments et al. In contrast, thinking about eating pickles is
not obviously something that couldn’t just happen that way. Itis not
obvious that if it happens at all it must happen in a more particular
way. And if, on examination, it appeared that it did, then the parti-
culars would be of an equally mental sort, e.g., imagining a pickle,
imagining biting into it, thinking how good it tasted, etc. Thus, we
would in this way generate another candidate for the status of the
process designated as P-NameA 1K, above, and this candidate would
be a mental process.

But now, by a symmetrical move upward, it is clear that we
could give a Process description having the form of P-NameA1 but
one in which once more the Elements and Individuals could be
specified in physiological terms. Evidently the only case of interest
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here is the first one where we consider P NameA1l as a mental
process and P-NameA1K, if not literally as a physiological process,
at least susceptible of a specification in physiological language. The
reason for this is that where we suppose the same process formula
in both physiological and mentalistic terms (a) it will simply be the
case discussed previously, where one may choose language which
carries different commitments; (b) there will be no question of one
of the descriptions being technically deficient, yet the current Iden-
tity theses stress the asymmetry in the technical adequacy of the
mentalistic and physiological descriptions; and (c) some existing
counterarguments would then apply, Le., arguments to the effect that
identity would be indistinguishable from co—occutrence and the so—
called Identity thesis would be only a verbal imposture covering the
traditional views of psychophysical parallelism or “double language”
views.

The remaining case, where P-NameA1 is the mental process
and P-NameA 1K is the physiological process, has some additional
interest because it would seem that mental processes cannot be
decomposed indefinitely (unless we appeal to LC-IV and talk about
a consnuous process in which nothing changes), whereas bodies,
whether human or physiological, can, at least practically speaking,
So our remaining case is one which would arise when we have de-
composed the mental process into some ultimate constituents. As
it happens, we have a familiar example of this kind of relationship
in the case of a computer “doingarithmetic.” Elementary arithmetic
operations set a lower bound to the fineness with which we can
representits “mental process” of “doing arithmetic ;” and, although
over some range there will be parallel electronic and arithmetic de-
scriptions of what the computer is doing, there will also be a range
where only electronic Process descriptions can be given, for a com-
plex series of such processes may correspond to the elementary
arithmetic operation of “adding one.”

Given this paradigm setting for a possible Identity thesis, we
may find the logical basis for such a thesis in the relation between
a process and one of its Versions. In the presentation of the Basic
Process Unit, I said that the occurrence of a process on a given
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occasion is the occurrence of one of its Versions on that occasion,
and this does sound like an Identity thesis of some kind. Note, how-
ever, that this condition is compatible with any of the following
states of affairs.

SA1. Although P-NameA1 occurs frequently, no Version of P—
NameA1 occurs more than once, and no Version P-NameA1
resembles any other Version in any respect other than in being
a Version of P-NameA1.

SA2. There is no way of distinguishing one particular Version from
another.

SA3. There is an infinite set of possible Versions and no way of
setting a limit to the kind or number of them that could
actually happen.

SA4. There are N Versions, N being a small, finite number, and the
occurrences of the different Versions on different occasions
have a more or less regular distribution across the N possibili-
ties, but the distribution varies from person to person, from
populasion to population, and for the same person over long
intervals of time.

SA5. There is no Version which could not possibly be deliberately
brought about by the person whose behavior or mental
process is P-NameAl.

SAG. There are N Versions of P-NameA1, and the distribution of
occurrences of Versions across the N possibilities is stable over
petsons, populations, and time.

SA7. Thereis only one Version of P NameA1,namely, P-NameA1
K, but the latter may occur without the occurrence of P—
NameAl.

SA8. Thereis only one Version of P-NameA1, namely, P-NameA1
K, and one occurs if, and only if, the other does.

Among these possibilities, we shall see that only SA8 leaves
room for an Identity thesis. We may eliminate SA6 on the grounds
that we would then be committed to saying that P-NameA1 was
identical to several things which were not identical to one another;
and, if we went to this length to protect an Identity thesis, we should
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lose not only the Identity thesis, but also the concepts of identity and
thesis themselves. The same consideration holds for SA1 to SA5, all
of which allow for various Versions actually occurring; moreover,
under any of the conditions SA1-SA5 it would seem that any
assertion ofidentity between P-NameA1 and any Version would be

empty and misleading rhetoric.

We may eliminate SA7 on the same grounds as SA6. For SA7
may be paraphrased as saying that P NameA 1K is sometimes iden-
tical to P-NameA1 and sometimes identical to Non—P— NameAl.
This is a technical deficit which can be remedied, however. For in
the case of SA7 we should have to suppose that there is some set of
conditions, X, such that P-NameA1 was identical to P-NameA1K
if and only if X. But that would be to say that P-NameA1 was
identical to P-NameA1K plus X. That, however, is just a variant of
SAS8.

SA8, moreover, has the virtue of being logically possible
without being logically necessary. However, it is not the kind of
statement which could be refuted or demonstrated by any set of
observational results, and in this respect it resembles a scientific
theory or hypothesis, not a prediction. For no matter what we
observed, if we found a common element that finding might not
hold up; and if we did not find a common element, well, who knows
but what someday, with more powerful experimental or verbal
technology, we might. Evidently, the Identity thesis is not an
empirical guess about how the world is, but rather a preempirical
policy: “Treat behavior and mental processes as though they were
nothing but some physiological process and see how long and how
well you can get away with it.”

What would we be pretending was the case here? Does it make
any sense to say, when P NameA1 occursin Version P-NameA1K,
that P-NameAT1 is identical to a state of affairs, PSA—NameAl,
which has the processes P-NameA1K asitsconstituents? Note that
there is a straightforward identity between P-NameA1 and PSA—

NameA1 (by Rule 5) but not between either of them and the
processes P NameA1K.
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Now, if the processes P-NameA1K were related to one an-
other in the requisite way, then not the processes per se, but their being
s0 reared would be a state of affairs identical to PSA-NameA1 (by
Rule 5). But that would be a conceptual truth, not a mere matter of
fact. What would be a mere matter of fact would be (a) that pro-
cesses P-NameA 1K occurred and (b) that their occurrences were
propetly related to one another. Here we may refer back to the
“technical deficit” in SA7. The processes P-NameA1K could occur
without the occurrences of P-NameA1, because unless they oc-
curred in the proper relationship P-NameA1would not occur. Thus,
the additional condition X, such that X plus P NameA1K is
identicalto P-NameA1 (via the identity to PSA—NameA1), is simply
(b), above, i.e., that these processes occur in the requisite relation to
one another.

So we reach much the same conclusion as in the case of
“Brutus killed Caesar.” Insofar as S3 and S4 may be said to be dif-
ferent descriptions of the same process, S3 is not adefective descrip-
tion of a process of which S4is a non-defective description. And nor
is there any transcendental description or observational perspective
or experimental device which could somehow give us direct access
to the process of which S3 and S4 are descriptions.

Recall that in the case of “Brutus killed Caesar” we got around
this impossibility by introducing a third description which was a
more complete description of “the same event” in the sense that it
identified a state of affairs which had as constituents the two states
of affairs corresponding to S1 and S2. We noted there that the third
description is essential in formulating the general case because it is
indispensable in the case whete one of the two descriptions is not
simply a less complete version of the other.

In the present case we arrive at a similar result, but one which
points up an ambiguity in thereferenceabove to a “more complete”
description. For, if there is to be a description of a process such that
S3 and S4 are both descriptions of that process, that process will be
P—NameA (anotherpoint for Gil). The descriptions of P-NameA1
and of P-NameA1K are both ways of (partly) specifying which Ver-
sion of P-NameA took place on that occasion. So P-INameA is what
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both S3 and S4 can be used to say something about. And P-NameA
is “more complete” in that it refers to the entire process of which
P—NameA1 and P-NameA1K refer to only one stage. (Note that
we could generate the previous case of “more complete” by incot-
poratingboth S3 and S4in our description of P-NameA and adding
the mention of P-NameA2, P-NameA3, etc. The latter are the
analogues of adding “with a knife on the Ides of March” to “Brutus
killed Caesat.”)

Sinceit does notappear to be possible to state a coherent Iden-
tity thesis, we may ask, in the empirical tradition, what does the iden-
tity theorist expect to observe? If we do this, we are back to SA8. He
expects to observe that whenever anyone thinks of eating pickles
circuit X—301 is active and there is no other circuit that stands in this
relation to thinking of pickles. But this is exactly what the propo-
nents of psychophysical parallelism and epiphenomenalism would
expect to find. Well, certainly the identity theorist takes himself to
be making a different, and more daring, postulate than the parallel-
ism theorist. He doesn’t mean merely parallelism. And thinking that
there is an identity is not the same mental process as thinking that
there is a correspondence. But thinking so doesn’t make it so, and
so we might do some justice to the facts here by introducing a
second—order Identity thesis. That is, the current versions of the
Identity thesis are, s a matter of fact, identical to a non—Identity thesis.

We have, of course, in no way exhausted the difficulties which
could be raised in connection with reductionism and Identity theses.
But, also, in considering reductionism on its own metits we have
failed to do it justice; for it does not stand on its own merits but
rather gains the force that it has only in connection with the
remainder of the traditional scientificideology and, particularly, with
the “deterministic” aspect of that ideology. If it were merely a ques-
tion of greater or lesser detail in description or of choice of con-
ceptual systems or choice of commitments, it seems likely that even
areductionistic bias would hardly lead behavioral scientists to adopt
as a first principle the impossibility and nonintelligibility of a
behavioral science. I do not think this is too strong a characteriza-
tion. If behavior is really something else and depends completely or
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fundamentally on nonbehavioral principles, then any so—called sci-
ence of behavior could only consist in showing #bat behavior is
epiphenomenal and that behavioral regularities are simply derivative
consequences of nonbehavioral regularities. [f we are tempted to call
that a science of behavior, we have only to look across the aisle to
physics and ask ourselves whether we would call physics a science
if that were the tack taken there.

The motivation for this self-destructive behavior 1s provided
by the view that certaindescriptions (of a Zilch—particulate sort) give
us a privileged access to the mechanical principles upon which the
wortld, being a gigantic machine, really operates. For, if the fate of
every Zilch particle is foreordained, then everything that happens
happens by virtue of its Zilch constituents, hence  principle the
study of Zilch particles is the key to everything that happens, in-
cluding behavior, and correspondingly every other topic of study is
in principle futile; for we can there study at most the consequences
of Zilch processes under a variety of more or less naive and mislead-
ing descriptions. Here is motivation sufficient and to spare, and so
we shall not avoid an examination of that topic in the next section.

At this point, a reminder may be in order. What I have done
in the examination of reductionism and 1dentity, and what I shall be
doing, is to illustrate how, though the state—of—affairs formulation
does not assert anything, it does provide a range of conceptual and
notational resources which can be used in a variety of ways, in-
cluding both the critical examination of some fundamental issues
concerning behavioral science and the creative and empirically
oriented formulation of behavioral phenomena. Another person
using the same concepts and dealing with the same topics would
doubtless proceed differently. I have not (nor shall I) take a “schol-
arly” approach here. That is, I have not cited particular proponents
and varieties of reductionism and identity; I have not dealt with
these topics in the depth or scopethat is entitely feasible in principle;
and I have not attempted to marshal a conclusive set of reasons for
drawing particular conclusions. This is not just a matter of making
do. On the contrary, it may be suggested that although a scholarly



Beyond Technology and Superstition % 105

treatment has some practical value as a compendium of what people
say, it Is in principle inadequate.

Just as we have long seen what is naive about seeking “crucial
experiments” to decide among theories whichareinherently immune
to falsification and can always be protected by their adherents
against embarrassing facts, so we might view the notion of a single,
decisive argument with respect to reductionism, determinism, and
other perennial academic indoor sports. There is no limit to the vat-
1ations, ad hoc qualifications, studied ignorance, and other maneuvers
of which an ingenious person might avail himself by way of saving
a given verbal formula, and there is no point in trying to anticipate
them all. One can only be illustrative here. If there is a moral to the
foregoing, it is that the kind of symmetry there is between holistic
and reductive possibilisies of commitment is clearly shown by the
state—of—affairs formulation, though it is not asserted there in any
particular form. A behavioral scientist who sees that symmetry
cleatly will have that much more freedom to pursue the study of
behavior in ways which are intellectually responsive to real world
observation and conceptual coherence rather than emotionally
steered by a received ideology, and he will not be easily imposed
upon by arange of superstitions such as reductionism and determin-
1sm which have been pronounced to be, and until recently generally
accepted as, the methodological requirements of scientific rigor in
the study of behavior.

So far, it is the symmetry of composition and decomposition
of objects and processes which has been emphasized. The force of
the preceding illustrations is that a reducsive or atomistic approach
does not carry with it inherent advantages of precision, differentia-
tion, operationalizability, quantifiability, empirical openness, or any
other advantage whatever. However, I do not mean to suggest that
the choice of one or the other is of no consequence. On the con-
trary? the final section deals with a decisive asymmetry in the
composition and decomposition of states of affairs which requires
an autoniomous, holistic behavioral science for its conceptual and
empitical elucidation.
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B. CAUSE AND EFFECT WITHOUT THEOLOGY
AND EGOCENTRICISM

Aswe noted in Section 11, the state—of—affaits system generates
descriptive formulas ranging in complexity from world history to
“Here is X.” In general, the simpler the formula we use, the more
we have confidence, prior to any observation, that we will be able
to give a description that fits that formula under any circumstances
whatever. “Here is a case of X is a formula which has a cast—iron,
money-back guarantee in this respect, since there is no situation in
which a description having that form will not be available. The
temporalsuccession formula “B, thereafter A” and the cause—effect
formula “C, consequently E” are just noticeably less simple than
“Here is a case of X,” and these too have a guarantee of applicabil-
ity. Note that here “applicable” amounts to “intelligible” rather than
“correct,” which is to say that one can always give a description of
this sort without being nonsensical, and that reflects the nature of
these formulas and of the conceptofa “wotrld formula.” Correctness
and incorrectness of descriptions, on the other hand, presuppose
human standards and human practices, for only by reference to these
in addition could a description be designated as true or false, correct
or Incotrect.

Of course, what we substitute for “C” and “E” here may be

of any degree of complexity. What is simple is the formula, not
necessarily the actual description or the state of affairs which is

referredto. For example, in the case of “The depression of the early
30's caused the landslide vote for Franklin Roosevelt in 1936,” both
the formula and the description are simple, whereas the state of
affairs is so complex that it has never been adequately delineated. In
terms of the representational resources developedin Section III, the
description is a State—of—A ffairs description; andit represents a state
of affairs having as constituents two states of affairs, SA1 and SA2,
in a temporal relation. The two constituent states of affaits are each
identified by a Name without any accompanying Description (this
permits a simple verbal reference to a complex state of affairs),
though each Name carries some information which would be
relevant to a Description. Finally, of the two constituent states of
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affairs, SA1is designated as “C” and SA2is designated as “E” in the
cause—effect formula.

Of course, the real world does not per se correspond to a C-E
formula any more than the English language corresponds to any
particular type of sentence. On the contrary, the closest heutistic
approximation to LC—I is the atemporal, aspatial, four dimensional
space—time matrix of the physicist. (That world does not change
through time, nor does it exist 7z space.) If we expand the s—t matrix
by an indefinitely large number of additional dimensions which
represent relationships other than spatiotemporal ones, that will be
a pictorial approximation of LC-I.

Thus, the C-E formula does not have any special validity in
regard to the representation of the real world. Pictorially speaking,
we do not have to read LC—I from left to rightin C—E form, though
we can choose to do it that way. We can also read it from left to
right in B—A form. And we can read it from right to left in tele-
ologicalform orin A—B form, or from top to bottom or by alternate
segments or Chinese box patterns orin cumulativeincrements from
inside out in degree—of—completion form (recall Whorf’s celebrated
analysis of Navaho) or in any way whatever. All of these would have
equal validity in regard to providing representation of the real world,
and all of them would be equally deficient, since none of these for-
mulas is a possible “world formula” or even comes close for the
world we know.

The nature of the deficit is perhaps best portrayed by referring
to the contrast between representational ingredients and repre-
sentational products and using some familiar examples. It is a well-
known fact, embodied originally in the poinullist school of art and
more recently in the technology of newspaper photography and
television, that one can produce a representation (on a canvas,
newsprint, or cathode ray tube) of, say, a horse jumping over a fence,
using only a finite set of dots varying only in their placement and in
either their darkness or their area or both. We may contrast the
product, i.e., the actual representation of the horse jumping over the
fence, with the ingredients, i.e., the dots, which were used in that
product. In such an example we can see clearly the abysmal gap
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between (a) the fact that a person can use the dots to produce a
representation of a horse jumping over a fence and (b) the claim that
dots are a representation of a horse jumping over a fence or the
claim that since (a), then the phenomenon of a horse jumping over
a fence is essentially dot-like.

The formula “use dots” in constructing representations is the
analogue of using the descriptive formula “Here is an X.” The
analogue of “C—E” would be something like “Every dot must have
an adjacent dot” or “After every dot, make another.” Such a formula
can indeed be used by a person in constructing a representation of
a horse jumping over a fence. But the formula as such not only is
notitself a representation of a horse jumping over a fence, but it 1s
not even a formula for constructing such a representation. That is,
it is not a recipe which, if only one follows it, will enable one to
produce a representation of a hotse jumping over a fence. This is
easily seen from the fact that the formula is content—free. It does not
change, no matter whether we are constructing a representation of
a horse jumping over a fence, a pig flying over the moon, a moving
finger writing on the wall, or a conversation between Wil and Gil.
Likewise, the cause—effect formula does not change, no matter
whether we describe a depression causing a landslide vote or a
buzzing sound causing a rat to jump out of a black compartment and
into a white one.

Considering the overwhelming ptiority given to custom and
precedent in the social practices of scientists, it perhaps needs to be
emphasized that although we have a tradition of giving cause—effect
descriptions, cause—effect is not per se a fact, but simply a formula
which can be applied, if we insist, whenever we have temporal
succession. Since we can, there is no point in insisting, and in fact
we do not. However, if the formula is used subject to some rational
(ie., intelligible) rule, for example, if it is used only in the case where
what we call “C” is always observed to be followed by what we
designate as “E,” then there may be a point in talking that way. If
there is, then a description (e.g, “The depression caused the
landslide vote”) which exemplifies the C—E formula will have a
particular status. Just as “It is certain that P” exemplifies a linguistic
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convention for assigning a particular status to the statement that P,
“C caused E” exemplifies a linguistic convention for assigning a
particular status to the statement that C was followed by E.

What the particular status is will differ, depending on which
convention (tule) is involved and what one’s approach to the matter
is. Under Carl G. Hempel’s “covering law” formulation of causal
accounts, to say that C caused E is to say that it was certain that C
would be followed by E because it always happens that way. Under
Herbert L. Hart and Antony M. Honoré’s formulation it is to say
that on that occasion C’s being followed by E was both (a) intelligi-
ble and (b) not a matter of luck, chance, accident, or coincidence (in
this regard it resembles Dray’s “rationale”).

