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ABSTRACT 

Modern P o l i t i c a l  Science a s p i r e s  t o  be a  r e l e v a n t  

fo rce  i n  p o l i t i c a l  l i f e ,  an a s p i r a t i o n  t h a t  i s  commendable i n s o f a r  
4' 

/ - ---,-@ 
a s  i t  seeks t o  r e p l a c e  thg /mindlessness  t h a t  i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of u p o l i t i c a l  behavior  wi th  d e c i s i v  a c t i o n  based upon knowledge and 

reason .  This ,  however, has  l ed  t o  an ep is temologica l  problem 

p e r t a i n i n g  t o  t h e  s t a t u s  of knowledge. The behaviora l  persuas ion  

i n  P o l i t i c a l  Science has  t r i e d  t o  so lve  t h i s  ep is temologica l  problem 

by r e f u s i n g  t o  d e a l  w i th  i t ,  accep t ing  u n c r i t i c a l l y  t h e  Unity of 

Science t h e s i s ,  and b l i n d l y  adopting t h e  methodology t h a t  they 

be l i eve  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of  modern phys i ca l  s c i ence .  h0 17 -' 6 2 ' 7  

Methodologies,  however, cannot be a b s t r a c t e d  from a 

s u b j e c t  a r e a  because methodologies hold w i t h i n  them an  epistemology 

based on a  concept of t h e  sub jec t  m a t t e r  under i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  As 

such, applying "the methodology of sc ience"  t o  s o c i a l  o r  p o l i t i c a l  

r e a l i t y  l i m i t s  t he  type of  ques t ions  t h a t  can be asked by p o l i t i c a l  

s c i e n t i s t s  t o  ques t ions  o f  a  type t h a t  would be p e r t i n e n t  t o  

t h e  phys ica l  s c i ences .  But the  phys i ca l  s c i ences  d e a l  w i th  

inanimate o b j e c t s  which cannot d i r e c t  t h e i r  own behavior .  The 

ve ry  f a c t  of "science" i s  ev ident  t h a t  man can d i r e c t  h i s  own 

behavior .  Consequently,  t h e  "methods of sc ience"  r e s t r i c t  

i n q u i r y  i n t o  human behavior  t h a t  e x i s t s  a t  t h e  precogni t ive  

l eve  1. 

Human behavior ,  however much i t  may o f t e n  appear t o  

t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  i s  cha rac t e r i zed  by i t s  a b i l i t y  t o  a c t  upon reasoned 



choice. I n  o the r  words, man has the  capaci ty  t o  e x i s t  a t  the  

cogni t ive  l e v e l .  This  being the  case ,  any science of man must 

develop a methodology t h a t  incorpora tes  a "concept of the  subjec t"  

t h a t  is pe r t inen t  t o  man. 

In  t h e i r  zea l  t o  be s c i e n t i f i c  s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s ,  l i k e  

the  l o g i c a l  e m p i r i c i s t s  i n  philosophy, have t r i e d  t o  r i d  themselves 

of a l l  metaphysical concepts,  ye t ,  i n  t h i s  endeavor, s o c i a l  

s c i e n t i s t s  have f a i l e d  t o  r e a l i z e  t h a t  they merely s h i f t e d  from one 

metaphysics t o  another. And, t h i s  new metaphysics i s  such t h a t  it 

tends t o  deny those c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t h a t  make it poss ib le  f o r  men 

t o  be s c i e n t i s t s .  I n  shor t ,  the  p o s i t i v i s t i c  metaphysics is  

dehurnaniz ing . 

P o l i t i c a l  s c i e n t i s t s ,  then, a r e  faced wi th  the  choice of 

accepting the  robot view of man d i c t a t e d  by t h e i r  methodology, o r  

they can recognize t h e  problem and d i r e c t  t h e i r  ene rg ies  towards a 

search f o r  a method t h a t  does not ,  when appl ied  t o  human behavior, 

block the  road t o  inquiry .  
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INTRODUCTION 

The present character of political science is 

neither scientific nor political, an unhappy state that results 

largely from a misconceived attempt to mimic the methodology 

of the physical sciences. In its attempt to be "scientific" 

political science has uncritically adopted a theory of knowledge 

that is covertly metaphysical in origin and that threatens in 

its application to preclude the possibility of any science. 

My objection to this approach lies not in that it is metaphysical, 

for, I will argue, no theory of knowledge can be anything else. 

