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confine themselves, when they deal with theory, to formalistic analyses of
political structures. A strong structuralist movement is evident in sociology.
Linguistics emphasizes formal analyses of semantics and grammar.

Strait-Jaced commitments to pure description and formal analysis
appear to leave no place for explanatory principles, and the shortcoming is
often blamed on the exclusion of mental activities. For example, a recent
symposium on “The Limits of Behavioralism in Political Science”'? com-
plains of a neglect of subjective experience, ideas, motives, feelings,
attitudes, values, and so on. This is reminiscent of attacks on behaviorism. In
any case, it shows the same misunderstanding of the scope of a behavioral
analysis. In its extension to the social sciences, as in psychology proper,
behaviorism means more than a commitment to objective measurement. No
entity or process which has any useful explanatory force is to be rejected on
the ground that it is subjective or mental. The data which have made it
important must, however, be studied and formulated in effective ways. The
assignment is well within the scope of an experimental analysis of behavior,
which thus offers a promising alternative to a commitment to pure
description on the one hand and an appeal to mentalistic theories on the
other. To extend behaviorism as a philosophy of science to the study of
political and economic behavior, of the behavior of people in groups, of
people speaking and listening, teaching and learning—this is not “psychol-
ogizing” in the traditional sense. It is simply the application of a tested
formulation to impontant parts of the field of human behavior.
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POSTSCRIPT

All modern languages—but perhaps English most of all—are heavily
mentalistic. It is almost impossible to discuss a simple exchange between
two people without invoking minds, thoughts, feelings, intentions, and so
on. Almost all scholarly treatments of human behavior—philosophy,
theology, logistics, political science, economics, and so on—use terms
which imply that a person is a creative, initiating agent. For certain
purposes the terms work well enough, just as our everyday physical
vocabulary works well enough even though it is at variance with physics
as a science. It is therefore not surprising that when the first revolutionary
wave of behavioristic thought receded in the thirties and forties,
psychology should return to its old ways. As a result the central argument
of behaviorism began to be overlooked and misunderstood. Textbook
accounts became more and more simplified, and were illustrated by
stereotyped reports of old experiments, such as Pavlov’s conditioned
reflex.

Those who remained behavioral scientists reported their experiments
for their behavioral colleagues without relating them to the philosophical
issues. Philosophers—such as Gilbert Ryle, AJ. Ayer, and those associated
with the Vienna Circle—came close to behaviorism but offered no
experimental support for their theories. When I was invited to give a
paper at a symposium on “Behaviorism and Phenomenology” at Rice
University I took the opportunity to restate what seemed to me to be the
central theme of radical behaviorism, and I wrote the present paper.




