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INTRODUCTION
BY JOSIAH MORSE

ciENces arc the products of human minds,
Scientists arc human beings, subject to the
same limitations and responsive to the same
psycho-social forces as other human beings. It is
necessary to emphasize these platitudes because in
the minds of many science (often written with a
capital S) has been elevated to the level of a cult,
and its votaries are regarded as belonging to a
species of supermen who speak with almost super-
natural authority. This is not to be interpreted
as a disparagement of the scicnces or scientists.
The statement of the simple fact is in the best
interest of both. In other words, it is of no
genuine service to scientists to ascribe to them
powers which no human being possesses, or
qualities to their work which they do not and
cannot have. Scientists, like other human beings,
are children of the age in which they live, and
reflect it in their viewpoints and conclusions. A
fairly accurate history of any period could be
written, based solely upon a study of the scientists
—their interests and productions—of that period.
The changes in manners, customs, laws, and even
in fashions have hardly been more numerous or
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more rapid than the changes in scientific concepts,
hypotheses, and inferences in recent years. Which
is again no disparagement of science, but a simple
fact, and one to its credit.

These trite observations are by way of explain-
ing the vogue of Behaviourism in America.
Engrossed as the nation is in the production and
use of machines, it would have been surprising
indeed if it did not reflect its absorbing machine-
interest through pragmatism in philosophy and
Behaviourism in psychology. As such, both
movements are interesting and of value to the
social psychologist. But that they express finality
in either philosophy or psychology would be an
absurd reflection, unless one believes that this
machine age will endure forever. If, however, it
will pass, as the pastoral and agricultural ages have
passed before it, then it is reasonable to suppose
that the machine-culture will pass with it. In
the former ages men lived close to nature and
observed its many and changing moods and phases.
It seemed to them to be something alive and to
have will and intelligence and purpose. God was
not far off, and certainly not non-existent. Many
walked and talked with Him, or believed they did.
But now the same type of men live in subways,
office buildings, shops, and factorics. They
scldom sce sky or grass. They hardly know where
their food and clothing come from. Inventions
have almost completely wrapped them in insulat-
ing tape, rendering them immune to the forces of
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nature. If they need anything, they do not have
to pray for favourable weather or other blessings ;
they need only to turn on the steam, press a
button, push a lever, or “step on the gas,” and
their wishes are fulfilled. Machine is a great and
good god ; praise be to Machine !

When young men coming out of such an
environment enter the psychological or other
scientific laboratories and deal with physical and
chemical properties, with mice and guinea-pigs
and sense organs, muscles, and glands, all of which
respond fairly uniformly to the stimuli applied,
they quite naturally conclude that the entire
universe can be comprehended within the stimulus-
response formula, and that there is naught else
besides. By the time they get their Ph.D.’s they
are mechanists and somatologists, now commonly
known as Behaviourists. And they insist, repeat-
ing the dicta of their teachers, that science can
deal only with data that can be objectively
observed and measured. If the facts cannot be
expressed in mathematical terms and formulas,
they are not scientific facts, and the next step—
the denial that they are facts at all—is an easy one.

They forget, or else they do not know, the dis-
tinction William James drew between “ knowledge
of ” and “ knowledge about ”—the former being
knowledge of psychological facts and the latter of
physical facts. And, as James further pointed
out, the former are the surer of the two, being
more immediate and intimate.
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Aldous Huxley elaborates the same thought in
a recent article. ‘ The only facts of which we
have direct knowledge are psychological facts.
The Nature of Things presents us with them.
There is no getting around them, or behind them,
or outside of them. They are there, given.

“One fact cannot be more of a fact than
another. Our psychological expericnces are all
equally facts. Thereis nothing to choose between
them. . . . Science is no ¢ truer’ than common
sense, or lunacy, or art, or religion. It permits
us to organize our experience profitably ; but
tells us nothing about the real nature of the world
to which our experiences arc supposed to refer.
From the internal reality, by which I mean the
totality of psychological experiences, it actually
separates us. Art, for example, deals with many
more aspects of this internal reality than does
science, which confines itself deliberately and by
convention to the study of one very limited class
of experiences—the experiences of sense. To
collect records of sense-experiences (particularly
of those which lend themselves to description in
terms of numbers), to generalize them, to draw
inferences from them, to construct from them a
logically harmonious scheme of description and
explanation—this is the business of science. At
the moment, it is worth remarking, there is no
scheme that harmoniously reconciles all the facts
even in the limited sphere of scientific investiga-
tion. What is sense in the subatomic universe is
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pure nonsense in the microscopical world. In
other words, logic compels us to draw one set of
inferences from certain sense experiences and
another irreconcilable set of inferences from
certain other sense experiences.”! And Miin-
sterberg years before remarked : “ The scientist
forgets that all this causal explanation has no
meaning whatsoever, and his statements no truth,
and his universe no reality, if he and we are not
presupposing an idealistic belief in those absolute
standards of eternal value by which we can
discriminate the true and the untrue, the good
and the bad, the real and the unreal.” 2

However, it would not be fair to say that all
psychologists, young and old, succumb to the
machine-culture in equal degree. Some escape
the disease altogether ; some have it in its most
virulent form, and some only moderately. There
is every shade of Behaviourism, from the palest
pink to the most saturated red. And that again
1s because scientists are ‘“ human, all too human.”
There are conservatives and radicals and liberals
in science as in politics, business, art, religion, and
all other spheres of interest and activity. When one
becomes a scientist he does not cease to be a human
being. He takes his temperament and mental type
with him wherever he goes. A few samples will
suffice to illustrate the varieties of Behaviourism.

But before these are given it may be worth

1 Harper’s Monthly Magazine, September 1929.
% Miinsterberg, Science and ldealism, p. 70,
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while to point out that Behaviourism is no new
“ism ”; no modern mental autogeny. It is a
natural offshoot of materialistic ontology and
cosmology and athcistic theology. Wherever and
whenever the latter obtain, Bchaviourism will
also be found. Thus, among the ancient Greeks,
Democritus reduced the universe to a mechanism
of atoms. Man is a bundle of atoms; ideas arc
finc atom-complexes.  There is no teleology any-
where. Mechanical causc alone is operative. He
and his teacher, Leucippus, were the first material-
ists and, by the same token, the first Behaviourists.
Of coursc they were atheists. So was Epicurus
a century and a quarter later; and still later,
Lucretius, his Roman follower. In the beginning
of the seventcenth century Thomas Hobbes inter-
preted all phenomena—physical, psychological,
and sociological—in terms of motion. Conscious-
ness is brain motion. Everything is amcnable to
mathematical trcatment. Descartes, in spite of
his Cogito, ergo sum, his dualism, and his proofs
for the existence of God and the world, was
a Behaviourist, though somcwhat hesitating and
inconsistent. Animals, he held, are mere auto-
mata responding to cxternal stimuli. Only the
fear of the Church, or possibly that a hang-over
from his early thcological training, made him
make a partial exception of man, to the extent of
allowing him a soul, which can control the body.
But most of its actions arc automatic, like those
of the lower animals.
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About the middle of the eighteenth century
La Mettrie, in his L’Homme Machine ; Condillac,
in his imaginary statue endowed only with the
sense of smell ; Helvetius, von Holbach, and other
Encyclop:edists did what Descartes did not dare
to do—namely, reduce man to a mere automaton.
All conceptions of God, soul, mind, and purpose,
were fearlessly discarded. ¢ Matter and motion
alone exist. Mind is nothing but an occult term
that accounts for nothing. All things alike are
necessary, and subject to mechanical law. . . .
Necessity rules in the moral, as in the physical,
world ; the particles of dust and water in a
tempest or a whirlwind move by the same neces-
sity as an individual in the stormy movements of
a revolution. There is no difference between the
man who throws himself out of a window and the
man whom I throw out, except that the impulse
acting in the second comes from without, the
other from within his own mechanism.”?!

The late Professor Titchener, criticizing
Watson’s claim that ¢ Behaviourism is an
American production,” goes back only to Comte
and Cournot. How absurd the claim is the above
bricf sketch sufficiently indicates. The writer re-
calls a lengthy discussion he had with Watson
soon after the latter began publishing his Be-
haviouristic views in the journals. Unable to
convince him of the error of his ways, I finally
said: “The trouble with you, Watson, is that you

1 Rogers, Student’s History of Philosaphy p. 398.
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don’t know any philosophy.” “I admit it,” he
replied, “and I don’t think I have missed any-
thing.” To which it was easy, of course, to make
the obvious retort: “But you are not in a posi-
tion to judge.” If Bacon’s aphorism, “A little
philosophy inclineth man’s mind to atheism,” be
true, what can be expected from no philosophy at
all 2 The other half of the aphorism is also worth
quoting: “but depth in philosophy bringeth men’s
minds about to religion.” It would be very inter-
esting and illuminating to ascertain how much
philosophical training the Behaviourists have had.

Coming now to the different shades and tints of
present-day Behaviourism, it will suffice to indicate
that the colour-scale ranges all the way from
Watson, Meyer, Weiss, and Holt, who taboo the
word “ consciousness ”” and consider any reference
to it a scientific sin, to Yerkes, Warren, Pillsbury,
Dunlap, Bawden, Tawney, Colvin, and Bagley,
and most recently, Miss Calkins, all of whom,
while they agree in the main with Pillsbury that
“ consciousness is at once an important means of
understanding behaviour and an interesting object
of investigation for itself,” also endorse the posi-
tion of Yerkes when he says: “ Nevertheless I
must insist that I am still a Behaviourist, for I
believe in the importance of the scientific study
of behaviour and am more deeply interested in
it than in any other scientific activity.”?

1 A comprchensive classification of Behaviourisms is to be
found in A. A. Roback, Bekaviourism and Psychology.
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Parmelee regards the mind as “ a stage in the
determination of certain kinds of behaviour,”
and likens it to ““ the trigger of a gun or a button
which releases an electric current which explodes
a mass of nitro-glycerine.” Meyer, in The Psychol-
ogy of the Other-One, omits the word “ conscious-
ness ’ from his index, and Watson, contrasting
the old psychology with Behaviourism, says : ¢ All
schools of psychology except that of behaviourism
claim that consciousness’ s the subject-matter of
psychology. Behaviourism, on the contrary, holds
that the subject-matter of human psychology is
the bebaviour or activities of the bhuman being.
Behaviourism claims that ¢ consciousness ’ is neither
a definable nor a usable concept ; that it is merely
another word for the ‘soul’ of more ancient
times. 'The old psychology is thus dominated by
a kind of subtle religious philosophy.” And to
make sure that no vestige of the  soul ” or con-
sciousness remained in his Behaviourism, he tells
us, “ he dropped from his scientific vocabulary all
subjective terms such as sensation, perception,
image, desire, purpose, and even thinking emotion
as they were subjectively defined.”?

The Behaviourist’s platform is as simple as his
definition of psychology. ¢ The rule, or measur-
ing rod, which the behaviourist puts in front of
him always is : Can I describe this bit of behaviour
I see in terms of ‘stimulus and response’? By
stimulus we mean any object in the general

1 Behaviourism, p. 6.
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environment or any change in the tissues them-
selves due to the physiological condition of the
animal, such as the change we get when we keep
an animal from sex activity, when we keep it from
feeding, when we keep it from building a nest.
By response we mean anything the animal does—
such as turning toward or away from a light,
jumping at a sound, and more highly organized
activities such as building a skyscraper, drawing
plans, having babies, writing books, and the like.”
The only difference between Behaviourism and
physiology, he admits, is “ in the grouping of its
problems, not in fundamentals or in central view-
point. Physiology is particularly interested in
the functioning of parts of the animal—for
example, its digestive system, the circulatory
system, the excretory systems, the mechanics of
neural and muscular response. Behaviourism,
on the other hand, while it is intenscly interested
in all of the functioning of these parts, is intrin-
sically interested in what the whole animal will
do from morning to night and from night to
morning.” 2

Other contributors to this volume will expose
the fallacies and absurdities of the Behaviourist’s
viewpoint and platform. I shall limit myself to
pointing out two fundamental weaknesses. In
the first place, when Watson and his followers
say that the only question they keep before them-
selves is, ¢ Can I describe this bit of bchaviour I

1 Behaviourism, p. 6. 2 Jbid., p. 10.
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see in terms of stimulus and response ? > they
forget that the description will be so much sound,
signifying nothing, unless it be interpreted in terms
of the reader’s or listener’s own inner experience.
Nay, more, the describer himself, unless he can
reduce himself to a talking-cinema which knows
not what it sees and hears, must resort to his
subjective experiences in giving his description.
If human beings were mere recording instruments,
who or what would formulate scientific laws and
principles ¢ And for whom ? Other recording
instruments f Why ? That they might better
adjust themselves to their environments. But
that implies purpose, which the Behaviourist
strenuously denies. We have left, then, only
recording instruments which adjust themselves
to their environments for no purpose, unless it
be that of adjustment. And that leads to the
conclusion arrived at by a recent Behaviouristic
poet, that “ dust is the common source from
which

stream
The cricket’s cry "and Dante’s dream.”

And Theodore Dreiser with a facile flourish
reduces everything to “ those rearranging chem-
isms upon which all the morality and immorality
of the world is based.”

Rufus Jones has made the best answer to this
nonsense. “ We are quite willing to be told,”
he writes, “ that we are curiously carved pieces
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of the earth’s crust, or strange dust-wreath vor-
texes, if we may add to the account the something
more which we know we are. 'The whirling dust-
wreaths of the street do not have longings. The
bits of earth-crust which we throw about with
our shovel do not yearn for what is not and then
forthwith construct it. Desires and strivings,
visions and ideals, emotions and sentiments, are
as much a genuine part of us as are the iron and
lime and phosphorus in our bodies. We have
insights of what ought to be, appreciations of
beauty, convictions of truth, experiences of love,
and these things are not part of the earth’s crust.
They are not physical realities. They are not
results of masses of matter in motion. They
cannot be adequately explained mechanically.
They are real for mind and only for mind.”?
The other main weakness of Behaviourism is
the assumption that the physical sciences are the
only sciences and that the tangible and visible
are the only legitimate materials of science. What
then becomes of mathematics, logic, ethics,
@sthetics, jurisprudence, and psychopathology ?
Are these mere myths ¢ And as for the latter
half of the assumption, Professor Hollingworth has
acutely observed that the Behaviourists “ have a
peculiar mania for visual phenomena and are deaf
and dumb and otherwise insensible to smells,
tastes, pains, and the great array of thermal, tactile,
kinzsthetic, and affective objects . . . because
1 New Studies in Mystical Religion, pp. 189, 190.
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such objects cannot be seen, and will not inscribe
themselves on smoked drums.”

Elsewhere I have written : “ Twenty-five years
ago Stanley Hall, speaking, I think, before the
American Psychological Association, warned psy-
chologists to beware of mathematics. Were he
living to-day he would probably warn them against
animals and their conditioned reflexes. Not that
conditioned reflexes are not true, but that they do
not solve the whole riddle of mental life. We are
essentially false to the theory of evolution when
we explain man altogether in terms of the animals
he has left behind him and not at all in terms of
the Ubermenschen who have already sprung from
his loins. ‘The materialists’ formula seems to be :
if you wish to understand man, even the highest
and best that is in him and his works, study mice
and guinea pigs, or better still, perhaps, the
ameebz and paramecia. They apparently forget
that because physics and chemistry can discover
only what is physical and chemical in man it does
not follow that he is only a bundle of physical
forces and chemical compounds, nor because
animal psychology can discover only what is
animal in man does it follow that he is animal and
nothing more.”? To understand man it is neces-
sary to envisage his destination as well as his origin.
To know only the latter is to know but half the
story.

1 ¢ Behaviourism for Mysticism,” Methodist Quarterly
Review, July 1928.
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Quoting again from the same article: “ The
issue, boiled down, is fairly simple and clear-cut :
either we are dust, whatever that may be ; mere
arrangements of chemisms (another inexplicable) ;
or we are some sort of temporal individuations of
Reality whence come our norms or ideals in speech,
thought, art, and conduct; our initiative and
creativeness, our loyalties and hopes, our freedom,
and will to struggle, adventure, and accomplish.
Something like the quantum theory of light may
also apply to mind or consciousness. Our sciences,
arts, philosophies, morals, religions, and all their
by-products are likewisc either fortuitous and
meaningless groupings of mindless stuff, like wind-
swept sands ; or else they are the accumulations
of hard-earned capital, whose investments and
currency—truth, beauty, goodness, peace, com-
fort, security, and happiness—are guaranteed by
the Creator of ever-increasing values. . . . There
is nothing in science or philosophy which compels
us to assume, much less admit, that our moral,
religious, and @sthetic experiences and the systems
and institutions they give rise to arc but pre-
cipitates, or surrogates of collocations of clectrons
and protons that have none of those properties
in them. At least equally plausible and certainly
more zsthetic, ethical, and dynamic is the assump-
tion that they are of the very nature of Reality
itself, of the deus ex et in nobis. . . . At any rate,
the burden rests on the materialists to show how
we can have truth, beauty, and goodness, if they
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do not reside in the very warp and woof of
being.”

Finally, I wish to repeat the warning I uttered
before the Southern Society for Philosophy and
Psychology : When the Sophists taught the post-
war youths of Athens that the individual is a law
and a measurc unto himself, that there is no
authority or wuniversal norm, the far-seeing
Socrates realized that the inevitable outcome of
such a doctrine would be social disintegration
and confusion, resulting in the downfall of
Athenian civilization. Our present-day sophists,
with equal recklessness, are preaching equally dis-
turbing doctrines to the present generation. And
like their ancient prototypes they are gathering
around them youths, and in this day maidens too,
who dclight to hear that the old gods are dead
and the old beliefs with their checks and balances
and controls are without validity and foundation
in fact; that man is merely a two-legged goat
who has been absurdly and unnaturally condi-
tioned by the psycho-social environment pro-
jected from the far-distant and ignorant past ;
that the time has come for them to recondition
themselves and strike off the antiquated shackles
—to give full rein to their impulses, instincts, and
tendencies, or, as the college flappers say, to liber-
ate their libido and “can” their complexes.
Though why a Robot should advise other Robots
what to do is another of the many mysteries
Behaviourism has not yet solved.
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It may be that the ancient intelligentsia were
wiser than we, in that out of a proper regard for
the social welfare and stability they revealed their
theories and speculations only to the initiated, in
a language not understood by the masses. The
natural scientists likewise insulate themselves with
esoteric symbols, but the humanistic scientists
have no such protective devices. It is all the
more incumbent upon them, therefore, to conduct
their investigations and deliberations with the
utmost thoughtfulness and consideration, with
true pedagogical tact and statesmanship. For he
who would destroy the customs and traditions
that energize, integrate, and stabilize individuals
and nations, the beliefs by which men live, should
be sure that he has in his other hand something
of greater value to give. Never before in human
history has there been such need for stabilizing and
integrating forces in human lives, for never before
have human minds been bombarded by so many
and so powerful stimuli. Our minds are almost
literally torn into shreds by the thousand and one
objects, interests, and distractions that constantly
demand our attention. We are in high gear and
going on our nerves—not only when we work, but
also when we play and scek amusement and re-
creation. ‘The result is a bumper crop of nervous
and mental disorders and moral deterioration.
Mental hygiene, if nothing else, demands some-
thing that will integrate and harmonize us, that
will furnish the motives and occasions for us to
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become whole as well as holy, to find our souls
cleansed and strengthened by losing them in some-
thing larger and other than ourselves. And as
yet man has found nothing better than religion
and art to accomplish this, for in both the par-
ticular makes contact with the universal and feels
itself unified and enhanced. It is the function of
education, using the term in its broadest sense, to
integrate the individual, physically and mentally,
into a harmonious whole, and while doing it to
integrate him also with his fellow-men. But even
after it has accomplished this, it has fallen short
of a complete integration and synthesis. For
education, at best, can bring forth only an abortive
religion, like August Comte’s, in which the vain
attempt was made to substitute Humanity for
God. The brotherhood of man calls for the
Fatherhood of God, in some sense, to comple-
ment and underwrite it. The soul or mind of
man demands a higher and completer synthesis
than education alone can give it. Its feeling of
separateness from its Urgrund, its homesickness, so
to speak, can be cured only by a re-ligio experience.

If, therefore, in view of this profound need, it
be impossible to curb or censor the Menckens,
Lewises, Dreisers, Cabells, and other sophists both
in popular literature and in psychology, those of
us who are sensible of our social responsibility
should at least rebuke and repudiate them in no
uncertain terms. I yield to no one in my respect
for serious and high-minded investigators, nor
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would I, of course, advocate the slightest curtail-
ment of the modest mecasure of a Lebr-und-Lernen
Freibeit we now enjoy ; but we need to remind
ourselves that the abuse or misuse of liberty by
the reckless, the irresponsible, and the Ausgelas-
senen' inevitably leads to the loss of it or its serious
curtailment.

It is with the view of furnishing an antidote to
the behaviouristic poison that has been spread so
freely among the young that this volume is sent
forth to the public.