What I do object to, however, is its peculiar capacity for 

blocking the road to inquiry. 

The purpose of this thesis is to argue squarely 

for the'adoption of a different metaphysical notion, one based 

on a concept of man rather than on a sterile concept of 

llscientificll inquiry. This would, in a sense, return political 

science to its origins wherein a concept of man's nature played 

a commanding role in the development of political theories. 

However, I do not intend to do this in any usual fashion. That 

is, I do not intend to start from a metaphysical base and work 

up to a political theory, for it is precisely this.approach a d  

the evident weakness in it that has led to the mess we are 

presently in -- the inexorable course from Plato's metaphysics 
to Aristotlefs empiricism to Des,cartefs psychologisms and modern 

positivistic:science. 



Rather, I choose t o  argue from t h e  present  

" sc ien t i f i c"  posi t ion,  i l l u s t r a t i n g  i t s  inadequacies and showing 

how, a s  a matter  of l og i ca l  necess i ty ,  c e r t a i n  long neglected 

philosophical  ca tegor ies  a r e  required,  ca tegor ies  which necessi-  

t a t e  metaphysical treatment. I w i l l  argue f u r t h e r  t h a t  t he  

metaphysics required i s  i n  many respec t s  qu i t e  new, and t h a t  t he  

roo t  idea f o r  such a pos i t ion  can l i e  i n  a concept of man. 

The t h e s i s  w i l l  proceed as follows. In Chapter I, 

I w i l l  present  an overview of the  problems facing the  leading 

aspect  of contemporary p o l i t i c a l  theory, known as systems theory, 

In  t h i s ,  I w i l l  argue t h a t  though systems theory i s  fundamentally 

a v iab le  concept, it has been rendered s t e r i l e  by i t s  adherence 

t o  a Newtonian concept of exis tence  t o  which a pa r t i cu l a r  o f f -  

shoot of modern philosophy known roughly a s  l og i ca l  posit ivism 

i s  pert inent .  

In Chapter 11, I w i l l  endeavor t o  show, through 

the  context of t he  behavioral  school i n  psychology, t he  inherent  

consequences of an adherence t o  the  dominant "covering l a w "  

version of s c i e n t i f i c  positivism. This approach w i l l  he rea f te r  

be re fe r red  t o  a s  t he  Hempel-Nagel paradigm, i n  honor of two of 

i t s  s t rongest  and most systematic advocates. 

In Chapter 111, I w i l l  show t h a t  the  behavioral 

school of p o l i t i c a l  science i n  general i s  pursuing an approach 

t h a t  inherently r e l i e s  on posit ivism f o r  legi t imat ion;  and 

systems theory, a development within behavioralism,, r e l i e s  on 



t h e  Hempel-Nagel paradigm, a development of positivism. Having 

done t h i s ,  I w i l l  show, through an explora t ion  of t h e  works of 

David Easton and Eugene J. Meehan, t h a t  pos i t iv ism e n t a i l s  a 

f a l s e  quest  f o r  c e r t a i n t y ,  and, a s  such, tends t o  preclude t h e  

p o s s i b i l i t y  of a s o c i a l  science. 

Chapter I V  i s  an explora t ion  of phi losophica l  

concepts ranging from t h e  Hempel-Nagel paradigm t o  Richard 

Taylort  s ca tegor ies  of "agency" and "purpose". In  t h i s  chapter ,  

I w i l l  present  counter-arguments t o  t h e  Hempel-Nagel paradigm, 

showing t h a t  even i n  t h e  physica l  sc iences  it involves extremely 

vague o r  otherwise dubious concepts,  p r i n c i p a l l y  f a t a l i s m  

suspic ious  view of causal i ty .  Further ,  I w i l l  argue t h a t  t h e  

sub jec t  mat ter  of t h e  physica l  sc iences  i s  l o g i c a l l y  d i s t i n c t  

from t h a t  of t h e  s o c i a l  sc iences  and t h a t  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  

based on t h e  ca tegor ies  of agency and purpose. F ina l ly ,  from 

t h e  arguments presented,  I w i l l  develop a concept of man, a con- 

cep t  which must be en te r t a ined  before  "socia l  science" can even 

be considered. 