Thus, although the C~E formula has no particular validity in
regard to representing the real world, it does have some distinctive
features and a particular status which reflects those features. Let us
survey these features briefly.

First, since the C—E formula is a temporal succession formula
it provides a way of mapping both the sequential structure of the
stages in a process and the order in which we establish states of
affairs. Hence it lends itself to predictive use and to the represen-
tation of before—after contingencies within some process structures.

Second, the C—E formula is a special case of the Means—Ends
description presented in Section III. For, if C causes E, then bring-
ing about the occurrence of C is a way of bringing about the oc-
currence of E, and so C is a means to E. Because of this, the C-E
formula provides a way of codifying our human capabilities and
potentials for bringing about particular states of affairs. As against
the means—ends form, the C-E formula has the advantage of
conforming to the classical impersonal idiom which is part of our
verbal scientific practice and which is frequently confused with
objectivity.

Upon this fact rests the premier place of The Expetiment in
traditional scientific practice and the ready equation of “empirical”
with “experimental” It is by no means accidental that the acid test
in traditional scientific practice of whether B causes A is whether an
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experimenter, G, can cause A by causing B. In a means—ends
formulation we would preserve all of these relationships, i.e., “G
bringsabout B, consequently A.” In the traditionalpractices the G-
B link (the experimenter and the “independent variables”) is
embodied in a “methodological” account. The B—A link (the inde-
pendent and dependent variables) is formulated as a cause—effect
phenomenon in the “theoretical” formulation and the Iron Curtain
between methodological and theoretical accounts is maintained.
There seems to be no public argument about the fact that experi-
mental manipulation is taken as the criterion for causation not be-
cause experimental manipulation is taken to be a special kind of
causation, but rather because it is the kind which defines our scienti-
ficinterest. Thatis, our traditional scientific interest in the real world
is not in the obsetrvable real wotld as such, but rather in the real
worldinsofar asitisactually or potentially manipulable in a unilateral
(G-B) way.

Third, the C~E formula is also a special case of a Task analysis.
We noted in Section ITT the ambiguity in normal discourse in con-
nection with Means—Ends description and Task analysis. Thus, if we
have the task of accomplishing an E which we do not have the
ability to accomplish directly, one way to formulate the task is as the
task of finding a middle term (state of affairs) which stands as a C
with respect to that E and also stands as an E with respect to some
of our possible behaviors. If we succeed in this, we will be in a posi-
tion to bring about C, consequently E.

To summarize our survey, the cause—effect formula has the
scientific utility that it has because it can be used by human beings
ina variety of ways which areintelligible and effectiveindependently
of the C-E formula itself and certainly independently of any sup-
posedly necessaty or universal connection between C and E.

Historically, the C-E formula has setved to provide thelogical
form (and the practicalideal) of our technology (i.e., of the confident
achievement of known ends by the legitimately confident recourse
to known and teachable means). As I have indicated, this feature
reflects the (nonempirical) fact that the C—E formula is a truncated
version of ameans—ends formulation, and the latter is the overt and
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criterial form of a technology. Eatlier in the discussion we saw that
the C-E formula is defective as a representation of the real world.
Subsequently we saw that though it is defective from the standpoint
of representation of the real world, the C-E formula does codify our
traditional scientific interest in the real wotld, i.e., an interest in it
insofar as it is actually or potentially manipulable in 2 unilateral way.
To see the world as being really a gigantic machine is to see it as a set
of actual or potential opportunities for exploitation. To see it that
way is to reify our manipulative interest in it, and that is to see it in
a way which is perhaps not so much anthropomorphic as merely
egocentric.

I mention this not to suggest that there is something in prin-
cipleimproper about human beings pursuing human ends and doing
soina persistent and systematic way, but because seeing the extreme
limitations of the C-E formula as a form of representation and
seeingthe egocentricity inherent in the reification and overwhelming
priority given to that formula cast a certain light on two of the most
honored superstitions in the history of science. The first is that a
causal account within a general causal framework (traditional “natu-
ralism”) is the epitome of hardheaded, realistic, objective representa-
tion of the real world. The second is that the manipulative successes
inboth “experimental” and “applied” settings which are associated
with causal scientific accounts constitute compelling evidence for
the adequacy of those accounts as representations of the real world
and that in the face of this success only a wishful thinker would
think of rejecting the in—principle adequacy of such accounts (see,
e.g., Minsky’s comments, below). But we have seen what that way
of thinking amounts to in considering the successful use of dots.
That example, incidentally, serves to portray the general problem of
the sense in which scientific theories are empirical. We use both
those dots and those scientifictheories successfully in certain ways—
are they then not ##e? Since that success depends at least as much
on the using as on the ingredients (and perhaps depends wholly on
the using, in the sense that any ingredients would do) and since nei-
ther those dots nor those theories encompass the facts of their own
use, the answer is “no.” As I indicated eatlier, the sense in which
scientific theories are empiricalhas never been adequately explicated
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either by philosophical theorists or by those scientists who profess
to provide us with “empirically based” theories.

The notion that a causal account within a general causal frame-
work 1s the epitome of realism and objectivity has not evolved and
survived in isolation. It is buttressed by the doctrine of “determin-
1sm,” which functions as a theory of causality when a “coveringlaw”
interpretation of the C-E formula is adopted. Thus, briefly, under
the covering law formulation, this B caused this A not necessarily
because B’s always cause A’s but because this B is an X and this A
is 2 Y, and X’s always cause Y’s. That is, the position of an X in
regard toa Y is that of C to E. The “determinist” adds to this, “And
there is nothing that doesn’t happen that way: Every phenomenon
is an A in this sense, and so everything that happens bad to happen
and nothing that happens co#/d have been otherwise.”

An explanatory account given in the vocabulary of a determin-
istic theory has, therefore, many points in common with the Chron-
ological description presented in Section III. Indeed, it may be
regarded as a special case. Recall that a Chronological description
is characterized not by any distinctive form or content, but rather
by the commitment to its being part of a world formula which en-
compasses the history of the real world. Likewise, a deterministic
theoretical account is distinguished not by any distinctive form or
content or other visible mark, but rather by the commitment to its
being part of a world formula which encompasses the history of the
real wotld and is of a particular sort, namely, one which consists of C-E
links and only those.

The effect of this move is to create verbally the 4 priori guaran-
tee that the real world has at least this much unity and at least this
kind of order and intelligibility. (Note that LC—I carries no such
guarantee.) Since the scientific enterprise is traditionally described
as a search for the orderliness of Natute, it is commonly supposed
that the acceptance of determinism as an article of scientific faith is
essential in order that the scientist’s search for that ordetliness be a
rational behavior. Of course no such faith is necessary and no such
guarantee is either necessary or possible. There can be a point in
looking for ordetliness so long as it is not certain that it will not be
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found, and it will never be certain that it will not be found. And we
need not all have the same point in looking for whatever order we
may find. Neither need it be the same discovered order which sat-
isfies us.

A second effect of the deterministicmove is to create a special
vocabulary and a special set of entities (which I have given the abs-
tract designation of “Zilch particles” in the earlier discussion). For
the causal regulanitieshold only among the theoretical and hypotheti-
cal X’s and Y’s, not among the (usually) obsetrvable and real A’s and
B’s. The rat’s jumping into the white box when the buzzer sounds
is (one would have to suppose) mysterious, but when we see the
buzzer as “stimulus” and jumping as “response” it becomes intel-
ligible, because the stimulus causes the response. The final step here
1s predictable. If the unity and ordetliness of nature is a matter of the
unity and orderliness of X’s and Y’s as contrasted with the A’s and
B’s, then nothing in nature can be allowed to depend (really depend)
on the A’s and B’s as such. Since human beings are among the A’s
and B’s, problems arise when we try to formulate a behavioral
science within a clockwork model of the real world. The traditional
version of the problem is that of determinism and freedom, but in
its most pertinent form it may be expressed as the problem of
responsibility and truth (or knowledge).

Itis frequently supposed that the problem of determinism and
freedom arises from the nature of scientific explanation and the
technological success of modern science (see Minsky’s comment
below, for example). On the contrary, of course, determinism is a
theological doctrine and the problem is a behavioral problem, and
both of these antedate modern science and its explanations and its
technological successes: If God created the world and saw to it all,
right down to the fall of every Zilch particle, then the real world and
all its goings—on are simply a technological exercise reflecting his
competence (omnipotence), but in that case how can we, who are
merely Elements in that exercise, have any real authorship,
responsibility, or freedom in connection with it, since everything that
happens happens as a matter of necessity and could not be
otherwise?
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Just as the C—E formula is a truncated version of a Means—
Ends representation, the secular doctrine of “determinism” is the
correspondingly truncated version of the theological doctrine. Just
as we have the expetimenter manipulating the independent variables,
from which the rest follows, so we have God manipulating the
independent variables from which the histoty of the world follows.
And just as we may refuse to recognize the experimenter in giving
our theoretical accounts of his works, so in our secular doctrine, we
may refuse to give any cognizance to God in giving our ideological
account of all that clockwork. Historically, the truncation was
symbolized by the celebrated comment that “We have no need for
that hypothesis” (the hypothesis of God as the author). Instead of
explaining the nonaccidental character of what actually happens by
saying that it was seen to, we say, as a matter of ideological principle,
that the long sequence of C’s and E’s (the causal version of the
Event version of LC-I) just happens to be necessary.

The advantages of the move from the theological doctrine to
its secular version appear to be entirely emotional and political rather
than more generally intellectual or scientific, since the behavioral
problem remains the same. (Actually, it is worse in the secular ver-
sion, for the theological version allowed a solution of sorts.) Briefly,
the behavioral problem is that all our behavior has the status of E
in the C-E formula and we become redundant “middle terms” in
a causal chain. If X causes B and B causes Y, then X causes Y and
B drops out of the formula as redundant. As members of a causal
chain we have neither any choice about what behavior we engage
n not, correspondingly, any responsibility for our behavior or its
consequences. This conclusion violates what we take to be essential
features of our behavior generally and it denies those features which
we are legitimately at least as certain about as we can be about any
scientific account, hence it raises questions about the substantive
adequacy of scientific accounts of behavior. Among the behavioral
characteristics which are denied are characteristics which are
presupposed by any scientific behavior, hence the doctrine raises
questions about the methodological adequacy of scientific accounts
of behavior.
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The difficulties posed by “determinism” may be seen as a
limiting case of the “sociology of knowledge” dilemma created by
the joint consideration, in the traditional manner, of the historical
and methodological connections between behavioral science and the
teal wotld. For if the accounts we give scientifically are merely the
(causal) product of our personal-social histories, then they are at
least parochial if not completely off the mark; but then how could
such accounts tise to the level of generality and objectivity required
of scientific accounts? Yet the substantive burden of our scientific
accounts of behavior is that all our behavior, including our scientific
behavior, is just such a causal product. Indeed, our ideologically
committed theorists have, as a group, not hesitated to use historical
accounts as flanking attacks on the methodological or substantive
opposition. Thus, for example, Minsky (1965) comments as follows:

If one thoroughly understands a machine or a program
one finds no urge to attribute so/ition to it. [There is, how-
evet, a tendency to resist the reduction of volition to
mechanistic principles that] has its genesis in a strong
defense mechanism. Briefly, in childhood we learn to re-
cognize various forms of aggression and compulsion, and
to dislike them, whether we submit or resist. Oldet, when
told that our behavior is controlled by such and such set
of laws we resist this compulsion as we would any other.
Although resistance is logically futile the resentment pet-
sists and is rationalized by defective explanations, since
the alternawve is emotionally unacceptable.

That such a treatment of volition and mechanism could appear
in a scientific journal some fifteen years after the major works of
Ryle, Austin, Wisdom, and Wittgenstein and be cited with evident
approval five years later in a “theoretical” psychological journal
hardly needs commentary. So longas the historical aspects of science
are isolated from its methodological and substantive aspects in the
way they have been, causal-historical appeals will continue to pro-
vide disguised ad hominem arguments in the service of deterministic
scientific ideologies. But appeals to histoty in this way undermine
all scientific theotizing and methodology, and it is characteristic of
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such rhetoric as Minsky’s that there is always a counter—rhetoric.
Thus, for example, Gil might comment to Wil as follows:

If one thoroughly understands a human being one finds
no urge to consider his behavior as simply the operation
of machinery. There is, however, a tendency to mnsist on
the reduction of behavior to mechanistic principles that
has its genesis in a strong defense mechanism. Briefly, in
childhood we learn the reality principle that we cannot
have everything we want, but we dislike and resent it.
Older, we are told that our rational behavior is limited
not merely by what we are capable of doing in a brute
way, but also by our limited outlook, by the rights of
others, by the choices which are actually open to us, and
by our accountability to ourselves and others for those
choices. But we resent and resist these limitations as we
did the others. Although resistance is logically futile,
since we cannot voluntarily abrogate our responsibility
for our behavior, the resentment persists and is rational
1zed by defective explanations portraying a nonrational
world from which every possible infantile satisfaction
might be extorted, since the alternative is emotionally
unacceptable.

As we saw initially, the historical aspect of science can easily
be developed in such a way that it seems to follow that all our
knowledge is idiosyncratic and parochial (because it is merely a
causal product oflocal and temporary sociocultural processes). From
such conclusions it would follow that our behavior is pootly
informed and our knowledge of behavior is setiously defective,
hence we can do little better than to blunder about and muddle
along, though of course it doesn’t ordinarily seem that way to us.
With such limited knowledge, competence, and opportunities, our
behavioral choices and the responsibility for making them are
correspondingly limited. Determinism provides a limiting case here
because any of its nontrwial variants involve the denial of amy
genuine choice or responsibility (in the sense both of authorship of
actions and of accountability for them). That denial, however, is
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enough to make determinism incompatible with our having any
knowledge at all, including the knowledge or belief that determinism
is the case. (See, e.g., Wick (1964), for a discussion of the tie between
freedom and truth.) Since no set of possible observations would
amount to having discovered that “determinism” is really the case, i.e.,
since “determinism” is not empirical, though it is presented as a
“thesis,” we may suspect that the hold it has exercised on out scien-
tific imagination after working hours reflects a confusion between
substantive notions and status notions or between facts and doc-
trines. Let us use a behavioral example in order to gain some further
light on the matter.

Consider a game of chess as a paradigm case of human be-
havior, embodying as it does the notions of freedom, choice of
behaviors, and responsibility for those choices, both in terms of
authorship and in terms of answerability. Let us suppose two
observers, Wil and Gil, who provide contrasting accounts of that
behavior. And let us suppose that Gil, at least, is himself a chess
playet, so that he understands the options that are involved and the
nature of the choices that were made.

Gil, on observing Black’s tenth move, might say “Yes, he
would have to do that” and assemble the relevant considerations
(including Black’s level of competence) into a compelling case. Wil,
who cared only that the move could have been predicted with a
scienttfically respectable likelihood of success from this set of
considerations (or, indeed, any set), might conclude that he had

found the decisive constraints, the causal determinants, the con-
trolling variables as it were, of the making of that move, and he

would give a C-E account of Black’s move.

We, along with Gil, would find Wil’s description substantively
defective (not false) as an account of that chess move. His choosing,
from the descriptive options left open by the observable facts, to
give that description would tell us more about his motives or
cognitive limitations than about what went on in the chess game. Of
course, Wil might have a reason for pretending to know or cate only
about the predictive relation, and if we knew that, then his choosing
to act on that reason from among the reasons open to him in those
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citcumstances would tell us primarily about his character or about
the nature of the social practice be was engaging in (after all, he
might be a psychologist). If he were charged with this by Gil, he
might agree butthen claimthathischaracterwasin turn determined
by his history so that, true to his lights, 4¢ had no choice of behav-
iors. Whereupon Gil would reply that since the historical facts do
not force him to give that account of his character, his choosing to
give that account tells us more about his motives and character than
about the effects of his history. And so on.

Note that this is not a symmetrical argument. On the surface,
it appears that Wil and Gil are involved in a chicken—and—egg type
of situation where every thesis meets its counterthesis and there is
no resolution but only an infinite progress. This appearance stems
from the fact that Wil has presented himself as being a piece of
machinery something like a phonograph record whose sound emis-
sions are merely symptoms of some determining prior events, and,
like a phonograph record, this is what he keeps repeating.

In a recent attempt to present determinism as an intelligible
thesis, Honderich (1970) agrees that determinism is incompatible
with personal responsibility. He then considers the question of
whether the belief that our behavior and beliefs are physically deter-
mined would properlylead us to a general skepticism about the truth
of our beliefs. He rejects this conclusion, saying that we would still

have excactly the basis that we do now have for appraising the truth of our
beliefs and that it would be unreasonable to expect determinism to

guarantee the truth of our beliefs. He concludes that doubts about
our knowledge are not a consequence of determinism and will not
provide an argument against determinism.

It does not require exceptional diagnostic acumen to see here
a glossing over of the distinction between substantive notions and
status notions. On Honderich’s defense of determinism, the sub-
stance of the beliefs we hold to be true would be no different from

what it would be anyhow because, on the determinist view, our
procedures for deciding what the facts are would be no different
(after all, determinism is not an empirical doctrine). But the deter-
minist thesis, if it has any intelligible content at all, would connect
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both our beliefs and our checking procedures necessatily to causal
antecedents (note that this is at the formula level, not at the level of
actual descriptions of causalantecedents). In contrast, it would leave
entirely open the connection between our beliefs and our checking
procedutres and the facts which we take to be the case. But beliefs
and checking procedures which had only an unknown relation to the
facts couldnot possibly have the status of true beliefs or valid check-
ingprocedures. No checking procedure of the sort envisioned by the
determinist could confer the status of “true,” “correct,” “verified,”
“confirmed,” “probable,” or any other status on a statement or
belief. We might, then, just as well adopt a simple coin toss as the
basis for adopting, checking, or justifying our beliefs.

So Honderich is quite right in saying that doubts about our
knowledge will not provide an argument against determinism. Like-
wise, doubts about the validity of the beliefs of phonograph records
are not grounds for arguing about the existence of phonograph
records. This is not, as Honderich appears to suggest, because the
existence of phonograph records is compatible with their having true
beliefs, but rather because no question about the beliefs of
phonograph records can be coherently stated, and so there is
nothing of that sort to be doubted, either.