1 Excessive or wild men.
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THE PSYCHOLOGY THEY TEACH IN
NEW YORK

BY WILLIAM McDOUGALL

IKE a good Amcrican, I begin by tclling two
funny storics. Once upon a time there was

a sophomore,! intclligent but idle, who took a
course in psychology; he neglected to read the
prescribed text and cut his lectures shamelessly.
When quiz-day came and a question was put to
him, he had no inkling of the proper answer. But
he had an inspiration. He had noticed that most
of his fellow-students, when questions were put,
replied by uttering the word sarbons, a reply which
seemed to soothe and satisfy the instructor. He,
therefore, uttered this word of mystic potency
and, to his joy, it produced its usual effects—a
smile and a good mark. On leaving the lecture
room our hero was moved to ask of a companion
what a sarbon might be. It was then explained to
him that sarbon is the colloquial form of a mighty
formula which solves all problems in psychology—
namely, stimulus-response bond (S-R bond). The
1 This story has been circulating in the psychological

laboratories ; its significance entitles it to the honour of print.
27
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bond in question is conceived as a nervous path
connecting some sensory point of the body with
some muscle or group of muscles. Every human
action is conceived as in principle explicable by
tracing the transmission of a physical impulse
from a stimulated sensory point, along such a
nervous path or bond, to a muscle group. This
is the essence of the celebrated theory that man
is a machine and his cvery action a reflex action,
a purely mechanical effect of a physical stimulus.
Thus presented with the key that solves all prob-
lems, our sophomore remarked: “ Surely that is
a theory of morons, by morons, and for morons !
But he soon found that any student, if he ventured
to doubt the perfect adequacy of the theory of
sarbons, was smiled upon with pity by all his
fellows as one who still dwelt among the meta-
physics and the mythology of the dark ages.
Moreover, he aspired to enter the teaching pro-
fession ; and he soon found that in that noble
profession all other scepticisms are tolerable, but
not scepticism of the sarbon ; in short, the sarbon
was, he found, the indispensable key to practical
as well as to theoretical problems. So he was
converted, and went on his way rejoicing.

My second story requires for its appreciation
a keen sense of humour. The statisticians have
calculated that of all the boys now living in New
York City one-half will sooner or later become
convicted criminals. The humour of this story
appears clearly only when we bear in mind that
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New York is the metropolis of the American
nation, the nation which claims the moral leader-
ship of the world ; and the further fact that the
city is the scene of operation of several universities,
one being the largest in the world, of a school for
child-educators which in size and prestige far sur-
passes every other, of a vast system of free public
schools, and of many immenscly wealthy, active,
and highly organized agencies for moral uplift and
social improvement. To me, an Englishman of
partly Scotch ancestry, therefore inevitably de-
ficient in humour, the story seems to be merely
tragic; but to anyone with a keen sense of
humour the story of this conjunction must surely
secem very funny.

But why do I tell these two stories ?  Are they
entirely unrelated to one another and to the topic
of the discourse they introduce, as funny stories
so often arc? No! I venture to suggest that
the two stories arc intimately related and really
contain, when this relation is grasped, the essence
of my discourse.

Do I, then, suggest that the terrible crime rate
of America is the effect of the famous sarbon
theory ? I do not go quite so far as that. But I
do suggest and contend that the crude material-
istic theory of human nature, the theory that
man is a machine and nothing more, taught dog-
matically every year to hundreds of thousands
of innocent school-teachers and college students,
cannot fail in the long run to contribute very



30 BEHAVIOURISM

considerably to the decay of morals and the
increase of crime. For it is a theory utterly in-
compatible with any view of man as a responsible
moral being and utterly incompatible with any
religion that the plain man could recognize as
such ; a theory which represents man as incapable
of choosing betwcen good and evil, as the purely
passive sport of circumstances over which he has
no control; a thecory which, if it is accepted,
must make all talk of self-control, of self-improve-
ment, of purposes and ideals seem sheer nonsense,
survivals from an age of naive ignorance.
Fortunately, human nature has a vast capacity
for illogicality, for accepting a theory and acting
as though it were utterly false. Hence, no doubt,
most of the multitude who innocently imbibe
this doctrine continue to strive conscientiously to
do their duty, continue to pursue some ideal of
efficiency, honesty, and public service, and to
treat their children and their pupils as moral
beings. But in the long run, as the years pass
and successive generations of students absorb this
dogma, it is inevitable that their attitude toward
life and its problems shall be affected, and that the
tone and manners of socicty shall become increas-
ingly such as the theory requires or points to.
Earlier centuries have had their persuasive
teachers of materialism. In the eighteenth
century La Mettrie and Baron d’Holbach had
many readers ; in the ninecteenth, Ernst Haeckel
and Jacques Loeb were esteemed great scientists.
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But never before the present century has sheer
dogmatic materialism been propagated by a vast
system of public instruction and by universities
of the highest prestige counting their students by
tens of thousands. And in the earlier centuries
materialism was taught merely as a view, a guess,
in support of which much might be said by an
ingenious exponent out to shock the bourgcoisie
and to combat the influence of a too dogmatic
and thoughtless priesthood. But now it is taught
as truth established by scientific research and
supported by all the immense prestige of modern
science. And, though something of the desire to
shock the bourgeoisic may be suspected in some
of the modern exponents of materialism, most of
them teach it in simple faith that it is true, a
faith and singlencss of motive which render their
tcaching the more effective.

The theory that man is a machine is primarily
a deduction from a naive metaphysical assumption,
the assumption that the universe constitutes one
vast mechanism. But the psychologists with
whom we are here concerned claim to have
demonstrated experimentally the truth of this
assumption as applied to man and to have shown
in considerable detail just how the machine called
man operates or, rather, is operated, how its
strings arc pulled, how all its movements, whether
of limbs or of speech organs, are mechanically
caused, how all that we call cffort or volition is
an illusion, all that we call memory a mechanical
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registration of physical traces, all that we call
faith, hope, charity, and generosity, mere names
to which in reality nothing corresponds.

If this theory of human nature were true, were
scientifically established, we should of course have
to accept it, to grin and bear it as best we could,
and should have to counteract as far as possible its
depressing moral influence. Those of us who are
opposed to it arc suspected by its exponents of
dishonesty, denying the truth because we dislike
it; they scem unable to imagine that we find
their evidence and their reasoning utterly incon-
clusive, and honestly believe them to be hugging
a monstrous error.  One of the most distinguished
of them has been heard to tell his students openly,
referring to a leader of the opposition, “ X
is a charlatan.” 1 happen to be intimately
acquainted with that person, and can testify that,
faulty and fallible as he is, he is anything but a
charlatan. Inface of this simple-minded attitude,
protestations and disclaimers are of no avail. But
it may bc of service to sketch the actual state of
affairs, as follows :

The metaphysical assumption from which was
deduced the theory that man is a machine is now
very generally discredited ; its adherents become
fewer with every year that passes. The doctrine
of emergent cvolution, now rapidly coming into
general favour, is leading away from it many
biologists who had felt themselves bound to the
machine-theory in spite of its many absurd im-




PSYCHOLOGY THEY TEACH IN NEW YORK 33

plications, showing them a way out of what
seemed a blind alley. But the psychologists of
the group criticized remain unaffected by this
movement of contemporary thought; for they
claim to have replaced the metaphysical founda-
tion of the theory with scientific demonstration
of its truth. Of this alleged scientific demon-
stration the very core and essence is the principle
of reflex action and of its adequacy for the ex-
planation of all human and animal behaviour.
The conception of reflex action comes down from
Descartes ; but modern research has made it a
truth rather than a brilliant guess and has shown
that the principle does seem adequate to the
explanation of many of the simpler, more machine-
like movements of the parts of the body.

The most definite step in the extension of this
principle to the explanation of all action was
made by the distinguished head of Teachers’
Training College of New York City, Dr E. L.
Thorndike, at a time when he was an enthusiastic
young disciple of William James. Dissatisfied
with the somewhat vaguc and anecdotal basis of
the animal psychology that had taken shape in the
later nineteenth century, Thorndike set out to
observe just exactly how animals behave under
strictly controlled conditions. This was a most
meritorious effort, in the course of which the
young psychologist proved himself a vigorous and
independent thinker. He worked in the main
with cats, and his most famous experiment con-



34 BEHAVIOURISM

sisted in shutting a very hungry cat in a cage or
puzzle-box, with food near the barred front of the
cage but out of reach of the imprisoned animal ;
the cage had a door secured by a latch so placed
that movements of the cat might turn the latch
and allow the door to fall open. This cxperiment
he repeated many times with each onc of a number
of cats. The general result was that each cat
learned sooner or later to turn the latch with
little delay and promptly to secure the food.

Such learning was regarded by Thorndike as a
typical instance of animal learning and as a typical
display of whatever may properly be called “ the
intelligence of animals.” So far we may agree
with him. Thorndike’s account of such behaviour,
of such “intelligent ” learning, secmed to point
to the following interpretation. The cat in the
cage does not try to escape from it in order to get
the food. It is restless because hungry ; and this
means that its empty stomach contracts and, in
so doing, stimulates sensory nerve-endings in its
walls ; and such stimulation, propagated to the
braln, keeps the animal on the move—i.e., making
vague reflex movements; these, in turn, are
modified by other reflexes excited through special
sensc-organs, such as those of touch and vision and
hearing. In the coursc of a long succession of
such purcly random mechanically determined reflex
movements, some onc movement sooner or later
brings some part of the cat in contact with the
latch in a way that releascs the door and allows
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the cat to escape from the cage. Thus the cat’s
escape on the first occasion is a purely mechanical
reflex process. But the cat on frequent repetition
of the experiment “ learns ” to escape promptly,
to make with a minimum of delay the necessary
movement for the release of the door. How 1s
this fact to be explained ? Here Thorndike’s
bold attempt to find an explanation of a typically
‘intelligent ” action in terms of physics and
chemistry fell short of completeness. Of all the
cat’s movements, onc only leads to cscape and
food. This one only is, then, said Thorndike,
followed by pleasure ; and such pleasure “ stamps
in ” the tendency to this particular movement ;
or, in other words, the pleasure facilitates that
particular reflex action, improves or strengthens
the sarbon between the sensory point and the
muscles concerned.

A mental element or factor—namely, pleasure—
thus remained in Thorndike’s scheme. But it
was easy to assume that “ pleasure > could some-
how be interpreted in terms of some physical
or chemical peculiarity of the event, some peculi-
arity not yet revealed by science. Hence, all
the mechanistically minded accepted Thorndike’s
interpretation with pleasure; and the pleasure
seems to have stamped it very deeply into their
brains. For the great merit of the scheme was
that it seemed to wipe away from such “ intelli-
gent ” action, and therefore from all learning
processes, every trace of purpose, all taint of
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teleology, all implication of endeavour or striving
of the animal toward a goal. The whole train of
events seemed to be successfully explained without
assuming that the animal was trying to get out or
to reach the food ; it was merely making random
reflex movements.

But the main ground of the immense success
and influence of Thorndike’s experiment was that
he claimed to find experimental evidence that
nothing of the nature of insight and foresight, of
understanding or intelligence as commonly under-
stood, was involved in the process of learning.
In the scventeenth century Descartes had pro-
posed a similar mechanical explanation of all
animal behaviour ; and it had found favour with
many. But it had remained merely an ingeni-
ous guess without experimental support. The
events that occur within the nervous system are
on so minute a scale and are so complex, and they
occur in strictures so inextricably entangled with
other similar structures, that the interpretation
of them is now and probably always will remain
a matter of inference. Thorndike described the
facts in a way which seemed to justify the in-
ferential interpretation he put upon them—
namely, he reported that, in general, the cat on
repetition of the experiment showed no sudden
improvement in its escape-behaviour, such as
might seem to imply that it had gained some
‘“insight > into the problem that confronted it,
some understanding, however dim and imperfect,
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of the relation of the latch and of its own releasing
movement to the opening of the door: rather,
he reported, the series of movements made by the
cat, at first long and varied, becomes on successive
occasions briefer and less varied ; until finally it
approximates to the simplest possible sequence
of movements that will suffice to release the
latch. This alleged gradual acquisition of the
appropriate movement-sequence was the essential
novel feature, the experimental basis for a
“strictly scientific” or purely mechanical ex-
planation of all animal and human action ; it was
the experimental foundation of the sarbon theory
which Thorndike himself proceeded to apply with
admirable thoroughness as the cue to all problems
of human psychology, and hence, through the
immense influence and prestige of Teachers’
College, to make the materialistic foundation
of cducational theory and practice throughout
America, and more especially in New York.

We have seen how Thorndike’s theory of
“intelligence ” remained incompletely purified
of all mental implications—namely, it still assigned
a role and a function to feeling, to pleasure, and
pain. Some of the mechanists sought vainly to
purge it of this foreign element, this remnant
of primitive superstition, by propounding vague
guesses as to how pleasure and pain may be inter-
preted in physico-chemical terms. Others took
the more effective line of arguing that the assign-
ment of a rdle to pleasure was needless ; for, said
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they, the cat’s releasing movement is always the
last of the series that leads to escape; and it is
also the only one of such series that is made upon
every occasion of escape; hence, the two great
principles of recency and frequency of repetition
suffice to explain the fact that, of all the supposedly
random reflex movements made by the cat in the
cage, this one alone becomes more and more
facilitated, until it alone is made promptly and
with machinelike regularity. Thus the mechanical
interpretation of “ intelligent > action was purged
of the last surviving remnant of mentality.

But a further step remained to be accomplished.
It was now possible, it was claimed, to explain all
intelligent behaviour of animals without attribut-
ing to them anything of the nature of conscious-
ness, of awarencss of objects, of sensations, ideas,
feelings, or strivings; therefore, we no longer
have any ground for attributing conscious ex-
perience of any kind to animals. Further, the
“ intelligent ” actions of men are not different in
kind from those of the animals, they are merely
more complicated ; hence we are required by the
scientific principle of cconomy to ecxplain all
human action also without taking account in any
way of conscious experience of any kind ; human
behaviour also is merely mechanical reflex action,
simple or complex; and human “intelligence ”
is now proved to be just what Herbert Spencer
said it was eighty years ago—namely, a mechani-
cal compounding of mechanical reflexes. Thus
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Behaviourism emerged full-blown from the mouth
of Dr J. B. Watson. It remained and still remains
a question whether the radical Behaviourist
means to deny the reality of conscious experience,
or merely holds that to take account of it in any
way is utterly unprofitable, in fact, prejudicial to
all understanding of and successful dealing with
human problems. Anyway, he would rule out of
psychology and out of our view of our fellow-
creatures, animal and human, all notion of them
as conscious beings, capablc of awareness of things
or impressions, of experiencing feeling, emotion,
or effort.

The events I have recited occurred before
the Great War. When that upheaval subsided,
American psychologists began to get wind of
certain Russian experiments which, now accessible
in detail, have given great support and impetus
to the mechanical psychology. For more than
twenty years the celebrated physiologist, Professor
Pavlov, has carried on in his special laboratory at
Petrograd, with the aid of numecrous colleagues,
a very remarkable research into the phenome-
non known as “ the conditioned reflex.” The
essential facts established are as follows. If a
piecc of meat is held out to a hungry dog, his
mouth waters. If a bell is sounded just before
the meat is offered, and if this succession of im-
pressions is repeated a large number of times,
sooner or later the sound of the bell suffices to
cause the dog’s mouth to water, even if no food
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be offered. Before the experiment the sound of
the bell produced no mouth-watering ; after a
certain number of repetitions (twenty or more,
often many more) it does produce that effect. The
mouth-watering in response to the bell is called
“a conditioned reflex.” These experiments,
varied in a hundred ways and carried out with a
precise and admirable technique, are regarded as
confirming the principle of the sarbon. They
may be said to have taken their place beside
Thorndike’s famous experiments as the experi-
mental foundation of the sarbon theory, the
central core of the dogma that man is a machine
and nothing more.!

A third series of cxperimental observations
completed the tripod which supports the airy
structure of the psychology most in vogue in
America. John Locke and the other founders of
modern psychology had asserted that there is
nothing in the mind or the intellect but what
enters by the channels of sense ; to which Leib-
nitz had replied : “ Nothing except the intellect
itself ! ” The one party asserted that ideas get
into the mind through the senses, and that
mental life is nothing but the interplay of these

1 Professor Pavlov, however, has written as follows: * It
would be the height of presumption to regard these first steps
in elucidating the physiology of the cortex as solving the intricate
problems of the higher psychic activities in man, when in fact
at the present stage of our work no detailed application of its
results to man is yet permissible.”
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ideas, the word “ mind” standing for nothing
more than the sum total of the ideas. The other
party asserted that the mind is something that
has its own peculiar structure and modes of
activity, its own organization, capacities, and
laws of action ; and all of these were held to be
latent or potentially present in the inborn nature
of the individual, to be as definitely laid down in
his constitution as the colour of his eyes or the
shape of his nose. There was joined a battle
which still rages, with extreme partisans of both
views still in action; while the majority of
psychologists hold aloof, preferring not to touch
a problem so difficult and so thorny. At first
the issue was defined in the form, Are there
innate ideas ? Descartes had made the question
one of prime importance by asserting that all
men have an innate idea of God, and by finding
in this alleged fact a proof of the existence of God.
Locke had proved to his own satisfaction that
there are no innate ideas, and that the idea of
God, like all other ideas, is acquired, is impressed
by experience upon the mind, likening the mind
of the new-born infant to a smooth tablet (the
tabula rasa) ready to take any impression or form
that the circumstances of life may give it ; ““ wax
to receive and marble to retain.”” At the present
day the Leibnitzian or constitutionalist view is
held in many forms. There are those who, like
Dr C. G. Jung, teach a view not unlike that of
Descartes ; they hold that the ways of feeling and
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thinking of each race and of each man, in things
both great and small, in religion and in philosophy,
in science and in poetry, in the trivial incidents
of every day and in the great crises of life, are
largely, though not wholly, determined by the in-
nate constitution of body and mind. The most
moderate modern form of the Leibnitzian view
holds that the individual man, like the individual
animal, inherits at least certain more or less
definite tendencies to think and fecl and act in
certain ways in face of certain situations, situations
of a kind to which the race has become adapted
through long experience of such situations. Such
tendencies are commonly spoken of as instincts.
The party of Locke is represented in an extreme
form by those who deny that man has any such
innate tendencies or instincts. And most of those
who deny man all instincts deny him also every
other form of innate capacity, aptitude, or talent.

This denial is founded on inference from the
sarbon theory. If all that we call the mental life
and bechaviour of man is nothing but the play of
mechanical reflexes, the innate basis of behaviour
can be nothing but a number of inborn reflex
arcs or sarbons. Some, like Thorndike, apply the
term ‘“instinct ” to such inborn sarbons; but
this is merely to confuse the issue, to perpetuate
one of the most pcrnicious confusions of modern
psychology. The word “ instinct ” properly ex-
presses a conception of human and animal action
very different from that of reflex action. The
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two terms “reflex action” and “instinct ” stand
for two radically opposed theories of action, the
mechanical and the hormic theories. The denial
finds ready acceptance in America because it
seems to give scientific support to a popular and
peculiarly American dogma, the literal accept-
ance of the equality of all men. If no man has
any inborn aptitudes other than a number of
sarbons, then all men are born literally equal, and
all the great differences we find between one man
and another, or one race and another, are due to
different environmental influences.

But the great dogma of the literal equality of
all men has found its prophet in Dr J. B. Watson,
who claims to have given it the status of a truth
established by experimental science. Watson
observed systematically a large number of young
infants, and, like others before him, he found
himself able to provoke only a very limited variety
of reactions. He could make them kick, he could
make them squeal, and he could make them
smile ; and that was all, apart from such simple
“reflexes ” as the closing of the eye or the
swallowing of food. This failure to observe any
other complex reactions than these three he has
loudly announced to the world as establishing
the dogma of the tabula rasa ; and the American
world has responded with loud shouts of praise.
For here was the scientific proof of its favourite
dogma, the equality of all men.

And Watson did not stop here. Combining
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his great negative discovery with the theory that
all modification of inborn nature is an acquiring
of new sarbons, of conditioned reflexes, he boldly
announced that he was prepared to produce from
any human infants given over wholly to his tender
mercies a corresponding number of human beings
of any desired type, geniuses of the first water,
mathematicians, musicians, artists, scientists,
statesmen, executives, anything, in fact (other
than theologians or metaphysicians), according
to specifications given. In a world encumbered
with a distressful excess of morons and criminals
and but scantily supplied with men of genius, this
was welcome news.  The chorus of praise swelled
yet louder. One great New York daily said of
one of his books, “Perhaps this is the most
important book ever written ” ; another asserted,
“ It marks an epoch in the intellectual history of
man > ; and, if Watson’s claim had the slightest
shadow of foundation, such praise were not
excessive. For here was the promised realization
of mankind’s fondest dream, the dream of the
perfectibility of man; the perfection of the
human race was to be attained, not by long ages
of blood and tears, not by painful struggles of
self-discipline and self-development, not by cen-
turies of slow evolution of improving forms of
social organizations achieved by much thought,
experiment, and self-sacrificing effort ; it was to
come suddenly and at once, if only we would put
Dr Watson in supreme charge of a sufficiently
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large and well-equipped State nursery in which
all infants might be moulded to the types desired.

Such is the theory of human nature which has
been rapidly becoming the foundation of the
educational practice of America; a synthesis of
three theories: the theory that intelligence is
the effecting of a new mode of reaction in a
purely random mechanical fashion (the sarbon
theory); the theory of the conditioned reflex
as the prototype of all learning ; the theory of
the infant mind as a smooth waxen tablet in-
definitely susceptible to moulding by the hand of
the educator. I say the educational practice of
America is increasingly moulded by this theory :
for, although New York City may truly claim to be
the home and centre of this theory, its teaching
has spread across the continent like prairie fire
before which nothing can stand. Even the South,
America’s pathetic home of lost causes, her last
refuge for piety and conservatism, is rapidly
becoming mechanized, with cement roads and
noisy silent-policemen in every town, plumbing
in every room, and the sarbon theory in every
school. A Southern teacher recently complained
to me that, wherever he goes, he finds Behaviour-
ism rampant in the schools, and that, because he
cannot accept it, he finds himself regarded by his
colleagues as hopelessly out-of-date.

Let us look at each of the legs of the tripod in
turn, and in the reverse order of their mention
above.
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Watson’s observation in young infants of only
three complex reactions, kicking, squealing, and
smiling, hailed by a multitude of iconoclasts as a
great discovery, has no bearing on the question it is
supposed to bave settled in the negative, the question
of the instinctive basis of human nature. The
same method applied to young birds would
“prove ” that birds also have no instincts, no
instinct to mate, to build, to sing, to migrate.
And his claim to know how to produce to order
and in unlimited quantity cvery type of genius is
preposterous. Watson is by vocation an cxpert
advertiser, and to the advertising profession much
is permitted. In any other profession the man
who made any similar claims would be generally
recognized as a charlatan. His book may in
truth mark an cpoch in the intellectual history
of America ; but it is to be hoped that the epoch
will be remembered as the low-water mark of
critical judgment in America.