In  Chapter V, t o  conclude, I w i l l  make some 

recommendations f o r  p o l i t i c a l  sc ience  and s o c i a l  philosophy i n  

general.  These proposals  cen te r  around t h e  concept of "rule" a s  

suggested by Ludwig Wittgenstein and explored by Pe te r  Winch i n  

h i s  book The Idea of a Socia l  Science. And, a s  i s  

re j ec ted  i n  previous arguments, I w i l l  make some proposals  f o r  

a s o c i a l  sc ience  based on a p a r t i c u l a r  concept of act ion.  



CHAPTER I 4 \ ' 

SYSTEMS THEORY: An Overview of P o l i t i c a l  Science 

I 

Systems theory is  perhaps the  most complex and , , 

most pervasive theory i n  p o l i t i c a l  and soc ia l  science today. 
p' 4"- 

/---- $:"I 
Some notion of system under l ies  g theory, communications o r  4 
cybernetic theory, functionalism and s t ruc tu ra l  functionalism, 

and "general systems theory" i t s e l f ,  But more, systems theory 

i s  presently a l a  mode. To ignore it i s  t o  ignore a v i t a l  

aspect of soc ia l  r e a l i t y ,  f o r  a s  Gabriel Almond c l ea r ly  s t a t e s  

i n  h i s  Pres ident ia l  Address delivered a t  the  annual meeting of 

the  American P o l i t i c a l  Science Association, "The emerging ana- 

l u t i c a l  framework i n  contemporary p o l i t i c a l  theory i s  the  concept 

of system.,. " In order,  then, t o  assess  both p o l i t i c a l  

science and soc i a l  science generally,  we could do worse than t o  

begin with t he  concept of "system". 
-LA - 
";, 

! 2 
-G But, a s  I have s ta ted ,  systems theory i s  perhaps 

I \- 

2<? 

the  most complex theory now abroad. Science, however, seeks 

simplicity and uniformity. Why then, should we bother ourselves 

with a complex theory when simpler theor ies  have not yet  been 

f u l l y  explored? This question must be d e a l t  with on two levels,  

In the  f i r s t  place, most of the  simpler theor ies  presuppose the 

existence of some kind of system, and, a s  w i l l  be i l l u s t r a t e d  

i n  t h i s  chapter, simple systems have,been found t o  be unhelpful 

1, Gabriel Almond, "Pol i t i ca l  Theory and P o l i t i c a l  Science", 
The American P o l i t i c a l  Science Review, Vol. LX, No. 4 ,  p. 876. 



in understanding social reality in general, and more particu- 

larly, they have proven unhelpful in understanding political 

reality. 

On a higher level of abstraction, the paradigm 

of simplicity must be rejected on the ground that there is no 

good reasons for accepting it, and there is good reason for being 

wary of it. As Willard Van Orman Quine clearly argues in his r, 
criticism of experimental findings about the behavior O V  

4 
"By the very nature of our criterion,.,we get evidence either 

of uniformity or of nothing. An analysis of experimental criteria 

in other sciences would no doubt reveal many further examples 

of the same sort of experimentally imposed bias in favor of 

uniformity, or in favor of simplicity of other sorts." 
2 

This problem of bias poses perhaps the greatest 

threat to the possibility of a science of man. It will be my 

contention that the social sciences are particularly susceptible 

to such a bias, particularly when social scientists uncritically 

adopt what they believe to be the methodology of the physical 

sciences. Such methodologies seem to be underscored with pre- 

suppositions about the nature of the subject matter, and it 

seems impossible to adopt a methodology without accepting these 

presuppositions. This problem is dealt with in detail in Chapters 

2. Willard Van Oman Quine, "On Simple Theories of a Complex 
World", , in Margaret H. Foster and Michael L. Martin, ed., 
Probability, Confirmation, and Simplicity; The Odyssey Press, 
Inc., New York. 1966. P. 251. 



I1 and I V ,  however, it i s  necessary t o  b r i e f l y  mention it here. 

The presuppositions of the  physical sciences can 

be viewed a s  a pa r t i cu l a r  concept of physical r e a l i t y ,  a s e t  of 

metaphysical judgements about nature t h a t  exclude consciousness 

and the pos s ib i l i t y  of self-direction.  And upon re f lec t ion ,  such 

a concept seems per fec t ly  viable  i n  the realm of the  physical 

sciences. In the soc ia l  sciences, however, such a concept i s  

disasterous. Consider: I f  we can not d i r e c t  our own behavior, 

then we cannot organize ourselves f o r  t o  do so would require  

direction.  I f  we cannot organize, we cannot do science. Yet 

i f  there  is  one thing soc ia l  s c i e n t i s t s  want t o  do, it i s  science. 