Theincoherence of Wil'sand Honderich’s deterministic stance
shows up in the following paradox. Wil has only attempted to
present himself as a kind of phonograph record, but he has not
succeeded, and this is not just because Gil always has a counter-
argument. If Wil did succeed in his purported presentation and Gil
accepted Wil at face value as a kind of phonograph record, Gil
would, of course, be immediatelyinclined to put # in a museum or
take it into the laboratory and study it, or perhaps destroy it out of
hand as a patent public danger (an “attractive nuisance”—a phono-
graph record that could easily be mistaken for a human being, with
potentially tragic consequences). But the inclination to do any such
thing would be only temporary. For if Gil did allow himself to be
persuaded by Wil he would have granted that Wil had proclaimed
a thesis and successfully presented himself as a kind of phonograph
record. But then Gil would have granted Wil a status that no phono-
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graph record of any sort could have or even aspire to. A phonograph
record is not e/igible to present theses or engage in self—presentation.
It is no more eligible to do these things or even to try to do them
than it is eligible to have beliefs or knowledge. At this point the
inclination to lock it up would have disappeared and Gil would give
Wil an irritated look and continue the conversation if he were so
inclined. Thus, Wil could appear to succeed only if he in fact failed
to substantiate his deterministic thesis, whereas if he failed it would
be an honest failure (phonograph records are not eligible to fail in
substantiating theses, either).

In summary, then, the lure of determinism lies in the combina-
tion of several things. It promises a guarantee of a certain kind of
order in the world, just as the corresponding theological doctrine
promised a certain kind of order in the world. It provides a
rationalization for an entrenched mode of scientific theorizing, And
it provides a liberal supply of polemic material against one’s op-
ponents. I have tried to make it easier to see (a) that no such
guarantee is possible or required, (b) that cause—effect formulations
need no such rationale, and that behavioral science is impossible if
restricted to causal accounts, and (c) that “determinism” even when
professed only as a matter of scientific faith and not of fact could
only be a hairy—chested social posturing and not a possible
intellectual position. In short, as with other theological doctrines, so
with determinism—inscience “we have no need for that hypothesis.”

C. “DETERMINISM” FROM A SUBSTANTIVE
BEHAVIORAL STANDPOINT

What we have just completed is an exercise in keeping track
of historical, substantive, and methodological aspects of scientific
statements in order to stay clear of certain temptations and dilem-
mas. In Section I it was suggested that to suppose that in behavioral
science methodology and theory can be keptin separate domains is,
on the face of it, preposterous. The problem of “determinism” gives
a particular point to that remark.

Nevertheless, the preceding presentation was primarily in the
methodological style that is a familiar feature of our customary ways
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of dealing with those problems which we customarily identify as
“methodological.” As such it is not very different from a common
piece of philosophical writing and has many of the same drawbacks.
In this section I propose to deal with the problem of determinism
by making explicit use of some behavioral science conceptsin a sub-
stantive way. The point of the exercise 1s, first, to show that it can
be done at all and, second, to show a gain in perspicuity, economy,
and definitiveness when the problem is approached in this way.

The substantive framework for this exercise is provided by
Garfinkel’s analysis of the successful status degradation ceremony,
which was presented in discursive and systematic forms in Section
III. To review the necessary conditions:

1). There is a community of individuals who share certain
basic values such that adherence to those values is a condition for
retaining good standing in the community, i.e., for being fully and
simply “one of us.”

2). In prnciple, three members of the community are
involved, ie., a Perpetrator, a Denouncer, and (some number of)
Witnesses.

3). The Denouncer and the Witness act as members of the
community and as representatives of the community. That is, their
behavior reflects their goodstandingin the community, and they act
in the interest of the communityrather than out of merely personal
interest.

4). The Denouncer describes the Perpetrator as having
committed a certain Act.

5). TheDenouncer redescribes the Act (if necessary) in such
a way that its incompatibility with the community’s values follows
logically.

6). The Denouncer presents (implicitly or explicitly) a
successful case for judging that the Perpetrator’s engagingin the Act
as redescribed is a genuine expression of his character and is not to
be explained away by reference to chance, accident, coincidence,
atypical states, etc.

Under these conditions the ceremony is successful, for the
Denouncer has shown that the Perpetrator isn’t now, and never
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really was, “one of us.” (“What he is now is what, ‘after all,” he was
all along,”) The significance of the degradation is that it constitutes
a change of status for the Perpetrator, and the significance of that
change is that it constitutes a restriction in his eligibilities to
participate in certain ways (as certain Elements) in the social life of
the group. The limiting case is a total restriction, hence death or
expulsion from the group.

Let us now consider the presentation of a deterministic thesis
asan attempted degradation ceremony, in order to ask then whether
such an attempt could be successful. First, we shall want to ask,
within what value community is such a thesis presented? Since the
thesis is presented as one which is true (or at least, as one which
ought to be believed), and as a truth which it is important to know,
the answer would be, a community of individuals who are character-
1zed as follows:

(@ They are capable of distinguishing between truth and
untruth.

(b) They value truth over untruth.

(c) Theyarecapable of choosing to act onbeliefslegitimately
regarded as true and refusing to act on beliefs contrary to these.

(d) They value acting on true beliefs over acting on false
beliefs.

(e) They hold each other accountable for so acting,

It would appear that all of the political communities of which we
have a historical record have subscribed to these values. However,
these values are notas salient a feature in political ideology generally
as they are in the ideology of “the academic world,” and currently
it is primarily within this context that deterministic theses are
presented.

Next, we may ask, who are the Elements in this attempted
degradation ceremony? Clearly, the determinist is the Denouncer
and all of us are Witnesses. But now an element of strangeness
creeps 1n, for all of us are Perpetrators also. This follows from the
nature of the denunciation.
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What the determinist tells us is that every one of our behaviors
individually and all of them collectively qualify as the Act. “Take any
of your day—to—day behaviors,” he says. “You took it that you chose
that behavior on the basis of at least some valid reasons and true
beliefs about yourself and the wotld and that you were responsible
for that behavior. But in fact your choice was an illusion because all
of your behavior is antecedently determined by unknown causes.
Since it is, and you make no choices, you are not responsible for it,
either. Andsinceyourbeliefs are also antecedently determined, your
belief that you can dissinguish what is so from what isn’t so is also
an illusion. And, of course, all of this applies to all of us, including
me, and all the time, including now.”

In short, the determinist tells us that all our behaviors violate
conditions (a) and (c), above, and consequently violate (b), (d), and
(e) also. Further, he assures us that this violation 1s not to be excused
or explained away at all, but is, rather, a necessary and essential
feature of us and our behavior.

Thus, we have achieved here the spectacle of an individual who
acts as a member of a responsible, truth—knowledgeable, behavior
choosing community, addresses himself to other such members, and
says that no one qualifies as a member of such a community. When
you come right down to it, says the determinist, #one of us is really one

of us!

Or ever really was at all I take it that this formulation shows
in the clearest possible way what is wrong with determinism in any
of ite metl‘xodologicauy signiﬁcant forms. What is wrong is not that
it is false, nor yet that it is true. It could not be either of these, for
it does not get beyond simply being ridiculous.

Note that although the deterministic “thesis” is the fraternal
twin of the religious “We are all of us sinners! Repent and bear
witness!” the latter does not fail in the same way. A sinner does lose
some status, but he is eligible to repent and bear witness. In contrast,
a mechanism neither has nor could have any rights, obligations, or
human eligibilities. It is not eligible to bear witness to its being a
mechanism, or to regret it, or to discuss the possible truth of the
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statement thatitis amechanism, or to advise other mechanisms that
they are mechanisms, or to explain that it didn’t really mean /Zzerally
mechanisms, et cetera. This is why the conversation between Giland
Wil could only be a conversation so long as Wil failed to catry his
“point.”

I commentedin the earlier, “methodological” formulation that
the critical move was to identify the change—of—status significance
of the deterministic thesis and not to confuse it with a substantive,
or merely factual, significance which could always be hypothesized
away by the thesis. I dealt there with the truth status of our beliefs
and with the change in that status which the thesis implied. The
conttibution of the degradation ceremony analysis in this respect is
twofold. First, it deals explicitly, but in a formal (content free) way,
with a kind of change—of—status situation, hence it brings the critical
feature of the situation out into the open. One might say, following
Wittgenstein, that it transforms latent nonsense into patent non-
sense. Secondly, it 1s able to do this because it provides a moderately
rich representation of a set of related statuses (Denouncer, Perpetra-
tor, etc.). Because of these relationships and the unity of the larger
structure (given by a Configuration description of the degradation
ceremony) in which each status has a place, these status concepts are
substantially complex and capable of embodying some relatively
refined and precisely delineated distinctions. (Compare “True” and
“Denouncer” in regard to complexity and conceptual content.) The
constructon of such representatons of comnplex behavioral pro-
cesses is part of the substantive work of behavioral science. That
such behavioral concepts provideamoresophisticated and econom-
ical analysis of a methodological issue than an overtly methodologi-
cal approach in this case is neither exceptional nor accidental; for,
as indicated eatlier, methodological facts are behavioral facts, and
a scientific codification of behavioral facts ought to be helpful in

keeping those facts straight without indulging in paradox.

No doubt the unfamiliarity of the degradation ceremony as an
explicitly codified social process has made the latter approach to
determinism appear to be more complex and effortful than is ac-
tually necessary. Likewise, the unfamiliarity of the general procedure
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of dealing with methodological issues in a substantively behavioral
way contributes to the same result. However, this lack of familiarity
is ahistorical accident and the present difficulty of such an approach
1s a reality constraint which could be expected to diminish over time.
One can readily imagine a state of affairs in which behavioral
scientists would routinely master a variety of paradigmatic social
process representations in much the same way that a logician or
mathematician now routinely masters a variety of argument forms.
Currently, a logician, on encountering a particular argument for the
first time may readily shrug it off with the comment “fallacy of
affirming the consequent.” His mastery of this (behavioral) pattern
of argumentation gives him the conceptual and technical resources
for doing this legitimately. Similarly, our imaginary scientist, on being
faced with “determinism™ for the first time would have the con-
ceptual and technical resources to shrug it off with the comment
“unsuccessful degradation ceremony.”

A final comment is in order here before we proceed to the
problems of self and self-concept. With determinism, as with re-
ductionism and atomism, no single, definitive argument is to be
expected. In general, argumentationgenerates opposition or reflects
preexisting opposition and so agreement is not often or easily arrived
at. One can always introduce a new variation or demand to be
shown, ad infinitum, how it could apply to other particulars. One can
always strike a lofty pose and complain languidly that, really, it just
wasn’t made cleat enough to pass one’s critical standards. And one can
always engage in some variant of Minsky’s degradation formula as
an excuse for not dealing with the argument at all, e.g., “I'hat’s just
one man’s opinion—where does he get off talking as though he had
a pipeline to the Truth?” (The latter 1s a common sort of reaction
to presentations of portions of the Person Conceptin spite of expli-
citand repeated reminders that the presentation and the conceptare
not eligible for truth values at all.)

Thus, another reminder: The point of the foregoing presenta-
tion is not to provide a definitive argument to the effect that “deter-
minism” is, scientifically, neither necessary nor desirable, possible,
or intelligible. Rather, it is an illustration of how the substantive
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representation of the real world or portions thereof (in this case, a
human social process) can be used economically and effectively in
dealing with a methodologicalissue. For this purpose the illustrative
presentation needs only to provide a nonttivial degree of economy
and effectiveness, though to be sure, the more the better.

As in the case of the symmetries between the atomistic
and holistic formulations, the behavioral “None of us is really one
of us!” formulation shows what is wrong with determinism as a
purported thesis without asserting that it is defective in this or that
particular way. Anyone who understands that formulation in its
behavioral context will have got the point of keeping track of
substantive and methodological status aspects of statements so as
to identify cases where issues of status (e.g., being “one of us”) are
passed off as merely factual issues. And so he will not be easily
imposed upon by any amount of ingenuity exercised along the lines
of “But may it not be the case that, no matter what we think,
actually . . . ?” We have already had it told centuries ago that the ways
of God are mysterious to man, and we have lived through the charm
of Descartes’ demon who systematically deceives us, and there is no
return to theological innocence. Actually, as I have indicated, the
rhetoric is more often along the lines of “But must it not be the case
that, no matter how it seems to us, act#ally, . . . because modern
science requires it, and after all, it works, doesn’t it?”” Innocence
comes in many forms. It is not always an asset in behavioral science.

D. SELVES WITHOUT PARADOX:
A “METHODOLOGICAL” EXERCISE

In the preceding section we saw how a substantive behavioral
formulation can be used to deal economically and effectively with
an issue which was traditionally considered to be a purely method-
ological issue or, even, a philosophical one. We turn now to a sub-
stantive problem in order to illustrate how a “methodological”
petspective can make a “substantive” conttibution. Both the present
demonstration and the previous one are intended to give some
substance to the general suggestion made at the outset, 1.e., that the
logical separation of theory and methodology, far from being neces-
sary in behavioral science, is paradoxical and self-defeating,
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The phenomenon which provides our substantive problem is
that of self-knowledge. A person knows about himself as a person,
and his doing so is one of his essential characteristics as a person.
A special case of this phenomenon is that scientists, who are neces-
sarily persons, know (or wonder) about what they do as scientists,
and this kind of self~knowledge is the locus of “methodological”

issues and principles.

It is because the domain of methodology is a part of the do-
main of self~knowledge and one which has been extensively studied
in its own right that a “methodological” perspective can contribute
substantively to our understanding of the wider domain of self—
knowledge.

However, there is a second connection which is essential here.
The domain of methodology is the domain of methodological sta-
tuses, and that is a part of the more extensive domain of status in
general. It is the more general notion of status which we shall need
in dealing with the phenomenon of self-knowledge.

As a preliminary move, therefore, let us briefly review and
examine the relation between “methodological” and “status.”

Initially, reference was made to the methodological, substan-
tive, and historical connections between science and the real world.
There, the contrast was drawn between the substantive (theoretical
or descriptive) content of a desctiption and the methodological sta-
tus of that description. The latter notion was elaborated by reference
to the putative value of the description (reflectingits derivation) and
hence its standing (status) within the historical community and social
institution in which it had a use and a value. (Note that this one
consideration involves substantive, methodological, and historical
features in a logically interrelated and nonparadoxical fashion.)

The second major reference was to the “methodologically
oriented” Person Concept as contrasted with the “pictorially ori-
ented” theories of tradisional physical and biological sciences and
theit behavioral counterparts. A major part of this contrast had to
do with the contrast between “reality” as a content—free methodo-
logical concept and “the real world” as a content—free substantive
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concept (substantive, because it will include the concept of some-
thing which would be simply and literally portrayable, hence the
“naturalistic” character of the “natural sciences.”)

Finally, in connection with the degradation cetemony, the no-
tion of status entered in again in the statement that the success of
a successful degradation ceremony consisted in the lowering of the
status (the degradation) of the Perpetrator within the community.

What we need to see here is that the relevant contrasts which
were drawn in terms of methodological status and desctiptive, or
substantive, content will also hold in regard to the general concept
of status. For example, just as one cannot simply discover the status
of a statement by examining the statement and understanding what
it says, so one cannot “tead off” the status of a person simply by
mspecting him, no matter how closely. Thisis so even though there
are both linguistic and nonlinguistic conventions for assigning
statuses to statements, and similarly for persons. Thus, there is
always a distinction to be made between X (e.g., a person or a
statement) and the status of X (e.g.,, “one of us” or “True” or
“scientific”). Correspondingly, there is a contrast between (a) the
specification oridentification of X by means of some form of repre-
sentation and (b) the status of that specification.

It is this contrast which I referred to initially in distinguishing
between the substantive and methodological connections between
science and the real world. As we noted in connection with Chro-
nological description in Section III, we cannot tell from examining
a statement that it is a description of the real wotld. The content of
the description is distinct from its status as a desctiption of the real
wotld, and the same would hold for the content of an obsetrvation
and its status as an obsetvation of the real world. (There is a direct
parallel in the notation of symbolic logic: In the formula (Ix) F (x)
the content of the statement is given by F(x); the putative status of
the statement as a description of the real world is given by the “exis-
tential operator” (Ix).)

In the light of the eatlier development in Sections II, III, and
V, it should be clear that an essential feature of both methodological
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status and the general notion of status is that a part—whole relation-
ship is implied. An X has no status except within a wider context
which includes X, and this holds whether X is a person, a statement,
a subatomic particle, a logical formula, or whatever. Similarly, the
difference between the mere doing of B and the knowledge of the
doing of B involves a part—whole relationship in a central way. For
there could be no such phenomenon as my knowing that I did B,
if the facts of the matter included nothing beyond just those facts
which were jointly identical to the fact that I did B.

The condition noted above,i.e., that an X has no status except
within a wider context which includes X, becomes apparently prob-
lematical and potentially paradoxical when X is a theory whose range
of reference is universal (L.e., it “applies to everything”) for then it
seems that nothing lies outside the scope of the theory, hence the
notion of there being a wider context appears questionable. This is
commonly supposed to be the case, e.g., with regard to the “uni-
versal” theories of physics. The wider context, however, is a larger
domain of facts, not a larger set of “referents.” Since notall facts are
physical facts, there is no difficulty in principle with the notion of
a wider context in this and similar cases. As we noted in Section II,
an object 1s not per se a physical object any more than it is an eco-
nomic, theological, aesthetic, or behavioral, etc., object, hence “uni-
versal” applicability is not unique to physics. Nevertheless, because
ofthe pictorial and referential character of traditional scientific theo-
rizing, the additional range of facts which makes it possible for
scientific theories to have the status that they do (ie., for those
theories to be scientific theories) has been codified, whenat all, sepa-
rately and in a nonscientific way as “methodology” and “philosophy
of science.”

But “methodological principles” are not merely philosophers’
theories concerning some scientifically irrelevant features of the
behavior of scientists. Rather, they are designed to formulate what
it is that carries weight with scientists as scientists, hence also what
ought to carry weight with those persons who make a living as prac-
titioners of science. In point of fact, the practice of science is 7uch
more concerned with assigning statuses (“empirically confirmed,”
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“significantat the .05level,” “expetimentally demonstrated,” “opera-
tionalized,” etc.) to statements than it is with the substantive content
of the statements themselves. It will not matter, therefore, if many
scientists engage in such procedures without much self-awareness
ot critical reflection—it is enough that all could do so. On this basis,
therefore, methodological status concepts do belong to the domain
of self-knowledge in the special case of scientific self-knowers.

Thus, we return to our point of departure, namely, that a
methodological perspective may be expected to be of some value
in giving a substansive account of the phenomenon of self— know-
ledge. Let us, therefore, turn to some of the problems which are
found in the scientific use of “self—concept” as a “theoretical con-
struct.” The difficulties we have created in our scientific manage-
ment of this notion have lent an air of paradox to the phenomenon
itself.

The traditional scientific treatments of this subject reflect the
even more traditional distinction between “the self as knower” and
“the self as known.” More specifically, the scientific notion of “self—
concept” appeats to be identical to the older notion of “the self as
known.” Thus, the self-concept is conceived by self-theorists
essentially as the substantive content of a person’s description of
himself. (The fact that one never does, and very likely couldn’t,
actually give a description which exhausted one’s self~knowledge is
not to the point here.)