To sweep aside all the immense mass of evidence
of the instinctive basis of human nature, accepted
in all other countries by the highest authorities
from Darwin to Freud; to pretend to close the
door on all the fundamentally important problems
of racial and individual peculiarities of mental
constitution, just when these problems are becom-
ing the centre of interest of European psychol-
ogists ; to pretend to have finally established the
long-discredited doctrine of the tabula rasa ; and
all this on the flimsy basis of a few negative
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observations of young infants; this, I say, is a
degree of childish presumption that could not
flourish for a moment in any other country than
America.

The second leg of the tripod, the theory that
all learning, all intelligent adaptation of action,
is the acquiring of conditioned reflexes, is more
respectable. The work of Pavlov and his col-
leagues is deserving of all praise. But the con-
ditioned reflex, though it is a reality, is something
very different from an intelligent adaptation.
The conditioned reflex is built up gradually by
many repetitions : twenty is the minimum, and
the number often runs above a hundred. And,
if the conditions under which it is provoked be a
little modified, it ceases to be manifested and
seems rapidly to lapse. On the other hand, the
intelligent adaptation, whether of man or animal,
is often effected by a sudden flash of insight ; and
once achieved is likely to be repeated indefinitely
under a widely varying range of similar circum-
stances, and with wide differcnces of means
employed.

The first leg of the tripod, Thorndike’s theory
that intelligent adaptation is a perfectly random
process, a happy conjunction of movements
occurring accidentally among a series of such
movements, this theory, though it has dominated
American psychology for nearly thirty years, has
not remained uncriticized. Professor Yerkes, the
most distinguished and prolific worker in animal
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psychology in America, has never accepted it and
has shown in much of his work its illusory nature.
Professor Kohler of Berlin, in his celebrated study
of chimpanzees, has shown very clearly that it is
not true of them. Professor Spearman of London
has marshalled a vast array of experimental
evidence to show that the theory will not apply
to man, and has forced Professor Thorndike very
near to an admission of the fact.

But it has been reserved for a young graduate,
Dr. D. K. Adams, to deal the theory its coup de
grdce by showing that the alleged facts on which
Thorndike based the theory were fallacious ob-
servations and interpretations! This he has done
by repeating Thorndike’s original experiments,
observing with an open mind, and varying the
conditions in such a way as to allow the subjects of
the experiments an opportunity to use what intel-
ligence they possess. Three years were devoted
to this work in the psychological institute of Yale
University, other allied forms of experiment being
added. Neither Dr Adams’s procedures nor his
conclusions can here be stated in full. It must
suffice to cite: “ The experiments of Thorndike
upon cats are examined and found to be inade-
quate to the conclusions drawn from them.”
Further, “ The puzzle-box technique, as used by
Thorndike and myself with the subject inside,
has slight utility for the study of adaptive be-

1 Comparative Psychology Phonographs No. 27. May
1929. Baltimore.
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haviour.” And in general Adams comes to the

conclusion that the animal’s success depends upon
insight into the puzzle-situation and upon fore-
sight of the goal to be achieved. ¢ All learning
may be said to involve the representation of the
ends of acts at moments before their actual
occurrence.”

Dr Adams’s fatal blow to the foundation of the
sarbon theory has been quickly followed by another,
hardly less destructive of it. 'To the International
Congress of Psychologists (gathered at Yale Uni-
versity in September 1929) Dr K. S. Lashley, one
of the highest authorities on the functions of
the nervous system, presented an address as presi-
dent of the American Psychological Association.
Founding his conclusions upon a long series of
very careful experiments on the brains of animals,
he told the assembled psychologists that the reflex-
action theory of all cerebral activity, which has
so long been very generally accepted, must now
be rejected, that all views of cerebral function are
now in the melting-pot and must be completely
revised.

Thorndike’s conclusions, which for a whole
generation have been the main foundation of the
sarbon theory, are thus finally exposed as fallacious.
The theory that man is a machine is left without
a single leg to stand upon; it remains floating
upon a cloud of metaphysical prejudice, upon the
assumption that all events are mechanical. This
assumption, in order to avoid the appearance of
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metaphysical prejudice, is sometimes stated in a
rather different form. It is said that, whatever
the real nature of the events we observe about and
within us, Science can deal with them effectively
only by assuming them to conform to the mechan-
istic type. To this contention we reply by asking
for the warrant of this dogmatic assertion, and
pointing out that mechanistic biology has come
to a deadlock and finds itself in a blind alley,
from which it can escape to make new progress
only by recognizing that biological events are
essentially teleological. In insisting on the tele-
ological or goal-seeking character of biological
events, I do not mean that they are teleological
in the sense in which Paley regarded a timepiece
as telcological, the sense in which cvery man-made
machine is telcological, but rather in the sense
that in the living organism events occur according
to that order which we apprchend most clearly
in our own mental activitics. In other words,
in all living organisms something of the nature of
Mind is immanent ; our own mental activity is
the highest exprcssmn directly revealed to us of a
mode of activity which pervades all levels of the
realm of life in their various degree.

I have alrcady suggested that, when the theory
that man is a machine and nothing more is success-
fully propagated throughout the mass of a people,
we must expect disastrous results. Such a belief
cannot fail to weaken, if not to abolish, the sense
of individual responsibility, to spread abroad a



PSYCHOLOGY THEY TEACH IN NEW YORK 51

sense of the futility of all higher forms of effort,
to make the enjoyment of the pleasures of sense
seem the only acceptable philosophy of conduct ;
in short, to engender a moral materialism. It
remains to point to some of the deductions from
the machine theory and to their influence upon
our social problems and activities.

Behaviourism, as taught in a large proportion of
American colleges and as represented by Dr J. B.
Watson and his many followers, is not content to
figurc as an abstract scientific doctrine. Rather,
it draws its practical deductions and actively urges
them upon a credulous public. I will refer only
to three of the many spheres in which its influence
is already great.

It openly and confidently treats all religion as
mere illusion and superstition surviving from the
prescientific age, and seeks to close the door to all
further thought or inquiry in that direction.

In the sphere of domestic life its deductions are
boldly applied. And here it does not hesitate to
take over from the utterly incompatible teachings
of the Freudian school whatever is most disturbing
and destructive to traditional belief and practice.
Tradition holds that the monogamic family is
the foundation of the State and the institution
most necessary and conducive to human welfare,
happiness, and progress. Behaviourism attacks it
at every point. The relations between man and
woman it would reduce to nothing more than one
means for securing sensual gratifications; and
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those relations between the sexes are best which
will produce the maximum amount of such grati-
fication. Romantic love, marital fidelity, and
pre-marital chastity for either sex, all these be-
come absurd and pernicious survivals. Watson
has foretold that within fifty years marriage will
have ceased to be an American institution; and
there can be little doubt that if his theory of
human nature could be shown to be true, or if, in
spite of its falsity, it should continue to spread as
it has spread in the last decade, his forecast will
be realized.

Some of those who, like Mr and Mrs Bertrand
Russell, advocate complete sexual licence, still
regard the cohesion of man and wife as desirable
in the interests of their children, or rather of the
children borne by the woman. But Watson will
sanction no such old-fashioned nonsense. He has
taken over from Freud the most regrettable and
fallacious parts of his teaching, the theory of the
Edipus complex, and the dogma that all affection
is a sexual manifestation ; and he gives to these
dogmas the peculiarly objectionable twist that the
affection of a child can only be gained by stimula-
tion of its sexual nature. For these and other
reasons he regards the influence of parents, and
especially of the mother, as peculiarly and in-
evitably pernicious to the child; and seems to
hope to see all children brought up in State-
supported behaviourist laboratories. Thus the
American child, who too often is already, through
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lack of wise parental care and companionship, a
hard, self-seeking individualist, is in danger of
being made into a ruthless savage wholly given up
to the pursuit of material goods and pleasurable
excitements.

Finally, the teaching that the feelings and
emotions are utterly negligible cannot fail to have
a brutalizing effect. It is notorious that in some
of the European countries such teaching in regard
to animals has made the people utterly callous
to the sufferings of animals. Behaviourism con-
fronts a more difficult task when it attempts to
cradicate all kindly sympathy from American
minds ; yet, in proportion to its prevalence, it
will not wholly fail of its natural effect in this
direction. In short, it is both a product and a
prime agency of that mechanization of human life
which all Europe recognizes and dreads as of the
essence of Americanization. ‘ The next move in
the advance of our civilization,” writes the English
author of a recent book,! “ must be a campaign
against the mechanization of life. . . . We are
confronted by the possibility of a wilderness of
Babbits, of a horrible, soulless, monotonous, factory
and Ford-made existence, which will result in the
decay of all the ripest fruit of Western civilization.
« + . An urgent task of the present is to mobilize
women for the war against the typification and
depersonalization of life. . . . The main current
of modern life sweeps our young womanhood with

1 Woman and Society, by Meyrick Booth. London, 1923.
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it into a vast mechanism of soulless, impersonal
relationships. . . . The modern cducational
system has allowed itself, most deplorably, to
become to a large extent a feeding pipe for this
machine.” But how can an educational system
which explicitly founds its teaching on the dogma
that men and women are machines do other than
accentuate the present deplorable tendency ?

I have assigned a large part of the responsi-
bility for the present state of affairs to Teachers’
College, that large department of Columbia Uni-
versity which annually launches many hundreds
of teachers upon their careers. It is commonly
said that Teachers’ College is Professors Thorn-
dike and Dewey. Does then Dr John Dewey,
America’s most distinguished and influential
philosopher, aid and abet the propagation of the
materialistic doctrine we have examined ? In
theory no, in practice yes. He has written a psy-
chology in which the keynote is habsz. He writes :
 All virtues and vices are habits. . . . Habits
. . . constitute the self. In any intelligible sense
of the word ¢ will,’ they are will. . . . Character
is the interpenetration of habits.” Of thinking
itself he writes: “If it is not a part of ordinary
habits, then it is a separate habit. . . . For
practical purposes morals mean customs, folkways,
established collective habits. . . . Yet all habit
involves mechanization. . . . All life operates
through a mechanism. . . . And to understand
the existence of organized ways or habits we surely
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need to go to physics, chemistry, and physiology
rather than to psychology.” Now Decwey does
not say that lifc and mind are mechanism. He
says that “all life operates through mechanism,”
and that habits “ may have the support of a fore-
sceing and contriving intelligence,” and he writes
of “intelligently controlled habits ” and of
“ creative invention.’

But the average student, trained to acccpt un-
critically the sarbon theory and the dogma that
man is a machine, believes he knows very well
what a habit is—namely, the expression of a sarbon
acquired by a truly random process. He notes
Dewcy’s statement that, in order to understand
habit, we must go to physics and chemistry. And
all Deweys qualifying statements, which leave
intelligence as a creative power quite other than
an array of mechanized habits, go for nothing.
He feels that Dewey’s psychology of habit makes
of human nature a mecre bundle of habits and
that, therefore, the mechanical thcory which so
conveniently solves all his problems has the
countcnance and support of this distinguished
thinker.

There is another outstanding figure among the
psychologists of New York : Dr R. S. Woodworth,
head of the department of psychology in Columbla
University. He is universally csteemed as a wise
teacher and a true scientist. His Psychology is,
I believe, more widely used as a textbook than any
other. On which side in this great controversy
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is his influence thrown? An examination of
this Psychology can only leave one in doubt. It
shows that Woodworth is a middle-of-the-road
man. It is true that he repudiates as inadequate
the absurd sarbon theory. But in every chapter
he seems to be saying: “ Come, we are all good
fellows. Let us have no unseemly disputes. You
are right and he is right, and all of us are quite
correct. Go to—make more experiments and
don’t trouble yourselves about deep problems.”
This policy of avoiding troublesome items, of
smoothing over deep-lying differences of theory,
may, perhaps, be justified in a book designed for
instruction of young students; though for my
part I am convinced that the contrary policy, that
of sharpening and defining all questions in dispute,
is far more stimulating to young minds, and there-
fore to be preferred. Let us turn to a more
technical exposition of Woodworth’s position, such
as we find in his essay in Psychologies of 1925.
Here Woodworth appears as the exponent of
dynamic psychology. He rightly insists upon the
activity involved in all mental life, not only in
processes that involve explicit voluntary effort, but
also in all processes of perceiving, of remembering,
of imagining, activity which determines the form
of the response made by the organism to any
stimulus. He recognizes that such activity 1s

urposive and must be studied not only objectively
Eut also by introspective observation. “Purpose
is a real fact in human life, and, if not purpose, at
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least striving toward a goal is a real fact of animal
life as well. . . . Purpose is one of the phenomena
which psychology must include in its story.”
Does, then, Woodworth here figure as an opponent
to the mechanical psychology ? Not at all. As
in his other writings, he sits upon every fence,
refusing always to come down even tentatively
upon either side. Yet it may fairly be said that
he preserves his precarious balance by keeping one
foot on the ground on the mechanistic side. He
nowhere ventures a word against the mechanical
psychology, and is manifestly fearful lest in recog-
nizing the purposive nature of human and animal
activity he may lose his reputation as a strictly
scientific psychologist. ‘The problem of purposive
action he turns over to philosophy, that of vitalism
he assigns to cellular physiology, and, as a psy-
chologist, he wipes his hands of all responsibility
for these troublesome problems. He steadily re-
fuses to give his readers a lead. There is nothing
in Woodworth’s writings to counteract the dogma
so confidently taught by his colleagues, the dogma
that man is a machine and nothing more; for
him purposive action is a sequence of mechanistic
causes and effects.

I venture to predict that, unless the psychol-
ogists of America can find the courage to bring
their teaching into line with common sense and
sound philosophy, their science will not long
retain the popularity which it now enjoys in the
universities. The good sense of the university
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will rebel against a science which imposes annually
on thousands of young students a view of a man
which denies him all moral responsibility and
represents all moral cfforts as an exploded super-
stition that ranks with belief in lucky numbers
and black magic. And the powers that control
the financial bases of higher cducation will not
continue to dispense large sums for the support
of a science that produces no results of social
value other than mental tests. The change I pre-
dict is already taking place in Germany. There
the academic psychologists have long taught in
the main a mechanical psychology ; and the social
sciences have waited in vain for the psychology
that shall form their indispensable foundation.
Such sciences as economics and politics, compara-
tive religion, mythology, linguistics, esthetics,
have long been stagnant for lack of such a
psychology : for a mechanical psychology that
ignores the purposive nature of man, the tele-
ological nature of all his activities, is utterly
incapable of serving as their foundation. This
need, long urgent, has now become a consciously
felt want and an explicit demand on the part of
the workers in the social sciences ; and, since the
academic psychologists still are slow to respond,
representatives of the social sciences have begun
to supply their own nced. They put aside the
strictly useless mechanical psychology as natural-
science psychology and are proceeding to construct
the kind of psychology they need, proposing to
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distinguish it from the other kind by dubbing it

“ geisteswissen-Schaftlich” psychology (psychology
of the sciences of the human spirit). This is a
makeshift and unfortunate expedient ; a second-
best way of meeting the difficulty, of extricating
psychology from the mechanistic blind alley. It
can be avoided in America only by the franker
recognition of psychology (or better still of
biology as a whole) as an autonomous science
which, instead of continuing slavishly and timidly
to copy the physical sciences, must boldly exercise
its unquestionable right to formulate its own
working theories and fundamental postulates.

May the day soon come when American
psychologists will recognize their right and their
duty and will dismiss to the museum of scientific
curiosities Behaviourism, sarbons, atoms of con-
sciousness, and all the useless jargon of the
mechanical psychology.

I have assigned a certain responsibility in this
matter to the city of New York. This assign-
ment is justified primarily because the teaching I
criticize has emanated chiefly from the halls of
learning of that city and especially from Columbia
University, where the former head of the depart-
ment of psychology, Dr M‘Keen Cattell (who
may claim to be the spiritual begetter of Thorn-
dike and Watson), set that department upon the
narrow and “ strictly scientific ” lines which have
led to such deplorable results. But the responsi-
bility lies more widely. New York is the financial
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and intellectual metropolis of the nation, and
whatever comes out of New York enjoys an
immense prestige. The city is also the great
publishing centre of America. Among the many
New Yorkers active in the output of intellectual
wares there prevails a sort of freemasonry—the
tendency to reciprocal boosting that is expected
of all good citizens of every American city. And
this tendency has boosted the materialistic doc-
trine of human nature. It is chic, it is New
Yorkish, to speak well of Behaviourism and to
imply famlharlty with the most esoteric Freudian
doctrines, while treating all other psychology with
silent contempt. Hence no self-respecting New
York publicist can refer to problems of human
nature without at least a pat on the back to
Behaviourism and all its implications. And all
this produces throughout the country an immense
total effect. When the poor teacher in the back-
woods of Michigan or Carolina reads in a great
New York daily that a certain book makes an
intellectual epoch, how shall he fail to bow down
in abject submission ? How shall he sustain his
own independent judgment to the effect that
said book is less than worthless? A plausible
farrago of well-founded statements and half-
valued theories, the admixture of truth being
just sufficient to persuade the simple-minded to
swallow the whole bolus ?



II
BEHAVIOURISM AND BEHAVIOUR

BY CHARLES C. JOSEY

T has been made clear in the foregoing state-
ment that the writers of this book are not
interested in Behaviourism in its broad meaning,
which would embrace all of psychology; but
in Behaviourism in its technical meaning, which
holds that the only legitimate data of psychology
are those things which can be seen or heard, or,
better yet, only those things that can be recorded
by an instrument. Since such states or attitudes
as love, hate, fear, courage, pain, hope, loyalty,
and aspiration cannot be so recorded, they are
regarded by the Behaviourist as of no consequence.
A spark of liberality might have caused him to
admit that these attitudes are at least legitimate
and interesting inferences, but his dogmatism
regarding those things that can be * scientifically *
studied has prevented this. Of all fundamentalists,
the Behaviourist is the most narrow. He is not
content to show that those things which can be
recorded by an instrument are fundamental to
his science, but insists that they are the only
things of any consequence to the psychologist.
61
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This extreme position is defended by the pro-
tagonists of Behaviourism on the ground that it
increases the practical value of psychology. It is
this claim that I wish to examine. Now any
practical system of psychology should meet at
least some of the following requirements: It
should make possible greater accuracy in the
prediction and control of behaviour; it should
be helpful in the task of the moral elevation of
man ; it should deepen our appreciation of human
nature ; and it should increase our understanding
of human nature. A discussion of Behaviourism
in the light of the last requirement would lead to
a consideration of its theoretical difficulties ; and
as these have been dealt with clsewhere, we shall
limit ourselves to a consideration of ““ Behaviour-
ism ” in the light of the other requirements of a
practical psychology.

Any consideration of this kind must be based
on some system of psychology which serves as a
basis of criticism. 1 shall therefore point out the
psychological principles that guide me in my
thinking about the practical consequences of
‘ Behaviourism.”

Any act of a human being, whether it be talk-
ing, walking, thinking, or fighting, is a product
of the whole situation in which it occurs.  Strictly
speaking, there is only one whole—namely, the
totality of being; but for practical purposes we
isolate wholes of varying degrees of completeness,
and these mect our requirements very satis-
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factorily. As a simple illustration let us consider
walking. I cannot explain an act of walking
without taking into consideration the structure
of the organism that walks and its motives. But
equally true is it that I cannot account for an act
of walking without taking into consideration the
nature of the world in which walking occurs. If
we lived in water, we would not walk, and if we
lived on a perfectly smooth surface, we might
slide along instead of walking. In order to
account for walking, therefore, I must take into
consideration not only the nature of the walker
but of the surrounding world as well. Our
emotional responses and thought processes must
be accounted for similarly.

When Sleeping Beauty was awakened by the
kiss of the prince, love was crecated. That love
must be regarded as a product of all the relevant
factors, which we may for convenience call the
psychological situation. But for the nature of
the maid love would not have arisen. Equally
true is it that but for the nature of the prince
no love would have arisen. Thinking furnishes
numerous illustrations of this principle. Thinking
is born when a person with the proper training
and nature is brought face to face with a problem.
Both the thinker and the nature of the con-
fronting difficulty must be considered before the
act of thought can be understood. Take a public
speaker for example. His thought processes must
be understood not merely in terms of his interest
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and experience, but also in terms of the attitudes
and values of his audience. Teachers make
constant use of this principle. Before they can
get their pupils to work to the greatest advantage
they must first arrange the situation so that an
interest in mastering the task will be created. In
other words the psychological whole must be
made such that out of it interest arises.

The concept of the psychological whole is
valuable in directing our attention to the essential
conditions for all human activity—namely, a self,
which is a functional system in a larger functional
whole. This concept emphasizes the functional
unity of the whole, and therefore enables us to
proceed with our work of analysing it with less
danger of over-simplification. Accordingly we
break up for the sake of exposition the psychol-
ogical whole into its two most obvious parts, the
self and its environment. We are then prepared
to proceed with the analysis by seeking those
characteristics of the self that are significant for
understanding its behaviour. We do the same
with reference to the environment.

In pointing out some of the traits of the self
that are significant for our understanding of its
behaviour, it should hardly be necessary to add
that these traits are symptoms or revelations of
the nature of the self as a whole. Yet at the
same time these traits go to make up the nature
of the self. This is true of all organic unities.
To illustrate, the soundness of my heart is in no
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small degree a symptom of my general physical
condition. But the soundness of my heart plays
no unimportant part in determining my general
health. So it is with my mental states. These
are expressions or revelations of my personality,
but they in turn are important determinants of
my personality. For example, my ideal of honesty
is a reflection or outgrowth of my personality ;
but it in turn plays an important part in making
my personality what it is, and any important
change in it will have an important influence on
my personality.