Consequently, we a r e  faced with a dilemma. We have a method of 

inquiry which has proven f r u i t f u l  i n  another context, but  the  

method i t s e l f  impl ic i t ly  denies the  pos s ib i l i t y  of inquiry when 

applied t o  man. I r e f e r  t o  t h i s  dilemma a s  the behavioral 

dilemma f o r  it i s  the  behavioral persuastion i n  p o l i t i c s  t h a t  is 

most immediately confronted with it,, and "systems theory1' i n  

p o l i t i c s  i s  i ts  vehicle, 

In order t o  i l l u s t r a t e  t h i s  dilemma, it i s  necessary 

then t o  b r i e f l y  explore the  development of systems theory. 

THE CONCEPT OF SYSTEM 

Brief ly ,  "A system i s  a s e t  of objects  together 

with re la t ionships  between the  objects  and between t h e i r  a t t r i -  



butes". 
3 

Stated as such, it would be difficult to locate any- 

thing that is not a system, for nothing stands alone. That is, in 

order to understand any phenomenon it must be viewed within a 

context of relating factors. Systems theory recognizes the 

importance of such contexts and tries to locate them through a 

framework that "analytically differentiates the object of the 

study from its environment, directs attention to the interaction 

of the system with other systems in its environment, to its 

own conversion characteristics, and to its maintenance and 

adaptive propert iesl'. 
4 

Political systems, then do exist and 

they can be delineated through the use of the appropriate 

analytic tools. These tools are systems models, and the task 

of the political scientist is to apply the correct model to 

the phenomenon in question. This raises the problem of isomor- 

phism, a problem that will be dealt with at length in Chapter 

111. 

Systems Theory: A Brief History, In order to briefly illus- 

trate the problem of isomorphism and to indicate the intellectual 

environment in which systems theory has come to prominence, a 

brief history of systems, theory is in order. 

3. A.D. Hall and R.E. Fagan, "Definitions of a System", General 
Systems Yearbook, Vol. I. P. 18. 

4, Gabriel Almond, 9 s., P. 876. 



The ques t  f o r  an isomorphism between a model and 

a phenomenon under inves t iga t ion  i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of t h e  method 

of the  physica l  sciences. In  the  physica l  sc iences  isomorphism 

i s  t e s t e d  empir ica l ly  through t h e  ca lcu lus  of inference  inherent  

i n  the  model. 
5 

In  a loose  sense,  a properly isomorphic model 

can p r e d i c t  f a c t s  about t h e  phenomenon of which we a r e  n o t  

i n i t i a l l y  aware. In  systems models, t h i s  promise of p red ic ta -  

b i l i t y  a p p l i e s  n o t  only  t o  more f a c t s ,  bu t  t o  t h e  whole system 

s ta t e .  This  promise of p r e d i c t a b i l i t y  i s  perhaps t h e  s i n g l e  

f a c t o r  t h a t  b e s t  exp la ins  systems theory ' s  r ise t o  prominence. 

The quest  f o r  p r e d i c t a b i l i t y  i s  c lose ly  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  ques t  

f o r  c e r t a i n t y ,  and it i s  my contention t h a t  such a ques t  under- 

scores t h e  mainstream of p o l i t i c a l  sc ience  today. 

The f e a t u r e  of p r e d i c t a b i l i t y  i s  b e s t  i l l u s t r a t e d  

i n  a simple mechanist ic  system. I f  t h e  system i s  s t a t i c ,  i t s  

system state is  constant  and knowable f o r  a l l  time. The concept 

of change is  unknown. An example t o  such a system i s  our  s o l a r  

system. 
6 

Given t h e  exis tence  of t h e  sun and t h e  p lane t s ,  

The concept of t h e  ca lcu lus  of inference  i s  we l l  exemplified 
by Stephen Toulmin i n  h i s  d iscuss ion on t h e  s t r a i g h t  l i n e  
theory of l i g h t .  Having recognized t h e  model of t h e  wal l  and 
i t s  shadow and recognizing t h a t  t h e  length  of t h e  shadow i s  a 
funct ion  of t h e  angle  of t h e  suns r ays  s t r i k i n g  t h e  wa l l ,  t h e  
p red ic t ion  t h a t  l i g h t  t r a v e l s  i n  s t r a i g h t  l i n e s  c l e a r l y  follows. 
It f u r t h e r  fol lows t h a t  t h e  behavior of l i g h t  ( r e f l e c t i o n  and 
r e f r a c t i o n )  can be explained through t h e  use  of plane geometry. 
Philosophy of Science; Harper and Row, Publ ishers ,  New York, 
1953, pp. 23-30. 