Since it 1s conceived in this way, certain obsetvable facts,
including some experimental findings, become notably intractable
from a theoretical standpoint.

For example, it has often been noted that human beings are
remarkably resistant to changing their self—concepts in a negative
direction in the face of substantially negative information about
themselves even when that negative information is veridical and
admittedly so.

If a person’s self—concept is taken to be simply a summary of
the facts he knows about himself, then this resistance to change
looks for all the wotld like peculiar, and defective, information
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processing. Accordingly, our theoretical explanations have taken the
form ofintroducingauniversal, built—in motivation, need, or system
principle which has the effect of biasing a person in the direction of
a favorable self—description at the cost of distorting the facts. Thus,
we have such notions as “protecting” the self—concept (or self-
system or self—esteem) or of ego defenses, etc. Correspondingly, we
have such scarcely disguised hortatory concepts as “being open to
experience,” “symbolizing one’s experience,” “having access to one’s
experience,” “reality principle,” “ability to tolerate one’s uncon-
scious,” and so on.

2 <¢

The theoreticalmove to a built—in bias toward a favorable self—
description at the cost of distorting reality is apparently inevitable,
given the relevant observational facts. Such a move has the funda-
mental disadvantage that it implies that people are basically irrational
(a degradation ceremony again, and a variation of the determinism
paradigm). Consequently, the theory itself becomes suspect, as does
all of our theorizing, and then so does the biasing principle, and the
net result is a substantive and methodological zero.

For example, since the coherent use of such a theory or prin-
ciple presupposes that the user of the theory has the veridical ac-
count of the matter (for how else could he know that the subject of
his description was distorting the facts?), the use of the theory ac-
complishes a favorable self—description for the user (he, at least, is
not distorting the facts here). The phenomenonis well known. The
psychoanalyst is always one—up on the patient because he can dis-
miss any disagreement with “You’re (he’s) only saying that because
you’re (he’s) repressing (rationalizing, projecting, etc,).” Likewise, the
know—nothing behaviorist is always one—up because he can dismiss
disagreement with “You’re only saying that because of your history
of reinforcement and the controlling variables in your environment
right now.” (See Minsky, above.) And the know—nothing methodolo
gist can dismiss anything whatever by saying “You’te only saying
thatbecauseyou’restuck with yourarbitrarysystem of conceptsand
principles.” But the victim of such gamesmanship inevitably learns

to turn it upon the manipulator by suggesting that he himself was
achieving a favorable self—description at the cost of distorting facts.
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(“No, you're the one who . . . I”) Or he may engage in a private
degradation ceremony (“Psychologists—yech!”), as a substantial
segment of our society has done.

And it will not help matters any to restrict the principle for-
mally to cases which are “ego—involving,” along with the implication
that persons who are not ego—involved in the matter at hand will be
able, withoutparadox, to detect the bias in the judgments of persons
who are so involved. Such a view was, almost certainly, part of the
traditional methodological (metamethodological?) view that theideal
of the scientist is to be the neutral, dispassionate, uninvolved
observer. However, all this does is to provide a more specific for-
mulation of the reflexive argument—*“All that shows is how ego—
involved you are in not being ego—involved; as it happens, I have no
such hangup ....”

The long and short of it is that the appeal to irrationality as a
“naturalistic” principle of human behavior initially appeared, from
a substantive standpoint, to be the Archimedean fulcrum which
would give us a world of leverage on “mental” phenomena; it has
turned out instead to be the self—contradiction which turns the
wholenotion of explanation and understanding into methodological
nonsense.

Ironically, there has recently come into scientific prominence
the long—familiar fact that a number of persons have a negative self—
concept which is remarkably resistant to positive information about
themselves, even when that information is admittedly positive and
veridical. These are often persons who are clinically depressed or
who belong to socially oppressed minorities. Thus, any simple
notion that people are just irrationally well-disposed toward them-
selves 1s directly untenable, and theoretical “explanations” have
become correspondingly involuted, ad hoc, and more obviously
unsatisfactory. We are left not with explanations but with restate-
ments, in various theoretical idioms, of the fact that a person’s self—
concept hasamysteriousinertia relative to informational influences.

What does not seem particularly mystetious is why traditional
scientific theories should be in such difficulties concerning the
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phenomenon of self-knowledge. For if scientific methodology gets
at the facts of self~knowledge insofar as thatis scientifically relevant,
and if methodological theorizing is not only substantively nonover-
lapping in relation to scientific theories but also has a logically dis-
tinct form, i.e., noncausal, then it would hardly seem surprising that
scientific theorizing as we have known it is, in effect, designed to
ignore or deny the phenomenon of self-knowledge rather than to
elucidate it.

From the nature of the earlier development in this paper and
in this section, it would seem that the most obviously weak link in
the traditional explanations is the initial presupposition that the self—
conceptis an information summary. As soon as we distinguish status
from content we have available a noninformational component in
the situation, so that if the self—concept is not simply responsive to
information, then the obvious move is to codify thatsort of fact by
assimilating the self—concept essentially to what is noninformational
in the general behavioral situation and only secondatily to what is
informational.

For example, one way to deal with the phenomenon of self-—
knowledge is to consider a petson’s self—concept to be not a factual
summary of his information about himself, but rather his summary
formulation of his status. In order to pursue thisapproach, however,
we shall require some further preliminary work.

So far, our analysis of the degradation ceremony has provided
us with a representation of a certain kind of status change, namely,
status reduction. I have spoken, however, of status assignments
generally, and not merely of status reductions. Clearly, we need a
symmetrical formulation embodying positive status change. It takes
little imagination to conceive of a ceremony which would resemble
the degradation ceremony in its general form but would differ in just
those ways which would qualify it as an “accreditation ceremony.”
(In his presentation of the degradation ceremony, Garfinkel com-
ments, “Structurally, a degtadation cetemony bears close resem-
blance to cetemonies of investiture and elevation.”) Methodologi-
cally, the difference between accreditation and degradation is a
difference in detail. Having gone this far, we may now imagine a
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more complex form of cetemony in which elements of accreditation
and degradation may be present in any proportion. It is this more
complex, or more noncommittal, notion which is involved in
“assigning a status.”

And there may be a point in the reminder that the status as-
signments need not involve any ceremonial behavior. Just as we
normally do simple sums “in our heads” rather than “out loud,” so
we commonly make status assignments in our heads rather than out
loud. In both cases the observable ceremony setves as a paradigm
for what it was that got done “in our heads.” The mark of our
having made a status assignment is that we behave toward X in
accordance with the status we assign to X.

The preceding sentence will have to be read in a certain way.
It is not that the different sorts of behavior are ptimarily important
as evidence that a status assignment has taken place, but as mere
evidence are (a) inferior to the observation of an actual status assign-
ment ceremony, and (b) never conclusive evidence of the occurrence
of the hypothetical “inner” or “mental” status assignment whose
occurrence is therefore always problematical. Rather, it is the dis-
tinction between the different sorts of behaviors that is the whole
point in talking about status assignments to begin with. Without that
kind of follow—through, an overt ceremony would be merely an idle
gesture, a case of going through some motions; conversely, given
such a follow—through, anyone who utters such words as “But was
the status assignment really made?”” has the burden of showing that
there is any such question to be asked. (For one can also say “But
was a question about status assignment really askedr”)

What, then, if not information, is involved in status and the
assignment of status? We noted earlier that status goes with elgibility
to participate in the practices of a community in certain ways. The
correlative of this is what we have just noted above, i.e., that an indi-
vidual’s eligibility to participate in certain ways in certain practices
can be formulated from the standpoint of other participants in the
same practices. When we do that, we arrive at the notion of zheir
treating him in certain ways (treating him as an X). We have also
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noted that status implies a part—whole relationship, i.e., embedded-
ness in a wider context, and that the wider context is not per se a
more extensive set of referents but rather a wider range of facts (the
former is a special case of the latter). We may now elaborate this
latter notionand connectit to the notion of “eligibility” by referring
to that portion of Section II dealing with “ultimate objects.” I said
there that ultimate objects must be specified as to kind (cf. Rule 9)
and that since kinds of objects are distinguished from one another
by the kinds of relasonships they can (logically) enter into, the
specification of ultimate objects sets limits to the totality of such
relationships, hence to the totality of possible states of affairs
involving such objects, and hence it defines a kind of “world” in the
sense of LC-I. The eligibilities of a human being to participate in a
human community is the behavioral form of the same principle. A
person’s status and eligibilities summarize his relationships with
other individuals or groups, and so they set limits to the possible
facts concerning him, hence they define a kind of world, i.e., Az
wotld. In effect, a person is, for himself, an “ulsmate object.” (We
reached something very close to this in Section III where, in briefly
generating the theory of empiricism, we noted that for a given
observer the real world is the one which includes him as an obser-
ver.) Finally, it should be clear that status assignments and specifica-
tions of ultimate objects are not a matter of “legislating facts” or
“making it all up.” That is, they are not contra—empirical and do not
contrast with “finding out how the world is.” Rather, to speak of
statusassignments and ultimate objects is to make explicit the range
of possibilities which wox/d qualify as facts; it is to make explicit what
an observer is capable of finding out in principle. For example, no
observation whatever would for us count as having discovered
empirically that the table smiled or that it is less than 17. The range
of possible facts does not change as a result of observation which
determines merely which of those possible facts are the case.

From these considerations one might readily draw the con-
clusion that self—concepts are absolutely impervious to facts. For if
one’s self-concept is a summary formulation of one’s status and if
status assignments are a matter of formulating possible facts rather
than facts, and if the range of possible facts does not change as a
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result of observing facts, then it would seem that one’s self-concept
couldnotbe influenced by one’s observations. Thus, we would have
a simple (given the prior development) account of the findings noted
above, ie., that a person’s self—concept is resistant to change in
either the positive or negative direction. Briefly, we would say that
a person does not change his self-concept in the face of contrary
facts simply because there are no contrary facts—except for some
other observer.

For example, just as a socially prejudiced person may quite
honestly say “Some of them are extremely talented and intelligent”
without for a moment doubting that all of them are really znferior
persons, so could I, if T had assigned myself the status of “inferior,”
recognize that I was extremely talented and intelligent without for
amomentcallingmy essential inferiority into question. I would have
made some possibly surprising empirical discoveries about what an
inferior person is capable of accomplishing. What I would not have
doneis discovered that I was not inferior since, for any given accom-
plishment, “When I do it, that’s different.” Note that in connection
with common social statuses and relationships we do not find this
phenomenon either surprising or problematical. For example, when
the mayor takes a bribe, thatis one thing; when a businessman takes
a bribe, that’s different. The one is a betrayal of public trust; but
nothing that the businessman does could be a betrayal of a public
trust because he has no such trust to betray—he has no such status.

However, although such an account of self—knowledge would
indeed account for the fact that one’s self—concept is resistant to
change, it so far encounters the opposite problem, namely, that it
fails to account for the fact that one’s self—concept (a) is initially
acquired and (b) does sometimes change. What we may claim so far
is to have a coherent account of the fact that one’s self—concept is
not simply responsive to facts, namely, because one’s self-concept
is not primarily or essentially a summary of facts. We would have
arrived at a formally adequate account if, for example, we were able
to say further thatalthough one’s self—concept can changeas a result
of observation, the change itself is a function of one’s self—concept,
and this is why one doesn’t change one’s self concept very readily,
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and when one does, it is not by discovering that one is really some-
one else.

In this connection we are reminded that statuses are given and
received, and not simply discovered. One’s status in the community
(or other wider context) cannot be simply self-assigned any more
than the status of a description can be simply self-assigned. The
status that is given (or offered) to a person by the community is in
general the one which is easiest (i.e., most readily implementable,
though possibly unpleasant) to act on, and what is refused by the
community is in general difficult or impossible to act on. Thus, the
discovery that one has been assigned a particular status goes hand
in hand, statistically, with the acceptance, or self-assignment, of that
status. This is particularly likely if such acceptance requires no
change, e.g, if one had been acting in accordance with that status
ptior to the discovery of the status assignment. (Compare the classic
developmental notions of “the generalized other,” “the looking—
glass self,” “the introjected parent,” etc.)

Conversely, we might emphasize that although a status which
1s received may be the easiest one to accept, it must be accepted or
the status assignment will be more or less of an idle ceremony. To
use the classic example, a master—slave relationship cannotbe carried
off if the designated slave refuses (successfully) to be one. In this
way we are led back to a recognition of an overlooked fact, namely,
that human beings generally, and not just scientists, spend a great
deal of their efforts on the assignment of statuses rather than on

anything simply factual. Much of human, and not merely scientific,
interaction can be understood adequately as maintaining particular

statuses or as presenting, rejecting, or adjudicating claims to
particular statuses. (Compare Erving Goffman’s work on self—
presentation and Eric Berne’s delineation of “games people play.”)
And in that case we may suspect that the deficiencies of our
scientific theoties as theories of scientific behavior will be equally
prominent when they are appraised as theories of behavior generally.

So far, we have capitalized on the simple introduction of the
content—free notion of status in clarifying, systematizing, and
integrating some of the phenomena of self-knowledge and the
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behaviors which “express” or “reflect” such self-knowledge. Let us
now consider two elaborations on this simple introduction in order
to deal with some futther problems raised by the traditional di-
chotomy of “the knower” and “the known” and with the problem
of change of self—concept.

To begin with, consider that although statuses must be assigned
and accepted rather than being merely discovered, once a given
status has been assigned and accepted (self-assigned) the possession
of that status becomes a fact which may be discovered by some
observer, including the person in question. (Compare: The making
of a promise is a matter of making it, and not of discovering that one
has made it; on the other hand, once it is made, that it has been
made is a discoverable fact.)

Then consider that for a person to know a fact about himself
requires the assignment of a particular status, i.e., “factual,” to the
desctiption or representation of that fact, even when the latter in-
volves the assignment or possession of a particular status.

1.1 take it that the fact that in calling a judgment or description
“factual” one is making a “value judgment” is sufficiently well known
and well accepted not to need elaboration here.

2. We encountered this relationship earlier in Section II. There,
I said that the methodologically oriented formulation of reality as the
boundary condition on our possible behaviors (note, in the light of
the present discussion, that this is a status—eligibility formulation and
that it reflects the correlative relation between real world and self)
could not be replaced by a pictorially oriented description of what the
constraints on our possible behaviors are, since we would then have
to ask how we could act on zhat description, and that amounts to
asking what the status of that description would be.

Thus, theteis alogical interplay between (a) status assignments,
which, asbehaviorsor achievements, are nonfactual or content—free,
and (b) descriptions, which are factual and have content. The most
obvious features of this interplay are of the “chicken and egg”
variety. However, that familiar paradigm will not do justice to the
situation here. The interplay is not between two logically distinct
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categoties having only an external, historical connection. Itis, rather,
between a particular kind of status, L.e., “factual” (“descriptive,”
“substantive,” “theoretical,” etc.), and either (a) otherkinds of status
ot (b) the more general category of “status.”

The logical (not causal, ontological, ot epistemological) inter-
play between statusassignmentand descriptive content requires that
they be conceptually distinct, and that appears to be sufficient to
resolve the paradoxes generated within our scientific theories by the
traditional distinction between “the knower” and “the known.” The
paradoxes of this sort stem from the fact that, since the knower (the
“pure ego”) is by definition different from the known (the “empirical
ego”) and everything that a person knows about himself is by def-
Inition part of the known, the question arises how we could possibly
conceive of a knower, much less acquire factual knowledge about
it (about whar?). Predictably, our explanatory moves have consisted
of accepting one or another of the horns of the dilemma.

The first choice involves a denial that there is a knower that is
known (the “no ownership” theory of experience). Since this alter-
native has been chosen primarily by some philosophers rather than
scientists, and since it has not received a definitive exposition, and,
finally, since it appatently violates our common obsetvation, I shall
not deal with it here. (The ambiguity is such that the present formu-
lation might be taken by philosophers as a “no ownership” view. )

The second choice involves the invention of peculiar sorts of
objectsto serve as the rea/knower. Thus, for example, self-theorists,
such as Carl Rogers, often identify “the organism” (or, it appears,
its experience) as the real knower, and it (or its expetience) is what
we (we organisms?) see only darkly through our phenomenological,
inferential, and/or symbolic glasses. So we are back to not really
having knowledge about ourselves after all. (Unless,perhaps, we are,
somehow, “open to experience” or “able to symbolize our experi
ence.” That, one would have to suppose, is like being in a state of
Grace or undergoing Revelation.)

In contrast, the present formulation in terms of both descrip-
tive content and status assignment shows quite clearly why there is
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this particular contrast of knower and known. This pair of terms
divides precisely along the lines of status and content. “Knower”
refers to a particular status (not to some describable characteristic
ot object) and as such is as content—free as “I,” “you,” and “(Ix).”
Small wonder, then, that the existential “I-Thou” relationship has
seemed so peculiatly murky and ineffable to a generation of dogged-
ly operationalizing experimenters and “naturalistic” cause—effect
theorizers.

Thus, we have arrived at our second elaboration. The assign-
ment of a status was introduced as something which contrasts with
discovering facts or giving descriptions. In our first elaboration we
saw that the assigning of a status or the possession of a status can
be described, post hoc, as a fact, and that to do so is to make a second
sort of status assignment, i.e., “factual” Now we see that to describe
it as a fact involves or presupposes yet a third sort of status assign-
ment.

For if an individual, P, assigns a status to some X (e.g., to a pe-
rson or to adescription), behaving in this way mustbe in accordance
with P’s behavioral possibilities, i.e., it must be in accordance with
his status. So “status assigner” is itself a status. Further, “status
assigner” implies “knower,” since P must distinguish X from Y in
order to assign X a differentand particular status. And, for example,
if Q obsetves that P assigns a status to S, it follows that both Q and
P are status assigners. It is because making a status assignment and
acting on it is a case of behavior that one of our traditional dichot-
omies is the distinction between the “self as ggen?” and the “self as
object.”” When Q and P, above, are the same person, he knows him-
self not only as a knower, but also as an agent.

(To return for a moment to our Wil and Gil example: It is
because a phonograph does not have the status of “status assigner”
ot “knowet” that no sound which emerges from the phonograph is
eligible for the status of a statement. Since a phonograph cannot
assign its sounds the status of a statement, it can make sounds but
it cannot make a statement. Since it is not a status assigner, it could
not even assign the status of “mere phonograph” or “non—status
assigner” to itself, and this would be so even if its visible appeatance
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and internal structure were indistinguishable from that of a
“determinist.” This is why Wil could continue the argument only so
longashe failed to make his point. Conversations are between status
assigners, and between status assigners it is “I and Thou.”)

“Knower” is not, of course, the only second—order status (i.e.,
one which implies the making of status assignments by that
individual). The assignment of a status has no truth value, but since
making it and acting on it is a form of behavior, a given assignment
by a given person might, as is the case with any behavior, be injudi-
cious, infelicitous, foolish, pointless, etc. Or it might be exceptionally
acute, discerning, fortunate, et cetera.