Any list of the aspects of the self, important for
understanding and predicting its behaviour, should
include the following: attitudes, beliefs, and
evaluation of human nature. In everyday life we
recognize the importance of the foregoing traits,
and any system of psychology that neglects them
failsto makefull use of theresourcesathand. There
are some who minimize the importance of these
traits on the ground that they are rooted in our
affective naturc and on the ground that our con-
duct is frequently inconsistent with them. That
beliefs, attitudes, and evaluation are rooted in our
affective nature does not show that they are un-
important. They, like all traits of an organic
unity, grow out of the whole, but they are none
the less important determinants of the whole.
That we should frequently act inconsistently with
them is not surprising. No one claims that they
are the sole determinants of behaviour, but they
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are notwithstanding important phases of one’s
personality, and are frequently the most important
factors for the understanding of an act. For
example, the belief that one’s lifc is threatened
may be the most important factor in making
intelligible a crime. The belief that animals are
soulless machines may serve to excuse and there-
fore to increase the cruclty shown them. The
boy who has a reputation usually seeks to live up
to his reputation whether it be good or bad. A
member of a prominent and successful family is
likely to place a valuation on himself that influ-
ences his conduct both desirably and undesirably.
Where two different races live together, the belief
that one is superior plays an important part in
determining how they shall live together.

Similarly our beliefs about human nature and its
place in the cosmos are important. It is not a
matter of indifference whether we believe that
we are revelations of the purposive nature of
reality or that we arc the accidental products of
an indifferent cosmos. It is not a matter of in-
difference whether we believe that man is merely
a complicated machine whose behaviour can be
accounted for in terms of physics and chemistry or
that man is a being with aims and purposcs, and that
heis at least in part responsible for their realization.
In brief it is not a matter of indifference whether
we have a view of human nature that exalts it or
a view that minimizes its richness through reducing
it to the level of unorganized matter.
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In the light of the foregoing let us seek to
discover how well “ Behaviourism ” meets the
requirements of a practical psychology. Do the
principles of “ Behaviourism * enable us to predict
behaviour ? Our answer is, No. The rcason for
this answer is that the ¢ Behaviourist ” takes too
limited a view of the psychological whole in which
the act takes place. Limiting himself to thosc
things that can be recorded by an instrument, he
is unable to take into consideration the hopes and
fears, the aspirations and worries, the beliefs and
attitudes of the agent, all of which are of value
in enabling us to predict the behaviour of others
and to anticipate our own. Their importance
can be best shown by means of illustrations.

Four men were riding in an open car. One of
the men in the front seat was chewing tobacco
and frequently spitting. Frequently some of the
spittle and tobacco juice flew into the face of one
of the men in the rear seat, who did nothing more
than wipe his face as the need arose. After some
little time had passed the man who was chewing
got out, but another man who happened to be
chewing took his place. He too, like all tobacco
chewers, had to spit. The first time he spat some
of the spittle flew into the face of the man in the
rear seat. ‘This time, however, instead of merely
wiping his face, he flew into a rage and threatened
with a curse the man in the front seat.

How understand the behaviour of the man
in the rear seat ? Why did he not resent the
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thoughtlessness of the first man ? And why did he
resent so violently the thoughtlessness of the second
man ! His behaviour becomes more intelligible to
us when we learn something of his interests. He
was desirous of becoming county treasurer, and
the first man who was chewing was the political
boss of the county. For fear of offending him
he said nothing. Now if he had told us in
advance of his interest, and if we had known of
the influence of the other man, we could have
predicted with some assurance that he would not
show in a violent manner his resentment regarding
the behaviour of the county boss. We could
not have predicted just what he would have done,
but we would at least have had information of
value in any cffort to predict.

Likewise with the cxplosion that followed the
spitting of the second man. Perhaps delicate in-
struments would have enabled us to discover that
the man was on the verge of exploding, and that
only the last straw was needed. But the same
could have been discovered without the instru-
ments. He might have told us how he felt, or
we might have inferred how he felt on the basis
of our general knowledge of human nature, gotten
both by studying the behaviour of others and our
own fecelings. And this information would have
been of great help to us in predicting that any-
thing else that did injury to his feelings of self-
respect would bring about a violent reaction. An
account of his mental states would have served to
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make his behaviour more intelligible, and informa-
tion regarding them, whether gotten from the
introspection of the agent or from our inferences,
would have been valuable in enabling us to make
predictions.

Another illustration will make this clearer.
Here is a freshman secking advice from a member
of the registration committec. How can the man
give him advice ? Certainly before he can do
so he must know something about the interest
and ability of the freshman. These are inferred
from knowledge of the freshman’s past. Now
there are at least two ways of learning of the
past of another. One is through the records that
have been kept regarding him, the testimony of
others, and our own obscrvations. The other is
through the recollections of the person concerned.
The former may be more accurate, but that does
not justify us in discarding the latter method.
Indeced, any knowledge that we may get from the
former method needs to be supplemented by the
recollections of the person in order that we may
learn how that past appcars to him, the import-
ance that he attaches to different bits of it, and
the way he feels concerning the whole. Accord-
ingly the member of the registration committee
rightly attaches much importance to the recollec-
tions of the freshman regarding his past.

The “ Behaviourist,” however, insists that the
only things of importance in determining be-
haviour are those things that can be objectively
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discovered. In so doing, it follows from what has
been said, he deprives himself of information valu-
able both for understanding and predicting be-
haviour. The more orthodox psychologist, unlike
the “ Behaviourist,” brings to bear all that he is
able to learn about a given individual in all pos-
sible ways, and on the basis of this wider fund of
knowledge attempts to interpret and anticipate
the behaviour of others. In this effort to discover
the character traits of a given individual he makes
usc of tests and all means that promise to be of
help. It should be obvious that the more we
know of a person the greater the chance of under-
standing and predicting his behaviour. Clearly
then, to put it mildly, “ Behaviourism * has not
increased our ability to predict behaviour.

The ““ Behaviourist ”” makes much of the claim
that his principles enable us to control behaviour
and the development of character. This claim
is not substantiated by the experience of those
who are scriously interested in the formation of
character. Any intelligent parent soon discovers
that if he wishes to control the behaviour of his
children he must first learn of their desires, fears,
worrics, and ambitions. What is true of parents
is equally true of teachers in maintaining discipline,
of psychopathologists in helping their patients to
take a firmer hold on life, of social workers dealing
with delinquents, of orators in influencing their
audicnces, of salesmen in sclling their wares. In
short, all who try to influence or control the
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behaviour of others find that a most valuable aid is
a knowledge of their anxieties, desires, ambitions,
and prejudices. For example, here is a boy who
begins with zest the tasks assigned him in school.
But after a short effort he abandons the task and
openly shows his indifference to the whole pro-
ccdure. A study of that child showed that he
took pride in his reputation for having a good
mind, and that in order to keep his reputation he
was unwilling to appecar to undertake anything
which he could not do well. Hence the first
difficulty that arose was sufficient to cause him
not only to ceasc all effort but to make light of
the task and to pretend to be indifferent. With
this knowledge of the subjective states gotten in
part from the accounts of the child, the teacher
was able to deal with the situation more effectively
than she otherwise would have been. Yet the
 Behaviourist,” as a rcsult of his scorn for all
subjective states and of his blind worship of the
stimulus, would deprive us of all these avenues of
insight and control.

Our third requirement of a practical psychology
is that it help in the moral elevation of human
living. We are convinced that in this respect
¢ Behaviourism ” falls short. It is hard to say
what view of human nature is gencrally accepted,
but perhaps most pcople attach considerable im-
portance to the aspirations, hopes, and fears of
man, and regard human nature as endowed with
a measure of spontaneity and freedom of choice.
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According to the ‘ Behaviourist ” these are at
best mere epiphenomena; they are similar to
the creaking of the wheel on its axle. In them-
selves they have no more to do with conduct than
the shadow of a runner influences his speed. The
real determinants of behaviour, according to the
 Behaviourist,” are the structure of the organism
and the forces that play upon it. No room is
provided for spiritual values.

That the effect of such a view of human be-
haviour would not be clevating seems obvious.
Certainly there is nothing in it to make for the
moral heroism of such men as Savonarola or
Socrates. We need not say that the belicfs of
these men made them moral heroes. Many who
have held similar beliefs have not impressed us
with their heroism. But none the less their beliefs
when seen on the background of a more complete
biography stand out as important determinants of
their behaviour.

There is little value in pointing to a man here
and there who avows the principles of “ Be-
haviourism ” and who is none the less an ideal
person. His character and ideals have been
moulded to a considerable degree by a group that
insists on the spiritual nature of man and on the
moral significance of man’s efforts. He is the
beneficiary of a spiritualistic philosophy of life
whether he consciously accepts it or not. But
change the prevailing philosophy into a material-
istic or mechanistic one, and what will be the
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effect ¢ Is it not more than possible that the
shift in this direction in our high schools and
colleges, in the popular articles on science, and in
many novels is in part responsible for the increas-
ing number of young criminals and for the feeling
of futility that secms to characterize many ?

Most of us have been reared in an atmosphere
that stressed individual responsibility ; it was
impressed upon us that the making of our char-
acter and our future is our task, and we were
given a cosmic view that stimulated our moral
efforts. But the tendency of “ Behaviourism ” is
to undermine each of these props of morality. It
would teach the individual that he is not respon-
sible for his conduct. If he acts criminally or in
less anti-social ways, his heredity or early home
life is blamed, not he. Since man’s inner life has
always been the citadel of the spiritual, the robbing
it of all spiritual significance tends to leave us in
a world indifferent to man’s values and moral
struggles. This cannot but influence human
living.

That the acceptance of  Behaviourism ”” would
seriously influence the behaviour of the mature
adult is to be doubted. In the development of
a personality there is a shift in the relative im-
portance of the different character traits. Tastes
become fixed, habits arc strongly established, and
many social bonds entwine the individual. These
bind the individual to courses of conduct that are
familiar and tried. But it does not follow from
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the admission that the behaviour of an adult would
not be seriously influenced by a change in his
conceptions of human nature, that the bchaviour
of an immature person would not be ; nor does it
follow that the zest of /ife would remain the same
for the adult. The influence of a system of
thought on the zest of life is a matter of utmost
practical importance. What influence would the
acceptance of the principles of * Behaviourism
have on our evaluation of an act and on human
life ?

Valuation while affective depends to no small
degree on the meaning we can sce or weave about
the object concerned.  Consider, for cxample,
an old lady knitting in order to escape the bore-
dom of doing nothing. War begins, and there is
a great necd for knitted sweaters and socks. Now
she knits not merely with contentment but with
zest ; her whole life becomes richer and fuller
because what she is doing now has some valuc.
The same principle holds for all activities and
proposed carecrs. Here is a young man preparing
to become a physician. He is intelligent and
applies himself, but all the time he labours under
misgivings. Suddenly he gets a new appreciation
of the profession for which he is preparing himself.
He no longer sces it as a life of drudgery devoted
to the care of people suffering from loathsome
diseases, or of discontented people carrying con-
tinually their troubles to the physician. He now
sces 1t as an opportunity to alleviate the suffering
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of humanity, to keep the joy of living strong in
young children, and to make healthier men and
women. So viewed, his profession, instead of
something to which he looks forward with dread,
becomes something which clevates his own life
and adds to its zest and meaning.

It is the same with our view of conduct. If all
I sec in the behaviour of an individual is a response
to a stimulus of the same type as my response to
dust in my throat, I have a view of life which
lessens my appreciation of kindliness, love, and
aspiration. How greatly my admiration of a
person who apparently makes a sacrifice for
another, even at the price of his life, would be
dimmed I do not know. But that it would be
affected I cannot doubt. My view of human
nature would tend to cause me to view it as
nothing more commendable than the flying of
the moth into the flame. Our valuations are
easily upset. A chance remark may rob us of the
joy we had formerly gotten from a choice posses-
sion. Our interpretation of the source or cause of
long tapering fingers may influence our sthetic
judgment concerning them. Likewise to reduce
human behaviour to the level of that of unorgan-
ized matter does much to rob it of its significance
and to lessen our appreciation of it.

Epictetus is reported to have said that every-
thing has two handles. We now have before us
two handles either of which we may take hold of
in our effort to understand human nature. One
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stresses the differences between man, the lower
organisms, and unorganizing matter. This view
stresses man’s capacity for love, devotion, friend-
ship, loyalty. These and similar traits it regards
as the distinguishing traits of man. This handle
leads to an increased appreciation of the noble
and spiritual in man. The other stresses the
similarities between man and the rest of reality.
It irons out the differences between man and the
lower orders of being, and in thus doing it tends to
deprive us of much of the happiness and zest of
life that comes from attaching due importance to
man’s spiritual nature.

Our view of life and of the universe therefore
is not a matter of theoretical importance only.
Such views profoundly influence our values and
appreciations. They may add to the richness and
fullness of experience, or they may lessen these by
ironing out all differences between the high and
low, leaving us in a homogencous though drab
and colourless world. In this respect ¢ Behav-
iourism ”’ falls far short, as it does in the more
truly scientific interest of cnabling us to predict,
control, and understand bchaviour.
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BEHAVIOURISM A TECHNIQUE OF
CONTROL, NOT A MEASURE OF VALUES

BY WINFRED ERNEST GARRISON

’ lI Vo the cditor’s invitation to contribute a

chapter to this volume, I replied that I
was not interested in participating in any general
attack upon the behaviouristic psychology, since
the merits of its method scemed to me to be at
least in even balance with the fallacy of some of
the conclusions which—illogically, as I believe—
have been drawn from it. The Behaviourist as
pure scientist, working with a body of data to
which his laboratory methods are adapted, has
contributed much to the understanding of human
nature, and there is ground to hope that a further
application of his methods of objective observation
may develop uscful techniques for the beneficial
control of conduct. But thc Behaviourist as
speculative philosopher—which is the last thing
he would admit being—attempting to define
human nature wholly in terms of physical acts
and to exclude as unreal all data except those
which are amenable to his particular methods of
observation and measurement, is quite out of
bounds and is the enemy of psychology as much

7
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as of religion ; for if consciousness is negligible or
non-existent, there is no reason why anyone should
study behaviour. Bchaviour is significant only
because there are clements other than behaviour
in the human process, just as gold is valuable
only on condition that there are other things
which can be bought with it.

The term Behaviourism, although still com-
paratively new, has bccome, through much care-
less use, almost as slippery as an old coin, and the
image and superscription which are proper to it
have been so nearly effaced that counterfeits
easily circulate in its place. Properly speaking,
it describes a method of psychological research
and laboratory procedure, the essence of which
is the application of exact measurement to the
physical reactions of organisms to stimuli and the
manipulation of the stimuli to alter the reactions.
The organism which is subjected to this form of
interrogation and education may be any living
thing, from a polyp to a philosopher. It might
cven be a plant, for plants as well as animals
respond to stimuli, though more slowly and with
less varied reactions to the narrower range of
stimuli to which they are sensitive. But since
even those thinkers who have banished thought
from the field of their concern have not as yet
manifested much interest in the psychology of
vegetables, the behaviouristic method of investiga-
tion may be said to be confined to animals, so far
as it relates to psychology.
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The stimulus may be any excitation or situation
which leads the organism to do something or to
alter what it is already doing. It may be a sight,
a sound, a touch, a taste, or a smell, or a combina-
tion of these. It may be something which causes
the organism to approach, or to recede, or to per-
form some more complicated adjustment. The
main point is that it must be something which will
produce observable and measurable action. It is
hard to state the matter with that perfect objec-
tivity which the strictest sect of the Behaviourists
insists upon. It is not quite accurate to say that
stimuli may be sights, sounds, tastes, and so on,
for seeing, hearing, and tasting are states of con-
sciousness, and we are trying to leave conscious-
ness out of account. It i1s no concern of ours, as
behaviouristic investigators, whether or not the
rat in the maze smells the cheese, or whether or
not the dog hcars the bell in the famous experi-
ment dealing with the reconditioning of the
responsc of his salivary glands. The stimuli are
the objects, not the sensations, which we may
carelessly assume that these evoke.

Similarly, the responses which are the objects of
obscrvation and study must all be overt physical
acts or changes in physical condition. They may
be manual, verbal, or visceral acts. Fear and
anger are not responses; but running away,
fighting, quickened heart action, dilated or con-
tracted blood vessels are. The feeling of desire
which an animal may have for an article of food
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placed just out of reach and the mental processes
(if any) by which he arrives at a successful method
of getting it are alike hidden from direct observa-
tion, but we can observe and describe the acts
which he performs under these circumstances,
and we can measure with a stop watch the time it
takes for him to solve the problem on the first,
second, third, and cach successive trial, until it has
ceased to be a problem and has become a habit.
Naturally, the use of this method implies the
conviction that the overt and observable actions
which are studiced are significant and that, when
considered by themselves and apart from other
factors which are not susceptible of similar treat-
ment, they constitute a coherent and intelligible
body of data. It is not necessary to assume or
assert that no other data exist. A chemist would
be no better chemist for asserting that a volume of
poetry had nothing in it except what he could
describe in terms of the chemical composition of
its paper and ink. Unquestionably, he can go no
farther than that—as chemist. And a chemical
treatise on the composition of paper and ink
would be cluttered up with irrelevancies and
diverted into unprofitable channels if the chemist
concerned himself about the poetic form and lyric
beauty of what was printed on the paper. The
case of a student of bchaviour is much the same.
Loyalty to his own spccialty does not require him
to insist that there are no realities except those
which occupy his attention. In fact, as soon as
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he begins to define the nature of reality, and set
bounds to it, and exclude from it the phenomena
of consciousness, he ceases to be a good Behaviour-
ist. He ceases to be a good scientist of any sort,
and becomes a speculative philosopher. And, as
usual when onc practises speculation without
realizing it, he practises it very badly.

Genuince Behaviourism is, in fact, not an “ ism
at all. It is an “ology.” In its legitimate,
because truly scientific, aspects it is a study of a
particular body of phenomena, as are the sciences
of biology, physiology, and geology. Like them,
it cultivates its own field without concerning
itself too much about what may be on the other
side of the fence, and espccially without indulging
in any unscientific dogmatisms to the effect that
there is nothing on the other side of the fence.
As between a scientific Behaviourology (a terrible
word, I admit, but a more accurate one than
Bechaviourism) and a speculative psychism, I
would be for the former. That is to say,
scientific study of the conduct of human organisms
is worth more than any bare theory about the
nature of the psyche.

Behaviourism is not really a form of psychology.
At its best it is a supplement to it ; at its worst, a
substitute for it. At its best it is a study of how
bodies work ; at its worst, a theory that nothing
exists and works except bodies.

The important service which the behaviour-
istic method of investigation renders consists in

»
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discovering correlations between those external
situations which act as stimuli and the nervous
and muscular responses which, in the aggregate,
constitute human bechaviour. Not much pro-
gress can be made toward an intelligent control
of conduct until there is some understanding of
the scquences of natural causes and cffects in this
field. So long as conduct is thought of as a
random succession of acts dependent upon the
whims of a wholly undetermined volition, not
much can be done about it. We can scold our
children, but we can scarcely train them. We can
punish crime, but we can scarcely prevent it.
We can issue exhortations and cmit emotional
appeals on behalf of a better life, but the per-
centage of successful results will be not much
greater than it would be if these things were
left undone. Any given type of behaviour is a
skill to be taught, and lcarned, by the utilization
of specific situations which have been shown by
experience to be conducive to the desired end ;
not something which can be inculcated wholly
by argument and persuasion.

It is of the utmost importance that this scien-
tific view of conduct be given a larger place in
education and in child-training than it has had
in the past. There arc also wide fields for its
application in all sorts of remedial and corrective
work in criminology, in dealing with juvenile de-
linquents—in short, wherever human beings are
to be conditioned to make adequate and satis-
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factory responses to new aspects of their environ-
ment, and wherever they are to be reconditioned
so that such responses may be established in place
of undesirable ones which they have already
acquired. Human beings, I said, but the methods
are equally applicable to animals other than man
—more obviously and completely applicable.
Probably no one ever tried to train a dog or a
horse without, unconsciously in most cascs,
making use of the kind of technique which may
be refined and perfected by a scientific study of
behaviour. The greater part of the experimental
work of Behaviourists has becn done upon animals
and young infants, whose behaviour secems quite
evidently to be just behaviour. That is to say,
with subjects of these two classes it is relatively
easy to climinate from consideration the mental
and emotional accompaniments, rudimentary at
best, and concentrate upon the co-ordination
between stimulus and physical response.
Behaviourists have rendered a service by insist-
ing that there is more similarity than has been
supposed between the processes by which animal
and infant activitics are determined and those
by which adult human actions are determined.
Conduct is the sum total of learned reactions to
environment. If a child at ten or a youth at
sixteen develops objectionable traits, these arc
not to be accounted for as outcroppings of
qualities inherited from a ne’er-do-well grand-
father or as spontaneous manifestations of his own
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wilful and unregenerate nature. The child and
the youth do what they have learned to do ; but
they have learned in a school with an extra-
ordinarily large and miscellancous faculty and a
curriculum including many unedifying branches.

Some follies and cxaggerations may perhaps be
charitably allowed to thosc who are secking to
impress upon us the indispensable truth that
behaviour does not just happen at random, and
is ncither inherited from ancestors nor created
out of nothing by the independent fiat of the
individual’s will, but is produced by definite
though intricate causes. To deny the reality of
consciousness, to consign thought, emotion, will,
and the whole ideational life of man to the limbo
of illusion, appears to me to go so far in the
direction of madness that it is scarcely possible
to bclieve that the more extreme “ metaphysical
behaviourists  believe what they say. Perhaps
they mean that the phenomena of consciousness
do not exist as data which their methods can
utilize. In that sense a botanist might deny the
existence of the stars and an astronomer ignore
the flowers. Passing, for the moment, the ques-
tion as to what they do mean by such statements,
I insist only that no metaphysical folly, no specu-
lative obiter dicta in defence of a materialistic
scheme of things, need deter us from accepting
the valuable insights which Behaviourists have
given us and being grateful for them.