6. Anatol Rapoport, "Some System Approaches t o  P o l i t i c a l  Theory", 
i n  David Easton, ed,, Var ie t i e s  of P o l i t i c a l  Theory, Prent ice-  
Hall ,  Inc,,  Englewood C l i f f s ,  New Je r sey ,  1966, p. 130. 



along with t h e  law of un ive r sa l  g r a v i t a t i o n ,  it i s  poss ib le  t o  

p r e d i c t ,  o r  more accura te ly ,  t o  c a l c u l a t e  the  exac t  behavior of 

t h e  var ious  bodies. When d i sc repanc ies  between t h e  ca lcu la ted  

and t h e  observed a r e  discovered,  a s  has  been t h e  case with our  

s o l a r  system, it i s  poss ib le  t o  p r e d i c t ,  through c a l c u l a t i o n  

and deduction, t h e  cause of the  discrepancy. I n  such a system 

discrepancies  can r e s u l t  only from an incomplete knowledge of 

t h e  system o r  from o u t s i d e  intervention.  In t h e  case  of our 

s o l a r  system, abserved d iscrepancies  were overcome o r  explained 

by pos i t ing  t h e  ex i s t ence  of o t h e r  p lane t s ,  and i n  t h e  case  of 

Neptune and Pluto,  t h i s  approach was successful.  I n  t h e  case  of 

t h e  "Planet" Vulcan, however, t h i s  approach d id  n o t  work. The 

d iscrepancies  r e s u l t e d  from an incomplete knowledge of t h e  

e f f e c t s  of i n t e r a c t i o n s  among bodies i n  t h e  system, n o t  from 

t h e  exis tence  of an unknown planet .  I n  such a system,, though 

it would requ i re  complete knowledge, complete p r e d i c t a b i l i t y  

i s  i n  p r i n c i p l e  poss ib le  i f  a l l  of t h e  v a r i a b l e s  a r e  known. 

A s l i g h t  modificat ion introduces t h e  concept of 

change, bu t  change i n  a s t r i c t l y  ca lcu lab le  manner. "A c e r t a i n  

complex of r e l a t i o n s  a t  a given time implies a c e r t a i n  complex... 

a t  a l a t e r  time." 
7 

Thus, change i s  introduced, bu t  only from 

one s t a t e  t o  a spec i f i ed  s t a t e  o r  t o  one of a group of speci-  

f i e d  s t a t e s .  F u l l  knowledge of t h e  present  s t a t e  would permit 

contingent  p red ic t ions  about f u t u r e  s t a t e s .  The p red ic t ions  

7.. Anatol Rapoport, .* &. , p. 130 



would be contingent  only i n  t h e  sense t h a t  they r e l y  on 

t h e  behavior of a spec i f i ed  set of key var iables .  But a l l  of 

t h e  poss ib le  outcomes a r e  s t r i c t l y  predictable.  

These system models were borrowed from sc iences  

such a s  thermodynamics and astronomy, two sc iences  t h a t  a r e  we l l  

e s t ab l i shed  and w e l l  developed. Thes,e systems a r e  simple 

e q u i l i b r i a r  systems and they can b e s t  be described by Newton's 

f i r s t  law of motion. Accordingly, "Every body continues i n  i t s  

s t a t e  of r e s t  o r  of uniform motion i n  a 

it i s  compelled t o  change t h a t  s t a t e  5y 

it, 
8 

s t r a i g h t  l i n e ,  un less  

f o r c e s  impressed upon 

The as ton i sh ing  success i n  physics of such simple 

mechanical models r a t h e r  n a t u r a l l y  gave r i s e  t o  an approach i n  

s o c i a l  sc iences  known as l l soc ia l  physics" o r  "socia l  mechanics" 

bu t  which could b e s t  be described a s  l ' social  statics" f o r  it 

d id  not  conceive of nor  could it account f o r  change occurring 

from wi th in  t h e  system. "In ' s o c i a l  mechanicst soc ie ty  was 

seen a s  an lastronomical  system1 whose elements were human beings 

bound together  by mutual a t t r a c t i o n  o r  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  by repuls ion  

....Man, h i s  groups, and t h e i r  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s  thus  c o n s t i t u t e d  

an unbroken con t inu i ty  wi th  t h e  r e s t  of t h e  mechanically i n t e r -  

preted universe. Change could be viewed only i n  terms of 

8. I s s a c  Newton. Cited i n  Richards, Sears ,  Wehr and Zemansky, 
Modern Universi ty Physics; Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, 
Inc., 1960. Pps. 21-22. 

