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Chapter 5:

The Continuing Debate: Reactions from
the Behavioral Community at Large

After the introductory Chapter One, Chapter Two of this account of the emergence of be-
haviorology examined the nature and origins of the behaviorology concept. Chapter Three
examined contingencies supporting individual commitments to a disciplinary independence
movement. Chapter Four presented a comprehensive review of the activities to organize the
behaviorology discipline and examined the cultural engineering by which the behaviorolo-
gy discipline was formalized and installed in the community of natural sciences. This chap-
ter, Chapter Five, reviews the prevailing cultural milieu and analyzes the support for, and
opposition to, the behaviorology movement.

7;16 behaviorologists were refining the concept of behaviorology and organizing a
scientific verbal community to protect and extend this discipline. Meanwhile, the gen-
eral behavioral community continued an increasingly moot debate on the concept of a
behaviorology disciplinary movement.

Continuing Debate on the Movement

The International Behaviorology Association (T1BA) was not afhiliated with the As-
sociation for Behavior Analysis (aBa). T1BA had been established independent of any
other existing organization, discipline, or applied field. However, during the 1987 ABa
convention, which began the day following the original founding meeting of the be-
haviorologists, both informal discussion and scheduled formal discussion focused on
the behaviorology movement. This was partly a result of recent articles in 7he Behavior
Analyst (aBA’s journal) plus some ABA convention sessions mentioning behaviorology.

The question of change strategies. At that convention the title of one well-at-
tended symposium, organized and chaired by Guy Bruce (at the time, a graduate stu-
dent advisee of Ernest Vargas), was “Behaviorologist, Behavior Analyst, or Psychologist?
A Question for the Young Professional.” This symposium featured B.F. Skinner as a
discussant. Numerous members of the audience supported an independence move-
ment, but others raised objections, including Skinner whose objections went beyond
his dislike for the name. But Robert Epstein, who also objected to the name, rose to
offer several reasons, with which the behaviorologists agreed, to reorganize the disci-
pline concerned with behavior.

Among those present various arguments arose. Some objections to a separate dis-
cipline came from persons who apparently viewed psychology as too big, too power-
ful, and too well established to be affected by what they saw as splinter movements.
Behaviorologists deemed this concern to be irrelevant because they had abandoned the
objective of changing psychology (scientifically and organizationally) into a suitable
disciplinary home for behaviorology. Instead psychology would be circumvented. An-
other argument along pragmatic lines resisted the behaviorology movement because or-




110 Origins and Components of Behaviorology

ganized psychology currently controlled access to critical resources such as jobs, grants,
licensing, and reimbursement through insurance. However, behaviorologists did not
deem such established control to be immutable. And they saw such concerns as rel-
evant only to those professional opportunities directly controlled by organized psychol-
ogy, not to professional opportunities in the multitude of other behavior—related fields
also in need of an effective basic science. In those diverse fields, the applied practitio-
ners seldom claim expertise in any particular behavioral foundation science and are
more open to whatever foundations best support their applied work. Furthermore,
within their organized professions they tend to rely less on legally codified prescriptions
for traditional cognitive psychology than is done in professions directly controlled by,
and generally construed to be parts of, organized psychology.

To many of those attending the 1987 ABA convention, the possibility of a behavioral
science separate from psychology seemed remote. So did a mission affecting the culture
more broadly than was implicit in those few applied areas in which formal psychology
has attained a controlling monopoly in the employment market (e.g., clinical psychol-
ogy). For some of those people, the struggle for the science of behavior would remain,
as it has always been, one of trying to reconstruct and redirect psychology. So, at the
Bruce symposium, some speakers again suggested the traditional and well-failed
change strategies: (a) attack cognitive/mentalistic psychology in publicly visible ways,
especially in print and debate; (b) gain control of conventional courses and then teach
them behaviorally both in method and content; (c) write and publish new textbooks
reflecting the behavioral perspective on all of the conventional aspects of psychological
subject matter; and (d) continue to insist that behaviorally oriented individuals are not
only psychologists, but are, in fact, the best ones. And, of course, #y not to lose your
job as a result of doing these sorts of things, especially when operating within units for-
mally organized under the psychology banner. (That is realistic advice; to people’s use
of these old strategies, psychologists often respond with actions threatening their jobs.
For example, see “Court Battle,” 1991; Vargas, ez al., 1988; and Giles, 1984, discussed in
an earlier chapter.)

However, the concerted 6o—year effort to pursue those well-worn change strategies
has not succeeded. That may seem a short time in the historical context of the evolu-
tion of science. But the growing need for effective behavioral science was accelerating
exponentially and, in the view of most behaviorologists, was becoming too urgent to
allow that struggle to have its protracted play. This was especially so because the con-
tingencies prevailing in psychology rendered demonstrations of the relative effectiveness
of behaviorological science somewhat irrelevant. A subsequent survey of undergraduate
“learning” courses in psychology departments, a traditional source of new radical be-
haviorist students, exemplifies the scope of the failure of those change strategies. In re-
porting that survey, Lattal, McFarland, and Joyce (1990) bewail the lack of
coverage of even introductory “behavior analytic” material in these courses. The
reasons they cite for this situation include: (a) few radical behaviorist faculty are
available in psychology departments, (b) those that are available seldom have con-
trol of learning courses, (c) few radical behaviorist textbooks and laboratory manu-
als are available, and (d) those departments require what they call a greater
“breadth” and “diversity of viewpoints” in these courses than behavioral psycholo-
gists see as justified. Lattal ez al. reiterated the behavioral psychologist’s standard
rebuttal to this requirement for “diversity”:
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Departments of Biology do not present evolution and creationism as alterna-
tive accounts of life nor do Physics Departments present relativity and astrol-
ogy as alternatives for understanding cosmology. (p. 128)

The place reserved for bebhaviorists in psychology. Lattal et al. (1990), as is char-
acteristic of behavioral psychologists, did not address certain relevant questions: Why
should a majority that practices one discipline relinquish control over its learning
theory courses to a group that entertains an entirely different discipline? Why should
that majority even allow the views of the other group to consume space in a learning
foundations course meant to serve izs discipline? After all, one could argue that behav-
ioral “psychologists” do not represent a legitimate minority within psychology because
their discipline is 7oz psychology. Mainline psychologists, in squeezing out behavioral sci-
ence and philosophy in practical if not yet official ways, tacitly respect that argument.

An example more explicitly addressing respect for separate disciplines arose in 1988
in the educational psychology department at West Virginia University where behavior-
ologists Lawrence Fraley, Ernest Vargas, and Julie Vargas had been employed for more
than 20 years. The traditional educational psychologists, who were in the majority, sud-
denly had a brief opportunity to design, unilaterally, the department’s new doctoral
program, an unusual circumstance arising in the college out of some arcane internal
politics. Their program design excluded from its requirements any course taught either
by Fraley, Vargas, or Vargas on the grounds that the behaviorological science taught by
those three people (under “behavior analysis” and other non—behaviorology course
titles) did 7oz represent psychology nor merit a place in the core of an educational psy-
chology program. The three behaviorologists subsequently took successful steps at the
university level to compel a reversal of their psychology colleagues’ snubbing action di-
rected at their discipline. They did this in order to secure professional operating room.
But they nevertheless agreed with the psychologists that those psychologists should
keep their discipline to themselves. The three took the position that such problems of
disciplinary incompatibility require organizational solutions at the college and univer-
sity administrative levels. The problem is that, with very few exceptions, American in-
stitutions of higher education, like those world—wide, have no academic departments
devoted exclusively to the natural science of behavior, especially human behavior. (For
further discussion of graduate level training in radical behaviorism being crowded out
by required diversity in psychology programs, see Michael, 1980.)

Following the 1987 ABA convention, one behavior—analytic psychologist, Peter
Harzem, who had been chairing a partly behavioral psychology department at Auburn
University, joined the debate by publishing an article on the virtues of being a psy-
chologist (Harzem, 1987). He offered a restatement of Skinner’s earlier but still relevant
thesis that, because modern technology has multiplied the dire implications of human
errors in judgment, a commensurate behavioral technology must be developed to re-
gain control in the culture (Skinner, 1971, Ch. 1). Harzem mapped out a cultural mis-
sion for such a science similar to that previously specified by Fraley (1987). But instead
of endowing a separate discipline with that mission as Fraley had done, Harzem again
argued, notwithstanding half a dozen decades of accumulated evidence to the contrary,
that it could and should all be accomplished by the minority behavioral community
based within organized psychology. Harzem also appeared to write as if the discipline
that he described, and the mission that he delineated for it, represented psychology per
se. This was an implication that behaviorologists (as well as most psychologists) see as
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a distortion of reality because a vast majority of psychologists (the 95% or more who
are non—behavioral) do 7oz and probably cannot accept such a behavior—analytic defi-
nition of that discipline.

In the fall 1988 issue of The Behavior Analyst, two spokespersons for the supposedly
eclectic (but generally cognitive/mentalistic) psychology mainstream (Proctor 8 Weeks,
1988) replied to Harzem in a “wrist slapping” rebuttal critical of what they construed to be
Harzem’s myopic scientific elitism. Proctor and Weeks touted the “cognitive revolution” in
psychology. They reviewed some of its putative research accomplishments. They noted
what they considered to be its positive impact on a number of different fields. And they
presumably refuted Harzem’s premise that psychology was failing in its cultural mis-
sion—a mission to which Proctor and Weeks allowed that behavioral psychologists
could contribute, but which certainly did 7oz necessitate an overhaul of psychology
along more behavioral lines as Harzem had advocated. They characterized Harzem as
uninformed about the significant movements in his own discipline (psychology) and
arrogant in his implications about the superior effectiveness of behavior analysis.

Proctor and Weeks pointedly directed three items of advice (1988, pp. 138-139) to
Harzem and his fellow behavior—analytic psychologists: (a) “Behavior analysts should
cease denying the reality of the cognitive revolution and familiarize themselves with the
major advances that have occurred in psychological research....” (b) Behavior analysts
should quit talking to themselves in “in—house” journals about things of which they are
already quite convinced and instead should publish in mainstream psychology journals.
(Ironically the refusal of those journals, since the 1950s, to accept behavioral articles had
contributed significantly to the initial movement of many behavioral people from
mainstream psychology in the 1970s. Also, in an article rebutting Proctor and Weeks,
Lee [1989] appealed to the principle that journal specialization follows, and merely
reflects, the increasingly discriminative characteristics of a maturing science.) And
(c) “Behavior analysts should join the rest of the psychological community in the
ongoing pursuit of scientific knowledge, without having the predetermined agenda
of ‘supplanting cognitive explanations’.”

In short, Proctor and Weeks added their endorsements to the similar demands of
other representatives of organized psychology. They laid out, once again, the ground
rules by which behavior analysts are expected to conduct themselves if they are to be
citizens of the psychology verbal community. Their message and its tone exemplified
the social punishment that mainstream psychologists inflict on behavioral psychologists
who resist the norms imposed by the overwhelming cognitive/mentalistic majority.

Invalid attacks on radical behaviorism. A year after the Proctor and Weeks ar-
ticle, and along the same lines, Michael Mahoney published, in 7he American Psycholo-
gist, a more concerted attack on radical behaviorism in psychology (Mahoney, 1989).
Like many semi-behavioral psychologists, Mahoney typically misrepresented radical
behaviorism. Essentially he implied wrongly that the mediating internal processes with
which cognitive, humanistic, and psychotherapeutic psychologists preoccupy them-
selves fall beyond any adequate conceptual and analytical reach of the functionalist
umbrella of radical behaviorism. He implied that those processes require a more com-
prehensively founded “scientific psychology.” Behaviorologists disagree. The sciences of
both verbal behavior and emotional behavior (including related respondent behavioral
components)—each informed by the philosophy of radical behaviorism and now be-
ing organized outside of psychology within the discipline of behaviorology—deal
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effectively with any real and relevant evidence adduced by the cognitive, humanistic,
and psychotherapeutic schools of psychology.

In the first place, behaviorologists recognize that all rea/ events in those domains of
concern are variables in functional relations. On the other hand, ontological criteria
deny existence to some of what those psychologists seek to understand (a classic ex-
ample is subconscious mental activity invented to explain behavior). Next, with all of
those mental and emotional constructions purged of their residual mysticism and rec-
ognized as behavior, cognition becomes verbal behavior, and the humanistic impetus
becomes emotional behavior. And the behaviorologists have powerful sciences of those
phenomena. As behaviorologists then develop effective behavioral technologies involv-
ing events in those domains of concern, they see the many substantial preoccupations
of psychologists as either basically irrelevant or unimportant to those domains. So, in
those contexts, behaviorologists neglect those preoccupations. That neglect is not be-
cause behaviorology cannot deal with such things, but because it can deal with them—
and has sorted them into appropriate places in the grand scheme of things.