There was not much chance of understanding
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the motions of the stars so long as it was supposed
that each one was dragged around its orbit by
an angel operating on a flexible time schedule
subject to variations dependent upon the pressure
of his other business, his impatiencc to get to the
end of his run, or his pleasure in loitering along
the moonlit path on a clear night. A science of
astronomy could not well start until the clement
of personal whim had been climinated from the
phenomena which it was proposed to study.

The parallcl between the behaviour of heavenly
bodies and that of human persons is good only
if not pressed too far. Argument from analogy
is always tricky. Men, women, and babics are
(in most cases) neither angels nor stars. There
arc two dcfects in the comparison if it is used to
support the contention that the study of human
behaviour may bccome a science as exact as
astronomy so that conduct can be predicted and
controlled with precision. Onec is that man is
not all bchaviour, in the sense in which Behaviour-
ists use the term, and the part of him which is
not bchaviour exercises a strong influence on his
behaviour. The other is that, even if it could
be assumed that men’s actions were completely
determined by the learned responses of their
bodies to physical stimuli, the forces and factors
involved are too complicated for exact computa-
tion. Considerable industrics (such as they are)
are based upon the fact that it is not humanly
possible to foretell upon what number or colour
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the little ball in a roulette wheel will stop, and
yet no onc denics that the issue is determined by
purely mechanical factors. When one considers
that, even if human behaviour be viewed as the
resultant of objective stimuli acting under rigid
law, still it is the resultant of so infinitely many
stimuli operating cumulatively from infancy on-
ward, it is obvious that the prediction and control
of behaviour can never be comparable in simplicity
and accuracy to, let us say, rolling a ball down a
bowling alley.

In practice, the behaviouristic method has been
applicd chiefly to the study of responses to
artificially detached stimuli rather than to total
situations as they are found in the complex stream
of expericnce. There is no reason why this
should be so, except that it is casier to set up
experiments of that sort. But from this source a
certain unreality creeps into the results, in spite
of the rcalistic claims that are made ; for stimuli
never exist detached from a matrix of other
stimuli. The vivid and focal point in a stimulat-
ing situation is always surrounded by a margin,
or fringe, of other circumstances which exercise
a considerable, and often perhaps a determining,
influence upon the resultant response. If you
are pulling a sled by a rope, but a hundred other
people are also pulling it in various directions by
strings, the resultant movement cannot all be
accounted for by the direction and force of the
pull on the rope. The pull on the strings might
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completely ncutralize the pull on the rope.
Gulliver discovered something of the sort when
he found himsclf effectively pegged down by a
web of pack-thread. The Gestalt psychology is
an attempt to correct this defect of fictitious
simplification in considering responses to artifici-
ally isolated stimuli rather than to complete
situations. Just what effect this will have upon
the methodology of behaviouristic experiment
has not yct been determined. It will certainly
complicate it, but there is no apparent reason
why 1t should invalidate it.

To say that the understanding and control
of conduct involves the recognition of certain
mechanisms which have hitherto reccived less
attention than they deserve is very different from
saying that the whole process can be viewed as
mechanical. It is only by making this distinction
that onec can fairly credit what is commonly called
Behaviourism with its merits and charge it with
its defects.

Its merits, as already indicated, lie in the fact
that it has not only suggested the possibility of
new methods of control through “ conditioning
the human organism to make desirable responses
to stimuli which would otherwise provoke un-
desirable responses, but has actually gone a long
way toward developing such methods. This
concept of ““ conditioning  is invaluable. Perhaps
one ought not to speak of a behaviouristic concept,
for a concept must exist in consciousness if at all,
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and if there is no consciousness there cannot be
any concepts. It is hard to talk bchaviouristically
all the while. The Behaviourists themselves can’t
do it. They are constantly using terms which
imply the consciousness which they deny. But
let that pass. What I mecan is that there is great
value in that pattern of procedure the character-
istic and consequence of which is that one re-
action to a given stimulus may be substituted for
another, without any appeal to motives or other
ideational processes, by rclating this given stimulus
to another which already produces the desired
response. ‘This formula or pattern is immenscly
important, for it suggests a technique by which,
in many cascs, it is possible to get pcople to do
things—that is, to control conduct.

The defects of Behaviourism, as it is cxpounded
by its most widely known advocates, may be
grouped under threc heads: First, behaviour is
not explicable by reference solely to objective
situations physically present at the time of the
observed response. Second, no motive for control
is provided, and no method for the valuation of
any proposed objective of the processes which it
sets up. It is this absence of any provision for
the recognition of values which constitutes the
most obvious and fatal defect of the system when
it declares itself independent of all other types
of procedure. Third, it easily passes over into a
materialistic philosophy which, while no proper
part corollary of true Behaviourism, often receives
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the sanction of its spokesmen and the benefit of
its prestige.

In the first place, then, behaviour cannot be
explained or controlled with sole reference to
observable physical conditions and the mechanical
interplay of physical stimulus and bodily reaction
and without taking into consideration the phe-
nomena of consciousness which extreme Behaviour-
ists declare illusory and negligible. It seems
obvious enough that this is so, and it would not
be necessary to labour the point if the Watsonian
type of Behaviourist did not so frequently and
so baldly assert that all thought, feeling, purpose,
and other activities of what may, tentatively at
least, be called mind, must be left out of the
picture as irrelevant, incompetent, and immaterial
—especially immaterial, for only the material is
admitted as rcal. But when these are left out
of the picture, there is no picture left, nor any-
body to look at it if therc were.

Consider a simple case in which behaviour is
controlled by factors which are present in con-
sciousness but not in the immediate physical
situation. A little after noon. I suddenly re-
member that I have an appointment at one o’clock,
break off the sequence of my routine responses to
the stimuli supplied by the books and papers on
my desk, and begin to produce a train of behaviour
not to be accounted for on any mechanistic theory
without making assumptions that go so far beyond
the boundaries of knowledge that they are less
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dependable than any mctaphysical spcculations
about the nature of mind. It is raining and cold.
Normally I react by way of repulsion to both rain
and cold ; nevertheless, I go out in them. There
is food on my own table, and I have a distinct and
positive food-tropism ; but 1 turn away from this
immediatcly available nourishment on the dubious
chance of worsc food farther off and later on. The
company which I can see already assembling at
my table is congenial, whereas the man I am to
meet is a bore and I know it. Besides, I am well
assured from previous experiences with him that
he is not going to do anything for me; on the
contrary, he will want me to do something for
him. Nevertheless, I leave good company for
bad and go to kcep the appointment. Nothing
binds me to this course cxcept a feeling that,
having let myself infor it in a moment of weakness,
I ought to keep the engagement.

Upon what mechanistic scheme can such be-
haviour be accounted for ? Upon nonc that I can
imagine. To say that a prejudice in favour of
kecping unfortunate promiscs is negligible because
it can be known only by introspection—that is,
not at all by a Bchaviourist—is to climinate the
only thing that counts. To make my action in
this case merely the mechanical sequence from a
set of physiological, and especially neural, processcs,
is to fall back upon something that is just as in-
visible and intangible as consciousness itself ; for
no laboratory scientist has ever scen, isolated, or
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measured any physical process which is specifically
related to the keeping or breaking of promises.
To turn away from the scries of ideational
activities, or acts of consciousness, which seem to
have led me to leave food to keep a rendezvous
with a pest, and try to account for this unnatural
conduct mechanistically, is to turn, not from the
unknown to the known, but from the known to
the unknown.

The trouble is that a certain class of scientists
proceed on the assumption that whatever can be
called physical is, Zpso facto, cither known or at
least knowable, while everything that is not
physical is, in the nature of things, unknowable.
So certain Behaviourists have a lovely time making
merry over the folly of all who employ such con-
cepts as “soul” or ‘‘consciousness.”” No one
has ever touched, seen, heard, tasted, or smelled
‘““ consciousness,” so consciousness and all its
phenomena must be left out of account! Yet
there are a number of things that eye hath not
seen nor ear heard, which neverthcless command
the respectful attention of scientific minds. I
asked a group of medical research men the other
day how the tendency to longevity in certain
families is transmitted from father to son. “0O,”
they said,  that is a unit characteristic.” They
were quite satisfied with this answer. Though
they had never seen or touched a unit character-
istic, and never hoped to see one, they were per-
fectly willing to make use of the concept because,
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without it, the things they could see and touch
did not make sense. Every science is constantly
running up against the invisible and imponder-
able, but most scientists are wise enough not to
affirm that rcality ceascs at the point where their
eyesight fails, and somc of them have extended
the boundarics of their knowledge a considerable
distance into the rcgion of the unseen. Still
beyond that limit lics an arca toward which they
maintain an attitude of respectful ignorance.

But not so with the ultra-bchaviourists. They
not only rule out as unrcal those mental phenomena
which arc the only things in the world of which
we do have first-hand knowledge, but they do it
by applying tests of reality which would also ruin
several other sciences, including physics.

In the sccond place, the unscientific type of
Bchaviourism which, in the name of science,
rcjects consciousness and the whole idcational life
of man, finds itsclf bankrupt for lack of values
and motives. Granted that it can give us tech-
niques for the control of conduct. Why should
we control conduct ? What difference does it
make whether conduct is controlled or not ? It
is true that we oursclves have been conditioned
to rcact unfavourably toward certain types of
bchaviour—for example, lying and theft. It may
be possible to recondition the liars and thieves so
that they will no longer annoy us by these forms
of conduct, and, within limits, we can. But it is
a great deal of trouble to do that, and almost
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everybody reacts unfavourably to trouble. So
why bother about it ? Why not take the alter-
native course of reconditioning oursclves so that
we will not mind if people do lie and steal ? We
already have a good start in that direction. There
aresituations in which these forms of behaviour pro-
voke little or no unfavourableresponse. Some kinds
of untruth and peculation are socially approved,
such as deceiving an enemy or commandeering his
property in time of war. We might extend the
range of this tolerance by educating ourselves to
react with smiles and other complacent gestures,
“ manual, verbal, and visceral,” toward all lying
and theft. In matters of bodily health it is con-
sidered unimportant whether malignant bacilli
arc excluded from the organism or the organism
is immunized by conditioning it to such a degrec
of tolerance that the acts of the bacilli are no
longer malignant. If conduct can be equally
expressed in terms of stimulus and conditioned
reflex, the same should be true in this field.

It is entirely conceivable that certain simple
bodily activities, in man as well as in animals, are
the result of purely mechanical tropisms, or even
that such machine-like responses constitute the
raw materials out of which all behaviour is made,
and it is important to utilize all that can be learned
of these mechanisms in our efforts to adjust them
to desired ends. But there can be no desired
ends if nothing exists except the unconscious mech-
anisms. What is necded is some body of values and



94 BEHAVIOURISM

some means of apprehending them. Behaviour-
ism breaks down when you try to get it to answer
the question, Why should one do this rather than
that ? It brecaks down not because there is any-
thing the matter with its method for the purpose
of investigating those matters to which it is
applicable, but because this is a matter to which
it 1s not applicable.

Mr Watson sums up the Behaviourist’s pro-
gramme thus : “The Behaviourist puts the human
organism in front of him and says: What can
it do? When doecs it start to do these things ?
What can it be taught to do? What methods
shall society use in teaching it to do these things ?
With this as subject-matter, psychology connects
up immediately with life.”  Quite so. And it
was a connecting link badly needed after all the
generations through which the introspectionists
had been arguing with observing, guessing at half
and multiplying by two, and invoking “ instinct ”’
to cover a multitude of mysteries and a mass of
ignorance. But the limitations of the procedure
which Mr Watson outlines with such persuasive
simplicity are quite obvious. Why should society
be interested in teaching the human organism to
do ‘“these things” rather than other things?
Why should it teach anything at all? Any de-
liberate effort to change a mode of response is a
confcssion that there are more things in the world
than modes of response.  Behaviourism is a
natural science that takes the whole field of human
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adjustments as its own. It is the business of be-
haviouristic psychology to be able to predict and
to control human destiny.” But again—adjust
it to what and control it to what end ? Every
preference for one unrealized objective rather than
another is itself a phenomenon of consciousness
rather than of mechanism.

A mechanistic philosophy which eliminates con-
sciousness also eliminates ““ought,” “wish,” “like,”
and “ try.” Machines never try. We sometimes
speak of them as though they did. We think of
an automobile motor as struggling to make the
grade. But that is mere anthropomorphism.
The motor does not carc whether it makes the
grade or not. Much less could it conceive an
ambition to reach out and tcach other motors
how they can open their own throttles and make
the grade. There is no trying about it for the
motor—simply one explosion after another, quite
purposeless so far as the motor itself is concerned ;
and quite purposeless so far as its driver is con-
cerned if this behaviour also is simply one explosion
after another.

In the third place, Behaviourism has lent itself,
quite gratuitously, I think, to a mechanistic and
materialistic view of the whole life process. It is
not necessary to discuss this at length. Somec
recent writers who scem at first glance to support
this theory do not actually do so. For example,
Prof. C. Judson Herrick, in The Thinking
Machine, asserts quite baldly that man is a
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machine and that thought is a product of machin-
ery. This sounds quite stiff, hard, and mechanical.
It suggests the old statement about the brain
secreting thought as the liver secretes bile. But
as his argument proceeds, he reads into the word
“ machine ” everything that one at first supposed
that he was cxcluding. If we define man as a
thinking machine, then we have also defined
machine as the kind of entity that can think;
and as we have a more intimate and definite
knowledge of thought than we have of machines,
what we have really done is to refine machines
in terms of thought rather than thought in terms
of machines.

If we are going to use words in anything ap-
proaching their established sense, every machine
is a part of a situation larger than itself. It
neither makes itsclf, drives itsclf, nor places any
value upon its own services. Every machine from
the simplest to the most complex, from a grubbing
hoe to a Hoe printing press, includes three points
of contact with a world outside of itself : a place
where power cnters, a place where it is guided
or controlled, and a place at which it delivers
its power or product. No machine has the power
of repairing itsclf, rcproducmg its kind, adapting it-
self to novel situations, or having its actions deter-
mined by future or physically remote conditions.
To say that a structure which docs all of these
things is a machine, or to say that the whole world
is a machine, is to rcad into the word a meaning
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which does not belong there. But it is to such
devices that one is impelled who undertakes to
defend a completely mechanistic scheme of things.

Psychologists of the behaviouristic persuasion
seem, in their zeal to mechanize completely the
patterns of human life, to be in the position of
persons who have becn in inordinate haste to get
on a train which turns out to be going in the
wrong direction, or like the traveller who made
a dangerous flying-leap to catch a ferryboat—
which was just coming in instcad of going out.
The de-mechanizing process is going on in physics
as rapidly as the mechanizing trend in this branch
of psychology. Perhaps these Behaviourists are
only the irresponsible subjects, or victims, of an
unconscious tropism which draws them toward
mechanistic analogies. Indced, it must be so if
there is no consciousness. But if it is so, they
are turning toward a setting sun. There was a
time, in the seventeenth and early eighteenth
centuries, when men of science were stirred by
the hope that the whole universe might soon be
explained in terms of a few simple laws of motion
and some mathematical formule. The develop-
ment of biology wrecked that naive hope, and
physics itself no longer cherishes the simple
delusion—which Newton himself never shared—
that Newton’s laws, with perhaps a few slight
refinements, would explain what God and man
is. Says Dampier-Whetham, in the preface to
his recent History of Sciemce:  Meanwhile
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physics, which for so long sought and found
mechanical models of the phenomena observed,
seems at last to be in touch with concepts where
such models fail, with fundamental things which,in
Newton’s phrase, ¢ certainly are not mechanical.” ”’

I revert to the statement that the scientific
study of behaviour is not properly an “ism ” but

‘““ology.” An “ology ” is a branch of science
deahng with a particular class of phcnomena
which, for purposes of convenience and because
no one person can study everything, are delimited
from other phenomena by whatever frontiers best
serve that practical end. It is not necessary that
the frontiers be sharply drawn or heavily guarded,
and often there is a borderland which is occu-
pied jointly by two or more sciences. Sometimes
the border strip of double sovereignty is rather
narrow, as that between plants and animals ; but
botanists and zoologists do not quarrel v1olent1y
over the jurisdiction. Sometimes it is so broad a
zone that there is room and nced for another
science to occupy it, as in the cases of bio-
chemistry, astrophysmlogmal psychology These
and all other sciences are “ ologies,” whether
those syllables occur in their names or not.

The science of behaviour belongs in the same
class. When it studies the phenomena of be-
haviour it is a true science and performs a valuable
service. But when it tries to live up to the
“ism » in its name, it gets out of bounds as a
science and does what all “isms” do—launches
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into unprofitable speculations as to the nature of
ultimate reality. In this field the expert scientist
flounders as an amateur philosopher. Itis because
so many Bchaviourists have done just this that the
real value of their contribution has been obscured.

Every science must presuppose the existence of
areas of reality outside of its own special field to
give setting and significance to its investigations.
The dietitian studies diet, but if nothing existed
in the world except diet there would be no need
to study it. The economist studies the produc-
tion, exchange, and consumption of commodities,
but these would have no meaning apart from
human desires and satisfactions which the econo-
mist does not study but takes for granted. The
student of behaviour can claim no exemption from
this general law. Behaviour, as a body of objec-
tive physical phenomena, has not the slightest
significance except as it is rclated to personal
values which cannot be stated, even in the simplest
terms, without employing a set of categories of an
entirely different order.
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BEHAVIOURISM’S SILENCE AS TO
HUMAN VALUES

BY ROSS L. FINNEY

r ll \HE essential characteristic of Bchaviourism
is its laudable ambition to apply strictly
scientific methods in the field of psychology.
But precisely from that ambition arises its limita-
tions and mistakes, since there is a radical fallacy
involved in the assumptions underlying it. ‘This
fallacy is that its blind-spot falls upon certain
epistemological fundamentals, and especially upon
their implications. For therc are fwo sorts of
cognition : cognition of objective reference, and
cognition of subjective reference; and of these
two only the first furnishes data for science. To
the data of subjective cognltlon the assumptions
and techniques of objective science do not apply.
It is by ignoring certain important implications
of this epistemological distinction that the Be-
haviourists have let themselves in for a somewhat
ungrateful disparagement of their good intentions
and their contributions.
It should never for a moment be forgotten that

epistemological considerations are fundamental to
100
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the grammar of science. Probably no single book
has been more generally read in recent years by
scientists in all fields than Pearson’s 4 Grammar
of Science ; and that book is nothing more nor
less than a treatise in epistemology. It treats the
question of how objective reality is knowable
through and by means of scnsory experience, and
what postulates are presupposed in the accept-
ability of scnsory experiences as data for science.
Of recent months Eddington’s The Nature of
the Physical World has, in some quarters, been
hailed as quite the scientific book of the hour;
but it, too, is a restatement of cpistemological
principles set forth a century and a half ago in
his Kritik der reinen Vernunft, by Immanuel
Kant, and reiterated in America a generation ago
by the Boston philosopher, Borden P. Bowne,
in his Theory of Thought and Kmnowledge. To
imagine that epistemology is irrelevant to the
grammar of science is to betray unfamiliarity
either with the content, philosophical background,
or practical implications of that grammar.

But Karl Pearson’s 4 Grammar of Science is
only the first volume of what might well have
been a two-volume work ; the second volume of
which must be written and applied before we can
hope to clear away the present confusion about
the possibilities and limitations of science in the
mental-social fields—in fact, before there can ever
develop any science, or the equivalent thereof, in
those fields. At present the confusion is discon-
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certing. On the one hand, there is the charge
that psychology and the social sciences have not
yet been reduced to science, with the insinuation
that they never can be. On the other hand, there
is going forward much eager, zcalous work that
aspires to be scientific, but with methods, results,
and by-products that are too often little short of
ludicrous. The insight is now well overdue that
this confusion is inherent in the failure to dis-
tinguish epistemologically between two wholly
different sorts of knowledge. If Behaviourism 1s
contemporaneous psychology in the awkward
posture of standing on one foot, it is because of
failure to sce the implications of this important
distinction.

Our argument requires an initial emphasis upon
this distinction. There are two sorts of reality—
namely, things and values. There are objective
entities in time and space, such as sticks, stones,
dogs, folks, and so forth ; and there are also sub-
jective cntitics in consciousncess and feeling, such
as fears, likes, appreciations, and the rest. En-
tities of the sccond sort are just as real as those of
the first. But the onc sort are out in the world,
quite independent of experience; whereas the
other have their existence nowhere except within
experience itsclf.

The distinction is clarified by obscrving that
we are equipped with two distinct (though
articulated) nervous systems, onc for each kind of
knowledge. Through the ccrebro-spinal nervous



SILENCE AS TO HUMAN VALUES 103

system, including the sense organs, we get our
knowledge of objective thimgs; through our
autonomic nervous system we get our knowledge
of subjective values. And if the difference be-
tween these two kinds of knowledge forces nature
to provide two different apprehending instru-
ments, so does it likewise challenge scholarship to
devise and employ two wholly different techniques
of research. For subjective values are not to be
studied by the techniques of objective science,
any morc than they are to be experienced through
the cerebro-spinal nervous system.

Now cach of thesc two sorts of knowledge
involves different cpistemological postulates.
Consider first the postulates of objective cognition.
What is it that happens when one perceives an
object, say a trec? 'The trce does not enter one’s
mind. Not cven does the image of it do so; to
talk such nonscnse betrays a naive attempt to
picture the essentially unpicturable.  What really
happens is that the mind creates an idea within
itsclf, which the mind uses as representing the
trec. “Here is onc of the most awe-inspiring
mysteries in nature : how can an idea within the
mind give us knowledge of a thing outside the
mind ? What proof have we that this “ objective
reference” of experience is valid?  The fact is, we
have no proof; we have to assume that cognitive
expericnce is knowledge. And this is the first
postulate of objective cognition.

The sccond postulate is that the object observed
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is tdentical for all experiencers. And the third is
that objective experience which other observers
cannot corroborate is but illusion. One is merely
“ seeing things ” if no one else can see them.