Thus, a person who assigns a status, including the status of
“factual,” is eligible for criticism on that score by either himself or
his status—assigning peers. That criticism will typically take the form
of degradation or accreditation, i.e., it will be a status assignment
(“pointless,” “discerning,” and so on). To characterize an experiment
as “rigorous,” a presentation as “philosophical,” or a person as
“foolish™ is to engage in just such critical, status—assigning behavior.
(Note that, indeed, when a foolish person does it, that’s different.)
Of course, this status—assigning behavior mayitselfbe criticized, and
so on. In this way do we evolve the interminable rhetoric of
methodological and philosophical “issues” or “positions” within the
social institutions of science and philosophy. In this way also does
a person’s self—concept evolve as a logically complex summary of
his factual and critical judgments about his factual and critical
judgments and his behavior thereon.

Thus, self-concepts do change, and although factual descrip-
tion enters the picture, such changes begin and end with non—
“factual” status assignments. We therefore retain our original
account of a person’s self-concept as a summary of his status. The
relation between this summary and any simply observable facts
about him is as indirect as the relation between a scientific theory
and its observational “basis,” and it 1s of a similar sort, i.e., it is his
conceptualization of the world which includes both himself as an
observer and the facts he observes.
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In the traditional theories concerning the self-concept, the
phenomenon involves a vatiety of intractable paradoxes, ot else
glaring omissions relative to the phenomenon. In the present form-
ulation the phenomenon of self-knowledge appears tractable and
systematically comprehensible, though complex. I take the preceding
presentation, therefore, to be an illustration of the value and pos-
sibility of employing “methodological” concepts in dealing with a
“substantive” problem.

Conversely, the formulation of scientific methodology as a
limited version of the general phenomenon of self~knowledge also
contributes to our understanding of the former. If acknowledging
particular facts about himself does not typically lead a person to have
adifferent concept of himself (i.e., assign a new status), it should not
be surprising that acknowledging particular negative findings does
not typically lead us as scientists to change our theories (i.e., assign
them a new truth status). Correspondingly, if our “methodological”
theorists have been unable to give an adequate account of the sense
in which scientific theories are empirical, it is not surprising that our
“scientific” theories have been unable to provide an adequate
account of the sense in which a person’s knowledge of himselfis not
empitical.
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historical connections between science and the real world would

have to be formulated within a behavioral science if there were
to be anything which qualified as a behavioral science at all. In the
subsequent presentation we have seen the following contributions
toward that end.

I suggested initially that the substantive, methodological, and

1. The calculational system involving the reality concepts
exhibits these concepts as fundamentally rational, because they are
defined systematically rather than referentially, hence scientifically
usable in a way that is not possible under the existing a4 hoc meta-
physical treatment (or presupposition) of these concepts by scientists
and their philosophical preceptors. The Reality System, being cal-
culational rather than merely nominative, makes it relatively easy,
perhaps even painless, to eschew the traditional reification of biolog-
ical and physical concepts in the behavioral sciences and to recog-
nize instead that there are different “wotlds,” or domains of facts.
In this connection, it provides a reminder of the fundamental way
in which “the real world” is a human invention and a personal and
social achievement no less than it is a social norm and that it is not
something which is simply, transcendentally, “out there” waiting to
be discovered empirically. Part of the force of this reminder is that,
whatever else they may be, facts about the world are behavioral facts
because they are facts only for persons and because they have some
behavioral significance.

2. Thedescriptive formats presented in Section ITI provide

us with technical means for delineating real-world phenomena, in-
cluding behavioral phenomena, in a precise and systématic way.

Thus, collectively, they provide us with the notational resources for
giving the explicitand detailed representations of behavioral regular-
ities and behavioral patterns which would form the working hypo-
theses and substantive achievements of a behavioral science. Since
observational, hypothetical, and theoretical regularities and patterns
are dealt with within the same notational and conceptual framework,
the existing problems of differentiating them and then linking them
together again do notarise. Thus we need not struggle with the strat-
ification of scientific language into “theoretical” and “observational”
vocabularies, or with the reification of “hypothetical constructs” as
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against “intervening variables.” And we can dispense with our
Ptolemaicaccounts concerning “operationalizing” theoretical con-
cepts, “confirming theoretical hypotheses,” purifying our “obser-
vation language,” and so forth. No doubt there are linguistic and
technical complexities in the conduct of science, but they need not
be these.

3. Intheinitialdiscussion of the methodological connection
between behavioral science and the real world I suggested that we
do not have an adequate account of the empirical nature of the
sclentific enterprise. In this connection, the brief elaboration of the
concept of “Chronological description” in Section III provides us
with a pre—empirical basis for empiricism. The latter, in turn, pro-
vides the conceptual basis for understanding science as a social
institution having an essential empirical aspect. Thus, the methodo-
logical connection between science and the real world is at least par-
tially codified by the theory of empiricism, which provides the basis
for the criticism of scientific accounts on empirical grounds. The
historical connection is codified pro formain representing behavioral
science and other sciences as social institutions. The substantive con-
nection is given in principle by the Reality System itself (the state—
of—affairs system), since it provides the logical grounds of the possi-
bility of giving substantive descriptions of “the real world” as well
as the primary technical resources for doing so.

4. The“status” weatment of self-concept and the “degrada-
tion ceremony” treatment of “determinism” show not only that sub-

stantive and methodological topics can be dealt with within a single
logical domain, but also that there is a point in doing so. The treat-

ment of determinism shows how substantive formulations of social
behavior can provide the essentiallogical forms for the methodolog-
ical analysis and criticism of substantive accounts of behavior.

5. A critical account of the atomistic, reductionistic, and
causal deterministic features of the presently constituted social
institution of science exhibits these features as mere/y historical rather
than essential in any way. These features are dispensable because
they are not part of the scientific enterprise but belong, rather, to a
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superimposed and characteristically theological ideology. The dis-
pensability of these features is crucial because, although they have
been relatively harmless in connection with the more primitive and
incomplete “natural” sciences, they are incompatible with the
methodologicalrequirements of abehavioral science. One may easily
conclude that itis the historical predominance of this atomistic, re-
ductionistic, deterministic ideology which has prevented the emer-
gence of abehavioral science. The methodological requirements for
a behavioral science are different from those for a “natural” science
notbecause of some postulated aranscendent or “emergent” feature
ofbehavior, butbecause for a behavioral science the conduct of that
science (hence its methodology) lies within the scope of its subject
matter whereas for any other science this will not be the case.

6.  Thave begun toillustrate a principle which will later gain
in explicitness and importance (in the projected third monograph,
which will deal with language and science), namely, that discourse
concerning fundamentals must have the general character of pres-
enting, reminding, portraying, or evoking rather than of asserting,
proving, arguing, demonstrating, or postulating. This is because, as
with questions of proof, raising or answering questions of truth
requiresan existing framework of concepts, conventions, and proce-
dures, and in discourse concerning fundamentals such a framework
either does not exist or cannot be taken for granted. I mention this
now because, although the notion that substantive and methodologi-
cal considerations in behavioral science belong to the same concep-
tual domain (the domain of behavior) is readily grasped, it is not
easily assimilated. For example, one of the implications is that in
general one cannot take merely a substantive view or merely a meth-
odological view of a given formulation without missing the point.
Thus, what is easy to do, and indeed almost inevitably will be done,
is to take the present reminder as a traditionally substantive sort of
statement and one which is, therefore, to be appraised by reference
to the traditionally “immutable” and pre—existing methodological
theotries. In the latter connection, for example, the critical reader will
very likely miss, and perhaps even resent, the absence of any effort
at proof, evidence, or compelling argument. Worse, he is likely to
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take what I have written as being such an effort. A reminder is
therefore in order regarding speaker and listener.

Although I take these to be contributions to the fundamentals
of a behavioral science they do not add up to a full-fledged delinea-
tion of a behavioral science. As I have indicated several times, any
presentation based solely on the reality concepts will be seriously in-
complete. It remains to provide a systematic formulation of persons,
behavior, and language (see Ossorio, 1966a [1995], 1968, 1969a,
1969b,1973, for earlier efforts) in order to exhibit scientific behavior
as a form of social behavior within a historical institution having the
substantive and methodological connections with the real world that
we have seen. These formulations will be topics for subsequent
monographs. Some preliminary remarks can, however, be made at
this time concerning the nature of an adequate conceptual sacucture
for behavioral science. These remarks are organized below around
the topics of “subject matter,” “totalities,” “naturalism,” and “being
informative.” In part, the force of these remarks is that (a) abehav-
ioral science needs a descriptive conceptual system to identify its
subject matter and provide formal access to it; (b) a conceptual syst-
em adequate for this purpose would, at a minimum, be reflexive, nat-
uralistic, and holistic; and (c) one way to arrive at an appreciation of
this necessity is via a critical examination of the traditional ap-
proaches, which have none of these features.

A. ON SUBJECT MATTER

The task which defines a behavioral science could hardly
be other than to give intellectual coherence to all the facts of behav-
ior, including (but not restricted to) those which must be discovered
to be the case and those which are not yet known to be the case. So,
for example, a behavioral science would be concerned with empirical
facts and not merely with conceptual constructions or definitional
facts. And it would not be merely a post facto or ad hoc reconstruction
of behavioral facts, but would necessarily have some predictive
applicability. On the other hand, it could not be merely a matter of
“prediction and control of behavior,” since the prediction and
control of behavior is merely another example of the (manipulative)
behavior of persons.
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Since our paradigm cases of behavior are cases of the behavior
of persons, the essential subject matter of behavioral science is the
behavior of persons, and it is the distinctively human aspects of their
behavior which would constitute the distinctive subject matter of a
behavioral science.

It is the essential concern with what is distinctively human
which distinguishes behavioral science from biology, physiology,
physics, and the other such social enterprises. Conversely, one could
say, it is the scope of its concern which distinguishes behavioral
science from the traditionally humanistic disciplines such as
literature, philosophy, music,law, drama, etymology, and others. To
say this might be misleading, however. For example, neither
literature nor philosophy is formally limited in the range of phenom-
ena which might come under its purview. In general, however,
literature has the form of chronology (Cf. “Once upon a time . .. ")
and is not substantively cumulative, whereas behavioral science is
not restricted in this way. Again, philosophy resembles behavioral
science in its emphasis on general and systematic formulations.
However, in accordance with our cultural sraditions, philosophy
deals with subject matters of a special sort (ontology, epistemology,
metaphysics, logic, etc.) or in a special way which we have been
pleased to call “foundational” (“the philosophy of” art, physics,
mind, mathematics, science, et cetera). Philosophy is ad hoc and post
hoe, and its traditional topics, concepts, norms, methods, and
concerns weigh upon it in 2 most narrowing way. In contrast, a
behavioral science would be both empirical and preempirical, both
post hoc and predictive, and would be concerned with the full range
of facts and possible facts concerning persons, their behaviors,
aspects, products, theories, et cetera.

The identification of the behavior of persons as the essential
concern of behavioral science is best regarded as definitional rather
than polemic, though, indeed, even the characterization as “defini-
tional” is a concession to traditional ways of thinking. I should not
want to be taken as denying, for example, that the behaviors of
Homo sapiens importantly and systematically resemble the behaviors
of other organisms. Those facts and our attempts to codify them and
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exploit them are behavioral facts. However, there is an asymmetry
here. It would seem that a discipline which dealt adequately with
distinctively human behavior but not at all with the commonalities
between Homo sapiens and other species would qualify as a partially
successful behavioral science. In contrast, a discipline which dealt
successfully with those commonalities but not at all with distinctively
human behavior would not qualify as a behavioral science at all. The
fact is that we have such disciplines, biology and comparative psy-
chology, and we would hardly want to hold these up as models of
a behavioral science.

It is customary for the theotist who confuses the behavior of
persons with the behavior of organisms to pride himself on the gen-
erality of his account. Thus, one would not be surprised, in an intro-
ductory class in psychology or in the opening pages of a textbook,
to find that “Psychology is the study of 4/ behavior, ie., the
behavior of organisms, and the behavior of human beings (or Homo
sapiens) is merely one small part of that, albeit an important part.”
In such formulations it follows that the fundamental aspects of hu-
man behavior consist of what is common to it and other organismic
behavior and that what is distincsvely human is nonfundamental.

In this connection, consider the following vignette.

Gil: Why stop at the behavior of organisms? After all, chemi-
cal molecules, subatomic particles, tornadoes, and other
inanimate objects are commonly said to exhibit behaviors
and to “do” things. Why isn’t the study of behavior the
study of what organisms share with all of those?

Wil: Butif it was that, the study of behavior would be physics.

Gil: Well, if it were what you said, the study of behavior
would be biology.

There 1s a different outlook possible on the matter of “all
behavior.” In the traditional approach the primary identification is
of a certain kind of object, e.g., a Homo sapiens, and behavior is
what (or whatever) it “does.” This is a predictable consequence of
the “pictorial” methodology discussed in Section II. It is possible,
however, to make the primaryidentification that of human behavior
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and then derive the concept of a certain kind of object, Le., person,
as what (or whatever) “does™ that sort of thing,

From this we generate the following distinctions: (a) A speci-
men of Homo sapiens is an organism of a particular species; (b) A
person is an individual who engages in human behavior; (c) A

human being is a person who is also a specimen of Homo sapiens.
Thus:

Gil: As a behavioral scientist, I’m interested in @/ behavior,
and not merely and not primarily in the behavior of or-
ganisms. Further, the crucial case and the paradigm ease
is the behavior of persons. The behavior of organisms
and particles can be formulated as a case of human be-
havior with something essential missing, In contrast, hu-
man behavior cannot be formulated as the behavior of
particles or organisms with something nonessential
added. For me the study of behavior encompasses the
full range of similarities and differences among behaviors.
For youit consists of finding the least common denomi-
nator.

Much of the preceding reflects a certain criterion of adequacy.
It is universally accepted, I take it, that a primary criterion of ade-
quacy for a scientific theory or principle is that it should apply
universally within the domain which defines its subject matter. For
example, a theory of learning which encompassed only some of the
known facts of learning per se or only some of the varieties of
learning (this case is a special case of the former) would be 2950 facto
inadequate as a theory of learning, though it might do quite well for
some other, limited, purpose, e.g, as a theory of rote nonsense—
syllable recall by some contemporary Indo—European speakers. It
is this criterion which is being appealed to with the talk of “a/
behavior,” and it is the fact that it is a criterion which keeps such talk
from being merely grandiose in intent.

More important than the question of intent is the question of
fact. How could a formulation be recognized as failing or not failing
in regard to universality? The question comes with particular force
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when itis not theories but the descriptive conceptual system consti-
tutive of the subject matter which isin question. A theory metrely has
to codify whatis observed. The descriptive frameworkhas to codify
what is possible in its domain. The conceptual framework, to be
adequate, must provide a systematic (and not merely a4 hoc) repre-
sentation of the range of facts which are possible and which, there-
fore, the corresponding theories (theories about the same subject
matter) might have to provide an account of. Furthet, it must do so
in a way which is sufficiently perspicuous to serve as an independent
check on the substantive adequacy of such theories. That is, it must
serve as an explicit basis for making methodological status assign-
ments. (Could we, for example, make a critical appraisal of the sub-
stantive adequacy of a particular theory of learning, personality, or
motivation if our only access to the facts of learning (or personality
ot motivation) was via the theoryitself?) The condition of perspicu-
ity will not be met, for example, by a formulation which 1s exces-
sively vague (“All is one;” “Behavior is what organisms do;” “All
behavior is a conditioned response”) or excessively ad hoc (“Learning
is what learning experiments study;” “We'll know what anxiety is
when we’ve found out all there is to find out about it;” “Good sci-
ence is whatever emerges from the process of natural selection in
the history of a given discipline.”)

At this point two questions arise. The first is, How does one
identify a particular behavior? The second is, Does the fact that a
theory applies to all behavior, in the sense indicated above, mark that
theory as a behavior theory?

In regard to the latter, the answer is, clearly, “Not at all.” In
this sense, almost alltheories,both scientificand nonscientific, apply
to all behavior. Theories of physics, chemistry, biology, economics,
theology, esthetics, law, ethics, and many others will qualify. That
is, one could point to a case of behavior, B, and say “I’m talking
about that” and then proceed to give a correct physical, biological,
esthetic, legal (etc.) description of somethingthere. Yet, clearly, none
of these is behavioral science, not have we designated them as such.
Psychoanalytic theory, general S-R theories of various sorts, exis-
tential theories, attribution theory, and cognitive theories apply to
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all behavior. There is no presumption therefrom that these are be-
havior theories or that someone who makes reference to “id,” “con-
ditioning,” “operant,” “expectation,” “self-actualization,” and so
forth is saying anything about behavior.

M«

One might appeal to an additional condition to distinguish
behavior theories from among those which apply to all behavior.
One might say, “But psychoanalysis (S—R theory, attribution theory,
etc.) has a demonstrable utility in the prediction and control of
behavior, and that, in addition to its applying to all behavior, makes
it a scientific behavior theory.”

In this connection we may note that by appealing to prediction
and control we have moved from science to technology. Chemical
theories may be applied to the making of paint or to the adhesion
of paint to highway surfaces. We do not on that account identify
chemistry as “the science of paint making” or “the science of high-
way painting,” partly because that would be absurd and partly
because, though there might be some point in talking that way,
chemistry does not encompass all the facts of paint making or
highway painting, If, then, talk of “archetypes,” “libido,” “operant,”
“stimulus,” “cognitive structure,” et al. is effectively pressed into the
service of persons who seek to predict and “control” the behavior
of others, why would we be at allinclined to call such talk bebavioral
theorizing or such efforts “the science of behavior””? We may also
note that those individuals who in the past have succeeded in pre-
dicting and/or controlling other people’s behavior have more often
employed physical, astrological, chemical, theological, economic,
poliscal, ethical, or other such theories than any of the theories
which have historically been presented as behavioral theories. So the
additional condition also fails to distinguish nonbehavioral theories
from those which are traditionally designated as behavioral theories.
We might begin to wonder whether that distinction has any applica-
tion here.

A physicist may see a baseball batter hit a curve ball out of the
park and give an account of the matter in terms of masses, vectors,
energy consetvation, and so forth. In such a case there is a cleat
sense in which he is talling about a baseball event, but there is also
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a clear sense in which he is not talking about a baseball event at all,
but merely giving an account of an event and a process within the
world of physics. One might explicate the former by saying that this
baseball event was thelocus of application of the physicist’s account.
And the latter could be explicated by saying that it is not baseball
phenomena but rather facts about motions, masses, vectots,
momentum, energy, et cetera, that are the subject matter of physical
theories.