However, Mahoney’s article, if weak as a comparative review of paradigms, was
much more important as propaganda. His perspective did not reach beyond psycholo-
gy, and he wrote as if everything “behavioral” was implicitly under the psychology
umbrella. Appealing to his own interpretations of history and citing various authorita-
tive sources, Mahoney (1989) developed positions to these effects: (a) Radical behavior-
ists in psychology, in their extremist zeal to disavow personal agency, have clung to
anachronistic science. That group “isolated itself from and came to lag behind chang-
ing perspectives on the nature and practice of optimal scientific inquiry. ...radical be-
haviorists. .. in turning their backs on the lessons of philosophy, have found themselves
unnecessarily tethered by their own first assumptions” (p. 1373). (b) Radical behavior-
ists are self-righteous and intolerant, and have thus become “scientistic” followers of an
unworthy approach to science, which renders them poor citizens of the psychological
scientific community. (c) “Respected scientists” have had to revise radical behaviorist
accounts of learning to take into account new complexities in cognition. (d) Only
those who abandon the extremism of radical behaviorism can share in the disciplinary
progress of psychology so saliently manifested by the “cognitive revolution.” Worth-
while behavioral contributions to psychology have come from methodological and
“metaphysical” behaviorism, and continue to come from methodological or “liberal”
behaviorists who incorporate, or take into account, the explicitly “mediational” con-
cepts of behavior from cognitivist theory. Few important psychologists any longer care
about radical behaviorist views. And (e) today relatively few genuine radical behavior-
ists can even be found. The integrity of radical behaviorism [in psychology] is weaken-
ing in the face of dramatic revisions compelled by the views on other fronts elsewhere
in paradigmatically balanced psychology. So speaks Mahoney.

Mahoney’s article, appearing in the prestigious and widely read The American Psy-
chologist, jarred the behavioral psychology community. In implying to behavioral camp
followers that their fortunes would be more promising elsewhere, Mahoney’s article
perhaps influenced disafhiliations among persons who were insecure in their commit-
ments to radical behaviorism and to the strict natural science of behavior that it in-
forms. Mahoney implied that remaining a radical behaviorist within psychology is
(a) surely a matter of embarrassment and (b) certainly not the path to any viable pro-
fessional future in that disciplinary coalition.
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Some behaviorologists found themselves in agreement with both of Mahoney’s im-
plications, though not for his reasons. The article obviously stung many behavioral psy-
chologists who set about organizing rebuttals (e.g., Catania, 1991). Perhaps as well as
anything that behaviorologists have said, articles like those of Proctor and Weeks (1988)
and of Mahoney (1989) indirectly suggest the impracticality of behavioral people try-
ing either to maintain their scientific integrity within organized psychology or to
change psychology into an effective science for the kind of cultural mission that most
behaviorologists deemed important.

Some organizational and intellectual realities. The behaviorologists were con-
fronting an organized psychology discipline populated by intelligent, articulate indi-
viduals. These persons had a lifetime of credible training and experience implying to
them that their discipline was valid and effective. Furthermore, their ethical training
produced a strong belief in the kind of scientific and philosophical eclecticism neces-
sary to construe psychology as an integral discipline. Mainstream psychologists, of
whom Mahoney and Proctor and Weeks were typical examples, accepted little of be-
havior analysis (especially in its radical behavioristic expression) and even less of behav-
iorology. They revealed little comprehension of the complexity and sophistication of
what they called behavior analysis or of its fundamental philosophical, scientific, and
technological differences with the discipline that they knew as psychology. They did not
seem to understand that behavioral people cannot merge their concepts with those of
traditional psychology while, at the same time, maintaining their own behavioristic sci-
entific probity because those propositions are incompatible. Not only was the scientific
integrity of behavioral individuals eroded in the psychology community, but the behav-
ioral people were not, and could not have been, understood there.

In addition, behavioral programs, operating merely as options, specializations, or
areas of emphasis within departments of psychology, are more vulnerable than would
be true of departments devoted exclusively to a behaviorological discipline. Harzem
(1987) did not address this point. Yet Harzem’s own program, like any behavioral spe-
cialization existing as but one epistemological face in a larger multifaceted program, has
no guarantee of security beyond the next faculty meeting, the next change in chairper-
son, or the next new dean. Chairpersons easily redirect academic programs that dis-
please them simply by reassigning the courses to politically reliable faculty members
who can be expected to make desired changes. A simple faculty vote within a psychol-
ogy department to de—emphasize an internal behavioral movement, or an administra-
tive decision to shift resources to other specializations, remained easily arranged
dispositions of minority movements that have no formal status beyond mere areas of
interest in much “broader” psychology programs. This can happen even when the mi-
nority is correct about the greater effectiveness of its science. On the other hand, to
eliminate a whole discipline, including its established academic department, from a
higher education institution is more difficult. A group of faculty members, or their ad-
ministrative leaders, might easily dispose of some individual or minority faction at the
department level. But another order of difficulty is encountered when an institution at-
tempts to declare that an integral discipline is no longer to be part of its curriculum.

Perhaps Harzem’s position reflects contingencies affecting individuals who have
achieved personal success as members of epistemological minorities in various disci-
plines. But inherent in such a strategy is the peril of attenuating revolutionary fervor
that often accompanies personal success. Behaviorologists have lost faith in reliance
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on personal success as the mechanism by which to protect their science within the
psychology milieu.

An example from theology parallels the plight of behaviorists in organized psychol-
ogy (Basil, 1987/88). A number of prominent Catholic theologians, religious educators,
and church officials, attending a forum for secular humanists and liberal Catholics, suc-
cessively criticized basic principles, policies, and practices of organized Roman Catholi-
cism. Observers questioned why the speakers had not left the church. As individuals,
they had not only “let go of the Pope, the Bible, and church tradition” (p. 6) but had
also convincingly justified their having done so. In response, Dan Maguire, a professor
at Catholic University, is reported to have insisted that the “essential moral creed” of
Christianity, which he respects, has never been “incarnated” in historical Christianity.
But as Basil (1987/88) noted,

It was not clear to many in Washington, however, why Maguire and some of
the other speakers thought that it was worth belonging to a religious institu-
tion that had never “incarnated” its “essential moral creed.” Perhaps, being
born Catholic, they want to remain attached to their family’s roots or to the
admittedly fascinating rituals of their church—regardless of its dogma. Per-
haps they hope to overturn two thousand years of authoritarian religious rule
“from the inside,” as it were; then they would have a ready—made and power-
ful institution to promote humanistic ideals on a world—wide scale. ...But it
should be pointed out that this strategy could backfire. By remaining within
a church whose very foundations they attack, these dissident Catholics could
be making traditional authoritarian Catholicism stronger. After all, one could
argue that the church has been able to co—opt the voices of some of its harsh-
est critics. No matter how free—minded these fringe Catholics are, their pri-
mary message will always be that they support the church. (p. 6)

From the perspective of the behaviorology movement, a self—analysis similar to the
one for liberal Catholics would seem to be in order for behavioral psychologists. They
are persons who retain disciplinary allegiance to psychology, but who (a) have let go of
mind, (b) regard as irrelevant the physiological mechanisms included under cognition,
and (c) have turned away from many traditions of allegiance to organized psychology.
Perhaps they should consider the supportive implications of even their opposition if ex-
pressed from within, and as members of, the institution that they oppose. Catania (1991),
chastising Mahoney (1989) for his misrepresentations of radical behaviorism, wrote that
if Mahoney’s views:

...really represented the position of contemporary psychology, it should come

as no surprise that some radical behaviorists have moved to more congenial

environments... (p. 68; emphasis added)
(Catania immediately added “but intellectual ghettoes are as objectionable as racial or
ethnic ones.” Behaviorologists might agree with Catania’s observation about intellectual
ghettoes, but not about who, implicitly, is trapped in one.)

This issue continued to maintain tensions even among the early behaviorologists
who differed with one another about both the degree and the appropriate kinds of sup-
portive cooperation in which to engage with majority psychologists. Often, to gain ac-
cess to students so that they could provide behaviorological training, behaviorologists
had to participate in a psychology program. That program not only would claim credit
for the products of that training but also would prosper in various ways through the
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professional involvements of the behaviorologists. Some argued that this amounted to
organized psychology exploiting behaviorologists in ways that maintained organized
psychology at the expense of independence for behaviorology. Others counseled pa-
tience, and argued that the preliminary work being done under the psychology um-
brella was crucial for the future of behaviorology and so should not be jeopardized by
premature and costly rebellion. Without resolution, some raised rhetorical questions
about indulgences in self—serving rationalization while others countered with concerns
that unwise emotionalism might be getting too intense.

A public separatist review. The 6o—year effort begun by Skinner to make—over
psychology had failed, and conditions aversive to behavioral people were continuing in
force. But as Ernest Vargas observed at the conclusion of Bruce’s 1987 ABA symposium,
those same contingencies had previously forced the issue of separation and indepen-
dence on radical behaviorists, and their experiments with separation on those occasions
had worked well. He added that the only way to determine whether separation will
continue to work was to continue to use it.

At the symposium Vargas also briefly reviewed the historical highlights of those ear-
lier occasions for separatist activity: Behaviorists had experienced difficulties getting
their articles accepted in the traditional psychology journals which usually required the
group designs and the related statistical significance tests typical of mainline psycholo-
gy. (To understand the kinds of studies that the behavioral people were doing, see the
approaches to research explained in Sidman, 1960.) So radical behaviorists successfully
founded separate journals independent of the psychology establishment, including the
Journal of the Experimental Analysis of Behavior (JEAB) and the Journal of Applied Behav-
ior Analysis (JaBa). When the professional interests of behaviorists were no longer ad-
equately met by any of the existing divisions of the American Psychological Association
(apa), behaviorists began a separatist movement within apa by founding a new division
of their own, Division 25, titled “The Experimental Analysis of Behavior.” When later
the Ara and its regional organizations were not adequately meeting their convention
and other needs, even with their own division, behavior analysts gradually pursued a
larger scale separatist course by eventually founding aBa.

Finally, when, among other things, the lack of training and application facilities
(which normally come as part of a disciplinary home) threatened the contributions and
even the continuation of their scientific verbal community, and weakened the quality
controls needed to preserve it, behaviorologists acted. They moved to complete and
refine the definition of an effective and natural science of behavior, and to organize an
independent verbal community around it.

A comparison with the Cultural Materialism movement. A comparison between
this separatist trend from psychology and the course pursued by cultural materialists
and others within anthropology (Harris, 1979) may be instructive. Cultural material-
ists, like behaviorists, have entertained an unusual philosophical and analytical perspec-
tive within their “parent” discipline—one sharing some basic principles and
assumptions with behaviorology (see E.A. Vargas, 1985). However, the coalescence of
their discriminable integrity within anthropology does not appear to have precipitated
the degree of conflict that has surrounded the behaviorists in psychology, nor have the
cultural materialists sponsored an emergent independence movement. Cultural mate-
rialists as a group have not professed difficulties in publishing in the traditional anthro-
pology journals nor of being denied adequate convention participation by the
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professional organizations of anthropology. The cultural materialists have been able to
remain within anthropology and have continued working to revise and improve that
discipline. Perhaps this is because more traditional anthropologists have not widely
construed them to be operating with a different basic science or philosophy, but only
to have reached some unusual insights and conclusions. This approximates the relation
between the behavioral and mainline psychology communities in the 1940s and 1950s.

The discipline of behaviorology is heavily focused on controlling behavior. Its
members base its rights claims to intellectual property on the effectiveness of products
manifested at the level of control. In comparison, the science based on cultural materi-
alism has not yet fully advanced to the level of control with respect to iz subject mat-
ter. It remains largely interpretative and analytical, having passed through descriptive
stages and having attained the capacity for accurate predicting and some control. As
yet, however, cultural materialism does not exhibit effective technologies, based on its
own principles, for designing and developing new cultures, or even new cultural prac-
tices. (See Fraley, 1988c, for a more analytically detailed examination of this point; see
Beach, 1988, for hints of progress.)

Perhaps cultural materialism has not yet demonstrated control because the culture
has not yet imposed much of a necessity for doing so within the scope of applied con-
cerns entertained by anthropologists. The predictions of cultural materialists might be
more accurate, and their analyses more parsimonious, than those of more traditional
anthropologists. However, the implications of any such contrasts have not been
sufficiently adverse to provoke the traditional majority to opt for political and eco-
nomic countercontrols within the discipline. Not enough is yet at stake. But what if a
major lucrative market were to develop for such skills? What if the cultural materialists
within anthropology no longer merely described and retrospectively predicted the
courses of old cultures? What if they were to start producing superior cultures and cul-
tural practices by design? Then mainline anthropologists (just as mainline psycholo-
gists) could not be expected to acquiesce calmly to their own eclipse.

One early attempt at anthropological control involved the Vicos Hacienda project
in the 1950s (see Holmberg, 1967). In that project anthropologists actually did design
and implement new cultural practices. They assisted the residents of the hacienda, who
had been vassals of the land, to funnel the fruits of their labors more efficiently back
into their society. The project was deemed controversial within the anthropology com-
munity. Colleagues criticized project leaders for using their scientific powers to impose
their own cultural values on the hacienda community.

Such rifts might presage similar rifts from efforts in the significant area of design-
ing the cultural aspects of oft—Earth settlements. Space settlements will require cultural
practices respecting new kinds of values that will also have to be conditioned by de-
sign—in some cases values not shared by the designers themselves. The new practices
would enable people to thrive under the alien physical and socio—cultural conditions
in space, on moons, or on planets (see Beach, 1991a, 1991b; BACD, 1991).

In the 1960s, at the height of the debate about Vicos Hacienda, the anthropology
community was unable to deal effectively with the issue of the putative sanctity of val-
ues. Since then, developments in behaviorological science have placed the management
of values in a technology based on natural science. That is because values are behavioral
effects of the contingencies under which people operate. Specifically, values are reinforc-
ers, and most are selectively conditioned by the consequences of behavior and function-
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ally facilitated by the concomitant emotional respondents called fee/ings. And behavior-
ological science and technology have worked these areas well. (For more detail, see
Skinner, 1953, 1971, 1974; Krapfl & Vargas, 1977; and E.A. Vargas, 1975, 1982.)