Contrast the postulates of subjective cognition.
When one experiences a feeling or value—e.g.,
of pain, of gustatory pleasurc, or of artistic
appreciation—the fceling is definitely thought of
as within the self. The thing occasioning the
feeling may be objectively referred ; but that is
a wholly different matter. So far as what the
autonomic necrvous system apprehends, there is
no objective reference. Thus the first postulate
of objective cognition is absent entirely from
subjective cognition.

Instead of the second there is somcthing very
different. In the case of feelings we postulate
nothing more than that they are similar in different
experiencers. If two persons are pricked with a pin,
there arc two separate pains, one by each person.
Moreover, we have no means of proving that they
are cven similar pains ; that we have to assume.

As for the third, it too is entirely absent ; for in
the case of subjective cognition verification docs
not depend at all upon corroboration. A fecling
is real for the person experiencing it, no matter
whether anybody else ever had a similar feeling or
not. If George likes olives (or the Ninth Sym-
phony), that is his business; if John does not,
there is no ground for argument. Feelings are
strictly solipsistic.
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This prepares us for the implications of these
postulates in a so-called grammar of science.
The postulates of objective cognition are always
implicit in scientific research. In other words,
data for science are conceived in terms of these
postulates. A datum is, first, an object of sensory
perception ; it is, second, a self-identical entity
common to all observers; and, third, its reality
is verificd by agreement among observers. T hings,
on this criterion, are data for science ; but values
are not, because in our knowledge of them thesc
postulates are not implicit. George’s fceling of
pleasure in olives (or the Ninth Symphony) is
not a datum for science because its reality cannot
be verified by any other observer ; it is an entity
only to and for the experiencer, and it exists
nowhere except iz his experience. In short, it
is strictly solipsistic; and solipsistic is the exact
opposite of that objectivity to which science
aspires.

Similarly, there is no such thing as a scientific
generalization in the case of values; and just be-
cause they are solipsistic. As pointed out above,
each person’s like or dislike is valid for him. If
George likes olives, olives really do taste good to
him ; and how John feels about olives has nothing
to do with the case. So long, thcrefore, as
persons differ about the pleasure of the taste of
olives, no generalization about thc goodness or
badness of the taste of olives is possible ; for a
scientific generalization carrics in its very naturc
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the implication that it imposes itsclf upon every-
body.

In other words, the feclings and evaluations of
subjective cognition are not data for science because
they are solipsistic. 'This is to arrive by way of
the profundities of cpistemology at the simplest
of propositions—namely, that merc personal
feelings are not scientific because they are purely
subjective. You cannot make a scicnce out of
anything we are so sure of as our own feclings !

With all this it is probable that no one would
be in more hearty accord than the Bchaviourists
themselves ; for, as stated at the beginning, their
dominating aim and aspiration has been to render
psychology strictly scientific. Recognizing quite
clearly this distinction between subjective and
objective, they have insisted upon devoting them-
selves exclusively to the study of behaviour,
because behaviour alone is objective. They
refusc to interest themsclves in thoughts and fecl-
ings as such. Behaviourism has no placc among
its catcgories for the concept of purpose. It is
silent on the subject of values. All thesc realities
are subjective, and hence Behaviourism eschews
them as not data for science. Thus, in its zeal to
render psychology scientific, it has withdrawn
from the field of psychology altogether !

Nevertheless, against Behaviourism as science
there is no scrious criticism to be urged, except
when its promoters mistake palpably bad logic for
scientific procedure. It is only against Behaviour-
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ism as a cult that there is ground for complaint.
For as a cult Behaviourism unconsciously becomes
a philosophy of life, and a very faulty one at that.
For it is a philosophy with a blind spot, since it
tends not only to ignore as data, but also to
repudiate as reality, the whole catcgory of con-
scious feeling. By so doing its logic manceuvres
the thinker into a position where one experience
has to be accepted as quite as good as another.
Thus it leaves neither substance nor method out
of which a philosophy of life can be organized.
And this is scrious; for in the present crash of
ancient creeds and clash of novel circumstances
there is scarcely anything the age more deeply
needs than a new philosophy of human values.
Our charge, therefore, against Behaviourism is
that it is obstructing one of the most important
intellectual tasks of the times. And this it is
doing through a logical fallacy in the grammar of
its own technique, and by virtue of a prestige
inherited from its mother, the old psychology.
The charge against it of being a cult is onc
that Behaviourism is cntitled to have either
substantiated or else withdrawn. The following
characteristics of the movement are thercfore
pointed out as cultish. First of all, it is based
upon premises that are undemonstrable. In
other words, at its foundations is an article of
faith. There is a limited extent, to be sure, to
which all science is alike in this respect, because of
the epistcmological postulates always involved in
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its techniques. But, as pointed out above, the
epistemological assumption is a very different
matter in the mental-social fields than in the fields
of the natural scicnces. In the case of Bchaviour-
ism the epistemological assumption takes the
following unwarranted form : that the techniques
of science are applicable to all reality ; or, con-
versely, that no reality falls outside the applica-
bility of the scientific technique; or, in other
words, that there is and can be no other technique
of research than that of objective science. Not
only is this assumption undemonstrable, but it is
demonstrably untruc, as this paper has made it
its central business to point out. To claim for
the scientific technique a monopoly of all know-
ledge-getting processes is @ priori as to logic, a
blind spot of the intcllect, and quite as productive
of intellectual aberrations as any other cult. It
can hardly be too often insisted that there is a
radical epistcmological fallacy in the primary
assumptions of the bchaviouristic grammar.

In the second place, Behaviourism is fractional
and one-sided, and thercfore cultish. It has a
blind spot. It rides a hobby. In this respect it is
like Freudianism, Christian Science, or Socialism.
This fault is obvious in its consistent policy of
having nothing to do with thought and fecling
as data of investigation, a policy” which becomes
quasi-fanatical when  Behaviourists go to  the
length of repudiating consciousness altogether.
To deny that consciousness is datum for science
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is one thing ; to deny its reality is quite another,
and palpably absurd. There is nothing more
important for scientists in the mental-social field
than always to distinguish between the two great
kingdoms of reality : things and values. If they
elect to limit their researches to the one, that 1s
perhaps their privilege, though it is obviously
abandoning their own field ; but to repudiate
the other as a field of rcality for investigation
is both absurd and pernicious. Consciousness,
thought proccesses, and fecling constitute a realm
of reality that must be, not repudiated and
abandoned, but studied by some other technique
than the strictly scientific. By its attitude and
policy on the matter Behaviourism has with-
drawn from the real field of psychology into the
fields of physiology and neurology. While add-
ing, therefore, to the sum total of our knowledge
about muscles, glands, and nerves, it has been a
veritable dog-in-the-manger to psychology proper.
And by its disparagement it has actually obstructed
such extra-scientific inquirics as might throw light
upon the fundamentally desirable values of human
experience and aspiration. Its sins, thercfore,
like those of some other cults, are largely those of
omission and disparagement.

Behaviourism is cultish, in the third place, in
its insistence upon cramming the facts of life into
its preconceived categories. It is like Freudian-
ism in this respect. There is perhaps no better
illustration of this than Floyd Allport’s elabora-
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tion, in the Social Psychology, of his six prepotent
reflexes. By what scientific induction does he
know that there are six prepotent reflexes instead
of sixty? And what is the reason that, in man,
these six prepotent reflexes claborate themsclves
into civilization, but into nothing of the sort
in the case of the other mammals? For other
mammals have the six! But having established
his six prepotent reflexes a priori, his would-be
exact science sometimes degencrates into the
sheerest verbalism in its attempt to make the
categories explain the facts of behaviour. For
example, he explains concealment, modesty, and
moral shame in terms of the withdrawal reflex
(p- 54), cleanliness in terms of the rejection reflex
(p- 57), social rcform in terms of the struggle
reflex (p. 61), sensitiveness to social approval or
disapproval in terms of the tickling reflex (p. 69),
and maternal affection in terms of the sex reflexes
(p. 78). One is prepared to hear his account in all
seriousness for the suckers and kickers in adult
society in terms of the sucking and kicking reflexes
of infants, for that would be not one whit more
flagrant a picce of sheer verbal jugglery. The
book abounds in just such fallacies. Even his
basic distinction between instinct and habit
(p. 43) is a mere definition of terms naively mis-
taken for a factual classification of phenomena.
A science that mistakes lexicography for research
is criticizable as a cult, especially when the
enterprise is so obtrusively in cvidence of making
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a preconceived theory consistent with the facts.
One is reminded of the old charge against theology,
that you can prove anything by the Bible.

Behaviourism is suggestive of a religious cult,
in the fourth place, because of its zeal, dogmatism,
and intellectual sclf-righteousness. Of obscure
origin, it would hardly have been able to carry off
the part; but inheriting, as it was fortunate
enough to do, the prestige of our best psycho-
logical traditions and academic connections, it
has become the intellectual fashion of the day—
or at least of yesterday. It seemed for a while
almost as if, in psychology, one was in imminent
danger of being nothing if not behaviouristic, so
that the cult spread like any rcligious epidemic.
Such fads, cults, and epidemics are hardly credit-
able to the fraternity of scientists. A most
disconcerting eruption of such phenomena has,
the last two or three decades, accompanied the
aspiration to scientize the mental-social fields.
The antidote may well turn out to be nothing
clse than our aforcsaid distinction between objec-
tive and subjective cognition, together with the
formulation of an adequate grammar for the
treatment of subjective data.

If this sounds like a rather stern criticism of
Behaviourism, let it be remembered that we are
distinguishing sharply betwcen Behaviourism as
science and Bchaviourism as cult. It is only as
a cult that Behaviourism deserves criticism. As
scicnce it deserves the highest praise, not mercly
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for its specific contributions to knowledge, but
especiallv for its insistence upon exact, objective
mcthods wherever such are possible, and, perhaps
above all, for the techniques that some of its
brilliant promoters have devised. 'That, of course,
will prove, in the sequel, to be its permanent con-
tribution. A cult it will shortly ccase to be, no
doubt. And perhaps even its cultish aspect may
have served to advertise its scientific contribution.
And, incidentally, it may be confessed that in this
criticism we are using Behaviourism as a sort of
scapegoat for the sins and aberrations of the
scientific movement in the entire mental-social
field.

Returning now to the keynote of this paper—
namely, the distinction between phenomena and
values—Iet it be pointed out that values make up
what is sometimes called the spiritual side of life.
It must be understood, however, that the word
“spiritual > is used in a much broader than the
merely rcligious sense, to include all wsthetic,
moral, and social values. It scems passing strange
that there has always been more or less conflict
between the materialistic and the spiritual con-
cepts of human nature. The mechanistic versus
the spiritual view of life is, nevertheless, an age-
old antagonism; and the present protest of
philosophy and religion against Behaviourism is
but the current phase of that old issue. But the
issuc scems gratuitous and needless ; one of those
debates that is destined to be vacated but never
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settled, because the very terms in which it is
debated are found eventually to be misconceptions.

The conflict arises from the fact that causality
and purpose are incommensurate categories, but
are not clearly recognized as such. Each has to
be thought of, and thought through, without
reference to the other. To illustrate: we see
the world, and we also hear the world. Each
process is quite independent of the other, though
we articulate the findings of both processes in our
concept of the world. Similarly, we take account
of causality, and we take account of purposes.
They are independent thought processes, involv-
ing differing cpistemological postulates. The
confusion arises from trying to merge them into a
thought system of a single category. The mechan-
istic activity of an automobile’s going forward
under its own power figures up to an equivalence
of energy, no matter where the automobile goes.
The steering gear is a separate system. So with
causality and purpose : the mechanistic and the
spiritual views of life. Why should the running
gear say to the steering gear, What need have I
of thee? Conflict arises when the student of
causality goes out of his way to repudiate life’s
values, or when the student of valucs gets into
the way by setting up the spiritual aspect of life
as an ontological entity. Why should the nouns
try to push the adjectives out of the sentence,
or the adjectives try to set up in business as
nouns ? What we need is a division of labour :

H



114 BEHAVIOURISM

one studies phenomena, another values; onec is
interested in the means of life, another in the ends;
and each with his own technique and methods.

Perhaps this discussion is hardly complete
without some intimation of the techniques that
are available for knowledge-getting in the field
of values. With this—and very briefly presented
—the paper will conclude.

At the outset it must be understood that what
we mean is knowledge of what other people like
or dislike ; what the species values. The aim is
to rise from one’s own solipsistic experience to a
knowledge of what other persons, or pcople in
general, are enjoying or suffering—the only scnse
in which such knowledge can be objective. It is
an attempt, in other words, to discover the gencral
run of human appreciations.

Onc way to do this is by taking votes. How
generally do pcople like green olives, classical
music, or permanent monogamy ? Take a vote !
One way of taking a vote is by asking them ;
whereupon you tabulate their “ speech reactions
and treat them statistically. Another way is to
observe their behaviour, noting whether they
behave “as if 7 they did or “as if ” they did
not; whercupon you tabulate their “bchaviour
reactions”” and treat them statistically. Wester-
marck’s study of the human family is a sample of
this technique; through it he cstablishes the
presumption that permanent monogamy is rcla-
tively good for most normal pcrsons.
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But it must be carefully noted that in this
technique there arc two distinct steps. The first
step is the intuition of ““ as-if-ness ”; the sccond
step is the technical treatment of the “ as-if ”
phenomena. Only the second is present in
objective science. For example: some onc is
observed, while eating green olives, to make the
kind of grimaces which the observer is aware of
making himself when he tastes something un-
pleasant ; so the observer infers that the person
observed dislikes olives. This is the intuition of
¢ as-if-ness ”” indispensable to the study of values,
but absent from the study of phenomena. The
data treated statistically are not, therefore, the
values under investigation at all, but behaviour
phenomena that have been inferred to be con-
comitant to and rcprescntative of those values.
It follows, then, that there is and can be nothing
better than an * as-if "’ science of values. Never-
theless, ncither Bchaviourism nor any other
brand of psychology needs disparage such a quasi-
scientific science of values.

Be it carcfully noted, then, that the intuition
of concomitance is the essential step in any study
of values, and that this is a mental process as
different from the technique of science as swallow-
ing is different from chewing. It follows that as
much may somectimes be learned about values by
elaborating the intuitions as by elaborating con-
comitant data scientifically. And the elaboration
of intuitions often goes forward by processes that
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elude formulation or even conscious detection.
They are often stimulated, accordingly, by cn-
riching one’s acquaintance with life, literature,
history, and art. Introspective studies like those
of William James, G. Stanley Hall, or Prof. E. B.
Titchener are likely to yield as fruitful knowledge
in this ficld as the most claborate ¢ as-if > pro-
cedure. But perhaps most fruitful of all are the
sheer insights of intuitive genius, like a Shakespeare
ora Balzac. To learn which human beings gener-
ally have valucs there is nothing like summering
and wintering with historic personages and their
associates, or a gencrous and sympathetic con-
templation of the representative art of great
civilizations, or going out and coming in with all
sorts and conditions of folks in one’s own environ-
ment and century. From all such informal,
extra-scientific study of human values there is no
valid reason why Bchaviourism, or any other
branch of science, should withhold its approval.
And certainly it is as important to be right about
the ends of lifc as about the means thereof !
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BEHAVIOURISM AND RELIGION

BY JULIUS MARK

HE issue between Behaviourism and Religion

II is clcar-cut and dcfinite. It rcsolves itself
down to the question, “ Does man live by bread
alone ? ” The answer of the Behaviourist is a
positive “ yes,” while the reply of the Religionist
is an cqually unequivocal “no.” Behaviourism is
a logical consequence of a matcrialistic philosophy
of life, while Religion does not pretend to exist
without an cmphasis upon the spiritual.

Now it may be noted at the outset that
Behaviourism does not in itself constitute a
frontal attack upon Religion. Professor Watson
docs not take the time to refute its tenets. He
merely ignores Religion, taking it for granted that
for the intelligent it has ceased to exist. Thus
he says that Religion is “ being replaced among
the educated by experimental cthics ” and * the
old psychology is dominated by a kind of subtle
religious philosophy.” No thinking man is afraid
when his philosophy is attacked. If his search
is for truth, he will gladly welcome the assaults
of those who disagree with him. Then he will

17
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either refute his opponents, or he will admit that
he had been wrong and revise his original opinions.
But we all dislike to be ignored, to be swept aside
with a wave of the hand, to be considered even
beneath contempt. Thus when I, a believer in
the truth and efficacy of Religion, was requested
to contribute to this volume, I was very happy
to respond.

To me Bchaviourism is the work of a “ good
man gone wrong,” to put it rather bluntly. It
has unquestionably made, and is continuing to
make, a very valuable contribution to human
knowledge. The stydy of animal and human
bechaviour is exceedingly important. Its enthusi-
asm for scientific exactness is decidedly laudable.
The only trouble is that it has chosen to ignore
a source of knowledge that is vital to a rational
understanding of life, if not to truth in general.
If Behaviourism were to limit its ficld to the mere
study of bchaviour, it would serve a vital purpose
and become a very useful study. But when it
secks to become Psychology, Philosophy, Ethics,
etc., all in one, then, to usc Edward S. Robinson’s
expression, it rcsolves itsclf into “an intercst-
ing blend of solid contribution and adolcscent
cxaggeration.” It forswears its sclf-styled right to
be called rigidly scientific when its outstanding
proponent repudiates any source of knowledge
whatsoever.

Take, for example, the perfectly simple way in
which Professor Watson disposes of the origin

[13
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of the ideca of the soul. He tells us that “mno
onc knows just how the idca of a soul or the
supernatural started. It probably had its origin
in the gencral laziness of mankind.” 1 agree
that no onc knows exactly how the idea of the
supernatural arose. But to even hold to the
probability that it arose from “ a general laziness
of mankind ” is to manifest either inexcusable
ignorance upon the subject of the history of
rdlglons or a desire to be cheaply cynical. 1, too,
say “ probably.” But to me it is far more reason-
able to agree with those scholars in the field who
have come to the conclusion that the idea of the
supernatural arosc with the urge in men’s minds
(if T may be permitted to use this term) for an
explanation of the universe. In quest for an
answer to the riddle of the world, they arrived
at the idea of the existence of the spiritual They,
too, were undoubtedly aware of ““ behaviour,” of
movements and reactions in men and animals, of
the ““squirmings ” of infants. But all that did
not serve to explain anything. They went further
in their search ; they probed decper into reality.

The basic argument of Bchaviourism centres
upon its denial of the existence of “soul,” “spirit,”
and “ mind,” the primary reason being that  the
Behaviourist finds no mind in his laboratory, sees
it nowhere in his subjects.” To the unthinking
and the unscientific such a statement sounds
extremely logical. And for nearly twenty years
the rallying cry of Professor Watson’s followers has
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been, ““ You can’t put the soul in a test-tube
therefore it doesn’t exist.” I wonder how many
of these supposedly rigorous ‘ scientists > would
deny the existence of electricity because it has
never been confined in a test-tube ? 1 wonder
how many would hold that there is no such thing
as energy because no physicist has ever seen,
touched, smelled, tasted, or heard it? It is
childish logic such as the above argument mani-
fests that may cast into disrepute even that which
is good and truc in Behaviourism.

By this I do not mean to say that the study of
the mind is at all easy. On the contrary, by the
very reason of its elusiveness, it constitutes one of
the most difficult of all problems. The Intro-
spectionists have barely scratched the surface, and
many of their conclusions may well bear revision.
The point is that you can’t solve a problem by
merely denying its existence. The world would
not get very far if the physicist, instcad of assum-
ing the existence of energy and making use of it
in his experiments, would drop all his work
because his five senses do not reveal it. True
enough, no one knows just exactly what mind is.
No one can put his finger on it or discover it after
the most painstaking scrutiny of every portion of
a dissected body. But we are using it all the time.
The Behaviourist may not even like the very word
“mind.” That is his private opinion. Most
people use the word and, I may say, have a pretty
good idea of what it is, though they may agree
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with those who claim that you cannot bottle it
up in a test-tube.

Then take the question of consciousness. Pro-
fessor Watson complains that he can discover no
consciousness ““in his laboratories ” nor “in his
subjects.” Again wc agree that therc is no em-
pirical proof for the existence of consciousness.
But does that mean that it does not exist ? Isn’t
that a merc begging of the question ?  We believe
that consciousness exists. We go further and
admit that our bclicf is based upon an assumption.
To this the “scientific Behaviourist ” may hold
up his hands in holy horror, and dub us a hopcless
medievalist. Well and good! But we have pretty
good grounds for holding to such an assumption.
We assume that others possess consciousness because
we ourselves are conscious. It is the Behaviourist
who is illogical when he claims that his subject
does not have consciousness, unless the Behaviour-
ist himself is void of consciousness. And if the
Behaviourist makes such an admission, then any
attempt at any reasoning whatsoever is absurd.
Dr Wolfgang Kohler, in his scholarly book Gestalt
Psychology, says: ““Omne can never ‘ prove’ con-
clusively the existence of an independent physical
world.” If that be true, then why deny the
reality of the spiritual, which is far more clusive
than the physical, when both ultimately must be
assumed ? Logic does not permit us to accept
the one without the other.

Speaking of Gestalt Psychology recalls a very
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interesting conflict of thought in the realm of
psychology, particularly between German and
American scientists in this field. Watson, the
American, is in opposition to Wundt, the German,
and his school of Introspectionists. ‘To-day
Kohler, Koffka, and the German school of
Gestaltists arc challenging the American Be-
haviourists, and are also criticizing many of the
conclusions of the Introspectionists. But it is
particularly against the mechanistic thcories of
Watson’s school that they hurl their most deadly
shafts. Their quarrel rests upon the principle
that “ to tear asunder stimuli and responses in an
individual is to violate the subject.” They hold
that no organism behaves with a few dissociated
parts, cach of which can be studied as one examines
the parts of a machine, but that it acts and recacts
with its whole sclf. Therefore it is unfair to study
an individual (and in all probability an animal)
in a laboratory, since the chances are that it will
not be at all natural under such circumstances.
Religion agrees with the Gestaltists that life, to
be appreciated and understood, must be viewed
not from a small, circumspect angle, but must be
regarded as a whole and from every possible view-
point, sub specie @ternitatis.