In short, we need to distinguish between the subject matter of
a theory and the loci of its applications or possible applications &y
persons . The considerable ambiguity of the phrase “applies to all
behavior” has made it easy to confuse the two. What have tradition-
ally been called “behavior theories™ have had behavior as a locus of
application, and in this respect they do not differ from physical,
theological, economic, and other theories or models. Once the dis-
tinction between subject matter and locus of application has been
made there could be little excuse for supposing that such theories
have had or could have behavior as their subject matter. It is not
merely a matter of terminology here. That is, it is not merely that
such theories do not contain as part of their theoretical content the
expressions with which we designate behavior, persons, patterns of
behavior, particular behaviors, circumstances, the relation of persons
to their behavior and citcumstances, et cetera. Occasionally a theory
does contain such expressions, but on most occasions this is a
misleading circumstance because the theory does not contain the
concept in question. For example, a concept of behavior, or of
knowledge or expectancy or value, which has a conceptually built—in
“deterministic” causal connection to antecedent circumstances, even
purely hypothetical antecedents, is not the concept of behavior, but
rather a joke or an equivocation which is an imposition on the reader
or listener. Likewise a concept of “the number 17” which was the
concept of something black weighing twelve pounds would not be
the concept of the number 17, but rather a joke or an imposition.

What we have said about the locus of application may also be
said, with some required formal changes, about the locus of study.
If we were to ask a physicist (biologist, theologian, etc.) “What do
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you study as a physicist?” he might point to an instance of behavior.
So might the biologist, theologian, journalist, etc. The pointing
serves only to identify’ where he might look, not what it is that he
studies. The latter is given by the questions he might ask and the
answers he might give. Thus, the locus of study is not at all the same
as the subject matter under study.

I have made several remarks suggesting more or less directly
that there does not at present exist a science of behavior. In general
these suggestionshave stemmed from a criticalmethodological pers-
pective. Here we may add the substantive perspective. We do not
have a behavioral science because we do not have a science which
has ot could have all behavior as its subject matter. Only in an iso-
lated and fragmentary way do we have disciplines which have any
human behavior as their subject matter, and with few exceptions
(e.g., some aspects of ethnomethodology, existential theories, and
interaction theories of the Erving Goffman genre) they are classified
as “Humanities.”

How could a science have behavior as its subject matter and
not merely as a locus of study or application? Here, we ate in part
back to the first of the two questions raised above, namely, How
does one identify a particular behavior? (Note the resources pro-
vided in Section II1.) In light of the present issue of subject matter,
we may extend the question to ask how we could both distinguish
among particular behaviors or kinds of behavior and also have a
grasp on all possible behaviors including merely possible behaviors
which do not occur and are therefore not observed.

Any talk of “all possible behaviots™ is apt to strike people as
grandiose, quixotic, or naive, if not actually nonsensical. If we
thought that the totality of behavioral possibilities was something
we could at best crudely approximate by carefully accumulating his-
torical records of what we (any of us; all of us jointly) have taken to
be behavioral facts ot possibilities, then, indeed, we should have little
choice but to regard any talk of systematizing allbehavioral possibil-
ities as hopeless or nonsensical. Very likely, too, we would regard the
taking of that stand as simply showing the kind of care and modesty
that it is incumbent on a genuinely scientific person to exhibit.



Behavioral Facts and Behavioral Science % 155

But, cleatly, a systematic representation of possible behavioral
facts cannot be given in a merely historical way even if we employ
however ingenious taxonomic devices. That would be as ridiculous
as attempting to represent a language by listing the sentences which
we take to have been actually uttered by someone at some time or
another. How would we know what to count if that were out only
access to the language? What is it that we would be taking him to
have uttered?

Historically, it has been recursive formulations, hence calculi
ot calculus-like systems, which have provided us with the finite and
present means to encompass nonfinite domains of possible facts in
a historically noncommittal way. If we have learned our algebra
lessons we will recognize that a given representation is a representa-
tion of an algebra problem or procedure, and this is independent of
whether we take it that anyone has ever posed or been faced with
that particular problem or engaged in that procedure. Nor do we
approach the matter with the lurking suspicion that what we have
called “algebra” may in fact turn out to be really something else, e.g.,
football. Similar considerations hold for our recognition of sen-
tences. And, of course, that is the way it is and would have to be for
the recognition and representation of possible behaviors.

Perhaps it needs to be said that this kind of knowledge is not
in principle mysterious, nor does a fundamental reliance on it create
any methodological difficulties or beg any substantive questions. To
be sure, there are questions one might ask about this kind of know-
ledge, but one cannot question it in principle. Historically, psycholo-
gists have created a “mystery” of this and many other matters by un-
reflectively presupposing that to explain behavioral facts is to give
a “deterministic” causal process account of those facts. Thus, they
would be inclined to ask “But how is such knowledge possible?”” But
we clearly have such knowledge, and, just as cleatly, it is not
obviously susceptible of a causal process account. If to proceed with
concepts which are not demonstrably rendered in causal process
terms is open to methodological objection on that score, then so is
any such objection and any such question as “But how is such know-
ledge possible?” for these are not demonstrably capable of being




156 & “What Actually Happens”

rendered in causal process terms. So, whatever force such questions
about our knowledge may have, none needs to be answered ptior
to conducting an investigation, hence none raises a methodological

issue.

Thus, there is a clear line, conceptually, to an adequate
conceptual framework for a behavioral science. It would have the
general character of a grammar or calculus (without literally being
either one) augmented by specific behavioral concepts (the equiva-
lent of a vocabulary relative to a grammar). In this framework, both
known and as yetunknown behavioral facts would have a systematic
place and relationship to one another. Relative to the conceptual
framework which provided formal and systematic access to the sub-
ject matter of behavior, the function of a substantive theory would
be to specify in an intelligible and general way which among the pos-
sible behavioral phenomena do in fact occur and which do not. (In
general, our present “behavioral” theories do nothing of the sort, but
merely give us some language for redescribing some of what we
observe.)

B. ON TOTALITY AND LOGICAL STRUCTURE

The difference between the know—nothing intuitionism of a
historical, empirical approach and an explicit, calculational approach
to the issue of systematizing behavioral possibilities is not the
difference between scientific caution and recklessness. Neither 1s it
the difference between grasping some behavioral possibilities and
grasping more of them, nor is it some merely quantitative difference
between graspingmany possibilities and grasping all of them. Rather,
what is at issue is the kind of thinking that can be brought to bear
on the study of behavior and, correspondingly, the kind of under-
standing that can be achieved in regard to behavior.

An important example in this regard is a pattern of considet-
ations which I will here designate as a “domain analysis” and a
corresponding form of presentation which we may designate as a
“domain argument.” Although neither is a recent invention, neither
the form of analysis nor the form of presentation appears to have
been identified and specifically named as a distinctive pattern by the
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philosophers who might have been expected to do so. By way of
clarifying the general character of a domain analysis, I will refer to
an example of a domain argument presented by Hans Reichenbach
in a lecture some years ago.

Reichenbach begins with the observation that on inspection
it seems obvious that the surface of a sphere is a two dimensional
surface. On the other hand, just as obviously, it is not just like a flat
plane, which is the paradigm of a two—dimensional surface. Thus,
we have the normal sort of basis for asking “Well, then, is it really
a two—dimensional surface?” and “Is there any way of telling?” His
answer to the latter is “Yes, there is,” and he proceeds as follows:

Introduce a two—dimensional, orthogonal coordi-
nate system on the flat plane. You will find that every
point on that plane has a unique description given by its
coordinates within that framework. Now introduce the
same coordinate system on the surface of the sphere. (An
example of this kind is our system of latitude and long-
itude on the surface of the earth.) What you will find now
is that on this surface there are two “singular” points for
which the coordinate system does not provide a unique
desctiption. (The two points correspondto “North Pole”
and “South Pole” in the case of latitude and longitude.)
This shows that the surface of a sphere is not a two—
dimensional surface.

Itis important, he cautions, to be clear about what
has and what has not been shown here. It is not, for
example, that there are two points on the sutface of the
sphere which are somehow different from all the other
points. It is not that there are two points on that surface
which, on being identified and closely inspected, can be
seen to be singular points. Quite to the contrary, there is
no point on the surface of the sphere for which a unique
description could not be achieved by means of a two—
dimensional rectangular coordinate system. All that
would be required to accomplish this result for a particu-
lar point would be a suitable choice of a second point to
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setve as the origin of the coordinate system, and it can
be shown that a suitable second point is always available.
However, this result can be guaranteed only if the point
in question is picked out in advance of the introduction
of the coordinate system and if the latter is then intro-
duced ad hoc. Even then, it will be the case that, no matter
how we maneuver our introduction of the coordinate
system so as to achieve ad hoc applicability, i.e., unique-
ness for the preselected point, #here will be two singular
points on that surface once we have introduced the
coordinate system.

Thus, he concludes, it is not that a two-dimensional
rectangular grid is totally inadequate or that it cannot be
used for many practical purposes involving the surface
of a sphere. But you have to remember that such a
practical approach neglects some fundamental aspects of
the matter. The surface of a sphere 1s not really a two—
dimensional surface, and a two—dimensional rectangular
coordinate system isinadequate in principle,and you may
be reminded of that to your sorrow if you proceed in a
merely “practical” way. When we consider three—
dimensional surfaces, you will see that, although in some
ways the description 1s more complicated, the surface of
a sphere can be described as a three dimensional surface
with no “ifs,” “ands,” or “buts,” and because of this, in
its own way, that’s the sizplest description.

The point to notice here is that in this example this kind of
thinking depends on the intelligibility of talking about the totality of
points on the surface of a sphere and in no way depends on any
empirical procedure of inspecting or counting any points on a his-
torically observed spherical surface. It is because we have the con-
cept of a sphete and a systematic description available that we are
able to talk sensibly about “all the points.” The argument could not
be carried out if we were restricted to considering “some,” many, or
“nearly all” of such points. Further, the argument depends not only
on being able to talk about all the points but on considering them
all simultaneously. If we violated the simultaneity condition we
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wouldbeable to “prove” that a two—dimensional coordinate system
could provide an adequate representation of the spherical surface,
since we could take the points one by one (in principle) and show
that each time the ad hocapplication of the coordinate system did the
job for zhat point. There is no question that each time a two—
dimensional coordinate system will do the job, but if we proceeded
in that way, it would not be the same coordinate system in each case.
The argument is not to the effect that the job cannot be done ad hoc
forapointby a two—dimensional orthogonal coordinate system, but
rather than no such coordinate system will do the job for the surface
of the sphere, i.e., for all of the points simultaneously.

Thus, a domain argument does not deal with particulars (facts,
events, objects, etc.) within a domain of facts, but, rather, with what
does or does not characterize the domain or what is or is not
possible regarding that domain. In Reichenbach’s example the
conclusion was that the domain in question was characterized by
singular elements when it was mapped onto the coordinate system
and that since the singularities could not be associated with any
particular elements in the domain they implied a lack of fit between
the domain and the coordinate system. Psychologists will recognize
a family resemblance between the concept of a domain analysis and
the statistical concept of “degree of freedom.” Philosophers and
mathematicians will recognize an even closer resemblance to the
established topic of “the difference between ‘any’ and ‘all.”

The concept of a domain argument has an obvious relevance
to the problem of the validity and coherence of references to “all
behavior.” For example, the following considerations can be
regarded as a domain argument.

It is persons of whom it may be said that for every historically
actual thought, every piece of theorizing, every observation, every
pieceof lowledge, and every speculation, hypothesis, investigation,
prediction, description, et cetera, there is one such individual for
whom it is (has the status of) “my” thought, theory, obsetvation, et
cetera. (Recall here the discussion of Chronological description in
Section III and the relation of that to the pre—empirical basis of
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empiricism.) Every instance of a behavioral fact is someone’s ins-
tance, and every view of behavioral facts is someone’s view.

Conversely, there is no person for whom a// thoughts,
behaviors, theories, observations, et cetera, are someone else’sthoughts,
etc. Thus, there is no person who cou#/d make reference to all
behaviors, thoughts, etc., by means of a third—person or second—
person description because there is no person for whom “all
behaviot” 1s identical to “his (her, their, your) behavior.” There is
no petson for whom “all behavior” is not identical with “my
behavior and your and his and their behavior.”

Thus, we have a way of circumscribing the kind of logic and
way of talking which could possibly give any of us (us persons)
access to all behavioral possibilities.

It is not, of course, that it makes no sense to talk about “all”
behaviors, thoughts, theories, viewpoints, descriptions, et cetera.
Rather, no matter who it is that makes such a reference, it remains
the case that “all behavior (thoughts, etc.)” distributes across “my
behavior” and “your, his, her, their behavior.” Because of this, there
are constraints on what any person could say about “all behavior”
(and anything said about “all behavior” is said 4y some person).
Specifically, the constraint on what 1s said about “all behavior” is
thatit cannot violate whatever constraints hold for e#ber“my behavi-
or” or “his, her, their, your behavior.” It follows that a conceptual
framework which could possibly give us access to “all behavior”
must have a reflexive conceptual structure, since that 1s the only way
that any person can refer to “my behavior.”

It might be argued that third—person descriptions include by
far the largest proportion of the cases of behavior (thoughts,
observations, etc.) since the cases of “my behavior” will be only a
small fraction of the total. Thus, third—person descriptions might be
claimed to be an adequate approximation to “all behavior” for
practical purposes. Such reasoning is, for most practical purposes,
illusory. It is comparable to arguing that when it comes to applying
orthogonal coordinates to the surface of a sphere, the number of
points which can lie off the reference axes is much larger than the
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number of points which can lie on the axes and that therefore, prac-
tically speaking, one can dispense with the reference axes altogether.
There is a double absurdity here. First, since the placement of the
reference axes is neither fixed nor given, there is no point on the
surface which could not lie on the reference axes (ot the origin, for
that matter) and no point which could not lie off the reference axes.
Second, the indispensable function of a coordinate system in pro-
viding access to the points on the sphere in no way depends on what
proportion of the points lie on or off the reference axes. Sitnilarly,
both “my behavior” and “their (his, her, your) behavior” include all
behavior, for there is no behavior which 1s not, for someone, “my
behavior” and, for someone else, “his behavior.” Thus, neither is an
approscimation to “all behavior.”

Rather, the third—person approach mayberegarded as defining
an egocenttic role. The person who speaks of “all behavior” and
means “their behavior” is, in effect, exempting himself implicitly
from the regularities and constraints which he attributes to “them.”
The institutionalization of third—person grammar in traditional
behavioral theorizingis, perhapsunwittingly, the institutionalization
of such egocentricity. It is often presented as “objectivity.”

The notion of approximation can be pursued a little further,
given the previous discussion of subject matter. Third—person de-
scriptions can approximate “allbehavior” only in the sense that they
might “apply to” most behavior. But the subject matter of third—
petson descriptions is not an approximation to the subject matter

of “all behavior” because the range of facts which can be described
or asked about in third person is not an approximadon to the range

of behavioral facts which can be formulated or asked about. There
are a variety of well-known asymmetries between first—person and
third—person descriptions which preclude the possibility of ignoring
either kind.

The requirement of reflexivity has not been totally ignored in
the recent history of psychology; but it has been frequently mis-
understood and frequently mispresented. Likewise, efforts to meet
the requirement have most commonly been futile or disingenuous.
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The requirement has sometimesbeen presented as the require-
ment for a theory to account for the theorist’s own theoretical be-
havior. And the response of some theotists (e.g., Skinner, 1957) has
been to try to show that their theories do that. One has to wonder
why it has seemed to be any sort of challenge to a theotist to be
asked to talk specifically abouthimselfin the technical language with
which he talks about everyone (or all organisms). Of course, it can
be done, particularly in technical and theoretical language. But for
a deterministic theory doing this is a violation of the simultaneity
condition mentioned above, and it is the equivalent of taking the
points on the sphere one by one and showing that in each case the
ad hocintroduction of a two—dimensional rectangular coordinate sys-
tem willdo the job. If a theory states or implies that the occurrence
ofabehavior is simply the deterministic consequence of antecedent
conditions, there is no question that the theorist may “say” that this
is so about his own theorizing and he may even mention some num-
ber of specific antecedents. However, the question at issue is not
whether he can later say this about his theorizing but whether his
theorizing coxld be what the theory implies all behavior is, i.e., the
deterministic consequence of antecedent conditions. The answer to
that was given in the examination of “determinism” per se and will
hold for any theory incorporating a deterministic ideology. The con-
clusion there that “None of us is really one of us” is the discursive
equivalent of saying (with numbers) that the North Pole is at a given

longitude, but it is also somewhere else (at another longitude). We
are us, but also we are really someone else. Thus, such a “demonstra-

tion” of “the application of the theory to the theorist” may be an
occasion for amusement, irritation, sadness, contempt, or other
condign response, but hardly for any setious discussion. After all,
the requirementwas that the theory accoxnt forthe theorist’s behavior,
not that it merely be used in talking about that behavior. For that,
the behavior would have to be subject mattet and not metely the
locus of application.

The situation is just as clear—cut, though perhaps not as ob-
vious, when, instead of a scientific theorist talking about his own
scientific theorizing, we have a philosophical theorist talking about
someone’s scientific theorizing. This case is historically important
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because it is standard practice for behavioral scientists to appeal to
“the scientific method” and ultimately to “the philosophy of sci-
ence” when the legitimacy of their procedures is questioned. What
should be clear, however, is that, when it comes to a theory which
purports to hold for all behavior, it does not make any difference
who it is that talks about the theorist’s theorizing There is no ques-
tion that a philosopher can say what philosophers say about scienti-
fic theorizing and that the scientific theorist can say of his and the
philosopher’s theorizing what he says of all behavior. The question
at issue is not whether each can say what he says, but whether the
theorizing of either cox/d be what the scientist’s theotry says or implies
that all behavior is. For our traditional “naturalistic” behavior theo-
ries, the answer is “No.”

If we pursue the matter a little further, in a diagnostic vein, we
may detect a reason, albeit a mistaken one, for the popularity of the
third—person approach in our recent history. The background facts
are (1) that our most dogmatic proponents of “objectivity” have
almost invariably been also proponents of “determinism” and (2)
thata dogmatic and doctrinal theology predisposes one to the active
detection and correction of sin. It has apparently seemed to these
practitioners that to give any explicit recognition to “my behavior”
when talking about “all behavior” is to claim that “my behavior is
in principle different from everybody else’s and, more specifically,
that it is somehow exempt from the divine necessity which grips us
all with an iron hand.” We hear the undertone of this belief in the
query, mentioned eatlier, of “Where, in the chain of physiological

events, is there a place for volition to entet in and affect the causal
sequencer?” And we hear the clang and echo of the Inquisitor’s tools

in the passage by Minsky.