In general, the greatest cultural needs are felt at the scientifically mature level of
effective control. Throughout the culture the greatest value is attached to effective out-
comes at that level. Thus more professional reinforcers are at stake among scientific
groups competing for the professional markets defined in terms of effective control over
behavior. For example, in just one area, consider the enormity of the resources that our
culture is prepared to invest in whichever scientific discipline can develop the most
effective technology of teaching (Skinner, 1968; also, see Barrett, 1991). Behaviorologi-
cal scientists have repeatedly demonstrated what they construe to have been convinc-
ing wins in such implicit contests (e.g., see Johnson & Layng, 1992). No surprise
occurs, then, when educational psychology is the locus of much interdisciplinary con-
flict centered around what some educational behaviorologists regard as attempts to sup-
press their more successful science. (For some details and examples on the educational
issues, including the v.s. Federal governments massive “Project Follow Through,” see
all the articles in the Youth Policy Institute’s July/August 1988 issue of Youth Policy.)

An original separatist move. Small scale separatist moves by behaviorists within
psychology had actually become necessary on much earlier occasions than those Vargas
included in his summary at the 1987 aBA convention symposium. For instance,
Skinner’s early psychology course at Harvard, Psych. 7, was too divergent for the con-
ventional psychology faculty. Under the new name “Natural Science 114: Human Be-
havior,” the course moved to the general education area where it proved successful with
a wide range of students. These students tended to be focused on the realities and prac-
ticalities of the culture, and faculty resistance subsided. Skinner (1983a) reported:

...it was a much more appropriate title. I had not given my students a gen-

eral survey of psychology; I had taught a very different subject. The new title

also attracted students whose major interests were in the social sciences or hu-

manities but who needed a sophomore—level Natural Science course, and they

were just the students who needed to know more about a science of behavior.

(pp- 23—24; emphasis added)
Skinner (1983a, p. 44) subsequently converted that course material into his 1953 book
Science and Human Behavior. That book features principles induced from an experi-
mental analysis of behavior, and develops the conceptual foundations of a discipline
strikingly different from that introduced in typical beginning psychology courses.

Skinner’s Oscillations

For a number of years behaviorologists had been feeling an increasing disappoint-
ment at the progressive deceleration of the general ABa—centered behavioral movement
toward disciplinary independence for the science of behavior. In 1987-1988, as those
observers finally acted to establish an independent behaviorology discipline, they were
sensing a rapidly accelerating reversal of the general behavioral movement back into the
fold of organized psychology (a trend which their actions may have retarded).

Back to psychology. An incongruous event that occurred at the end of the 1987 ABa
convention perhaps in part propelled this reversal back toward psychology. B.E Skin-
ner unexpectedly added a ten—minute addendum to his previously prepared major ad-
dress—one in a series of annual presentations serving as the traditional final session of
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the annual ABA conventions. Skinner had spent his entire professional life building the
case for a behavioral science revolution and explicitly providing the leadership for it
through his research and writings. In contrast with this, Skinner told his audience that
he thought a separate discipline was a mistake, that behavior analysis was a kind of psy-
chology (and should become psychology), and that organized psychology was where the
behavioral movement should remain. He had wanted a revolution, but now he was
declaring that it was to occur within psychology, not as a departure from psychology.

Although Skinner subsequently oscillated on this issue (two years later he an-
nounced his reversal of this view, discussed in a later section), at this moment he
seemed to declare unequivocal favor with one path away from a junction at which he
had been poised throughout a lifetime of strategy deliberations. He had spent his pro-
fessional life arguing alternately that psychology should be changed and that it should
be abandoned. His lifelong bias was for changing it. He had explicitly taken that stand
as early as 1928 when he wrote “...my fundamental interests lie in the field of Psychol-
ogy, and I shall probably continue therein, even, if necessary, by making over the en-
tire field to suit myself” (Skinner, 1979, p. 38).

Speculatively, a variety of potential sources may have raised the special prepotency
of that recurring preference just at the time of the 1987 aBa talk. These sources include:
(a) convention sessions (such as the previously described Bruce symposium that in-
volved Skinner) which had focused on the issue of a separate discipline and sharpened
many relevant variables; (b) a resolution to redouble a thus—far unsuccessful effort, per-
haps triggered by misgivings about the appropriateness of that cause (a public declara-
tion of recommitment postpones any impending verdict of failure and, as a
self-management practice, renders oneself liable for the social punishments reserved for
those who do not keep to their commitments); and (c) the pressure exerted by re-
spected psychology colleagues whose counsel favored staying within psychology.

Regardless of possible reasons for his declaration, Skinner’s remarks contributed to
the already advanced erosion of the capacity of ABA to spawn an independent scientific
discipline. Ironically, he had chosen to make these statements at a meeting of an orga-
nization which was originally established to demonstrate a measure of independence
from psychology for the behavioral movement, and which he had for years fervently
supported. Although aBa had attained its organizational independence from psycholo-
gy, disciplinary independence had remained elusive. The concept of an independent be-
havioral discipline had always promised security for the separate existence of ABa. But
Skinner’s saying that the struggle can only proceed from within psychology implied the
extent to which the behavior analysis independence movement had failed. As he urged
the behavior analysts to keep trying to change psychology into a worthwhile science,
part of the audience believed that Skinner was appealing on behalf of a cause already
lost. In any case, Skinner’s surprising and seemingly self—contradicting declaration elic-
ited strong visceral responses from just about everybody. Depending on the histories of
the affected individuals, the personal reactions represented a wide range of emotions.

As he made clear in his autobiography (1979 & 1983a), Skinner had neglected the
politics of organized disciplines in favor of successful scientific pursuits. But his voice
had grown influential. His recommendations about organizing the discipline, always
heavy with political implications because so many people attended closely to whatever
he said, constituted a weighty political resource for those whose objectives were served
by whatever position he took.
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Skinner was adding his powerful endorsement to the concept that “behavior analy-
sis” is psychology. Most behaviorologists had already taken that position as part of their
effort to discriminate clearly between behaviorology and behavioral psychology which
had staked a strong claim to “behavior analysis.” The apa, for its part, had implicitly
accepted that collaborationist perspective when its behavior—analytic Division 25 in
1987 briefly changed the name of the division journal to Behavior Analysis. Prominent
behavioral psychologists with memberships in ABA were commonly referring to behav-
ior analysis as a kind of psychology and to behavior analysts as psychologists (e.g., see
“Minutes of,” 1988, 1990). Edmond Fantino (1988), as editor of jEaB, explicitly de-
scribed behavior analysis as an aspect of psychology. And numerous behavior analysis
training programs were imbedded in psychology departments.

By the time Skinner gave his talk, most behaviorologists correspondingly saw little
hope for an independent science of behavior analysis. (In his speech, Skinner did not
pursue zhat implication of his position.) The trend toward a psychology—free creden-
tial by the clinical faction in aBa (Shook, 1993), with its implications for an indepen-
dent behavior analysis discipline, had not yet had a significant impact on the general
thinking of behavioral people. In any case, Skinner’s speech encouraged psychology—
oriented followers to distance themselves even farther from what some had seen, partly
through his leadership, as the goal of a separate scientific discipline. Skinner’s 1987 dis-
avowal of that goal allowed any followers who might have been feeling the political heat
of an independence—oriented rebellion to resume overtures to psychology that previ-
ously might have been deemed unfashionable. Some behaviorologists welcomed that
self—culling insofar as it reoriented toward psychology a lot of people whose ambiva-
lent faltering might have clogged the machinery of the behaviorology movement.

An affiliation with ABA no longer connoted one’s disciplinary identity because the
phrase “behavior analysis” had become so imprecise. Increasingly, ABA members felt
compelled to declare their respective professional and disciplinary identities, some with
and some away from psychology. And within two years, by 1989, the aBa leadership was
explicitly evoking such declarations from its members by way of official questionnaires
and new fill-in items on the ABA membership forms (as described in Chapter 4).

The Ulman—Skinner letters. An accidental fall at his home put Skinner in the hos-
pital and prevented him from attending the 1988 ABA convention, though he returned
in 1989. During the two years between the 1987 and 1989 conventions, a number of
people interacted with Skinner on how best to preserve the science that he had devel-
oped and about the position that he was taking with respect to an organized disciplin-
ary home for it. Skinner’s reluctance to leave psychology was based on several practical
considerations: Aside from his expressing a personal distaste for the name behaviorol-
ogy, he was making the following points (recorded here as noted in his 23 January 1989
letter of response to Jerome Ulman’s endorsement of a separate discipline): (a) Behav-
ior analysis is already spread too thinly across too many organizations, so a new one,
further fragmenting the movement, is not needed. (b) Colleges and universities are un-
likely to create departments of behaviorology for some time. (c) Behaviorology would
have little chance of gaining recognition from the National Science Foundation (NsE),
at least for a long time. And (d) psychology can yet be redefined, and one useful ap-
proach to that end is to continue with good experimental scientific work that will yield
ever more convincing scientific data in support of the behavioral perspective.
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The dilemma confronting Skinner and other behaviorists who had long struggled
to change psychology was underscored by an anecdote that Julie Vargas (Skinner’s
daughter) related in a letter (20 October 1988) to Fred Keller:

Last week I was up in Cambridge for two days and a Tv crew came to discuss

shooting... for a 26 half~hour series on psychology. It was to be an introduc-

tory course, like a beginning textbook, they explained. They wanted my fa-

ther in three of the series, a brief appearance in two and a major part of the

one on learning. Brief means a couple of minutes and “major” means 10 min-

utes—maybe 15 or even 20.... Out of 26 half~hours, or 780 minutes, about

20 minutes or roughly 3% was devoted to the science of behavior.
A little farther along she added “I cant convince my father that being a little piece of
‘psychology’ does not bode well for our science.” The letter ended with “I just wanted
to let you know that T1BA is progressing well and to show you our brochure.”

During the 1988 Christmas holidays, in discussing with Julie Vargas how best to
preserve the science that he had developed, Skinner allowed that he might tolerate the
term behaviorology. By January 1989, he was referring in various conversational con-
texts to “the behaviorologists” and their movement. In a letter to Ulman (6 March
1989), Skinner conceded that the name behaviorology is not as bad as “otorhinolaryn-
gology.” Ulman had said that initially he too had found the name behaviorology a bit
strange and offered a remedy: “In the privacy of your bath, try saying behaviorology
aloud at least so times.” To this Skinner, in his 6 March 1989 letter, replied “I am grate-
ful for the enthusiasm and loyalty of the behaviorologists. I'll try saying the word to
myself in the bathtub and see how good a predictor you are.” Still, Skinner had not yet
completely abandoned his presumption of organized psychology as keeper of his sci-
ence and philosophy. By April 1989, the American Psychological Society (aps) was pub-
lishing the solicited letter from Skinner (presented in an earlier chapter) lending
endorsement to that movement.

The following passages from one of Ulman’s letters to Skinner (24 February 1989)
represent the kinds of views being advanced to Skinner by persons committed to disci-
plinary independence (subsequent to their inclusion here, the Ulman—Skinner letters
were published in Behaviorology; see Ulman, 1993). After conceding that neither uni-
versities nor the Nsk are likely to recognize behaviorology anytime soon, Ulman ad-
dressed many issues beginning with what he thought was Skinner’s misplaced
confidence in the new aps:

In my view, Aps is merely a protestant form of the same old religion, a
splinter group from the Assembly of the Personal Agency, consummate de-
fenders of “autonomous man.” What motivates the overwhelming majority of
Aps, I suspect, is opposition to the exclusive guild concerns of the clinical
majority in APA, not the promotion of a science of behavior as you and I
understand it.

Given the character of its membership, the “science” we can expect APs to
advance is exactly the kind you have argued against throughout your career—
hypothetical-deductive methodology, statistical inference rather than experi-
mental analysis, the philosophy of logical positivism, and the type of
theorizing that, as you so aptly stated in 1950, “appeals to events taking place
somewhere else, ...and measured, if at all, in different dimensions (e.g., in the
real nervous system, the conceptual system, or the mind).” ...Any behavioral
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psychologists in their [aps] ranks (if the behavioral constituency approaches
even 10%, I would be greatly surprised) simply serve to give a behavioristic
veneer to the ersatz science of psychology.

In general, our participation in any psychological organization presup-
poses at least tacit acceptance of a common program. Because psychologists
cannot agree on a radical behavioral program without themselves becoming
something other than psychologists, a psychological organization must of ne-
cessity abandon radical behaviorism in favor of theorizing based on mind,
cognition, and/or the conceptual nervous system. In short, the program of
the psychologist is the defense of the psyche; the program of the radical be-
haviorist, its demise.

What must at all cost be defended and nurtured are those cultural con-
tingencies—as rare as they are exquisite—responsible for the development of
the natural science of behavior. By comparison, it matters little to behavior-
ologists whether we will soon see behaviorology departments sprouting up
around the country or receive a nod of approval from the Nsk. That is, the
integrity of the discipline takes precedence over the number of people who
may or may not come to feel comfortable about recognizing behaviorology as
an independent life science. What does matter, I am sure, is that our scientific
work be carried out within that protective social environment we call the dis-
cipline of behaviorology.