The challenge that Behaviourism offers Ethics
is one that no Religionist can lct pass by un-
answered. “Men arc built, not born,” says
Professor Watson. Give us your babies, he says,
and we will place them in our laboratories, study
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their ““ squirmings,” and “ condition ” them into
artists, bricklayers, physicians, teachers, street
cleaners, university professors, and what not.
But then he assures us that “ psychology is not
concerned with the goodness or badness of acts,
or with their successfulness as judged by occupa-
tional or moral standards.” The plea for “ con-
ditioning ” (another word for education) sounds
very fine, but what parent will place his child in
the care of an instructor for whom moral values
have no mcaning ? I have noted in my own five-
months’-old son many of the infant *“ squirmings ”
described by Professor Watson and have profited
greatly from the studies he has made; but he
can teach me nothing when it comes to his train-
ing in the realm of ethics. Lifc is to a very large
cxtent governed by the habits built up in child-
hood, habits that we learn from our environment,
our companions, our instructors. What father or
mother will regard training in the realm of morals
as unimportant ? I should consider such a parent
guilty of unfairness to his own child ; yes, as being
directly responsible for its future unhappiness.
Therc are enough unfortunate men and women
incarcerated in our penal institutions, placed there
because of criminal neglect on the part of parents
or society, or both.

“ Men are built, not born.” This statement,
like most catch phrases, is but a half-truth, and, as
such, is even more dangerous than a total mis-
statement. Of course men are  built.” No one
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is born with an education or with a philosophy of
life. These must be learncd; they must be
acquired often by patient and painstaking applica-
tion. But men are also “ born.” Heredity un-
questionably plays an important réle in our
physical and mental make-up. If it did not, how
will you explain what is commonly known as
“genius”? Who can cxplain a Lincoln, an
Edison, an Einstein ? If the average individual,
or even the exceptionally gifted person, were to
study and be taught, say, clectrical engineering
for a hundred years, would that mecan that he
would develop into an Edison? If I were to
devote myself from now till doomsday to the
study of physics, could 1 possibly develop into an
Einstein who revolutionized that ficld before he
had attained his fifticth yecar ?  Can a Beethoven
or a Bach be produced at will? How geniuses
appear in the midst of humanity remains one of
the darkest of all mysteries. Training and cduca-
tion and ¢ conditioning” do not explain them.
Immediate heredity can offer no solution.  Caruso
was one of scventcen children in a family which
exhibited no supcrior ability in music.  The only
possible answer to these mysterious aptitudces, the
cxistence of which Professor Watson denics, may
perhaps be found through a thorough study of the
remotest ancestry of an individual. And that is
manifestly impossible.

Another principle of the behaviouristic school
is that man is a “ machine.” In his concluding
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chapter on “ Behaviourism » Professor Watson
asks us to ““ try to think of man as an assembled
organic machine ready to run.” He then de-
scribes the various parts of an automobile, such as
tires, whecls, axle, differential, engine, body.
Once again Behaviourism is guilty of stating a
half-truth. Of coursec man is like a machine—to
an important extent. The various parts of his
body function similarly to the parts of an auto-
mobile. His fuel is the food which he consumes.
His parts are the organs of his body. Like the
parts of an automobile, his organs occasionally fail
to function properly and must be repaired, some-
times even replaced. In time he will wear out
and die, if in the meantime he is not violently
destroyed. But there is one important differ-
ence, certainly an obvious difference, between man
and machine. A4 machine requires a driver. No
machine is sclf-winding. Some intelligent force
must put it together, get it started, and keep it
going. Religionists believe that such an intelli-
gent force exists. It put the world together and
keeps it going. It has also endowed man with
part of that force, so that, within limits, he can
keep himself going. He can protect himself from
the cold of winter and the heat of summer. He
can devise means, through a science called medi-
cine, to ward off diseasc and remain healthy and
alive longer. Hec can provide himself with com-
forts. Yes, he can build the very machines to
which the Behaviourist compares him.
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This brings us to another question upon
which Behaviourism and Religion are in radical
disagrecment—namcly, the question of free will.
Behaviourism categorically denies the existence of
any such force as free will. Man is merely a
bundle of “squirmings.” He is a slave to his
environment, a victim of circumstance, a pawn
in the relentless grip of a ruthless and meaningless
destiny, without dignity, freedom, or will. He
comes into the world with “ reflexes *” that respond
automatically now to one and now to another
situation that happens to arise. As a logical out-
come of such reasoning man cannot be held
responsible for his actions.

True enough no one has seen, tasted, felt,
smelled, or heard anything that may approximate
what we might call the “ will.” Behaviourism
at least is consistent in its contentions. But is
it practical ? Is lifc possible, or, at least, can life
be endurable in any society where the individual
is not held responsible for anything he does ?
Logic is a two-edged sword. It leads to truth,
but it may also result in the most naive absurdities.
After all, we must live in this world and, unless we
want to spend that life upon some desert island,
we must live side by side with our fellow-men.
And that is possible only in a society wherein
men are responsible. I am reminded very much
of the pessimist who argued for an hour upon the
proposition that life is not worth while living.
Why arguc about it ? If life isn’t worth while
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living, there is a very simple way of bringing it to
an end. Similar-wise, why deny free will when
your very safety depends upon the acknowledg-
ment, whether actually or by implication, that it
is a fact.

To be sure, I am not seeking to establish the
proposition, manifestly absurd, that man is totally
frce. No man can live forcver. No man can
jump off the earth, unless he can be shot through
space far cnough to be out of the range of our
planet’s gravity. But we can take our lives or
continue to live. We can carn an honest living
or prey upon our neighbour. We can be honest,
kindly, loyal, generous, or we can be dishonest,
unkind, disloyal, miserly. Every law that is estab-
lished by the State is based upon the principle
that we arc responsible human beings. And that
is about as far as an intelligent conception of
frcedom of the will goes. The only trouble is
that the Bchaviourist denies the “ ego.” He does
not admit that there can be any such thing as an
(13 I kbl or a [13 VVC.”

I shudder to imagine what life would be like
were it governed by the deterministic, mechan-
istic theories such as Behaviourism advances.
Life without will, without meaning, without
purpose, without fascination! Life conceived of
mercly as an cndless, monotonous repetition of
stimulus and response, stimulus and response,
push and pull, push and pull, to all eternity!

What a cruel, cynical, inhuman conception of life
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thisis! If I were forced to endure a drab, colour-
less, futile cxistence such as this, I should either
make short shrift of it or turn to the childish
illusions of the primitive ancestors of our race.
The beautiful words of Wordsworth come to me :

“Great God,” he cries, “I’d rather be

A pagan suckled in a creed outworn,
So might I, standing on this pleasant lea,

Have glimpses that would make me less forlorn ;
Have sight of Proteus rising from the sca,

Or hear old Triton blow his wreathéd horn.”

Yes, even obcisance to idols, works of mortal
hands, would be preferable to losing the grandeur
and the magnificence which the contemplation of
the spiritual affords.

If man docs not possess will, what becomes of
progress ? If he is merely a victim of his sur-
roundings and nothing more, why have cducation,
which is a conscious attempt to lift man above his
environment so that he might become its master
instead of being its slave 7 What possible need
can there be for initiative, a quality which we are
secking to implant into our young? Certainly
this is an argument which no intelligent individual
who is devoted to cducation can circumvent.
Professor Watson contradicts himself every time
he spcaks of the Behaviourist “ controlling ” or
‘“ conditioning ” other people’s conduct. Who
is to do the “ controlling ” ? A machine “ con-
ditioning ” another machine ? How absurd !
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Professor M‘Dougall in his admirable essay,
¢ Behaviourism Examined,” illustrates the vicious-
ness of a mechanistic philosophy by rcferring to
the efforts that are to-day being made for abolish-
ing war. “If mechanistic psychology is true,”
he says, ““if all human action as well as all other
events are strictly predetermined, it is perfectly
futile for us to think, to plan, and to strive to
prevent war; for war is either coming or not
coming, rcgardless of what men may strive to do
to prevent it or incite it. All of us may just as
well relax our efforts ; cat, drink, and be merry ;
for our thinking out plans, our Leagues of Nations,
our World Courts, our Disarmament Treaties,
our most strenuous efforts to realize the ideal of
peace by aid of such plans—all alike are perfectly
futile.”

There is much food for sober thought in this
statcment of the noted psychologist, not only
because it reveals the utter bankruptcy of the
mechanistic dogma, but also by reason of its
bringing to the forefront of our thinking a highly
important problem. The most eminent thinkers
of our day have warned us that the world cannot
endure another war. The white race will not in
all probability survive another orgy of fratricidal
combat. And the outcome of the struggle be-
tween war and peace will not be determined by
the victory or defeat of the so-called militarists or
pacifists. The problem gocs deeper, in a realm
the existence of which the Behaviourists_deny—
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namely, men’s minds. 'The issue is between those
who believe that human nature does not and
cannot change and those who maintain that it
can and does change. On the one hand you have
fatalism, determinism, and cynicism; on the
other, faith, freedom of the will, and hope. The
former are influenced by a psychology such as
Behaviourism ; the latter are guided by a system
of thought such as Rcligion advances. For the
sake of argument, let us admit that you cannot
prove the validity of either. But realizing that
you live in a practical, workaday world, which will
you choose ?

As I suggested at the beginning of this essay, I
do not regard Behaviourism as a direct attack
upon Religion per se. But it most assuredly
advances a system of thought to which Religion
by its very nature is essentially in opposition.
Behaviourism is seized by those forces in present-
day life which, while not directly challenging
Religion and the Church, arc nevertheless under-
mining their influence by spreading a form of
thought which is subversive of a hopeful, vigorous,
and optimistic philosophy of life. Its very
subtleness makes propaganda of this kind sinister
and dangerous. Perhaps the most serious con-
sequence of the World War has been the fact
that it has made men more pessimistic and more
cynical. Behaviouristic psychology, with its
emphasis upon mechanism and materialism and
its denial not only of the existence of the spiritual
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but of the capacity of man to progress, has con-
tributed very largely to this spirit of futile
fatalism. It has been welcomed particularly by
those of little scholarly insight, whose idcals have
been shattered by the unfortunate experience
through which the world has recently gone.
Religion by its very nature cannot condone
any such philosophy of life. Bchaviourism is
materialistic, denying not merely validity but
the very existence of anything spiritual ; Religion
recognizes the physical world of matter, but is
also conscious of the being and the truth of
the spiritual. Behaviourism regards man as a
machine, pure and simple ; Religion is cognizant
of the similarities between the physical make-up
of man and a machine, but in addition cndows
him with a dignity which only the existence of a
conscious ego can bestow. Behaviourism denies
freedom of the will to the individual ; Religion
admits that man is governed by a will greater
than his own, but that man possesses volition to a
very large degree. Behaviourism is interested in
“ muscle twitching,” nothing more; Religion,
too, is concerned with observable physical reac-
tions, but also recognizes the cxistence of a mental
world within the individual. Bchaviourism
denies the existence of an Intelligent Supreme
Being, since It cannot be confined within the
limits of a test-tubc; Religion posits the existence
of such a Being as the explanation for the existence
of the universe. Bchaviourism asks, ¢ What does
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a man do ? ” nothing more. Religion, too, asks
this question, but is also concerned with what he
means by his act.  Bchaviourism ““ asks for nothing
to start with in building a human being but the
squirmings every onc can sce in the newborn
babe ””; Religion asks for this, but also requires
a mind which it may fashion into intelligence
and a soul which it may mould into character.
Behaviourism “is not concerned in the goodness
or badness of acts ”; Religion is most decidedly
interested in this.  Like Behaviourism, Religion 1s
concerned with “ controlling,” but it seeks to con-
trol not only the body but also the spirit of man.

Thus, it can be recadily scen that there can be
no peace between Religion and out-and-out
Bchaviourism. They are on ‘““opposite sides of
the fence.”  They begin with opposing premises,
have contradictory conceptions of life and the
world, view mankind from diverse angles, and
seek the attainment of different ends. To the
one, man is as meaningless as a worm or a stick of
wood ; the other, while recognizing man’s weak-
ness and mortality, yet endows him with the
courage to ‘ make himself at home in the world,”
with the faith to overcome defeat and disappoint-
ment, with the hope that progress is not only a
possibility but a fact, with an unfailing confidence
in the fundamental goodness of man and his
capacity to grow better as his intcllectual insight
is deepened and his spiritual propensities are

clarified.



VI

HAVE SOULS GONE OUT OF
FASHION ?

BY RUFUS M. JONES

BRAHAM Lincowrn said in his famous Peoria
A speech : ““ You may repeal the Missouri
Compromise ; you may repecal all compromises ;
you may rcpcal the Declaration of Indepcndcnce
and the events of history, but you cannot repeal
human nature.’

So, too, the philosopher, or the psychologist,
may very well from timc to time change his
phraseology and his formulation for the central
realities of life ; but whatever may be the passing
language fashion of the time by which the inmost
core of personality in man is described, the thing
itself abides and resists all attempts to “ repeal ”
it, or to oblitcrate it, or to ignore it. ‘'The fashion
of describing “ souls ” will alter many times in
the future, as it has altered many times in the
past history of the race, but that ground-swell
surge in us that voices itself with the words “ 17
and “me” will break through and assert its
reality and its claim however the terminology

shifts and changes.
133
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We have recently been reminded that the soul
is a “myth,” but a “ myth” that carries along
such a magnificent trail of light and splendour as
the “ soul > of man does may well prove to be an
extremely /ive myth. There would be as much
justification certainly for the phase, “ the myth
of the atom,” or “ the myth of the germ-cell,” or
“ the myth of gravitation,” as there is for “ the
myth of the soul.” At the same time there has
been so much of myth, legend, muddle, and
rubbish written and spoken about the soul that
one cannot wonder that the long-suffering reader
and listener revolts, cries, “ Hold, enough,” and
in his wrath charges the whole account up to
mythology. Mythology there certainly is in the
long story, but that answer is a too easy one for
the profound and stubborn problem before us.

“ Animism ” is onc of primitive man’s earliest
theories to account for motion and activity. It
means that all beings and even things that move
and act have “souls” or “ spirits ” within that
“animate” and direct them. By a natural
generalization this inside ‘“ animus,” or “soul,”
is extended to all striking phenomena in the
universe. The “angry” river that rushes on
with destructive power has an “ animus.” The
volcanic mountain with its explosions of destruc-
tive force has its mighty “ spirit > heaving within.
The clectric storm-cloud is the scat and habitation
of a wrathful ““ animus.” Mythology has poctized
this child-minded explanation and it has held its
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place through the ages, and has again and again
defied the onward march of scientific thought.
There is a larger stock of “ animism” in the
minds of the peoples of the earth to-day—even
the civilized ones—than we who believe in the
nobility and dignity of man like to admit. For
centuries in the thin light of this animistic theory
man’s “ soul ”” was thought of as * an inside self »
that used the body as its dwelling-place, could on
occasion, especially in sleep or trance, slip out of
the body and do business on its own hook, and
could probably “ survive ” after the death of the
body and have a ghostlike existence in the dim
habitat of disembodied souls. The mystery
religions gave a fresh impulse to this theory,
traced the origin of the “ animus” to a divine
realm, and gave vogue and fascination to methods
of purification, libcration, release, and salvation
of the soul with promise of its final ““ return ” to
its lost divine estate.

Plato raised thc doctrine of the soul to a very
much higher intellectual level than that attained
by popular animism, or by the teachings of the
mystery religions. Plato described three types
of soul-functions, and he somctimes even seems
to imply the existence in man of a * trinitarian
soul ”—i.e., a triply divided soul. The lowest
functions arc the appctites and passions, whose
seat is in the region bclow the diaphragm. On
the second level are the courageous attitudes
which are located in the heart, and on the third
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and highest level is the intellect, which has its seat
in the brain. The intellect, or mind, is thought
of by Plato as an offspring of the Eternal World-
Mind. It is possessed of an innate capacity to
produce out of itself universal Ideas. The uni-
versal Ideas organize all experience into per-
manent unities of thought, and these unities of
thought in man’s mind correspond to the mind-
patterns according to which the world was made,
so that the mind in us is forever related or kin to
the Mind that is the source of all reality, all
beauty, truth, and goodness in the universe.
The essential ““ soul ” for Plato is this mind reality
in man, without which there could be no truth,
or beauty, or love, or goodness for him.

Aristotle gave the soul a new formulation and
inaugurated a new stage in the history of psychol-
ogy. For him the soul is the wital principle,
the moving force of the body. But it is not a
cheap, crude “ mover.” It does not operate as
an outside pushing force. It is “an unmoved
mover ” acting within man. It moves the body
by producing from within attractive aims and
goals and purposes to be accomplished. It thinks
thoughts and ideals, and the body moves to realize
them. I think of myself, for example, as scated
in the train and then run to catch it.  The soul
is thus the essential form or potentiality of the
body. But Aristotle assumes that there is at
the apex of the soul what he calls an “active
reason,” which could have had no earthly origin.



HAVE SOULS GONE OUT OF FASHION? 137

It is not receptive like the senses ; it is origina-
tive and creative. It thinks its own thoughts as
God does. It is a divine and Godlike capacity.
This active reason in man, which Aristotle intro-
duced but did not explain, came to have an
immense influence on medicval Christian thought
and on scholastic philosophy. It was a short and
easy step to conclude, as most Christian thinkers
of those earlicr times did, that this active or
creative reason, the highest capacity in man, is
not only like God, but actually is derived from
God—is in fact something of God in man. Some
thinkers called this highest creative capacity  the
divine Spark ” in man’s soul, some called it “ the
Apex of the soul,” or “ the Ground of the soul,”

“ the soul-Centre,” or “ the inner Light,”

“ the Shekinah ” in man. Aristotle was the most
unmystical philosopher that ever lived, and yet
his doctrine of  active reason ” furnished to the
great mystics of the Church the intellectual basis
for their mystical approach. There is, these
followers of Aristotle belicved, something of God
in the very nature of the soul, an unlost and
inalicnable spiritual capacity.

Ren¢ Descartes, the great French genius of
the early seventcenth century and the founder of
modern philosophy, set forth the classic formula-
tion of the soul as ““ a thinking substance.” Tt was
not a new doctrine with him, but it was freshly
and vividly interpreted and defended by the
famous Frenchman. When Descartes called the
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soul “ substance,” he did not mean by the word
what we mean when we speak of *“ worldly goods
as substance. The poor prodigal in the parable
“ wasted his substance in riotous living,” but a
little later “ he came to himself,” and therefore
the other kind of substance was still in working
evidence. Few words have ever played a greater
or a more mysterious role than this word
‘“substance.” It is a fine illustration of what
Francis Bacon called “an idol of the forum,”
which is a tendency to have words govern thoughts
rather than thoughts words. Nobody ever quite
knew what he mecant when he conjured with
this lordly word  substance,” and John Locke
admitted as much when he said that substance
is “a hidden something, I know not what, in
behind.”

The soul as substance is absolutely unlike
matter, which is the other kind of substance, and
which is extended in space. The soul for Des-
cartes is not extended, it does not occupy space.
It is, like a mathematical point, without dimension.
Its one attributc is thought. It is not dependent
on the body. It remains identically the same
through all the experiences of life. It neither
influences the body nor is influenced by it. It
is an immaterial and indestructible substance
which God has created and endowed to be a finite
thinker of thoughts. Descartes’ soul conceived as
unchanging substance, as a mysterious entity
without any size and entircly sundered from
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matter, solves none of our real problems, but
introduces more mysteries and more puzzles
than any other conception man has yet proposed.
This “ soul ” of Descartes has fortunately ““ gone
out of fashion.”

Having “ lost ” this old-fashioned kind of soul,
which would not be of any use to us if we had
kept it, it is important, as the next step, to see
if there is any new “fashion” in souls which
seems likely to offcr us any promise of help and
relief. A ““soul ” that is only “ a hidden I know
not what,” that is cssentially identical from birth
to death, and that is an undimensional entity on
which to hang ideas, may as well “go” with
good riddance. What we want in the place of
this “ idol-of-the-forum ” type of “soul” is a
genuine self that can become what it actually
does become and can do what it actually does do
in the process of our lives as persons. We are
too practical to be satisfied with mathematical-
point souls, which seem as unreal as “a grin
without any face,” as impossible to discover as a
stick that has only one end !

One of the most striking facts of our human
experience is knowing that we know. We link up
every fact that we know with the further con-
sciousness that e know it. There is a well-known
story of a man who went to market with his cart
and oxen to scll a load of potatoes. Having sold
his potatoes for good money, the farmer (it
happened in ante-prohibition days) indulged too
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freely in the tavern liquor of the period. The
oxen wandered about unguided with the owner
lying in a drunken stupor on the bottom of the
empty cart. Meantime a passer-by, sceing a
good tcam of oxen going about with no driver,
detached them from the cart and drove them off.
When the farmer began to “ come to ” and in his
half-awakened consciousness observed the fact
that there were no oxen yoked to the cart, he
drawled out the following confused reflection :
“ I don’t know cxactly whom I am. If T am Bill
Simkins, as I thought I was, I’ve lost a yoke of
oxen; but if I ain’t Bill, I have found a good
cart.” The trouble with the perplexed farmer
was that he did not quite succced in coming
sufficiently to himsclf so that he could link up the
scattered facts of observation with a self that
could weave them into a single web of integrated
experience with the added characteristic trait of
personally knowing that he knew them.