9. Walter Buckley, Sociology and Modern Systems Theory; Prent ice-  
Hall  Inc., Englewood C l i f f s ,  New Je r sey ,  1967. P-8. 



o u t s i d e  i n t e r v e n t i o n ,  f o r  t h e  system could not  a f f e c t  i t s  own 

behavior .  F u r t h e r ,  i n  t he  s p i r i t  o f  Newton's t h i r d  law of 

motion, " . . . the  change i n  motion i s  p ropor t iona l  t o  t h e  motive 

f o r c e  impressed; and i s  made i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of t h e  s t r a i g h t  

l i n e  i n  which t h a t  fo rce  i s  impressed." 
10 

I n  o t h e r  words, 

t h e  behavior  of t he  system i s  p red ic t ab le .  

But the  simple mechanical model was a  grave 

disappointment  t o  s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  because i t  could not  i n  f a c t  

be depended upon t o  p r e d i c t  anything.  Soc ie ty ,  it  was found, 

l a r g e l y  through t r y i n g  t o  apply t h e  mechanical model, j u s t  d i d  not  

behave a s  a  c losed  system. Unexpected changes occurred ,  and 

though a t tempts  were made t o  blame them on o u t s i d e  i n t e r v e n t i o n  o r  

on a c c i d e n t s ,  t h e  arguments remain unconvincing, t ak ing  the  form 

of excuses r a t h e r  than  reasons .  

Rea l iz ing  t h a t  the  people forming s o c i a l  systems 

could only  metaphor ica l ly  be s a i d  t o  behave i n  terms of Newtonian 

mechanics, t h e  concept of system was a l t e r e d .  It was hoped t h a t  

some concept of system could g ive  a  b e t t e r  account  of s o c i a l  change 

than  t h a t  pos tu l a t ed  i n  t h e  simple mechanical system. The 

a l t e r a t i o n s ,  however i n t e r e s t i n g  , were no t  successf  u l  . 

I n  l a t e r  arguments, I in t end  t o  show t h a t  systems 

theo ry  has not  r e a l l y  evolved beyond Newtonian phys ics ,  t o  which 

10. I s a a c  Newton, c i t e d  i n  Modern Un ive r s i t y  Phys ics ,  OJ. a., 
p. 83. 



t h e  Hempel-Nagel paradigm i s  appropriate. This i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  

apparent i n  the  work of B.F. Skinner, but  a s  w i l l  be shown i n  

Chapter 111, t h i s  equal ly  app l i es  t o  systems theory i n  p o l i t i c a l  

science. 

The Organic Model. The organic model of s o c i a l  behavior at tempts 

t o  draw an analogy be)ween an organism and society. This analogy 

has  been ca r r i ed  through i n  many ways, o f t e n  without even 

mentioning t h e  word "system" and o f t e n  viewing organisms i n  a 

very mechanical sense. But, as w i l l  be shown even i n  these  

t h e  concept "system" i s  implied, while t h e  problem of t h e  na tu re  

of t h e  system i s  merely ignored. Ignoring, however, i s  no 

s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  solut ion.  

The e a r l y  use r s  of t h e  organic model have be:n 

l abe l l ed  "socia l  Darwinists" because they viewed soc ie ty  i n  

terms of t h e  individual  organisms. "Many of t h e  fo l lowers  of 

Spencer 

ou t  the  

and t h e  

exploi ted  t o  extremes t h e  organismic analogy, searching 

s o c i a l  analogue of t h e  h e a r t ,  b ra in ,  c i r c u l a t o r y  system, 

11 
l ike.  Various organizat ions  o r  i n s t  i t u t  ions  were 

examined i n  terms of t h e i r  funct ion i n  maintaining t h e  system. 