...J'am afraid that this travail [the effort to reform psychology] is Sisyphe-
an and will only wear us down and ultimately exhaust our extremely limited
resources. We simply cannot afford to continue our scientific work as a spe-
cialty within the psychology establishment. To remain there any longer por-
tends to be a recipe, not only for our continued servitude, but for eventual
extinction of the very contingencies necessary for the survival of our science
and the philosophy upon which it is based. Yes, as you advise, more active
experimental work is needed, there are many issues that need to be explored,
and there is much to discuss about the implications of our work. But psy-
chologists since the time of Watson have not merely ignored us, they have
contemptuously rejected our experimental research. And there is no apparent
reason to suppose they will behave any differently in the future.

... The founders of The International Behaviorology Association, ...rec-
ognize selection by consequences as the most important causal mode in the
life sciences and are committed to pursue the use of the contributions to be-
haviorology found in the works of B.E Skinner for integrating the concepts,
data, and technologies of the discipline’s various subfields. With rigorous
membership qualifications for its leadership, a newsletter already in produc-
tion..., a journal under development, and T1BA chapters forming internation-
ally, we are prepared to stay the course.

Skinner’s reply (6 March 1989), a few lines beyond one page, was cordial and ap-
preciative. But, after saying that he did not take the aps very seriously, Skinner, though
without his usual literary vigor, let stand his previous position that psychology represents
the study of behavior—including the behavior of the brain, not as the mysterious gen-
erative source of behavior, but as part of the thing called the behaving body. He com-
plained that the cognitive psychologists have been doing inappropriate kinds of things
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in the name of psychology. And he lamented the fact that others, who also understand
what is going wrong, too often let them get away with it. He briefly reviewed the list
of his own rebuttals to the cognitive views, the views that he thought had led psychol-
ogy so far afield (from a behavior science). Skinner made the point that he had no ob-
jection to legitimate interests by psychologists in how the body worked, but that
psychology needed to switch its emphasis to the kind of science that makes possible
practical behavior—technology applications.

Behaviorologists continued to raise the issue with Skinner in various ways. For ex-
ample, taking advantage of inescapable realities, Julie Vargas from time to time report-
edly brought to Skinner’s attention factual data implying futility in continuing a
disciplinary affiliation with psychology. On 28 April 1989, Ulman sent one more elo-
quent letter to Skinner, reiterating the reasons for disciplinary separation. In this letter
he argued the points with new examples and facts. He countered the notion that stay-
ing with psychology protected previous gains and represented the shortest path, how-
ever bleak, to a secure home for our discipline. Ulman concluded in this way:

...As long as we remain within the church, for whatever reason, the longer we
must abide by its commandments, chief among which is an unquestioning
respect for the divinity of the psyche (or any of its cognate hypostases—mind,
cognition, experience, etc.). I feel that we can best move forward, not by ar-
guing with psychologists about what may or may not be going on in the black
box; writing letters to hostile, psyche—intoxicated editors; nor playing no—win
political games in psychology departments. We have done all of that for over
so years and it has gotten us nowhere. I say, psychologists made their own
metaphysical bed, now let them lie in it. We have much more useful things
to do; namely, to advance the independent discipline of behaviorology in all
of its facets—philosophical, analytical, experimental, and technological—
and, most importantly, disseminate our successes to the public.

Regardless of whatever fueled the great engine of organized psychology, it did not
require a more effective science. The nature and course of organized psychology had
remained little affected by the protracted proffer of a more effective basic science by its
politically insignificant behavioristic minority. The radical behaviorists’ long—nourished
anticipations of an overhauled psychology had matured fruitlessly. No promising new
change strategies arose to mask the increasingly hollow echo of old ones being reiter-
ated. With few exceptions the leadership in organized psychology, whether in apa or
Aps, remained unalterably cognitive and mentalistic, and the discipline of psychology
was organized and operated to reward members for following that lead.

A declaration of independence. By the time of the 1989 ABA convention in late
May, Skinner had again had enough of psychology. In spite of his wavering in 1987, his
estrangement had developed across a long if intermittent history. He had made it ex-
plicit as early as 1938 in The Behavior of Organisms. In 1972, when a colleague had asked
if operant people should form a separate discipline, Skinner (1980, pp. 71—72) had
noted, “I have been coming close to that view.” He went on to list four major fronts of
disciplinary activity that he thought had taken psychology astray.

Then, as his major address at the close of the 1989 ABA convention, Skinner pre-
sented his declaration of disciplinary independence, titled “A World of Our Own”
(Skinner, 1989a). Reviewing the ancient origins of cognitivism and the more recent ori-
gins of behaviorism, he described how cognitivists increasingly have hidden their an-
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cient and invalid assumptions by adopting descriptive language from other respected
fields. He reviewed and analyzed samples of what he construed to be the current cog-
nitive/mentalistic nonsense that pervades the literature of psychology. He defined a
proper behavioral discipline to include the concerns of ethologists and dwelt on the
importance to such a discipline of the mechanism of selection at all levels of analysis.
He spoke of the neglect in cognitive psychology both of the concept and implications
of selection. On the cognitive/behavioral dichotomy in the search for the origins of
behavioral events, Skinner had this to say (quoted from a tape recording of his talk):
Let’s just imagine that all of these people who are trying to find out what

is inside the skull, whether it is mind or brains (it doesn’t matter), ...[are] all

completely successful. Let’s suppose that people who introspect see the same

thing.... And let’s suppose that cognitive theories have all been meshed well

together... [into a] super— or mega—theory. Everybody agrees! This is it! And

let’s assume that brain science has come up, not only with what happens when

you slice a brain in two, or when you inject a drug into it, but [with descrip-

tions of its nature] down to the finest detail, so that we know what is happen-

ing when someone says “hello.” And let’s suppose that is exactly what you see

when you introspect and is exactly what cognitive theorists say is in there.

What would you have? You would have a biochemical system. It would be

completely orderly. It would simply do what it does because of its structure.

Here Skinner implicitly dismissed the notion of a personal autonomous agent and
alluded to the controlling environment in which occur the events that subsequently
stimulate (that is, functionally control) the internal neural activity. When the body be-
haves, that exhibited behavior is simply the only one possible in the interaction be-
tween that body as currently structured and the controlling environment as currently
structured. (For elaboration, see Fraley, 1992a, 1996a.) These kinds of behavior—producing
interactions feature the accessible independent variables over which the kind of control
called intervention can be gained; they provide the basis for behavioral engineering.
Skinner asserted that behaviorists should remain interested in behavior—related neural
events within the body. But he further argued that the behavioral people are the best
prepared to specify that for which the neural scientists could productively look.

After presenting some historical details about his own earlier acceptance of principles
portending a separate discipline, Skinner noted that he nevertheless:

...went on saying that the science of behavior was psychology. And [he

added] I am convinced now that I was wrong. I think they are very

different fields.
Perhaps alluding in part to his brief addendum after his 1987 ABA address, he confessed
to having “been slow in throwing off the notion that a science of behavior is the future
of psychology.”

Here are some related conclusions heard elsewhere in his talk:

...We've got an exclusive field here. No one is anywhere near us.

...I believe that this field is an extraordinarily important one and has no rivals.
...It seems to me perfectly evident that those of us who are thinking well in
the terms of behavior analysis are miles ahead of those people.

...Now I think this is a world of our own.

After Skinner’s earlier call, made during his 1987 aBa talk, for followers of his sci-
ence to stay in psychology, he did not attempt to publish a paper based on that speech
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(as had been his usual practice). But a couple of weeks after his 1989 “independence”
talk, Skinner accepted an offer by Lawrence Fraley, tendered as editor pro tem of the in-
cipient behaviorology journal, to prepare and provide a paper copy of the 1989 “inde-
pendence” speech transcribed from a tape recording. Skinner would edit it and prepare
a version for publication in the new T1BA journal (to be named Behaviorology). Talking
later to a family member during the Christmas season of 1989, Skinner again noted
that, while he had been slow to turn away from psychology, he thought that our disci-
pline should have been established independently a long time ago. And he mentioned
the paper on that theme which he was preparing for Behaviorology. He subsequently sub-
mitted the paper to Behaviorology, and it was included in the first issue (Skinner, 1993).

In August 1990, during a speech at the Ara convention only a week before his
death, Skinner reiterated the evaluation of psychology to which his science inevitably
leads. Holland (1990) reported the scene:

To the ballroom full of psychologists he said that, with the selection of
consequences as the cause of our body (natural selection) and our behavior (en-
vironmental contingencies), there is no role left for a creator or for an initiating
self or mind. So cognitive science “is the creationism of psychology.” (p. 32)

Yet in the end Skinner would leave ambiguous his endorsement of a future course
for the discipline built around the science he originated. On 17 August 1990, the day
before his death, Skinner finished editing a final paper (based largely on that talk to the
ara) entitled “Can Psychology be a Science of Mind” (Skinner, 1990). In it he reviewed
the polyglot disciplinary topography of psychology. Then he explained one last time
why psychology would have to undergo substantial paradigmatic change to fulfill its
putative cultural mission. Referring to his selectionist—based science as “behavior analy-
sis,” the closing sentence of that final article brought to an end, without resolution, his
life-long struggle to change psychology: “...but whether behavior analysis will be
called psychology is a matter for the future to decide” (p. 1210).

But the decision had already been made—by the behaviorologists: The science
Skinner originated would be called neither behavior analysis nor psychology. It would
be called behaviorology. And the behaviorologists had reached two additional conclu-
sions: (a) Not only does psychology not represent Skinner’s science but, more impor-
tantly, it is unlikely ever to do so; and (b) Skinner’s reasons for entering into organized
psychology had had nothing to do with any appeal of the psychology paradigm, and
he had never come to behave philosophically or scientifically as a psychologist.

The Issue of Covert Reform

Many others were proving even less able than Skinner to overcome the powerful
contingencies that bound them to the professional situations in which they had
struggled for most of their careers, in some cases with personal success. Apart from
differences of opinion about the best approach to bring an effective science of behavior
to our culture, the fact remained that psychology was professionally well organized and
well established. Its group—arranged contingencies afforded many professional advan-
tages plus a substantial protective umbrella for the professional and economic interests
of the people in its different philosophical/scientific verbal subcommunities. Any radi-
cal behaviorist could stay within organized psychology, enjoying those benefits, while
the perennial behavioral movement to change psychology from within afforded that
person the imprimatur of an organized cause for being there. Outside observers could
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not effectively sort out the relative effects of the various kinds of contingencies sharing
in the control of decisions to remain within, and to support, psychology.

During October 1989, Sam Deitz, Editor Elect of 7he Behavior Analyst, was speak-
ing on educational reform at two successive regional ABa Chapter conferences. He told
those audiences that behavior analysts should stop trying to attach credit for their ac-
complishments to their theoretical foundations and simply work to get their practices
accepted as the normal way of doing things. After all, Deitz claimed, no educational
practice is derived uniquely from only one theoretical position. As evidence for that
conclusion, he noted that in practical situations cognitive and behavioral people make
similar suggestions. Through that line of reasoning he arrived at this point: Offensive
theory need not be touted at the expense of cooperative progress.

Certainly, the prevailing contingencies in many simple situations compel similar
practical reactions from persons of differing theoretical persuasions. But that is because
their differing scientific and philosophical repertoires are not evoked in such simple
situations. Most people will respond cooperatively to a breach in a dike by throwing
more sandbags on the leak regardless of differences in their respective scientific and
philosophical repertoires or, for that matter, their religious, political, economic, or so-
cial ones as well. For that level of responding, people need neither philosophical nor
scientific repertoires. But when an appropriate course of action is less obvious, those
kinds of verbal repertoires become necessary to supplement other behavior—controlling
stimuli. And unique practices, based on integral theoretical approaches, often do fol-
low. For example, complex educational practices informed by behaviorological prin-
ciples frequently differ in important and effective ways from those based upon
cognitive/mentalistic principles and assumptions. To appreciate those differences one
need only examine contrasting education textbooks like the J. Vargas (1988) behavior-
ological text, or the Fraley (1996a) behaviorological text, with a cognitive/mentalistic
text such as the one by Biehler and Snowman (1990). Or consider the contested revo-
lution precipitated in education during the 1960s and 1970s by the behaviorologically
inspired emphasis on behavioral objectives. (For a representative textbook on behav-
ioral objectives, see J. Vargas, 1972.)

The give—away of the products of a discipline, while de—emphasizing or hiding
their conceptual origins (as Deitz advocated), may facilitate personal accommodations.
But most behaviorologists saw in that strategy the peril of their discipline being extin-
guished. The expectation that at some future cultural awakening, or in some grand epi-
sode of enlightenment, the discipline will either be recognized properly, or will have
become recognized to be psychology, requires that it retain its integrity until the time
of its promised resurrection or prevalence. But in the view of most behaviorologists, the
mechanisms of the preservation and survival of the discipline are precisely what gets
eroded, suppressed, and precluded in the Deitzian prescription for its interim latency.

Adjustment Problems of Individuals Contemplating

the Separatist Movement

Organized professions within one cultural agency often engage the sanctions of an-
other cultural agency, namely law, to extend or maintain their privileged access to pro-
fessional service markets. In contemplating their professional and disciplinary options,
individuals outside such a legally fixated profession sometimes can find themselves con-
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fronting legally codified job classifications, legally restricted access to credentials, and
legally mandated requirements for specified training.