There is indeed a singulanity of some sort in talking about “my
behavior,” and our Inquisitor is sensitive to it. The mistake that he
makes here is to suppose that an érregularity of some kind is at issue.
That 1s comparable to supposing that when we comment on the
singular points created by the zatchbetween the rectangular coordi-
nate system and the sutface of the sphere we are claiming that there
are two points on the sphere which are intrinsically and already
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different from the others. That would be an irregularity indeed. But
also, in that case, the sphere would not be a sphere, and so we reject
the notion of an irregularity. Since we reject the irregularities, we are
able to use the corresponding singularities as a basis for rejecting the
framework and procedure which produced them. Thus, we see this
use of rectangular coordinates here as being in principle a distortion
of reality, and the reality in question is the sphere and its structure.
The rectangular coordinate system is not fa/se; it is merely a failure.

The determinist does it otherwise. He, too, rejects the notion
of irregularity, but he does it, as we have seen, by shifting his ground
ad hoc. Because of this, he interprets any refusal to shift one’s ground
as an assertion of irregularities, and he correctly perceives the refusal
to talk about oneselfin the third person as just such a refusal to shift
one’s ground.

Gil: “I don’t talk about other people as though I were
someone else. Why, then, should I have to talk
about myself as though I were someone else? How
could I claim to be special in this most extraordi-
nary way? Impossible! Ridiculous! Bah! Hum-
bug...”

Thus, proponents of causal determinism have taken all objections
as being claims, in one form or another, that there is somewhere an
indeterminancy in the machinery. What they face, however, is not
sin, but heresy. The objection is not that there is somewhere a non-
deterministic flaw in the machinery, but rather that the whole
machinery approach to dealing with 4/ behavior in principle is
intellectually naive and laughable and might well be judged to be
utterly without any redeeming social, artistic, or scientific value.

Although it is not as prominent currently as it has been in
recent decades, there is another well-known methodological posi-
tion for which the concepts presented above are also relevant and
which, therefore, bears some mention. That is the position that,
alhough you have to make some assumptions in order to proceed
with scientific theotizing or experimentation, there is nothing neces-
sarily arbitrary or merely dogmaticabout the procedure because each
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such assumption can itself be tested on a different occasion by not
assuming it there but making other assumptions instead. I have
argued elsewhere that in such a case there can be no presumption
that what is assumed in the one case is the same thing as what is
tested in the other case, since there is no way to know what the
relation between the two sets of assumptions 1s. If both sets of
assumptions can be fitted into a moreinclusive framework then the
problem is resolved for the first two but arises anew with respect to
the third. The limit of such a progression is an all-inclusive meta-
physical position which is not any less arbitrary or dogmatic thanless
inclusive positions. Given the concept of a domain analysis and the
Reichenbach example, it should be clear that the position that “You
can test an assumption by making other assumptions on other
occasions” is just another version of shifting one’s ground ad hoc.
From such an approach, therefore, no grasp of the fundamentals of
all behavior could be expected.

Let us return to the notion of constraints on first—person and
third—person descriptionsand the asymmetries between them. Con-
sider that although it is quite possible to say of him that “He is now
mistaken in what he takes to be the case” it becomes nonsensical if
it is transposed into “I am now mistaken in what I take to be the
case.” Because of this, it will be equally nonsensical to say of all
behavior that it involves the individual being mistaken in what he
takes to be the case. The same will hold for weaker forms such as
“never really knows what’s the case” or “is in principle biased in his
judgment,” both of which are almost invariably implied by our
familiar theories. Similarly, “He is not saying anything now”
becomes nonsensical if it is changed to “I am not saying anything
now” and therefore is also nonsensical in the form “Nobody is
saying anything now” (or, “ever.”’) In both of these first—person
cases and universal cases uttering those words will not succeed in
saying anything. This feature was exemplified in the degradation
ceremony analysis of “determinism.” The third—person desctiption
“None of them is one of us” can succeed; the first~person form
“None of usis one of us” must fail. The analysis of determinism can
now be seen as a special case or a particular version of the domain
argument concerning “all behavior.”
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C. ON NATURALISM AND REFLEXIVITY

Issues concerning first—person and third—person description
have played an impottant part in the history of science, though this
fact has been relatively unpublicized. Traditionally, the practices of
“behavioral science” have been carried on by practitioners who have
accepted the principle (urged on them by all and sundry, but
especially by philosophers of science and “natural science”
practitioners) that behavioral science must consist of the “applica-
tion” of a transcendent “method” to a merely nominally specified
subject matter, something called “behavior,” whatever that might turn
o#t fo be (upon the application of the method). These practitioners
have been neither neutral nor impartial in their choice of idiom and
implicit logic. They have taken great care to avoid being in the
position of having to refer “subjectively” to any such phenomenon
as “my” behavior, beliefs, et cetera. Instead, they have (apparently
confusing an impersonal idiom with an objective methodology)
adopted an impersonal, third—person idiom (even to the point of
using the passive voice in reporting experimental procedures). This
choice has taken the form, among others, of talking about (“all”)
behavior from the implied vantage point of the hypothetical,
disembodied, “objective” observer whose own behavioral character
never enters the picture as such and for whom, therefore, all
behavior is “their” behavior. Since there is no such vantage point,
no such obsetver, and no such status, there can be no such view of
“all behavior,” but only the pretense of it, and so there are difficul-
ties. (“Of course, no description or theory could be really ob-
jective, . . . This line of thought ends with “and so I have to
suppose myself to be mistaken in what I think now.”)

The difficulties can be characterized succinctly by reference to
the concepts presented in Section II. Specifically, we shall need the
concept of the “wotld” of possible facts generated by the “ultimate
objects” of a theory or conceptual system. Each such “world” 1s
limited absolutely by the concepts and logical structure of the cor
responding theory or conceptual system. In “the world of biology,”
for example, there is no possible fact concerning the esthetic,
economic, or ethical characteristics of an object. In that “world,” no
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such object as an esthetic object or an economic object could be a
real object. Rather, such objects as these could at best have a ghostly
sort of existence there, and facts about those objects would have an
equally wraithlike character. A similar result would hold for “Pet-
tson.” Cleatly there is no possible place for 2 human object in the
world of biology, chemistry, physics, or any of the traditional
“natural” sciences. Just as clearly, though this fact has seldom
received any commentary, there is no place for a Person in the world
of psychoanalysis, the world of operant conditioning, the world of
systems theory, the world of rote—memory learning, or any of the
traditional “naturalistic” theories within the behavioral sciences.

This conclusion can be drawn directly by inspection of each
such theory, but thereis also a general explanation for theincompat-
ibility. What is constitutive of such theorizing is that it is some
variation on the clockwork model of the universe. That is, such
theorizingis based on the presupposition that the fundamental facts
of the domain in question consist of “deterministic” causal processes
which operate in a2 medium consisting of structures of some sort
(physiological, cognitive, social, etc.). Any such theorizing, no matter
whether its idiom be physiological, cognitive, social, biological, phys-
ical, theological, or whatever, will, when taken literally and setiously
as a theory of human behavior, involve the same nonsensical pos-
tures as “determinism” itself. Since “None of us is really one of us”
no deterministic “wozld” will have a place for any of .

As it happens, although persons cannot have a place within

“naturalistic” theories or models, they are an essential requirement
of such theories or models. If they cannot have a place within those

theories and their corresponding worlds, then they must have an
external relation to such theoties and such worlds. For theories are
bodies of statements, and no such set of statements is per se guaran-
teed to have any greater or closer connection to the real world than
does the most bizarre of fantasies. And, as I commented initially, no
body of statements can confer a methodological status on itself. No
less than “Person,” all methodological facts about a theory lie out-
side the scope of the theory. The worlds of biology, psychoanalysis,
stimulus—response, chemistry, et cetera, have no possible place for
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“theory,” “description,” “explanation,” “confirmation,” and so
forth. They have no possible place for theories, either, not even
biological, psychoanalytic, stimulus-response, or chemical theoties.

It is only in the real world, the behavioral world (LC-I) that
theories have a methodological value and a place of any kind. It is
by persons that they are constructed, and it is for persons alone that
they may have some value, and it is in the world of persons alone
that they can have a place. In this way, persons are the sine qua non
of our “naturalistic” theories and the corresponding “worlds.” Pet-
sons have no place within the worlds of physics, biology, stimulus—
response, psychoanalysis, et al., because it is the latter worlds which
must presuppose the world of persons and their behavior in order
to have a place and hence a degree of reality.

These conclusions arc not controversial, I take it, but the
reminder may be to the point here. The facts in question have been
codified in the “humanistic” discipline of philosophy of science. The
world of philosophy of science is another one which lies outside the
wortlds of physics, biology, stimulus—response, psychoanalysis, et al.
It also lies outside the world of philosophy of science. (Philosophy
of science provides nonscientific theoties of the behavior of
sclentists; it provides no corresponding account of the behavior of
philosophers of science.)

I mention this because one of the most predictable sorts of
reaction to the preceding formulation would be an indignant recital
of the values of scientific theories, their empirical justification, et
cetera, in short, some repetition of a few lines from some philosoph-
ical theory of science. I have no doubt that some sort of apology
could be given for traditional scientific theorizing. The only point
here, however, is just that any such apology, together with the
necessity for such an apology and the criteria of its success or failure
in various respects, will lie outside the conceptual scope of these
scientific theories. Hence such theories and their corresponding
“worlds” have no intrinsic value, are essentially incomplete, and can-
not stand on their own in any respect whatever. Persons are
essential.
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Inshort, whatlies outside the scope of traditional “naturalistic”
third person psychological theorizing s the essentialand distinctive
subject matter of behavioral science. These theoties are essentially
formulations of some type of deterministic machinery, and in order
for that machinery to be operative thereis required an individual (the
person, scientist, observet, thinker, experimenter, listenet, explainer,
etc.) external to the conceptual and factual scope of the theory. In
the world created by the use of the theory by persons, such an
individual could have no real existence, but only a paradoxical and
insubstantial sort of existence. Given these features, it seems his-
torically apt to characterize the difficulty with such theories as “the
problem of the ghost outside the machine.”

An explanation which requires such a ghost will be a supernat-
ural explanation, not a naturalistic one. The “un-biased, objective
observer” is one version of the ghost outside the machine, and the
requirement of such a ghost is the behavioral equivalent of the
singularities produced by the inadequate coordinate system on the
sutface of the sphere. Behavioral accounts of this sort are inadequate
in principle because they fail to do even elementary justice to the
facts of behavior.

Sinceitis the historical tradition of “naturalism” which has led
to such results, we must either reconsider what it is that would con-
stitute a naturalistic approach to behavior or else relegate naturalism
to the heap of superstitions and outmoded folklore in the history of
science, along with reductionism, operationalism, determinism, skep-
ticism, and others.

If, instead of merely following historical custom, we take a
methodological view of the matter, it seems obvious that we take
“naturalism” not as the name for a historically familiar style of theo-
rizing, but as the polar contrast to “super-naturalism.” (Similarly, we
take “up” as the contrast to “down” rather than as the name of a
particular direction.) And from that vantage point it seems equally
clear that naturalism is in no sense equivalent to determinism, tech-
nology, reductionism, clockwork models of the universe, or anything
of the sort.



170 & “What Actually Happens”

Rather, to adopt a “naturalistic” position is to reject certain
kinds of mystery (e.g, “God’s wil,” “mere coincidence,” “a
miracle,” “brute fact”) as being finally explanatory, and perhaps to
reject them as being explanatory principles at all (see below). It is,
therefore, to endorse, and sometimes to seek for, an adequate logical
connection (not to be confused with a deductive relation) between
what is to be explained and what qualifies as an explanation of it.
The judgment that supernatural accounts exhibit a deficit of this sort
is what is historically reflected in “naturalism” as a methodological
stance.

Of coutse, history has its own ironies and accidents. For ex-
ample, Hempel, who might be characterized as an apostle of “natu-
ralism” in behavioral science, urges “covering laws” upon us as the
epitome of successful empirical behavioral science. Under this view
we would typically employ the following verbal formula: “This A
caused this B because this A is an X and this B is a Y, so it’s a case
of an X causing a Y, and they all do that.” The final clause in the for-
mula is what purportedly carries the explanatory force. But this
clause is classifiable as one of our mysteries. For example, it could
be regarded as one version of “brute fact” or “mere coincidence
(that they all do that).” And mysteries are like contradictions or null
classes in logic, essentially interchangeable, since they differ only in
the form of representation. Thus, we should have to ask whether
adding “and they all do tha” is animprovement over “and that is the will
of God” ot even different from it. The latter has at least the practical
virtue of reminding us that the ritual intonation of such formulas will
not preclude our being surprised some day by our observations of
A’s and B’s or X’s and Y’s. The two formulations have a closer
connection than just both being mysteries, however. “And they all
do that” is a thematic variant of “and it just happens to be neces-
sary,” which, as we saw eatlier, can be understood as the truncated
and secularized version of “and that is the will of God.” In this way,
the Hempelian phrasing can be seen as a local version of an out-
moded theological paradox.

Just as replacing a ghost inside the machine with a ghost
outside the machine willnot convert a supernatural explanation into
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a naturalistic one, neither will a change from an overtly theological
language to a secular idiom accomplish this result. Thus, ironically,
that style of theorizing which has been most aggressively advertised
as “naturalistic” and “scientific” can be seen to be supernaturalistic
in the sense developed above. I do not believe there is another
cuttrent sense of “naturalism” which would be televant as a ctitetion
for scientific practice.

Of course, I do not mean to suggest that there is no value in
being told that the copper pipe expanded when the blowtorch was
applied because this was a case of a metal being heated. Rather,
whatever explanatory value such a statement may have must be
contained in the statement itself, for it will not be generated by such
additions as “and they all do that,” “and that is the will of God,”
“and that is the nature of such things,” et cetera.

In actual practice, one would have to suppose, these latter
expressions have pretty much the same force as “That is what is to
be expected; it would require an explanation if the piece of metal
(the pipe) did 7oz expand.” Note, however, that this latter is not part
of any explanation at all; still less is it one. Rather, it is a conven-
tional way of assigning the methodological status of “explanation”
to the statement that this A caused this B because it’s a case of an
X causing a Y.

It might be argued that, then, this is a way of bringing
methodological and substantive facts together and should therefore
be considered desirable in light of my introductory comments.
However, the appearance here is misleading, just as the apparently
substantive clause (“and they all do that,” “and that is its nature,”
etc.) is misleading. What is being accomplished here in this
misleading way is that both a substantive move (the description) and
amethodologicalmove (the status assignment) are accomplished in
the same sentence. That is hardly a case of bringing the two kinds
of facts within a single logical domain. If that can be done at all, it
can be done openly and systematically, not merely verbally and
implicitly.
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D. ON BEING INFORMATIVE ABOUT
SOMETHING

From a historical viewpoint it may well seem perplexing that
despite the fixed intention on the part of an army of interested pet-
sons to study behavior scientifically, our “behavioral” theories have
no place for persons, behavior, or the rest of the distinctive subject
matter of behavioral science. Failures of this magnitude call for some
explanation, else the perplexity might well become incredulity, and
with some reason. Of course, no single or simple explanation will
be historically adequate in regard to such an extensive and complex
set of events. It will be of interest, however, to delineate some para-
digmatic forms of explanation in this connection. The further value
of such a presentation is that it may help to identify further issues
to be resolved or difficulties to be avoided by a behavioral science.

Let us consider in crude outline the task of formulating and
communicating some new information about something, (This, after
all, will be one of the central tasks of any science.) For this purpose,
we may begin with the subject—predicatesentence, which historically
far antedates science, just as the task of formulating and communi-
cating information about something far antedates science.

If we are to communicate something about something, we
cleatly have two tasks, ie., to identify what we are talking about and
to say something about it (or characterize or describe it.) These are
the basic and familiar functions of subject and predicate construc-
tions in a sentence. Let us survey some of the possibilities of success
and failure, and of confusion, disagreement, and nonsense which
follow from the fact that there are two tasks rather than one and that
they are these two particular tasks.

1. It is clearly desirable not to confuse a case of identifying a
subject matter with a case of saying something about it. In natural
language, accordingly, we have fairly distinctive forms of expression
and structural constraints so that subjects are seldom confused with
predicates in the same sentence. In general, either distinctive termi-
nology or distincuve grammatical forms could accomplish the task
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of preventing confusion between identifying and characterizing sub-
ject matter. The use of technical (e.g., theoretical) terminology for
the characterization of a subject matter is a conventional device for
reducing ambiguity between identification and charactetization of
a subject matter.

2. If no special conventions are adopted there will be possibili-
ties for terms to be interchangeable, as between identification and
characterization. For example:

(@ The filing cabinet is black.
(b) The black filing cabinet has four drawers.

(c) The black, four—drawer filing  is made of metal.
cabinet

(d) The black, metal, four—drawer filing cabinet etc.

3. The identification of subject matter may be given by a
“putrely referring” utterance. For example:

(a) ‘This is a filing cabinet
(b) Number 36A has four drawers.
(c) Paul has a brother, Peter.

I speak of “utterance” here rather than “term” or “expression”

because utterances are historical particulars whereas the others, being
forms of utterance, are not. The same expression may on one oc-

casion be used in a purely referring way and on another occasion
not. A purely referring utterance is one which identifies without any
characterization.

4. In normal communication it is not always clear whether the
subject matter identification is being accomplished by a purely refer-
ringutterance or not. Itis not always clear whether a given utterance
is intended to be purely referential or not. For example:
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(@ Gil: Let’s buy that filing cabinet to put our papers
mn.
Wil: But we need something with drawers.
Gil: I said “filing cabinet,” didn’t I?
(b) Gil: Lend me that filing cabinet you bought
yesterday.
Wil: I didn’t buy anything yesterday. I bought a
filing cabinet last week.
Gil: Come on, now. You know which one I mean.
(0 Gil: Let’s use No. 36A to put our papers in.
Wil: We can’t. You know it belongs to Paul.

5.1n characterizing a subject matter, the subject matter is pre-
supposed, or taken as “given” (in the geometric sense, not, e.g., as
a “perceptual given”), for the sake of the characterization. Because
of this, a description which is otherwise questionable may be accept-
able for the purpose of identification (see example (b) above).

6. The use of a purely referentialidentification of subject mat-
ter will formally reduce to zero the scope of what must be presup-
posed or taken as “given.” It will therefore maximize the range of
possible characterizations. For example, “This black filing cabinet
is black” is a tautology, whereas “This filing cabinet is black” is in-
formative and is a possible empirical finding, So also is “This is a
black filing cabinet.”

7. Utterances which, by either convention or intention, are
purely referring utterances will not succeed in identifying a subject
matter except within a body of social practices and a known his-
torical context. Thus:

(@ Gil: I’'m thinking of something,
Wil: Thinking of what?
Gil: What I’'m thinking of (or “just something”).
Wil: Stop wasting my time.
(b) Gil: This one looks like a good filing cabinet. I'll
buy it.
Wil: Which one?
Gil: This one.
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Wil: Oh, you mean the black, four—drawer one?
Gil: No, this one.

Wil: Oh, you mean the one nearest to you?

Gil: Of course.