We do not need to insist on an absolutely
tdentical sclf that never alters from the cradle to
the grave, for that comes to be an absurd identity,
like the old substance thcory. What we want,
and what we must have if we arc to have knowledge
at all, is a more or less pecrmanent nucleus of a self
that genuinely accumulates and saves up the past,
binds it with the living present, and at the same
time anticipates a coherent future, all of which
are fclt to belong to the same self, or at least to a
self that is near cnough ““same ” to preserve its
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feeling of identity—like Jericho Billing’s boots,
which, during the twenty years that Jericho wore
them, had new tops five times and were resoled
fiftcen times, but remained through all the flow
and welter of time the same pair of good, old,
comfortable boots.

Nobody wants the absolutely unalterable, static
self of the old dcad theorics. What we want is
the kind of a self that will really account for us
and will explain the incontrovertible fact of
knowledge. Each one of us looks out on his
world from his own particular point of view, with
peculiar interests and with a novel shade of mean-
ing that remains forever ours. Each one of us,
furthermore, has his own unique inner life. We
feel the inner flow of it in our ineffable way. We
should be ““lost ” if we had anybody else’s inside
processes in place of our own. We have our very
own aspiration and ideals, and we feel the ground-
swell surge of our own will sorting, selecting, and
deciding what act among all possible ones is to
be our act. More central still, perhaps, is that
august interior sense of obligation which cannot
be obliterated without disrupting personality
itself, that suz generis command of duty, which we
lay upon ourselves, and the “ fumbling ” of which
produces a feeling of remorse that, when it rises
into its full power, sweeps aside all question and
debate about the reality of a responsible self.
This self belongs exclusively to ome person. It
is not shared by many as we share our “ things.”
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It is private, in a way in which our house is not.
It is insulated, until it chooses to communicate or
transmit what it sces or thinks or feels or believes.
It is more than something owned ; it is the owner
of what is owned.

The demands of knowledge are no less insistent
than are the demands of the inner core of our
being that makes us forcver ws. The primary
condition of any knowledge whatsoever is the
first-hand conscious certainty that we know what
we know. Facts of knowledge do not float about
in the air on their own hook as clouds do. We
cannot call anything knowledge until somebody
knows it and knows that he knows it. The three
weird sisters in Greek mythology had one eye
among them which they passed about in turn for
each one to use when an object of special interest
came in view. The one that for the moment
had the eye was the one that recognized objects.
But, weird as they were, we cannot imagine onc
of the three sisters saying that she recognized the
approaching figure to be Hercules, because she
had the testimony of the other two sisters that
she, the first sister, knew it to be Hercules, though
she herself did not know that she knew it !

One of the most striking features of knowing is
the process of bringing many items from different
sources together into a single unity. There is
nowhere else a unity like this unity revealed by
the knowing mind. All other unities are unities
made up of parts that lie outside each other and
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conjoin side by side. The unity of the knowing
mind is an indivisible and integral whole in which
everything that is known is known togcther in a
single pulse of thought. To divide is to annihilate
and destroy. The knowing mind is at every
moment a psychic integer, never a shower of
shot or a puff of mind dust. A subject that
knows an object that is known can be discrimi-
nated in later reflection, but when we experience
the knowledge as a living fact there is a unifying,
foundational self that underlies the artificial
division of seeming parts—a subject and an object
in indivisible unity. Knowledge is not born until
the consciousness of a self knowing an object is
born, with the added condition that it knows that
it knows !

But the unique type of mind that can know
in this fashion—whether we call it “soul,” or
“ spirit,” or “self ”—is not a mysterious entity,
or substance, in loncly isolation in behind or up
above our thoughts and feclings and decisions.
It is not a thin abstraction. It is the concrete,
living, active, dynamic mind which knows itself
in and through all that it knows. Outer and
inner aspect, the knower and the known, are not
two different parts, but forever one living unity,
no more to be taken apart and exhibited in separa-
tion than the convex side can be taken away from
the curve.

This concrete, continuous, cumulative self,
forever inheriting the past and always big with
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the future, is an essential reality for any explana-
tion of knowledge, but it is no less essential in any
adequate account of the consciousncss of time.
We cannot locate an absolute, mathematical
present. Whenever we try to seize or to hold a
now with no width to it, it is gone while we try
to locate it. It no longer 7s; it just now was.
Any present that we can cxpcrlencc includes an
immediate past, a passing present, and an antici-
pated immediate future. We hold thesc three
tenses together in a pulse of consciousness and
span the ““ was,” “is,”” and “ will be ” in a living,
palpitating moment that has considerable width
to it. We sce this process best in music. Here
we rise above the single notes and hold them
together in a time-transcending unity in which
we also feel the harmony and significance of the
music. Here again is a kind of unity possible only
to mind.

It is no less striking in the case of memory. We
not only recover an event which occurred in the
past, but we think of it as in the past and in our
past and yet as being rclived again now in the
present, while we oursclves, living through the
original experiences and its revival, span and
unite the old past and the new present in a time-
defying achicvement. The past, once it has
passed, is dcad and gone for cverything but a
mind like ours. It and it alone can save the past
and resurrect it to a new life.

That curious experience which we call * mean-
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ing ” something is, again, another instance of an
essential trait that only mind can account for.
Whenever we perceive, imagine, remember, or
think an object or event, it comes to us with a
peculiar “ meaning.” We know it, recognize
it, twig it, because we know what it “ means.”
It ““means” this; it does not “ mean” that.
That curious consciousness of ‘ meaning” is
another case of mind-spanning. We could never
have it if we caught the object all alone in isola-
tion. What we do is to put it in a setting, or a
context. We interpret it in the light of the class
to which it belongs, or by the way we intend to
act toward it, or because we feel its halo of rela-
tions. In any case, some one mental reality holds
many aspects together in a single pulse of living
experience and knows what it means, by embed-
ding its object in a wider fringe or context such as
is possible only for a mind.

I am quite willing to let  the animistic soul ”
of primitive man, with its dim cast of my'thology,
go out of fashion. I can, too, calmly say * good-
bye” to the abstract soul-substance, for, like the
old man who had a stroke of apoplexy and lost
his mind, but “didn’t miss it very much,” we
should hardly know that we had lost anything,
if this poor, thin, mathematical-point soul dropped
out. But this concrete, dynamic, unifying self
which inherits the past and anticipates the future
—and at the same time spans them both—that
knows and knows that it knows, that is the central
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core of our identity and the august arbiter of
what for us is true and beautiful and good—that
type of a soul-self will never go out of fashion,
for if it did, it and it alone would be thcre to
know that the fashion had changed and to be
the judge of the new fashion that was being
inaugurated.



VII
BEHAVIOURISM AND FREEDOM

FRANCES J. McCONNELL

N the study of any system which proclaims itself
I[ as virtually final truth, or as any dcgree of
philosophic truth, for that matter, we do well
to ask as to the fundamental assumptions of the
system. Especially when a thinker is declaring
himself an innovator or a discoverer must we be
careful to look at his assumptions. It is a tactic
peculiar to such discoverers to point with scorn
to the assumptions under the conceptions which
he is professing to displace, while ignoring the fact
that the innovators themselves are making pre-
cisely the same or similar assumptions.

The Behaviourist makes the same assumptions
as do those of us who arc not Behaviourists. He
makes at least three which he must have if he is
to think at all. He takes for granted himself in
a measurably like-minded community of persons ;
secondly, a common-to-all, a planc on which he
meets others; and, thirdly, the trustworthincss
of human reason. The Bchaviourist never seems
to ask himself if his utterances square themselves
with these fundamental postulates. At the in-

stant when he is ruling out the sclf he is taking
147
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himself as a self, and gives himself earnestly to
proving to other selves that no selves exist.
Indeed, the Bchaviourist has a veritable nest of
assumptions to which he holds fast with unshakable
grip.

My theme has to do with freedom. The Be-
haviourists assume freedom as a power of the self
to choosc between different causes. To be sure,
the Behaviourist protests that this is not so—that
there arc no sclves as such, but only responses to
environment by a physical organism. Nevertheless
the Behaviourist is seeking to make that idea itself
clear to sclves by proof or argument which assumes
freedom. The only consistent course for the
Behaviourist is to proceed with men as if they
were nothing but material things, and then utilize
the physical forces which will produce desired
changes in those things. On his own basis the
only effect a thought can have is to set up a scries
of physical changes which will involve the result
aimed at. The difficulty here is that such changes
give thought a power to which it can lay no claim
on the Bchaviourist basis. For the Behaviourist
the significant fact is that a word, for example, is
accompanied by laryngeal changes, which spread
themselves through the organisn as ripples widen
in a pool. We pass by words as embodying con-
tent, while we remark that all this complex pro-
cess implies for him who seeks to change a man’s
mind (whatever man and mind are) a picking and
choosing among various physical stimuli—and
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such picking and choosing involves the assumption
of freedom. If a Behaviourist wishes to convert
non-Behaviourists, he must select and utilize the
physical stimuli which produce Behaviourism in
place of those which produce non-Bchaviourism.
On the theory before us, Mr. John B. Watson is
a Behaviourist because he is the seat of physical
impulses which produce Bchaviourism, and the
writer of this article is a non-Behaviourist because
he is the seat of physical forces which produce
non-Behaviourism. Beliefs, in this theory, are
products of the working of physical powers. Only
that, and nothing more. Of course all this is
infested by swarms of inconsistencies of the sort
which Hume worked through in his scepticism,
and which have met logical disaster in every
generation since. They have the persistency
which becomes possible when readers too gener-
ously allow thinkers to make what assumptions
they will, and then to use thesc very assumptions
to deny the existence of assumptions. I pass all
this by, however, and remark that along with the
other assumptions of Behaviourism frecedom is
assumed—at least enough frcedom to select the
impulses which make toward Behaviourism.

By this time the Behaviourist is out of all
patience. He tells us that, to recognize the truth
of his teaching, we have only to “look and see.”
Psychology has suffered too long from the intro-
spective method and has found release by looking
away from the inside to the outside. Behaviourist
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psychology takes persons as things and studies
their reaction to stimuli.

There can be no doubt that it is well to look
away somecwhat from the inside to the outside;
but why limit such looking to merely physical
changes in a physical organism? The institu-
tions of mankind—Iliterature, art, the state, all
the voluntary associations of society—are outward
expressions of what is on the inside of man’s mind,
created by the conviction that the race can select
from its environment and organize into institu-
tions what expresses and satisfies its own needs.
All this, however, the Behaviourist brushes to one
side. 'This is not what we are to look at and sec.
We are to look at and sec physical changes between
men and environment taking place according
to the demands of physical laws. The aim of
Bchaviourism is in part to make psychology more
scientific. The difficulty is that the Behaviourist
drags in so much mectaphysics. We are told to
limit ourselves to what we actually see. Now all
that we see are changes taking place with more or
less regularity. We never sec a cause, or a law.
The Behaviourist scems to think he has put all
believers in frcedom to flight when he tells us
that we never see freedom. Who ever says we
do? We see changes taking place. We behold
a man—or what we thought to be a man until
we learned that a man is a sort of integrated
centre of responses to outside physical stimuli—
come up to a fork in the roads. Of course we
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used to say that what the man will do depends on
the place which he aims to reach. All we see is
that the man goes in one direction rather than
another. We do not actually see any freedom—
but neither do we see the actual working of any
law of physical necessity. The pedestrian might
have taken the other road and kept entirely within
the scope of physical law. He uses all the laws
that are involved in walking, after he has made
either choice.

By the way, let us not forget that the sway of
law in the physical realm is just about as hard
to fit in with what we actually see as is the sway
of freedom. The matter-of-fact world in which
we live has rather an awkward way of getting
along. The strictest scientist has, in the building
of a suspension bridge, let us say, to make allow-
ances for all manner of incalculable factors, so that
the equation of the curve of the suspension cables
is not the theoretically perfect curve for the
demands of the bridge. When we look at human
beings we are amazed at the amount of conduct
which does not seem to fit into any law at all.

Look and see, says the Behaviourist. Well, see
what ? Can we see the physical changes which
take place in a larynx which would give us any
hint as to the content of the different words used ?
The seeing is not what the ordinary eye could see,
but what the theorist is sure that our seeing
would be if we could see what the theory calls
for. The Behaviourist, and all the others of us,
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would better keep in mind that seeing physical
processes begets what Tom Paine called in another
connection “ the calamitous necessity of going
on.” In seeing physical processes we have to
push back of the apparent to get at the real, we
are told. To tell why a man takes one highway
rather than another we have to get back of
muscles and bones to nerves, and then back of
nerves to cells, and then to molecules, and finally
to atoms. What are atoms? Just now they
seem to be organizations of electric energy, with
the centres of energy related to one another like
suns and planets in miniature solar systems. The
proton is the sun. Around the proton revolve,
or move in ellipses, clectrons in various numbers.
One number of electrons gives rise to what
appears to us as gold, and another as lead. The
organic elements, like those of the human body,
are composed of these little solar systems in un-
imaginable complexity. Now in the Behaviour-
ist’s dictum that there is nothing in the universe
except the play of physical forces, everything
comes at last to atomic combinations. Down
there in the atoms one combination of movements
produces, in a large aggregation of atoms which
we call a2 man, a belief which is Behaviourism.
Then in another aggregation, which to all appear-
ances seems like the first, the atoms produce
another belief which is non-Behaviourism. The
ironic aspect of all this appears when we reflect
that the atoms are supposed to be centres of
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forces which whirl with mathemartical exactness.
We are told that Einstein’s formula for the special
statement of relativity obtains in the atom systems.
In any case, some mathematical formulas hold.
Now mathematics is supposed to be the most
exact of all phases of human thinking. The irony
is that thesc exactest of all movements are the
physical supports of both Behaviourism and non-
Behaviourism. According to the Bchaviourist
the universe gives an account of itself in these
stimuli which are made upon human organisms.
There are, however, all sorts and conditions of
stimuli. The only way a Bchaviourist can reach a
behaviouristic theory is to sclect and concentrate
on behaviouristic stimuli. Of course sclection
by free choice is out of the question. So that the
only recoursc left to us is to rccognize that the
stimuli at onc instant give forth behaviouristic
notions, and at another non-behaviouristic. So
there we are! The only way we can judge
between forces of the physical kind is to estimate
them by scales. There are differences in man and
velocity. On that basis the Behaviourist who has
the more violent stimuli, which report themselves
in the more extravagant claims for Bchaviourism
and the more energetic scorn for non-Behaviour-
ists, has the better of it. Therc is no end of the
nonsense we get into when we try thus to estimate
ideas on the basis of weight and force. On this
basis, moreover, Behaviourism is not proved, except
by majority vote.
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It is open to the Behaviourist to reply that
every stimulus has its own quality. Many
persons of this type of thinking insist that the
qualities of our impressions are not affected by
the manner of their production. The Behaviour-
ist does not leave much place for ends-in-them-
selves, but he would be willing to admit that an
impression of the beautiful is what it is on its own
account. If something in the environment makes
in the human organism a response which reports
itself as a beautiful picture, the beauty of the
picture stands in its own right. What difference
does it make, we are asked, whether the picture is
produced by the environment or is the creation
of the sclf’s free activity?

Without laying stress on free activity as creating
the picture outright, we do insist that if impres-
sions of fine quality are produced in us by the
environment we can do nothing about them if
we do not have at least enough freedom to make
choice from among them. We cannot say that
we will look a little longer at the beautiful and
push the ugly to one side. For each picture
carries with it, or is carried along by, its own
degree of force. It not only has an inherent
quality, but an inherent quantity. There is
nothing we can do about it at all. Now force
of beauty is not physically construable. The
picture with the highest conceivable power of
inherent beauty may have back of it the weakest
stimulus. It gleams before us for an instant,
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and then is gone beyond recall—or at least
beyond our recall. If some shift of energies in
the environment reinforces the beautiful impres-
sion, it may return. In which case the problem
of teaching art, or developing the appreciation
of the beautiful, is that of developing the physical
forces behind the feeling for the beautiful. Here
again, however, wec are helpless. Beyond a
limited degree of training in general health and
in development of the finer senses of sight and
hearing and touch, who can tell what physical
stimuli are accompanied by high artistic insight ?

To return for a moment to the question of mass
and force, we may even say that we cannot measure
power without a standard which is the creation
of the free spirit, and which demands freedom for
its use. 'The entire problem of freedom is usually
handled from the point of view of its moral
significance, but the speculative significance is
even more important. The ethical consequences
of the denial of freedom are obvious and dramatic,
of course. Yet here we might console ourselves
with a feeling of vast tragedy. A distinguished
philosopher has written finely of the Free Man’s
W orship, which, it appears, is to erect itself on a
firm base of unyielding despair, with freedom
counting for nothing. All of which makes a
measure of appeal especially in comfortable arm-
chair moods. We can easily grow poetic over the
notion that we are all “ poor puppets jerked by
unseen wires,” and as long as we do not become
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so poor as to be too hungry, we can look at our-
selves with melancholy dclight. Suppose, how-
ever, we are all fools—that life is indeed * a tale
told by an idiot, full of sound and fury, signifying
nothing.” If belicfs are only effects produced
by causes, and not the results of frec thinking, we
are all alike dunces. Or the wisdom of the wisest
man is no better than the dullness of the veriest
dunce. There might conceivably be something
noble in the tragedy of utter absence of moral
freedom, but what 1s noble about a universe in
which there is no difference between sense and
nonsense ? Behaviourism may be the last word
of wisdom, but on its own theory it is no better
than the first word of nonsense.

To get back to the measurement of quantities.
How has the mind of man attained to the power
to measure ! By the free use of intellectually-
conceived scales. The achievements of mathe-
matics are the lordliest of the human mind.
Who can think of a table of logarithms, or the
binomial theorem, or the calculus as the out-
working of physical stimuli ? On the behaviour-
istic theory we should have to think that the
balance in a mathematical equation is only an
equilibrium between stimuli. There is no way
of stating mathematical truth to fit it into the
requirements of behaviouristic thecory. There
are some improvements in mathematical formulas
that required decades to bring about. The
thinkers who wrought the required improvements
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may have thought that they were thinking, that
they were freely holding the processes up to the
standards of rcason, that they were freely choosing
among intcllectual tools to find a truc result, that
they were suspending judgment when they could
not find a satisfactory outcome. The Behaviourist
would have us know that the mathematicians
have been mercly the recipients of physical stimuli.
Now the gap between physical stimuli and mathe-
matical concepts is so deep and vast as to suggest
no necessary connection between them whatever.
All we can get on the side of stimulus is particles
of substance in motion—in motion, too, below
the range of the power of the microscope to give
us a glimpse of them. Then these motions,
which are of such fineness that the microscope
cannot seize them, give us, let us say, the idea of
astronomical distances so vast that no telescope
can grasp them. The infinitely little seizes the
infinitcly big, while the thought of the “ big ” is
qualitatively unlike anything that physical move-
ment of non-substance can suggest. Logical
movement is movement only by permissible
figure of speech, just as figure of speech is not
figure in the spatial sense.

Now the Behaviourist asks if we wish to deny
outright the dependence of what we call mind on
matter. He is moved to mirth at the spectacle
of an alleged freedom that is bound by such chains
as are those of human bodies. A degree of such
dependence has always been admitted by all who
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have thought at all seriously about the relations
of body and mind. It is only caricature that
can see in freedom a wild thrashing about of
a something-or-other that has no conncction
with physical law. At inopportune moments this
wild something enters and begins to play havoc.
Well, if there were any such bogey it could only
act according to law. A thinker once protested
against freedom as likely to ‘lunge about.”
Lunging can be done only under law. 1f freedom
is the bull-in-the-china-shop of philosophy, we
need not think that law is set aside by bovine
rushings and smashings. We cannot escape law
by rushing about, and no sensible expounder of
freedom ever thought we could. In truth the
lunging about is not suggestive of freedom at all,
but of determinism. If we were at the mercy of
stimuli to the degree the Behaviourist imagines,
with no will to sct oursclves to control the
responscs to stimuli, we should do an immensc
amount of lunging about. Indeed, on strictly
behaviourist principles, the bull-in-the-china-
shop is your truc Behaviourist. He is immediatcly
responsive to stimuli. On the other hand, the
frec and willing subjection to law is the highest
manifestation of the free spirit.

Nobody whose opinion is worth considering
denies a measure of dependence of will on matter.
It has been known since Cain killed Abel that the
destruction of a human body will stop the working
of the free spirit through that body, though that
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may mean nothing more than that an instrument
is broken. The higher spiritual faculties have
long been connected, in our theories, with the
brain. The increascd localization of functions in
particular brain tracts is only an enlargement of
what we have really known all along.

We live at given times and places, and cannot
change the times at all, and thc places only
slightly. We are shut down in a thin blanket of
atmosphcre on the surface of the earth, and to
limited areas of that surface. If our bodily
organisms cxperience six or seven degrees of heat
above a certain point, we cease to be. The days
of our years are threescore and ten, but the
overwhelming majority of men born since the
beginning have not reached one score years. By
arduous and scrupulous care men can live to four-
score. All of which is commonplace. Within
the limits of our bank and shoal of time, however,
we can well enough learn our limitations as to
live comfortably within them and in a degree to
master them. We may dwell on a bank and shoal
of timce, but by the exercisc of our free minds we
have learned that the bank and shoal are not all.
We know the direction of the stream, and can
make sound guesses as to the ocean toward which
it flows.

We admit a good many things in our belicf in
freedom. We admit the fact of stimuli, and
rejoice that we can by heeding stimuli turn over
to the bodily mechanism many functions which
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make it a splendid tool and servant. The piano-
player can so use his freedom as to make his
fingers almost a part of the instrument which he
plays, the fingers carrying on unconsciously to
himself and mechanically the peculiarities of his
free practice. Above all we can select out of the
stimuli the ones to which we will respond. We
choose the laws which we will obey. By heedless
acceptance of whatever stirs us we can become
mere mechanisms. By sclecting from the environ-
ment the nobler stimuli we can build ourselves
into increasing freedom, attaining to that selfhood
which is an end-in-itself. More than that, we
can change the environment itsclf, so that it sends
upon us more quickly and directly the stimuli
which we choosc for our own service and the service
of man. Finally, we attain to a paradox which
is high wisdom: by best serving the world of men
and things we attain the largest and best frecdom.
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