Members of the Florida Association for Behavior Analysis (FABa, an affiliate of ABa)
confronted this issue in 1990 (Taylor, 1990). Proposed revisions to state law would have
required behavior analysts in Florida to become licensed under one of five existing
groups within five years. The groups were school psychologists, psychologists, clinical
social workers, marriage and family therapists, and mental health workers. These
groups claimed to know and use “behavior modification” and “behavior analysis.” But
their members were mostly psychology trained. Their repertoires in behaviorological
science and technology were minimal compared to the training expected of FABA mem-
bers. So FaBA members being licensed under codes designed for any of those groups
would have amounted to a mislabeling. And if not licensed, FABA members would have
had to work under the supervision of someone so licensed—a situation as odious as it
would have been inappropriate. FABA members pursued two courses of action: They
successfully obtained an exemption for “behavior analysts” from the new law, and they
began drafting their own licensing law. Such actions are to be expected when separate
disciplines are involved.

For those behavioral individuals who have not been compelled by law to call them-
selves “psychologists,” an alternative basic discipline, behaviorology, and the disciplin-
ary coalition called behavior analysis have both become available. But other
behaviorists have continued to have vested interests in professions for which organized
psychology remains the legal keeper of the intellectual property rights. Often deemed
necessary to protect the public from quackery, that legal mechanism carries the risk of
a blindly enforced respect for outmoded ideas. Efforts to win scientific and philosophi-
cal arguments with assistance from the strong arm of the law require great sensitivity
to that risk. Verbal fixation, even if legally sanctioned, is antithetical to science. The im-
plications of bolstering the relations between scientific ideas and attractive opportuni-
ties for economic gain through alliance with the agencies of government and law
deserve careful study, especially with respect to long term effects. (For another exami-
nation of these perils, see Booth, 1989.)

Some individuals turned away from both the risks and the difficulties of disciplin-
ary independence. Among them some persisted in arguing defensively that radical be-
haviorists simply entertain a different point of view within the more securely and
comfortably established discipline of psychology. They seemed not to differentiate, to
the extent others did, between (a) separate disciplines and (b) differing points of view
within one discipline. For example, when geologists argued over the existence of con-
tinental drift, it was an argument about how best to interpret their incomplete data. But
both sides operated out of the same analytical framework founded in physics, chemis-
try, biology, and mathematics—with a particular collective conceptual integrity called
geology. And because they shared the same philosophical and scientific foundations
and examined the same tectonic phenomena, they were all geologists. But behavioral and
cognitive individuals within organized psychology do not operate out of the same ana-
lytical framework nor do they share a common scientific and philosophical foundation
(Hineline, 1984). Theirs is not merely a rift resulting from insufficient data, and there-
fore it cannot be healed through efforts to “get all the relevant facts.” The geologists, in
the presence of accumulating data, could finally agree about continental drift. But even
in the presence of copious and adequate data behavioral and cognitive/mentalistic
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people still tend to disagree because they do not behave under the stimulus control of
data in the same way.

Could cognitive/mentalistic people even afford to agree? Lawrence Fraley readdressed
this subtle question during a brief talk at the 1996 ABA convention (Fraley, 1996b; also
see Sagan, 1995):

...the natural scientists of behavior who tried to persuade psychologists to
change their science and philosophy failed to recognize that psychology, for
the most part, was not a scientific discipline, but only a scientized discipline.
Psychology began as the study of that interface between the metaphysical and
physical worlds thought to reside in the mind of man, and that assumption
still underlies much of contemporary psychology. Most people in our culture
have been conditioned over a lifetime to view a domain beyond the natural
world as real, and they deem explanatory reliance on its elements to be rational.
The traditional psychology community has drawn much of its membership
from that vast population, and represents a subset of it—a cadre devoted to a
scientific study of how the natural and non—natural worlds conjoin in a mind
that functions as a channeling device between those worlds.

Many such people are devoutly religious persons with whom religious
students feel a special affinity, and psychology training programs attract many
such students. On their Sabbath, those psychology professors and their stu-
dent followers pray to a deity... for interventions among variables in the
physical world. They assume that a person’s communication with that deity
is channeled by way of a mini—deity functioning as a vital force within the
body. In its religious context it is called the soul or human spirit....

On Monday mornings when these people return to their traditional psy-
chology classrooms, the soul is temporarily renamed; it becomes the “self,”
and the remainder of the week is spent on a secular scientific analysis of how
it might work. Some psychologists, who take no part in the religious aspects,
stay focused on what they see as a more secular self-agent. But they remain
equally mystical.

During those kinds of studies, however, no findings are tolerated that
substantially contradict the underlying metaphysical assumptions. That is
why traditional psychology can be regarded as a scientized community rather
than a scientific community. Those mystical assumptions are not inferred
from scientific evidence. They are brought 7o the scientific evidence, which is
then gleaned for any support that it can lend to those assumptions. This
means that in the traditional psychology community, the persuasiveness of
evidence, so compelling among the natural scientists, loses cogency in propor-
tion to its threat to those mystical assumptions.

Skinner and his followers never had a chance of making over psychology
by demonstrating that practices informed by their natural science were more
effective. Their practices, when deemed effective, were merely co—opted and
re—described in psychological language so that they seemed new rather than
appropriated. (Other effective practices actually originate independently in
both communities under common prevailing contingencies. In that case there
is no need for either side’s science, although once essentially the same practice
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has appeared in both camps, it is given very different descriptions and inter-
pretations in the respective behavioral and psychological communities.)

Should accumulating evidence force a traditional psychologist to the
brink of either abandoning mysticism or discounting valid and reliable evi-
dence, the typical traditional psychologist treats the dilemma as a Hobson’s
choice—there is no real option. Any science that contradicts the fundamen-
tal mystical assumptions is abandoned. People who got into science in the first
place in order to shed some scholarly light on the details of their deepest
philosophical assumptions (including, especially, those of a religious nature)
are not going to abandon those foundations if that science starts causing
trouble. Instead, they abandon the science, which at that point is merely an
intellectual tool that initially looked helpful, but has proven to cause more
difficulties than it is worth.

Behaviorologists understand the mentalistic approach, and have reason to do so.
The programs in which many behaviorologists were trained required that they engage
in substantial cognitive and mentalistic study. Furthermore, the basic assumptions un-
derlying all of psychology are part of the cultural lore familiar to most people. Psych-
ology embodies a scientized incorporation of secular cultural lore and the metaphysics
prevalent in religion—all matched as closely as possible to whatever the physiology—
based neural scientists can say about how nervous systems function. Behaviorologists
also understand the mentalistic approach because the analytical mechanisms of be-
haviorology are particularly suited to overcoming some of the riddles that, unsolved,
allow mentalism to seem more reasonable. But the reverse is seldom true. People with
the typical cognitivist/mentalist training usually lack comprehension of the behaviorol-
ogy repertoire. Furthermore, they face an additional major repertoire deficit insofar as
they construe their professional tasks to be those that behaviorologists have defined for
themselves. Overcoming that deficit could take years of new study requiring substan-
tial relearning of basics. Radical behaviorism and the science that it informs are complex
and difficult to learn. Such costs are usually too great for an established professional person
to bear. Denying their worth has always been easier than mastering them.

Rationally, instead of bearing those costs, a person might resist, in some cases by
ignoring scientific evidence and eschewing open academic debate. Often the resistance
takes the form of resort to available counter—controlling arrangements embodied in the
politics of scientific verbal communities or to remedies available through appeal to
other cultural agencies (e.g., law) for help and protection.

The behavioral psychologists, such as those at the 1987 ABA convention who sym-
pathized with a continuing effort to change psychology from within, will perhaps carry
on the attempt to persuade listeners who cannot readily afford the implications of the
message. But behaviorologists, by organizing independently, are free of the contingen-
cies to expend themselves on that continuing classic exercise in futility. Each behavioral
individual must deal at the personal level with the question of what kind of professional
contribution to make, and in which disciplinary and organizational framework to
make it. One can work primarily to serve one’s self, one’s group, or one’s culture in its
best long—range interests. The cost of personal commitment in any one of those do-
mains might be forfeiture of reinforcers available in the other two (for discussions of
this issue, see Wood, 1976, and Vargas & Fraley, 1976).
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At this writing, many behaviorally oriented scholars have no realistic alternatives to
operating within units representing organized psychology and must find ways of sur-
viving there. The shaping of behavioral individuals under contingencies of accommo-
dation with mainstream psychology can produce self—punishing compromises of
scientific and professional integrity. The escape from these is sometimes a forced and
often convoluted rationalization. The person might try to find some virtue in being
suppressed or in being forced to pretend a devotion to eclecticism. A more aggressive
defense of one’s disciplinary integrity can require complex and sophisticated repertoires
of academic and political conflict that few individuals have had an opportunity to ac-
quire and refine. Without the skill to conduct an effective kind of fight (and often with-
out much hope that attempts will yield more than a glorious career demise), persons
trapped in organized psychology can be left privately resentful at what has happened
to them. Among that subset some might seek relief by reciting comfortable half-lies
about the cleverness of subtle infiltration or the sacrificial devotion of existence as a be-
havioral mole. Meanwhile, they could hope that their occasional limited victories or ac-
complishments would yet save their science.

Behaviorologists did not enjoy any special immunity from such self—protective
contingencies of accommodation. Nor could one argue that personal interests played
no part in behaviorologists’ respective commitments o the separatist movement. How-
ever, behaviorologists simply arranged to avoid having to contact many contingencies
of accommodation. The behaviorologists’ approach to professional and scientific pro-
bity was to arrange not to have to share a discipline in the first place—especially with
multitudes who (a) were untrained in behaviorological science, and yet (b) were orga-
nized for the political and ideological defense of the strongly conditioned reinforcers of
their own discipline.

Psychologists might force unattractive compromises on some behaviorists within
organized psychology, making the separation issue complex for them. But the behav-
iorologists tried not to forget how complex the separation issue could also be for those
behaviorists unaffected by contingencies of personal self—protection or self-interest.
Aside from any special strength that aversive contingencies and various self-interests
might lend to rationalizations about eclecticism, other behaviorists were taking into ac-
count the same complex and extensive mix of relevant variables that behaviorologists
had considered. However, unlike the behaviorologists, they were oppositely conclud-
ing that their discipline must develop within psychology. They were hoping eventually
to monopolize the present disciplinary coalition that comprises psychology.

As most behaviorologists have always agreed, where best to develop this discipline
is a difficult judgment call. Intelligent people differ. Individuals respond to such a mix
of variables according to their respective personal and professional histories and current
circumstances. And they behave accordingly.

The Adjustment of the At—Large Behavioral Community

As T1BA and the behaviorology movement developed within the broader behavioral
community, some resistance, perhaps loosely coordinated, continued. It was generally
confined to individuals whose investments and values committed them either to orga-
nized psychology or to the semi—independent “behavior analysis” movement. During
and after 1989, following the earlier flurry of rather open debate, these resistors could
clearly see that a certain group would seriously continue its pursuit of an independent
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behaviorology discipline. Some behavioral opponents then responded in ways that to
the behaviorologists seemed like extinction procedures: Public mention of the behav-
iorology movement did not occur in some contexts that would normally have included
it. Articles referring explicitly to behaviorology seemed to meet extra difficulties wend-
ing their way through the publication process. Reports surfaced about people being ad-
vised to ignore the behaviorologists (these were first—hand or second—hand reports, but
they had the usual behavioral effects nonetheless). Some uncommitted individuals who
had been maintaining collegial exchanges about the movement through correspon-
dence with behaviorologists ceased their responding. A couple of people explicitly men-
tioned pressure from colleagues to do so, and reported that they were discouraged by
the responses of some colleagues to any mention of the behaviorology movement.

Yet at the same time, other behavior analysts were pointing anew to the irreconcil-
ability of the two disciplines. McDowell (1991) advanced the unusual argument that the
differences between behavior analysts and psychologists stem from their onzological
differences: They do not recognize the same realities. “This difference is so fundamen-
tal that I think it unlikely that the two disciplines can be reconciled” (p. 29). McDowell
provided numerous examples. Nevertheless, he recommended, as have other behavior
analysts, still another attempt at “enlightenment” to demonstrate to an implicitly psy-
chological audience the kind of quality science and philosophy that should prevail.

Opportunities to answer opponents’ questions did occur. For example, to encour-
age such exchanges, Deborah Shanley asked Lawrence Fraley, Stephen Ledoux, and
Ernest Vargas to appear as panelists in a discussion session at the tenth annual confer-
ence of the Berkshire Association for Behavior Analysis and Therapy (BaBaAT) at the
University of Massachusetts at Amherst on 14 October 1989. The topic was the inter-
relations among TIBA, ABA, and AABT (the Association for the Advancement of Behav-
ior Therapy). The session, with Joseph Morrow as moderator, attracted a crowd of
about thirty people. Three rather prominent persons in the audience accounted for
much of the audience participation. Their work, though in different fields, was in-
formed by behavioral psychology, and they had professional ties and loyalties to ABA.
At least two of them were explicit advocates of continuing with attempts to change or-
ganized psychology. They were enthusiastic about the kind of organizational indepen-
dence ABA manifested. And ABA was where they thought their attempts to change
psychology could be based. At the session they challenged the efficacy and appropriate-
ness of the behaviorology movement. They raised questions about T1BA (a) competing
with aBa, (b) enjoying little political power, and (c) having few members. Respective
answers focused on organizational complementarity, the apolitical purposes of TiBa,
and the value of getting right before getting big.