This model was a g r e a t  improvement over t h e  

mechanistic model i n  t h a t  it permitted t k e  concept of change, 

but  it was not  consciously d i rec ted  change. 

11. Walter Buckley, &., P. 11. 



One school of thought, t h a t  of Herbert Spencer, 

viewed change i n  terms of n a t u r a l  evolution. The %est"  would 

n a t u r a l l y  rise above t h e  i n f e r i o r ,  f o r  by being b e s t  they would 

be begt su i t ed  t o  survive. To support t h i s  argument, Spencer 

draws an analogy t o  t h e  process of n a t u r a l  s e l e c t i o n  -- as he  

i n t e r p r e t s  it -- i n  animals a t  large:  

Note f u r t h e r ,  t h a t  t h e i r  carnivorous 
enemies not  only remove from herbivorous 
herds individuals  p a s t  t h e i r  prime, but  
a l s o  weed out  t h e  s i ck ly ,  t h e  malformed, 
and t h e  l e a s t  f l e e t  o r  powerful.. 

0 . . 0 

Mbanwhile t h e  well-being of e x i s t i n g  
humanity, and t h e  unfolding of it i n t o  
t h i s  u l t ima te  perfec t ion,  a r e  both secured 
by t h e  satlie benef icent  , though severe 
d i s c i p l i n e ,  t o  which t h e  animate c rea t ion  
at  l a r g e  i s  subject.  1 2  

Though few people today would openly subscribe t o  Spencer's views 

i n  t o t a l ,  h i s  concept of change, change through t h e  su rv iva l  of 

those b e s t  ab le  t o  adapt t o  new s i tua t ions , ,  i s  s t i l l  powerfully 

held by t h e  organic theor i s t s .  

To t h e  organic t h e o r i s t  change occurs; it occurs 

within t h e  framework of a system t h a t  performs c e r t a i n  b a s i c  

funct ions  t h a t  g ive  con t inu i ty  t o  human e x i s t e n c e , , b u t  i t s  func- 

t i o n s  a r e  l imi ted  t o  supplying a framework through which t h e  

12. Herbert Spencer, Cited i n  W i l l i a m  Ebenstein, (ed. 1, Great 
P o l i t i c a l  Thinkers; Holt ,  Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 
New York, Four Edit ion,  1951, P. 650. 



existence of the species is "guaranteed". But this is a func- 

tion that is taken for granted, one of the lfimponderablesll that 

could not be analyzed or understood. 13 

Again, however, this system proved unsatisfactory. 

Organisms can and do die. The same forces that Spencer viewed as 

leading to the improvement of the system could also destroy it. 

Wars can get out of hand; disease, which should strike down only 

the weak, is seldom a noble ally. By permitting disease to 

spread unchecked, or by war escallating beyond control, no one 

is safe, the environment becomes polluted so that not even the 

best can survive. How, it was asked, could the system maintain 

a degree of stability in the light of all the turmoil that results 

from natural existence? 

Human behavior, it was found, contrary to the 

views of Spencer, conforms to some set of norms, thus permitting 

the members of the society to act with a considerable degree of 

confidence in their relations with their fellows: 

We need only remark that in social life 
people sometimes compete. and sometimes, 
for whatever reason, co-operate, and that 
they could do neither effectively unless 
they could count up to a point on what 
others would do. These farily stable 

13. Karl W. Deutsch, The Nerves of Government: The Free Press, N.Y., 
1963, p. 32. As Deutsch noted "The implied sharp separation 
between these mysterious tmircle partst and the ordinary knowable 
elements of the system, and usually, also, the presumed static 
characteristics of both the knowable and the 'imponderable' ele- 
ments, then led to the classic picture of an 'organism' with 
certain parts eternally mysterious, and with no chance of funda- 
mental re-arrangement of its elements". 



mutual expectat ions,  which a r e  the  condi- 
t i o n s  of purposive ac t ion  i n  any soc ie ty ,  
a r e  only f u l f i l l e d  where the re  a r e  some . 
genera l ly  accepted ways of behaving. 14 

How could t h i s  aspect  of s o c i a l  r e a l i t y  be accounted f o r  without 

r e j e c t i n g  t h e  concept of systems a l t o g e t h e r ?  Again, borrowing 

from biology, a so lu t ion  was found. 