8. Therefore the making of a purely referential utterance for
identifying subject matter is an empty formality, methodologically
speaking, since it will be replaceable by a descriptive sort of identi-
fication (see 7 (b)). The primacy of the descriptive identification is
shown by the fact that some characterizations will result in a rejec-
tion of either the characterization or the identification. For example:

(@) Gil: (pointing to a blotter on a desk): This is over five
feet tall.

Wil: Anyone can see it isn’t.

(b) Gil: (pointing): This is later than 5:00 o'clock.

Jil  (to Wil): What’s he talking about?

Wil: T thought at frst he was talking about the
blotter, but obviously he isn’t.

Jil:  Then what is he talking about?

Wil: God only knows. Whatever it may be that can
be later than 5:00 o'clock, I suppose. Maybe
he’s talking about a train or a radio program.

Ji:  Then what does he mean “this”?

Wil: Would it be any better if he said “that™?
You'd better be careful with him.

9. If there were utterances which really were purely referential
there would be no way of knowing ot deciding what the subject
matter was. (In part, this is the issue, discussed in Section IV, of
“What action is it that these two desctiptions are supposed to be
descriptions gf?” It is also the problem of “bare particulars” in the
history of Western thought. And it is the issue of subject matter
versus locus of study or application.) In this case, at best, the
characterization would have to do double duty as identification.
(“Then what’s he talking about?” “God only knows. Whatever it
may be that can be later than 5:00 o'clock, I suppose.”)
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10. The identification of subject matter may be accomplished
by a locution which is irrelevant to the charactetization (is of a
different logical category, lies within a different conceptual system).
In this case, most of the advantages of a purely referential utterance
will be preserved. For example:

(a) Gil: What’s the price of this near cabinet as com-
pared with the far one?
Wil: Two dollars less. It’s 28 dollars and the other
is 30.
(b) Gil: What’s the price of the 28 dollar cabinet as
compared with the 30 dollar one?
Wil: If you know that, what are you asking?

Note that the identification in (a) serves its purpose admirably pre-
cisely because the position of the cabinets is irrelevant to their price,
hence nothing about the price has to be presupposed in framing the
question, thus providing an alternative to the absurdity of (b).

11. Identification via an irrelevant (in the sense of number 10,
above) locution is the identification of a locus rather than a logical
subject matter. In a general or systematic formulation it willdrop out
completely, since it is not what the characterization is about. Thus,
“Are near filing cabinets generally more expensive than far onesr”
1s a nonsensical “question.”

12. Identification of subject matter may be accomplished by
reference to something which, though distinct from the characteriza-
tion, is not irrelevant to it. For example:

Gil: What’s the price of the black filing cabinet as
compared to the orange one?

Wil: The orange one is 30 dollars; the black one is 2
dollars less.

In a general or systematic formulation this lind of identifying

reference need not drop out. When it does not, some opportunity
for explanation is usually present. For example:

Gil: Why does the orange one cost more?
Wil: Colored enamel is more expensive and harder to
get on properly.
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Gil:  That much more expensive? That much harder?

Wil Yes.

Gil: Are colored filing cabinets generally more expen-
sive?

Wil: Yes, and that’s why.

Gil: So they all do that.

Wil: Huh?

Gil: Never mind.

13.Identification of subject matter may be made by areference
which is neither irrelevant in the sense of number 10 nor distinct in
the sense of number 12, but is simply more general or more exte-
nsive ot both. (This was the nature of the “informative” solution to
“What action is it that these two descriptions are descriptions g/”)
In this case the opportunity is present for question and answer, but
in this case the answer will be only that and not an explanation.
Thus:

Gil: What’s the price of this cabinet?

Wil: Twenty—eight dollars.

Gil: T' take it.
Here, “price” implies a monetary unitand a number, hence “28 dol-
lars” merely specifies which already known to be possible price is the
price of this cabinet. In contrast, the “why” in “Why does the orange
one costmorer” does not imply anything about labor or paint costs.
Thus, the answer which mentions these two things goes beyond the
content of the question in a way which at face value qualifies it as
an explanation.

14. “Explanation” is not a characteristic of locutions but of
utterances within the context of certain personal interactions. For
example:

(a) Gil: What reason did John have to say that?
Wil: He was angry at you.
(b) Gil: Why did John say that?
Wil: He was angty at you.
(a) Gil: How many pairs of shoes does he have in his
closet?
Wil: He has 22 pairs of shoes in his closet.
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(b) Gil: Why did she berate him so?
Wil: He has 22 pairs of shoes in his closet.

In the examples (a) Wil’s reply is merely an answet. In (b) the same
answer is an explanation. Compare:

(¢ Gil: Why did this pipe expand when I put the
blowtorch to 1t?

Wil: Well, thete’s no reason why a pipe would
have to expand under these circumstances,
and lots of them won’t. Forget about this
whole pipe business. That’s irrelevant. What
you’re calling a case of a pipe expanding when
you put a blowtorch to it is in fact a case of a
metal expanding when heated. And, of
course, that’s what you would expect. So if
you look at it that way, no question arises and

nothing needs explaining.

Here we notice that, although (c) fits the same discursive form as (b),
Wil’s teply in (c) is not straightforwardly an explanation in the way
that his reply in (b) is an explanation. Indeed, Wil’s reply in (c) is not
even an answer to Gil’s question. Instead, his reply is a rejection of
Gil’s question and a plea bargaining move in regard to the subject
matter. Wil proposes that they talk about #bis rather than shat. Note
that in neither case of (b) does Wil’s reply amount to this. Saying
“He was angry at you” would be unintelligible if it was preceded by
“Forget about John’s saying that. That’s irrelevant.” And it would
be incoherent to add in this case “If you look at it this way, no
question atises and nothing needs explaining.” John’s saying that is
intelligible because there are intelligible patterns (of behavior and
relationships) in which it could have a place. “He was angty at you”
is explanatory because it identifies such a pattern. In contrast, in (c)
no such relationship holds. If “metals expand when heated” 1s taken
as an obsetvational generalization, then that fact is in the same
logical domain as “the pipe expanded” but the connection is not
sufficiently close to generate an explanation (its being a pipe is
trrelevand). 1f “metals expand when heated” is taken as a derivation
within thermodynamics, then it is not in the same logical domain as
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“the pipe expanded.” The world of thermodynamics not only has
no place for persons, it also has no place for material objects such
as plumbers’ pipe.

In short, just as only physical facts can simply and directly
explain or be explained by physical facts, behavioral facts can be ex-
plained only by behavioral facts. To “explain” a behavioral fact by
reference to a physical fact is to change the subject (an event within
the behavioral domain), and it will remain a change of subject even
when the change carries with it some practical advantage (within the
behavioral domain).

The foregoing considerations may be regarded as an elabora-
tion of the reminder that a naturalistic explanation requires an
appropriate logical connection between what is explained and what
could explain it. We might, at this point, hear some historicalechoes:
“Forget about Johnny sassing the teacher. What we have here is a
conditioned response which . . . ;” “Forget about his washing his
hands all the time. What we have here is a case of instinctual ener-
gies barely held in check by a fragile ego which . ...”

A survey of the foregoing considerations which are involved
in the general task of identifying a subject matter and saying some-
thing about it makes it relatively easy to see the traditional forms of
scientific theorizing in certain ways:

(a) The attempt has been to be as noncommittal as possible in
identifylng subject matter in order (in accordance with number 6,

above) to maximize the possibilities of empirical findings. The
attempt has been implemented by using ordinary language (“obset-

vation language”) either in a purportedly purely referring way (see
numbers 3 and 6, above) or as an irrelevant locution (see number 10,
above). (This is why it has been possible to say with a straight face
and clear conscience, “I’'m studying something called ‘behavior,’
whatever that may turn out to be.”)

(b) The attempt has been to minimize ambiguity (see number
2, above) between identification and characterization of subject
matter. The attempt has been implemented by the adoption of
special, technical (e.g,, theoretical) terminology for the purpose of
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characterization (see number 1, above). This convention has seemed
essential because the problem of ambiguity is magnified tremen-
dously when we put the problem in the context of a historical disci-
pline rather than a single sentence. A historical discipline requires
considerable communication among persons and involves cumula-
tive efforts at achieving a systematic, genetal account of the subject
matter.

(c) A further basis for the concern with keeping identification
and characterization unambiguously separate lies in the working
principle that the characterization should be provisionaland change-
able (on the basis of empirical evidence) whereas the subject matter
identification should be constant. Wete the subject matter not
constant, there would be nothing for us to change our minds about.
(Note here the same sort of issue as “What action 1s it that these two
descriptions are descripsions 9f?”)

(d) The attempt to ensure unequivocal separation of identifica-
tion and characterization of subject matter has resulted in a different
sort of equivocation and a cotresponding dilemma. The equivoca-
tion concerns whether in the identification of subject matter the
ordinary language expression (e.g., “behavior”) which accomplishes
this is used in a purely referring way.

(1) The classic know—nothing approach corresponds to

the use of “behavior” in a purely referring way. Since “behavior” is
used in this way, no set of cmpirical findings about “behavior™ is

ruled out in advance, and no facts about behavior are known in
advance (hence the designation “know—nothing”). So far, so good.
The consequences, however, may be less welcome. Since no set of
findings (or resultant conclusions) are ruled out no subject matter
has been identified, and “behavior” drops out as irrelevant (per
number 1 ornumber 11,above) in out (theotetical) systematizations
based on data. What has happened, then, is the creation of a new
subject matter, Le., the “world” defined by the concepts of the
technical theory or model. Then such a theory has nothing to say
aboutbehavior. (“Then what’s he talkingabout?” “God only knows.
Whatever itis that can be ‘conditioned’ to ‘stimuli,’ I suppose. You'd
better be careful with him.”)
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(i) The “explanatory” value of the theory or model de-
pends on the identification of subject matter nof being made in a
purely referential way. The theory “explains” the subject matter by
reformulating the facts of that logical domain, or “wotld,” in a
general and systematic way. If there were no prior formulation, there
would be nothing to be explained, and our theories would be merely
descriptions of their own distinctive subject matter in the same way
that references to “foul ball,” “home run,” “strikeout,” et cetera, are
merely descriptive of the subject matter of which those same con-
cepts are constitutive. (In saying that such concepts are constitusive
of baseball, I mean that the applicability of these concepts to a
phenomenon is a logical prerequisite for that phenomenon to be a
case of baseball. Were these concepts not applicable we might still
have some phenomenon, but it co#/dntbe baseball.) The explanatory
value of a theory depends on such conditions as these and not on
the form of expression in which its “explanations” are couched (see
number 14, above).

(1) It is part of the folklore of the practitioners of “be-
havioral science” that there is a prior formulation of the subject mat-
ter and that this formulation not only antedates, but also competes
with scientific accounts and is ultimately to be replaced by the latter.
(“Forget about this business of Johnny deciding not to sass the
teacher. What we have here s. .. “) Very often this prior formulation
is considered to be self—contradictory. (“Absence makes the heart
grow fonder;” “Out of sight, out of mind.” See Ossorio (1966a
[1995]) for another view of the matter.) In any case, this prior
formulation 1s universally derogated among scientists with such
designations as “folk psychology,” “natve psychological theorizing,”
“prescientific thinking,” “implicit personality theory,” and others.
If we ask “What is it that these prior formulations are formulations
0f?”” we are left with seemingly no alternative but to say “behavior”
(whatever that might turn out to be) in a purely referring way, since
(a) any existing content of the term will be part of “folk psychology,”
hence it will be not identification, but charactetization, and (b) our
own “scientific’ formulations are characterizations rather than
identifications, and provisional ones at that. But that leads us back
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to the other horn of the dilemma, namely, that then our “scientific”
formulations of “behaviot” have nothing to say about behavior.

From a historical perspective such collective misfortune is
understandable. Practitioners must always work within the limits of
their intellectual traditions and the social structute of their profes-
sional activities. What at one time is an intelligent choice among
alternatives later becomes a fa#x pas when one of the relevant meth-
odological issues has been more completely worked through. And
wrong choices may result in insoluble dilemmas.

But merely to repeat within our current practices those ways
of thinking and acting which are part of our historical tradition
wouldbe to present our future historians with a picture of extraordi-
nary naivete: naivete, for example, concerning empiricism. Naivete
in supposing that empiricism could possibly be a sovereign principle
instead of being always and everywhere limited by and founded
upon pre—empirical conceptual principles. Naivete, fostered by
philosophers of science, in supposing that all of what is more or less
common knowledge about behavior is either empirical or theoretical
(ot that itis either inducwve or deductive). Naivete in supposing that
the replacement of one way of talking by another makes the latter
an explanation of whatever we talk about in the former. And naivete
in supposing or, more likely, presupposing, that the logic of scientific

“explanation” as we have known it is an adequate model of either
the real world or the real life of actual persons.

Possibly the crucial point, without which the others might have
remained harmless, is the second, which is patt of the basis for the
equivocationnoted above. Had there been a clear understanding that
most of what we commonly say about behavior and persons

generally is definitional, calculational, and petformative rather than
inductive, theoretical, and descriptive, there would have been little
opportunity for supporting the illusion that a completely noncom-
mittal identification of the subject matter of behavior could be given.
As it is, our traditional “behavioral science” is founded on etrots as
fundamental as supposing that it is merely an inductive generaliza-
tion that “outs” and “at—bats” occur in baseball, that it is explanatory
folk theorizing to say that three sttikes constitutes an “out,” and that
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what we have hitherto called “baseball” may someday be empirically
shown to be something else instead, e.g., a court—martial, a spelling
bee, a set of conditioned responses, or a discharge of instinctual
energy.

Can we, then, achieve a science of behavior rather than settling
cynically, innocently, or dispiritedly for a science of conditioned re-
sponses, or of organismic processes, phenomenological machinery,
information processing, or other such subject matter? To accomplish
a science of behavior we would have to take behavior as a subject
matter, not as a dispensable mere way of talking. We would have to
recognize that there really is such a thing as the behavior of persons
and study that rather than something else. This would also involve
recognizing that the conduct of behavioral science is part of the
subject matter, not merely a locus of application, and that “my be-
havior” 1s no less behavior than “their behavior.” It would mnvolve
recognizing that some phenomena are cases of behavior and others
are not, that in order for a phenomenon to be a case of behavior it
must satisfy certain pre—empirical constraints, and that any empirical
findings and conclusions concerningbehavior are founded on those
conceptual requirements, hence not every finding or conclusion is
a possible finding or conclusion about the behavior of persons.

Of course it 1s possible to do all this. We may elaborate this
possibility by reexamining the issue of identification and character-
1zation of subject matter in light of some of the conceptual and
methodological resources presented earlier.

First, we may note that the technical requirement for distinctive
identification and characterization has already been dealt with in a
formal, or notational, way. The descriptive formats presented in
Section III are specifically designed for theidentfication and charac-
terization of subject matter. The notational differentiation of
“Name” and “Description” correspond directly to the functions of
identifying and characterizing,

Second, it should be noted that in the descriptive formats,
“Name” implies neither a purely referential identification nor any
particular form of locution. All that is required is that the locution



184 @ “What Actually Happens”

used be adequate to the task of achieving the identification. Since,
as we have seen, characterization is indispensable for the task of
identification, we may as well say that “Name” consists of an iden-
tifying charactetization.

Third, we should note that the standard use of the descriptive
formats in identification and characterization is in crucial respects
the exact opposite of what I have presented as the traditional ap-
proach to these two tasks. In the traditional approach, the identifica-
tion carries as little content as possible and the characterization adds
to it substantively. In the impossible) limiting case, the identification
carries no content and the characterization carries all of the
information in the combination. In contrast, the standard use of the
descriptive formats involves an identification which implies a//of the
relevant possibilities, leaving it to the characterization to subtract
some of those possibilities, thereby leaving the remaining possibili-
ties to encompass “what s the case.” In the (not impossible) limiting
case, the identification implies all the logical possibilities, thus pro-
viding the maximum possible scope for (empirical) characterization.

The contrast between the two approaches cortesponds to the
contrast between reductive and holistic approaches discussed in
Section V. “To say that a degradation took place here this morning
is to say that, of all the courses the history of the world might have
taken here then, it took this one.” In this formulation, “the course
taken by the history of the world here then” provides an identifica-
tion which offers no empirical constraints on what we might say.
The reference to “degradation ceremony” provides such constraints.
Thus, the standard use of the descriptive formats corresponds to the
formulation in number 13, above, i.e.,identification is accomplished
by a reference which is more general or more extensive (or both)
than the characterization. We may designate this procedure as
“holistic description.”

The two cases of holistic description (more general, more
extensive) were discussed above in connection with “Brutus killed
Caesar.” “What Brutus did was to kill Caesar with a knife” exempli-
fies the former. “Brutus’ killing Caesar with a knife in the Forum on
the Ides of March is the action which both ‘Brutus killed Caesat’ and
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‘Brutus killed Caesar with a knife’ are descriptions of” exemplifies the
latter. We saw there that the former is informative whereas the latter
is not. It is therefore the former which would be paradigmatic for
scientific description. Ironically, the “topic neutral” notion devel-
oped by the Identity theorists (and exemplified by “What’s going on
in the next room is ... ” or “What’s happening in his brainis . ..”)
is an example of holistic descriptions.

To anticipate a future discussion, we may say here that a
holistic description or discourse introduces its subject matter not by
being noncommittal, but by placing it somewhere in the empirical
scheme of things (“The history of the wotld was . . .;” “What
happened in the experiment was . . .”.) Thus, identification is
accomplished by a status assignment, albeit not usually a method-
ological one. Holistic description therefore provides an automatic
corrective (though not one that is guaranteed to be effective) to our
historical tendency to proliferate subject matters in an intellectual
and pragmatic vacuum by reifying our topics of conversation into
recondite object or process entities (thoughts, systems, thinking,
learning, information processing, metabolizing, experiencing, etc.)
which we then study instead of persons and their behavior and
which then raise problems for us of “synthesis” or, failing that,
reduction to some least common denominator.

Here a reminder is perhaps in order, based on earlier discus-
sion, that reductive systematization offers no resources for explana-
tion, measurement, expetimentation, prediction, application, et
cetera, that are not available in a holistic systematization. To this we
may now add that a holistic approach does open up a possibility
which has not been available via the traditional reductive systemati-
zations, namely, the possibility of the scientific study of behavior.

In general, then, we can descry how it is entirely possible to
take thebehavior of a person as ascientific subject matter, formulate
the preempirical constraints on that subject matter, and formulate
hypothetical or empirical behavioral patterns and regularities in any
degree of generality or specificity, complexity, or simplicity (and later
we may add, any degree of “depth,” meaningfulness, or automatism).
We have seen what some of the preempirical constraints are. Cleatly,
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the next step is to present an actual preempirical formulation of
human behavior which meets the conceptual requirements. This will
be a major concern in the monograph which follows, tentatively
atled The Bebavior of Persons.
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