In general, behaviorologists would have preferred the early support of more people.
But 11BA did not need the broad—based political power to which some critics pointed
as a deficiency. In fact, a relatively small number of followers during this early organi-
zation and design phase had some benefits. T1a leaders were experimentally and de-
velopmentally applying their own science to designing and establishing a new kind of
scientific/professional verbal community of some complexity and sophistication. And
they were doing so without benefit of comfortably sufficient prescriptive precedent.
With their science under so many threatening contingencies, taking each next step cor-
rectly was more easily accomplished with a smaller—scale model. And for some people,
being able to do that outweighed the importance of swelling the ranks.
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One of the BaBAT conference questioners did press for clarification as to whether
the behaviorology movement was based on new science or simply represented a disci-
plinary reorganization. That was a difficult question, because the answer is complex:
Through the new movement, old science had emerged within new organizational ar-
rangements. While a new verbal community had been established, its founding mem-
bers spoke an older scientific language. But the movement, through reorganization,
relieved constraints that had been hindering the continued development of new and
better science. Thus behaviorologists fully expected that in the more propitious profes-
sional atmosphere of the new disciplinary organization, the science of behaviorology
would evolve constructively away from what prevailed in behavioral psychology, behav-
ior analysis, and behavior therapy. Subsequently, T1BA would design certain organiza-
tional arrangements (discussed in an earlier chapter) precisely to evoke more new
scientific activity by members.

During the same period, typical signs of permanence continued to accumulate with
respect to behaviorology. The T1BA letterhead appeared frequently over items of official
correspondence. T1BA had established the annual behaviorology convention, the T1BA
newsletter, Selections, and Behaviorological Commentaries, as regular events. And ABa
was asking all members to indicate on the membership form which discipline, psych-
ology, behaviorology, or some other discipline, informed their work. At the same time,
opponents of behaviorology were leaving unanswered some difficult questions imply-
ing the appropriateness of the behaviorology movement which behaviorologists had
raised in the literature and at meetings.

Meanwhile, routine and often innocuous public acknowledgments of the behav-
iorology group gradually began to reappear in contexts where they might be expected.
Typical of these was a statement in the newsletter of the Cambridge Center for Behav-
ioral Studies reporting that a “...consortium, chaired by Barbara Etzel, has representa-
tives from the Cambridge Center, ABA, Division 25 of the Apa, and T1BA” (Recruiting

diversity..., 1993).

Psychologists Tighten Control on Bebavior Analysis Journals

Concerned radical behaviorists launched the behaviorology movement in part on
the conviction that the behavior analysis movement could neither guarantee the integ-
rity of radical behaviorist philosophy and the science that it informs, nor adequately
support the further growth and development of these. The erosion of the radical behav-
iorist character of the behavior analysis movement could be seen in the changing char-
acter of behavior analysis literature.

Bebhaviorism. The journal Behaviorism, founded by Willard Day, had for years
been the philosophical journal of the behavioral movement in the United States. It was
the principal literary medium of the radical behaviorist philosophy of science. When
Peter Killeen and George Graham replaced Willard Day as co—editors of that journal,
they set forth in their first editorial the evolutionary trends that they would pursue
(Graham & Killeen, 1985). After commenting on the necessity of scientific evolution,
they acknowledged the production of variation through the mechanisms in organized
science, declared the importance of meta—scientific reviews of disciplines by the phi-
losophers of science, and began to mention their new directions. They would
“facilitate. . .the generation of new variants of behaviorism, and the selection of prom-
ising variants for further development” (p. 1). This, they noted, would restrict the fo-
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cus and emphasis to “measurable public behavior.” Among topics specifically encour-
aged for authors were ‘theories of learning” and “the role of cognitive variables” (empha-
sis added). The editorial board would be continued under the old policy restricting
membership to “psychologists” and “philosophers.”

Given a lenient interpretation, none of this new focus would necessarily ave to fall
outside of a behavior-analytic framework, nor, as far as scientific and philosophical
principles are concerned, even a behaviorological one. But to some behaviorologists
and behavior analysts, these statements and characteristics seemed restrictive, peculiar,
and neglectful of the verbal integrity of the radical behavioral community for which,
and to which, the journal had long spoken. Those provisions would afford comfort and
imply welcome both to traditional psychologists and to those in the behavioral move-
ment anxious to nudge the movement away from a separate, independent disciplinary
home for radical behaviorism and back under the umbrella of organized psychology.
Early in 1989 the two editors sent out renewal notices on which the phrase “behavioral
psychology” was defined to “include the experimental analysis of behavior as well as re-
cent developments in philosophy of mind” (emphasis added).

At about this same time the behaviorological community was saddened by news of
Willard Day’s fatal heart attack. As people paused to reflect on Day’s professional life-
time of support for quality behavioral science and philosophy, many regretted the ap-
parent disciplinary regression in the journal that he had founded and edited for many
years. Although Day had never taken his journal out of the psychology community, he
had maintained its integrity as a journal serving the radical behavioral minority. The
new editors seemed to be courting a wider audience at the expense of that integrity.
Earlier, at the 1988 aBa convention, Lawrence Fraley had spoken with Willard Day
about the behaviorology movement. Day listened carefully with his usual great inter-
est. He responded that any movement dedicated to preserving the integrity of radical
behaviorism appealed to him. In addition, he had asked to be kept informed.

By 1991, editor George Graham was introducing Volume 19 (1) of what had been
Behaviorism with a prefacing editorial in which he wrote:

Between 1985 and 1990 the editorial scope of the journal expanded rap-
idly under catholic editorial tastes and pressures within psychology for eclec-
tic theorizing. So Behaviorism in 1990 did not appear as Behaviorism. It
appeared under the current name of Behavior and Philosophy. This is how it
will continue to both call and describe itself: a vehicle...for the philosophical
reflections of psychologists and the psychological ruminations of philoso-
phers. (unnumbered preface page)

In 1992 Howard Sloane, a T1BA member, became Executive Director of the Cam-
bridge Center for Behavioral Studies which publishes Bebavior and Philosophy. Sloane
was generally known as a supporter of the original concept of this journal. With his
leadership of the Center, many behaviorologists hoped to see a reversal of the trend
away from radical behaviorism in Bebavior and Philosophy.

Journal of the Experimental Analysis of Behavior (eaB). In 1987, Edmond
Fantino began his tenure as editor of jeaB. In his introductory editorial (Fantino, 1988),
he defined behavior analysis to be within psychology and behavior analysts to be psycholo-
gists. He described one change that he would introduce to the journal as “broadening
the conceptual scope of articles that appear in the journal” (p. 1). Fantino suggested
that behavior analysts have shied away from “cognitive phenomena,” though he did
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mention some exceptions, and he declared that “behavior analysts certainly have
not been at the forefront of the recent movement in cognition.” This he lamented
because he believed behavior analysts could contribute functional analyses of “lan-
guage and cognition.”

Fantino’s enthusiasm to reassociate the behavior analysis movement with mainline
psychology could easily be inferred (a) from his implication (the matter of justification
aside) that a valid movement in the field of cognition had been in progress, and (b) by
his statement to the effect that, by returning to the psychology fold, behavior analysts
would find those cognition studies worthwhile and could begin to get a piece of the
contributory action. However, when Fantino described the potential nature of those
behavior analytic contributions, he suggested that they could offer alternative analyses
of the data adduced in cognitive psychology. Thus, hidden beneath the overtures of dis-
ciplinary balance and cooperation were implications that (a) cognitivists lack a science
adequate to interpret validly their own data, and that (b) the behavior analysts could
follow with better analyses of language and cognition—as if, perhaps, to co—opt the
“cognitive revolution.”

By 1989 the journal was clearly reflecting Fantino’s concept of a cognitive—behav-
ioral blend in which behavior analysis had been relegated to a still important though
quite insufficient aspect of an implicit psychology discipline (White, McCarthy, &
Fantino, 1989). In 1991, the radical behaviorist Charles Catania (1991), in an open re-
buttal to Michael Mahoney (1989), noted that jeaB included papers “...even on those
research lines that you regard as forcing the revision of and challenging radical behav-
iorist accounts (p. 67)” (though his examples pre—dated Fantino’s tenure as editor).
Catania, a self-identified behavioral psychologist and skilled career—long miner of the
psychology literature, implicitly accepted such a mix of contents as worthwhile. Behav-
iorologists grant the possibility of discovering worthwhile fragments in the psychology
literature. They object only on what are fundamentally economic bases to the
inefliciency of a literature laced with irrelevant and often invalid paradigmatic influ-
ences (see J. Vargas, 1990). Unfortunately, Fantino did not address the ultimate fate of
behavior analysis and its literature as an insecure enclave within the larger verbal com-
munity of psychology.

Division 25 Recorder. The journal of apa Division 25, Division 25 Recorder (and
briefly renamed Bebavior Analysis) was always strictly a psychology journal. When the
rift in the American Psychological Association (apa) resulted in the formation of the in-
dependent American Psychological Society (aps) in 1988, aps leader and advocate Linda
Parrot was editing the Recorder. Parrot’s Aps advocacy was shared with her spouse Steven
Hayes, another aps leader and once Division 25 president. In apa Division 25 Execu-
tive Committee meetings Hayes, against opposition, supported moving that Division
from Apa to aps. Presumably this would have moved the Recorder to aps as one of the
transferred assets (“Minutes of,” 1988). In the meantime, within the new aps, plans
were announced to begin a new journal modeled after Science magazine (Salzinger,
1988, p. 118). Yet the fact remained that control over both Behavior Analysis (a.k.a. Di-
vision 25 Recorder) and any new journals of aps would apparently remain within the dis-
cipline of psychology regardless of which organization owned them. This was because
both ara Division 25 and the new aps were strictly psychology—related organizations.
They were populated by persons who saw themselves as psychologists and who re-
garded behavior analysis merely as a facet of psychology. Publications subsequently
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emerging from aps reflected the mainline psychology perspective of the vast majority
of its members. Readers found these to be less behavioral than materials that contin-
ued to be published by the “behavioral” division (Division 25) of Ara.

Conclusion on journal control. The general drift toward a cognitive—behavioral
blend in the behavioral psychology literature seemed an inevitable aspect of the strat-
egy to show the psychologists some better science by pretending merely to represent a
part of their own psychology discipline. The change in character of these various jour-
nals was also rational for economic reasons, because minority “behavioral” journals sell
poorly in the vast psychology marketplace. The changes were also probably an inevi-
table aspect of the effort to merge the selectionist and transformational paradigms and
thus consolidate the psychology verbal community. But this drift in the character of the
traditional behavioral literature left many authors, especially the behaviorologists, look-
ing for alternative publication outlets. The effort within T1BA to publish Bebaviorology
seemed timely.

Internal Issues Debated

Early participants in the behaviorology movement were much in agreement. Yet
among themselves they debated several issues, some of which are described in this sec-
tion. Some pertained to the nature with which individuals wanted to endow the move-
ment. But debated more frequently, and often more vigorously, were the szrategies by
which the movement should develop.

Contest? To what extent or in what ways, if any, were behaviorology and psychol-
ogy in a real contest, and should their relation be characterized as such? This question
about the behaviorology movement continued to preoccupy the early behaviorologists.
(It would subsequently become a main theme in the lead article of the first issue of Be-
haviorological Commentaries [Fraley, 1991].)

People in the culture at large have presumed that psychology is the discipline to fill
the cultural niche reserved for whichever discipline can best support effective behavioral
technologies. Behaviorologists regard that as a mistake, because it is behaviorological
science that has most demonstrated effective technological applications. So organized
behaviorology 7s left to compete with organized psychology for what should be be-
haviorology’s appropriate stall space in the cultural marketplace.

If psychology and behaviorology could divide the subject matter—with behaviorol-
ogy focused on environment—behavior relations and psychology concerning itself with
internal mediations of behaviors—then any adversarial relation could give way to a
more complementary or supplementary relation. But some behaviorologists did not
want to abandon the study of relations between bodies and behavior to psychology. A
few early behaviorologists, Carl Cheney for example, were actively researching relations
between physiological and behavioral variables. In general, whenever alternating the
level of analysis—between behavior/environment functional relations and the internal
workings of the body that mediate the production of behavior—becomes necessary, be-
haviorologists prefer interdisciplinary transfer between behaviorology and physiology,
which keeps the analyses within the realm of the natural sciences.

Nevertheless, such a division along subject matter lines appealed to many early be-
haviorologists as a gesture of political appeasement. To the extent that psychologists
would accept it, behaviorologists would avoid provoking a territorial fight with a po-
litically and economically well established giant. The behaviorologists actually have had
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lictle scientific respect either for the rampant cognitive theorizing of psychologists or for
their efforts to correlate those theories with real physiological events adduced by the
physiology—based neural scientists. This is mainly because behaviorological science pro-
vides parsimonious alternative explanations that render many of those cognitive/men-
talistic theories improbable in the first place (see Skinner, 1953).

In addition, behaviorologists sought to leave behind with the psychologists more
than just a domain of subject matter irrelevant to behaviorological concerns. Behavior-
ologists have always objected to the non—natural aspect of psychology, that is, the fun-
damental metaphysical concepts of life, behavior, and the human species that no person or
group has ever succeeded in effectively disabusing within psychology and which have been
conducive to the psychologists’ prevailing mentalism.

Some behaviorologists remained unwilling to settle for any resolution of that terri-
torial dispute in ways implying that the behaviorology community accepted psychol-
ogy as an equal, worthwhile, and respectable partner at the roundtable of the natural
sciences—a partner that merely focused on subject matters different from those stud-
ied by the behaviorologists. Of course, the behaviorologists did not include in that con-
cept of organized psychology the scientific contributions of those behavioral
psychologists whom they thought belonged in behaviorology. But many behaviorolo-
gists believed that in the long run such respect for psychology, whether believed to be
true or feigned for strategic reasons, would evoke an adverse judgment from the grand
community of natural sciences at large. That community would simply lump behav-
iorology together with what would eventually become discredited behavioral pseudo—
science. Though some behaviorologists appeared not to share this concern, in general
they offered little articulation of their view.

The fear that the behaviorology movement could easily become preoccupied in
premature fights with the much larger psychology community was not without basis.
Critical organizational resources would be consumed and a hostile organizational giant
would be aroused. The opposing views in open contests with organized psychology rep-
resented the age old tension between prudence and integrity (some saw it as the shrewd
versus foolish variety). Perhaps some behaviorologists covertly anticipated that the psy-
chology verbal community would, in fact, eventually develop a better scientific para-
digm, apply it to its own internal disciplinary house—keeping, settle the implicit
territorial disputes both with physiology and behaviorology, and claim a legitimate
place beside behaviorology at the natural science roundtable. Others merely seemed re-
luctant for personal reasons to suggest that some important, capable, and very nice
people had been wasting their scientific time with psychology.

Would behaviorology, its followers eschewing mentalism as they did, be allowed to
gain scientific prominence within the culture? That is (the issue of logical subject mat-
ter divisions aside) would organized psychology in conjunction with a mentalistic cul-
ture at large (bolstered by some current legal codes) move to prevent the prominence
of any integral and entirely natural behavior science? Would psychology instead act to
preserve a metaphysical interface wherever behavior is studied? The purely natural sci-
ence of Darwinian biology had faced a similar challenge and, with continuing vigi-
lance, has prevailed. But could behaviorology duplicate that accomplishment? Could
behaviorology affect a quiet and peaceful emergence as the independent natural science
of its own culturally important subject matter? Or should it prepare vigorously to de-
fend, more fundamentally, the very concept of applying natural science to behavior
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within this culture—a course that might produce conflict with organized psychology?
Skinner had anticipated a contest at this fundamental level and had described the is-
sues attendant to it in some detail (see Skinner, 1953, pp. 17—22).

Discipline/field/status relations. The emergence of the behaviorology discipline
stimulated debate among the behaviorologists about the definition of “discipline.”
Difficulties arose because peoples’ discipline—related concepts differed. Effective com-
munication depends on terms defined in common, but agreements about concepts of
discipline proved elusive. Some people (e.g., Fraley 1988d, 1990a) thought that they
could distinguish a mega—repertoire consisting of an extensively shaped answer to the
general question of how best to know, and called, simply, a “discipline” (...of some-
thing). Such a repertoire was construed to include several components. Two verbal
components were (a) a philosophy of science and (b) a set of scientific principles. A
third component (c) consisted of an accumulated set of prescriptions or practices of the
kind usually implied by a term such as behaviorological technology. Through the tech-
nological practices, the principles of the science were related to, or applied to, a particu-
lar subject matter, and the data thereby adduced could evoke the induction of further
scientific principles. Other people, though, did not clearly discriminate philosophical,
scientific, and technological elements in given cases. Nor could parties to the discus-
sion reach agreement on which aspects of such a mega—repertoire were entirely verbal.
Some also questioned the asserted functional relations among philosophical, scientific,
and technological behaviors.

However, the frequently appearing phrases “organized discipline” and “scientific
verbal community” seemed to be synonymous. Many also tended to use the terms freld
and discipline interchangeably in common parlance. According to one attempted dis-
crimination, the locus of the variables definitive of a discipline resided in the behavioral
repertoire of the person (e.g., behaviorology). The variables definitive of a field resided
in the environment, or more specifically, in the piece of the environment said to be the
subject matter of concern (e.g., law or education). One worked 77 a field with the dis-
ciplinary repertoire that one had brought to it. The following comment, which ap-
peared in the first issue of Bebaviorological Commentaries (Fraley, 1991), is a partial
elaboration of this distinction:

Within our culture there are only a few distinctly different major ap-
proaches to analytical thought abour behavior. Here’s what I mean by that: If
I am preparing myself to become a teacher (which happens to be 72y applied
area), my culture offers me only a few major ways to think about the relevant
behavioral events that I will encounter in the field of teaching. To name the
obvious and familiar ones, I can think behaviorologically, essentially relating
environmental variables to behavioral events, with a heavy explanatory reli-
ance on selection mechanisms at several levels of analysis; alternatively, I can
think psychologically, relating behavioral events to internal cognitive transfor-
mational processes, which may or may not include appeals to metaphysical
influences; and I can think purely metaphysically by relating behavioral events
more or less exclusively to metaphysical variables in other—world domains.

Since, in my field of education, all students have long been required to
study psychology in order to acquire their basic analytical approach to behav-
ior, almost all educators are psychologists as far as their basic analytical phi-
losophy—science paradigms are concerned. But then, so are almost all nurses,
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lawyers, clinicians, advertisers, and practitioners in hundreds of other applied
fields. The culture offers students hundreds, maybe thousands, of frelds in
which to apply their respective basic few ways of thinking about behavior.

Behaviorology is not one of those applied fields; it is a basic scientific dis-
cipline, including repertoires of science and philosophy, which can be applied
to the problems in any of those many applied behavior—related fields. And im-
portantly, so is psychology. This does not refer to those applied fields that also
go unnecessarily under the expropriated title of “psychology”, but rather in
the sense of a basic science and philosophy as a fundamental and comprehen-
sive way of thinking about any behavioral phenomena. (pp. 1o-11)

Given that difference, a person would bring a disciplinary behavioral repertoire to
bear on the problems encountered in a field. One implication, however, was that a
person’s complete professional description would often require two terms. One would
indicate the discipline with which the person solved problems. The other would indi-
cate the field in which the person worked and encountered those problems. The need
for such labelling is implicit, for example, in efforts to talk accurately about educators.
A satisfactory description often requires that a given educator be designated as a be-
haviorologically informed educator or as a psychologically informed educator. (For an
example of material that is heavily psychological but also substantially informed by a
metaphysically based discipline, see the text by Scoresby & Price [1991], two educators
at Brigham Young University, an institution sponsored by an organized religion.)

On the sociology of science front (see Fraley, 1988d), these concerns gave rise to
another sort of issue: At the start of the 1990s, several important and respected people,
whose repertoires could be called behaviorological, had not yet endorsed the separatist
approach of the behaviorology movement (though some had joined TIBA as affiliate
members). They were continuing to work for change within organized psychology, and
they regarded themselves as “psychologists.” But what did that mean in any particular
case? All of them seemed to want change in the mentalistic disciplinary tradition of
psychology, but toward what definition of psychology was such a person working? In a
psychology purged of mentalism, would the subject matters include the behavior—en-
vironment relations zo which be/mworo/ogy had already laid claim? Those people would
have to make clear their own positions with respect both to their disciplines and to
their concepts of how subject matters were to be divided among recognized disciplines
for study and practice.

Theoretically, the positions taken by those people had implications for the be-
haviorology movement. Separate disciplines could hardly exist with one called psych-
ology and one called behaviorology and both defining their subject matters identically.
But if the behaviorologists were correct about the futility of changing psychology, some
of the potentially adverse implications of such territorial conflicts would not be realized
because psychology would 7oz change. Behaviorologists argued about the extent to
which attempts to analyze the professional status of radical behaviorists in psychology
were even necessary. Some thought such analyses were presumptuous; they intruded on
those peoples’ right to fashion their own careers. Others thought such analyses were im-
portant to the behaviorology movement; no matter what radical behaviorists did, their
actions and the implications of those actions should be clearly understood by all par-
ties. Discussion continued about how the organized behaviorology movement should
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relate to a person who was scientifically behaviorological yet who remained in psychol-
ogy while wanting to maintain some tie to the behaviorology movement.

As the behaviorology movement slowly pulled away on its independent course,
those in T1BA who had persisted in seeking some sort of straddling posture found that
position increasingly untenable. (However, as of this writing, straddlers have tended
not to drop out of TIBA, perhaps because of the Affiliate membership category available
to everyone.) They had argued, in effect, that the behaviorology movement should le-
ver from within organized psychology for change in the nature of psychology. But that
was not to be, and ultimately each such person would probably move, however gradu-
ally, to one camp or the other.

Many such persons had 7oz joined TiBA. Mutually respected colleagues looked at
one another across the widening gap sometimes with annoyance, and increasingly with
sympathy and occasionally regret. Among all who might have liked to share in the in-
dependence venture, pleas for understanding were cautiously exchanged between those
who had subsequently committed to doing so and those who had not. Long term
trends seemed to point to worsening conditions for those who stayed behind within
psychology. Perhaps additional behaviorological people would yet shift to the indepen-
dence movement. In the meantime, behaviorologists considered which approach would
better promote or facilitate such moves: Should those potential affiliators be confronted
with (a) explicit, challenging, and thought provoking analyses or (b) with a happy face
that explained little but teased with the implication that professional life as an indepen-
dence—oriented behaviorologist is reinforcing?

Science club versus cultural mission. The need for behaviorologists to focus on
the evolution of their science became increasingly evident. As the 1990s began, the fu-
ture of behaviorology as an independent discipline clearly became more secure with
each extension or refinement of the science. Not only would more science be needed
but it also had to evolve with its own scientific character unique to behaviorology. The
more effective and unique their science became, the better would be the position of the
behaviorologists to pursue the mission of providing the culture with the technologies
of an independently organized natural science discipline of behavior.

However, an introspective preoccupation with the science could de—emphasize if
not neglect that cultural mission. Some behaviorologists, in their enthusiasm to get on
with such a science development program, appeared willing to put aside most issues
pending at the interface between the discipline and the ambient culture, such as main-
taining a full publication program or establishing behaviorology departments in uni-
versities. Some even appeared ready to neglect or de—emphasize the separateness of
their discipline in presentations to the outside. They would seemingly have the move-
ment take on more the character of a science club focused on science per se, but with
little attention to how the behaviorology movement related organizationally to the vari-
ous facets of the culture.

Other behaviorologists thought that such neglect might be imprudent, especially
if carried to what they feared might be an excess. For example, they wanted to see the
scientific outcomes and other products of behaviorologists function to strengthen and
support their own organized behaviorology discipline and its cultural mission. They
did not want to see the scientific works or other products of behaviorologists in T1BA
co—opted to support or strengthen organized psychology. After all, many people found
themselves under strong and mostly economic contingencies to maintain links to or-
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ganized psychology. And under those circumstances people, perhaps under the guise
of acting as change agents, could easily find themselves consolidating their position
by allowing the benefits of their behaviorological products to accrue to the psych-
ology establishment.

While T1BA remained a scientific organization without a pursued cultural mission,
some members raised the question of what place a research—focused T1BA reserved at its
scientific roundtable for those who would apply the science to the analysis of social is-
sues. These could be as diverse as contemporary philosophy, corrections, death and
dying, education, organizational behavior management, or verbal behavior, to name
but a few. The implications that their work was not as welcome nor as respected within
TIBA as that of data—based researchers weakened the bonds between T1BA and some of
the more applied analysts of behavior. Concerns began to arise about the implicit skew
in what had begun as a more balanced disciplinary verbal community in which con-
ceptual analysts and application specialists were equally appreciated for their work in
mediating the impact of the science on the culture.

In concentrating somewhat exclusively on a science development program, some
TIBA leaders also wanted to keep the T1BA membership low. Each member might then
know all others on a first—name basis, and at conventions, especially with intimate
single—track formats, each participant would engage all others. In such ways, limited
membership could improve social and scientific exchanges among members and help
consolidate the scientific efforts of that small group of people.

However, limiting membership to gain these enhancements for so few could put se-
vere limits on how quickly and thoroughly behaviorologists could deliver the needed
depth and range of behaviorological products to the culture. For while T18A leaders fo-
cused on developing science with only a small membership, threats to worldwide cul-
tural survival (e.g., over—population and ozone depletion) loomed, as did many other
cultural problems (e.g., control by an often costly and excessive use of punishment, and
misplaced respect for non—natural constructs of many kinds such as the reliance of the
legal system on the putative free will of “autonomous man”). Theoretically, applied be-
haviorology could help solve them all. And those behaviorologists who viewed neglect
of the cultural interface as imprudent construed many of these concerns to be enlarg-
ing exponentially and overtaking humanity on a time scale shorter than the time scale
on which a small group might successfully address them. Hence they argued for greater
organizational efforts in the membership and cultural interface areas.

Those behaviorologists who stressed the importance of the cultural interface made
suggestions. In practical terms, to support the relation of the behaviorology movement
to the culture at large might require, for instance, a higher organizational priority for
TIBA’s publication agenda than occurs under a primary focus on scientific development.
The publication priority needs to be high enough to ensure a continuous flow of high
quality journal and magazine articles. These would properly display behaviorology
while providing TiBA’s rank—and—file members with valuable returns on their organiza-
tional investments including, reciprocally, further extension and refinement of their
science. To get such a result, T1BA would probably have to appeal more proactively,
rather than just by passive example, to convince additional behaviorological scientists
(laboratory and applied), scholars, and students of the appropriateness of the behav-
iorology movement, persuading such people to join T1BA and/or to contribute to its lit-
erature. T1BA has neither sought nor required a large political base through which to
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have an impact on the culture. But it does need to serve as the medium of organiza-
tional expression for behaviorologists and behaviorological scientists who, if not oper-
ating under the auspices of TiBA, might remain vulnerable to having their work
co—opted in service to antithetical or competing disciplines. Such suggestions have not,
as of this writing, had much impact. [But, see the Addendum in Ledoux, 1997¢/2002.]

A small organizational membership also facilitates control of the organization by its
smaller cadre of leaders. But to address this or any other concern, an expanded recruit-
ment that would bring in less committed people was not a goal. The recruitment issue
pertained to other existing behaviorologists (by function if not yet by name) who thus
far were neglected by organized behaviorology. Cultural impact aside, the vitality of
TIBA’s science agenda required a greater participation by these people.

The difficulty resolving these issues took its toll. As Behaviorology (with the excep-
tions of most of the Presidents’ presentations and the B.E Skinner Memorial Addresses)
rejected otherwise reasonable manuscripts because they were not data—based research
papers, its regular publication schedule became intermittent after three issues. 7he In-
ternational Behaviorologist, in which such manuscripts might have been published, had
not materialized primarily for lack of funding in an organization with a preference for
keeping membership small. And potential submissions to it may have decreased any-
way as members experienced pressure to refocus their priorities onto data—based re-
searches (an effort that apparently was still not yet productive enough to insure the
viability of a pure research journal).

David Krantz Revisited

Today, behaviorologists look back twenty years to David Krantz’s (1971) carefully
constructed and well presented critique of the era in psychology when serious separat-
ist rumblings began (reviewed in Chapter Two). The interpretations by Krantz, and
others who have echoed his biases, have lost much of their cogency. The issue of com-
mensurability has been settled despite some continued grumbling: Some psychologists
study the fictional construct called “information” along with its processing by auzono-
mous minds, psyches, or other behavior—originating agents thought to exist within or-
ganisms. In these efforts they study events different from those that concern
behaviorologists and they do so from a philosophical perspective that puts them be-
yond the bounds of natural science. Natural science does not recognize discontinuities
in any functional chain of causal events such as those implicit in concepts of free will
or autonomous selves. Other psychologists dwell on emotional behavior, endowing it
with special importance and often with metaphysical interpretations. To behaviorolo-
gists, feelings are respondent behavioral effects, which, like so many others, can be en-
gineered to prescription. Still other psychologists treat behavior as a natural
phenomenon but depend heavily on inferred hypothetical cognitive constructs which
seem necessary given the conceptual structure of the science with which they attack
problems. The latter kind of psychologists differs with behaviorologists mainly about
the appropriate science. The former kinds differ mainly about philosophy of science. And
both, consequently, differ with behaviorologists about what aspects of the subject mat-
ter upon which to focus. Any of these classes of difference justify organizational sepa-
ration of the respective verbal communities.

One can now recast the issue of behaviorological isolationists allegedly reducing the
effectiveness of their science by ignoring the potential contributions from other schools.




142 Origins and Components of Behaviorology

Some people contemplate a kind of scientifically respectable cognitive science existing
as a specialization within physiology along the theme of brain science. Scientists within
that subset, whose main thrust is to seek physiological evidence for their inferred hy-
pothetical cognitive constructs, would perhaps describe themselves using psychological
labels. But, regardless of how scientifically legitimate such a seemingly over—theorized
field might become, that field would not require the interest of behaviorologists—only
their acknowledgment. On the other hand, a person who does not fully respect a natu-
ral science philosophy nor master the science implicit in applying selection concepts to
behavior is left with scientistically rendered, traditional, non—natural assumptions. No
valid basis exists for behaviorologists (or other natural scientists) to treat those assump-
tions as scientifically worthwhile, nor whatever disciplines they represent as scientifi-
cally qualified alternatives to behaviorology (also see Frase, 1970, p. 337, and Sidman,
1986a, pp. 214—215, concerning the lack of disciplinary integrity in psychology).

The argument that cognitivists and mentalists have novel and important things to
say to behaviorologists now seems to amount to little more than the easy observation
that persons under different stimulus controls might look at different things, a fact that
carries no concomitant guarantee that effective reports will follow. Occasionally psy-
chologists, looking at events to which behaviorologists have given little or no attention,
report something of worth to behaviorologists. But in such cases rarely if ever has it
seemed to be something that behaviorologists could not have produced were they to
have addressed those same issues. Julie Vargas (1990), concluding her analytical rebut-
tal to Salzinger’s (1990) argument that behavioral people should read cognitive litera-
ture because they would find it useful, wrote that:

...reading cognitive studies is, for a behaviorologist, like looking through a bar-
gain basement. You must search through many unsuitable items before finding
something you can use. When reading time is limited, why not go where the den-
sity of valuable finds is higher—directly to behavioral work? (p. 201)

When some behavioral people continue to insist that culling cognitive literature is
fruitful, questions arise: Do their discoveries really withstand behaviorological tests for
quality scientific products, or are the discoverers being overly enthusiastic (see J. Vargas,
1990)? Are their searches, and public proclamations of delight at making discoveries,
mostly tactics in a social strategy of accommodation with their host cognitive/mental-
istic communities? Could the discoveries that are of real value to behaviorologists have
resulted only or exclusively from applications of a cognitive or mentalistic paradigm? Or
were they produced in spite of those repertoires (which in those instances did not hap-
pen to get in the way)? Behaviorological colleagues have little basis for criticism when
an individual’s culling through cognitive literature survives the critical scrutiny implicit
in such questions. Many behavioral scholars, having spent much of their professional
lifetimes scrutinizing psychological literature for useful items, have grown skilled at
finding them. But the behaviorologists raised the question of how much more fruitful
their labors would have been had the discipline of psychology been capable of produc-
ing a more uniformly worthwhile literature.

Krantz also dwelt on the role of professional courtesy in the relations between pro-
fessionals in different disciplines. Professional courtesy in some appropriate form will
always have its place. But psychologists, in mistakenly regarding behavioral people as a
part of psychology, have rationally expected the sort of professional courtesy from be-
havioral people that they would expect from other psychologists, a courtesy apropos of
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collegial disciplinary peer relations (see the discussion of Proctor & Weeks, 1988, in an
earlier chapter). But the view that behavioral people should have continued to express
deferential professional courtesy to those who have devoted their professional lives to a
different discipline—in some cases featuring philosophies that tolerate non—natural sci-
ence—and to have done so in such a way as to prolong the suppression, eclipse, or ne-
glect of the natural science of behavior, was an argument that by 1990 had worn thin
for most contemporary behaviorists, and especially for behaviorologists.

Increasingly, behaviorologists appeared more comfortable and confident with their
own discipline. In their own respective ways they behaved more frequently as if be-
haviorology—suppressing deference were not polite, but self~demeaning; as if it did not
extend courtesy, but implied weakness; as if it confused and misled students; and as if
it damaged natural science in general, because all natural science is compromised when
it is betrayed in any one area. Increasingly, deference yielded to the recognition that
long—range interests of the culture were ill-served by delays in critical scientific progress
needed immediately. Part of behaviorology’s coming of age was simply that behavior-
ologists, in exhibiting professional courtesy, would begin to avoid doing so in ways that
were once a harmful but necessary aspect of the abandoned strategy to fit into, and to
change, the cultural megalith of organized psychology.

Besides, for most people who were affected by this issue, normal collegial relations
within universities already afforded a more appropriate paradigm for collegial courtesy.
Universities exist within the culture in part to test the efficacy of grand ideas over long
periods of time. No guarantee exists, nor should exist, that all such ideas are mutually
compatible. Pretenses to false compatibility by persons who represent different and an-
tithetical disciplines do not respect the founding principles of academic institutions.
Given the cultural mission of the academy on behalf of the culture that supports it,
both parties have a right to be there. They can respect each other not for the quality of
their respective ideas but in mutual recognition of their respective participation in ful-
filling the purposes of the academy. That is the on/y valid basis for respect between dis-
parate intellectual traditions. It conserves the integrity of each party because it is a
respect based on cooperation, not integration.

In the prevailing view among behaviorologists, organized psychology has long been
deemed too big and politically powerful to be changed from within by anything that
behaviorologists might do at its scientific debating round—tables, especially since many
non-—scientific factors contribute to the organizational integrity of psychology in the
first place. Those mainstream psychologists who are distressed by any perceived threat
of potential competition (whether real or not) presumably would be pleased to see be-
haviorological revolutionaries expend themselves in that effort. And why not? Psychol-
ogy is not only organized to contain or co—opt such efforts but also to train multitudes
of traditional cognitivists for each behaviorally inclined person produced. Fortunately
for behaviorologists, their movement has rendered that whole approach as unnecessary
as it is futile.

The tiny behavioral sub—community operating within organized psychology has
produced a limited number of behaviorally trained and skilled people. To distinguish
between this somewhat estranged minority of behavioral scientists and the vast remain-
der of people working in organized psychology, authors usually denote that minority
in psychology by calling them “behavioral” psychologists. Conversely, behavioral au-
thors have attached adjectives such as “mainline,” “mainstream,” “traditional,” “cogni-
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tive,” and “mentalistic” when referring to members of the majority. But the behaviorol-
ogy movement was in part born out of the conviction that remaining in psychology
and calling oneself a psychologist, while denoting oneself as “behavioral,” was inappro-
priate. Some, however, have had to continue to do that, at least temporarily, if for no
other than the practical reason of remaining employed.

Those natural scientists of behavior, particularly the radical behaviorist “Skinneri-
ans” who have struggled to maintain a disciplinary home base within organized psych-
ology, have nevertheless maintained a literary isolation from mainstream psychology
(which Krantz described in detail). That was done largely as a matter of scientific ne-
cessity. Coleman and Mehlman (1992) found that “the contrasting self—citation and
mutual—citation practices that were reported by Krantz ...have largely persisted in the
20 years from 1970 to 1989” (pp. 47—48). Yet, at the same time, on the political front
the behaviorists in psychology had to work at cross purposes to their scientific selves by
redoubling their communication efforts with the psychological establishment. As a
typical example the final general session concluding the 1992 ABA convention, entitled
“Science Agenda for the 1990s,” featured the assembled presidents and science officers
of the American Educational Research Association (an organization in which tradi-
tional psychology prevails), ABA, Apa, APs, and, AABT (see the Eighteenth ABa Annual
Convention Program, p. 164).

People could not validly be criticized for the histories that brought them to a be-
havioral view, nor for circumstances that led some to continue viewing organized psy-
chology as the appropriate setting in which to pursue studies of behavior. But this
protracted professional experiment—in the pattern of the protracted political experi-
ment of Nationalist China—in which some behavioral psychologists isolated them-
selves as psychologists off the coast of mainland Psychology and claimed to be the only
real psychology, appeared to the behaviorologists to be doomed. In #is case however,
behaviorologists believed that reabsorption into mainstream psychology would hurt the
culture by significantly contaminating and warping their science. Not only would the
extent to which that science need be taken into serious account by mainline psycholo-
gists be diminished, but the capacity of the resulting compromised residual version of
that science to provide its contributions to the culture would be diminished also.

Summary of Chapter Five

Chapter Five reviewed the cultural milieu and analyzed the support for, and the
opposition to, the growing behaviorology movement as the community at large wit-
nessed its coalescence on the scientific professional scene. It examined some of the self—
management problems facing those who were taking the lead in forming a verbal
community around the behaviorology discipline. And it described and analyzed their
actions and interactions on disciplinary issues.

As the behaviorology movement materialized as an accomplished fact, the contin-
gencies on members of the behavioral community at large shifted subtly in important
ways. The period during which hypothetical issues were posited for harmless concep-
tual analyses gave way to a new era featuring personal confrontations with an issue that
required a career decision. The objections of resisters now focused more on practical
issues. But with an alternative to affiliating with the verbal community of psychology
now available, people found as ever more onerous their having to accept their disciplin-
ary citizenship being policed by mainline psychologists as the price to remain in psy-
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chology. While some behavioral people shifted to the behaviorology movement, oth-
ers flirted with that movement and still others renewed their resignation to abide.

The behaviorologists eschewed intense recruitment drives and worked to consoli-
date and further establish their organized verbal community. Leaders debated alterna-
tives about how best to do that and how to relate to outsiders. They fought to a draw
with the behavioral psychologists for Skinner’s final endorsement regarding proprietor-
ship of the intellectual property. During this same period the literature of the “behav-
ior analysis” movement slipped increasingly under the influence and control of
organized psychology.

Increasingly, with respect to interdisciplinary relations, the behaviorologists recast
old problem definitions and old perspectives: They no longer accepted some of the old
challenges—and they discerned new ones. Their values were changing. Their mission
was changing.

The next chapter, Chapter Six (“Interdisciplinary Context: A Cultural Role for the New
Discipline,” presented integrally with the conclusion Chapter Seven and the endnotes and
complete references) will examine the prevailing views of the early behaviorologists on where
their discipline fit both among the community of natural science disciplines extant in the
culture and in the cultural marketplace. It will also comparatively explore the different lev-
els of analysis characteristic of behavior—related natural science disciplines, and examine cul-
tural resistance to behaviorology. ¥%