The problem of systems maintenance was no t  

unique t o  t h e  s o c i a l  sciences. Biologis ts  long sought an ex- 

p lanat ion f o r  t h e  a d a p t a b i l i t y  of organisms, a search t h a t  l ed  

t o  t h e  concept of % ~ m e o s t a s i s ~ ~ .  Br ie f ly ,  homeostasis is.. . "the 

tendency of an organism t o  maintain i t s  i n t e r n a l  composition and 

state with f a i r  constancy and wi th in  a range s u i t a b l e  f o r  i t s  

continual  functioning. t r  l5 Further,  ll.. . homeosta sis i n  a 

broader sense, makes it poss ib le  f o r  an organism t o  maintain 

i t s e l f  i n  t h e  face  of a universe of d e s t r u c t i v e  forces". l6 A s  

a r e s u l t ,  t h e  concept of man changed. J u s t  a s  man and h i s  soc ie ty  

could not  be viewed a s  harmonious p a r t i c l e s  e x i s t i n g  i n  a s t a t e  of 

equil ibrium, man and h i s  soc ie ty  could not  be viewed simply as 

being constant ly  i n  c o n f l i c t  because i n  some f i e l d s  t h e r e  was 

co-operation. 

14. Dorothy Emmet, Rules, Roles and Relat ions;  St, Martin's 
Press,  New York, 1966, p. 11. See a l s o  Karl Deutsch, The 
Nerves of Government, op. e., f o r  a good discuss ion of the  
l i m i t a t i o n s  of the -o rgan ic  model, pps. 30-34. 

15. G.G. Simpson & W. S. Beck, Life: An Int roduct ion t o  Biology; 
Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc., New York, 1957, p. 106. 

16. Ibid - 2  P- 106. 



But this led to an obvious dilemma. Homeostasis 

is essentially a teleological concept, a fact that is readily 

accepted by biologists: 

As noted...such apparently goal-directed 
structures and functions, which we call 
llteleonomicll, can be explained in histori- 
cal evolutionary terms without the postulate 
of an actual goal. 17 

The goal of the Sunctioning part is the maintenance of the 

system. Strangley, in spite of its teleological nature, social 

scientists - the behavioralists who sought to remove such 
llunscientificlt concepts from their discipline - eagerly accepted 
homeostasis as a viable concept. This is particularly evident 

in the work of the functionalists. 

Functionalism. The "functional approach to politics attempts to 

examine socio-political phenomena in terms of the consequences 

that phenomena produces to the system, or, in some cases, 

strictly in terms of the consequences to the factors involved. 

- 
The central orientation of functionalism.. . .l is-7 expressed 
in the practice of interpreting data by establishing their 

consequences for larger structures in which they are implicated. 11 18 

. . 

17. G.G. Simpson and W.S. Beck, Life: An Introduction to 
~ i b l o ~ ~ ,  op. cit., P. 106. 

18. Robert K. Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure; rev. 
The Free Press, New York, 1957, Pps. 46-47, 



In this case the concept of system is usually ignored. "Robert 

K. Merton, for example, fends to make functional analyses in 

terms of interacting sets of variables...and he comes close to 

eliminating the concept tsystemt entirely.... 11 19 

In spite of Mertonts refusal to use the term 

his reference to "larger structures in which they are 

implicated" suggests that the functions are functional within a 

context - indeed it would be ludicrous to argue otherwise. He 

does not, however, as Robert Brown has argued about functionalists 

in general, specify the structure which the function influences. 

In fact, as Brown argues, it is difficult to think of a structure- 

function relationship without thinking in terms of a system: 

A sound function-explanation can be 
phrased in a variety of ways. All of 
them, however, require either the 
explicit statement or the implicit 
assumption of two such generalizations: 
one asserting that some condition is 
necessary for the maintenance of a sys- 
tem, and another asserting that some 
trait is necessary for the fulfillment 
of this condition. 20 

This approach, however, reflects back to the mechan- 

istic system model. It is in fact the mechanistic model with the 

concept "function" umbilically attached, with no indication of its 

19. Eugene Meehan, Contemporary Political Thought; The Dorsey Press, 
Illinois, 1967, p. 163. 

20. Robert Brown, Explanation in Social Science; Aldine Publishing 
Company, Chicago, 1963, p. 115. 



* 
source o r  d i rec t ion.  A s  Eugene Meehan succ inc t ly  argues,  t h i s  

approach is "...not a funct ional  ' t heory ' ,  bu t  a method of 

inquiry  t h a t  i s  r igorous and demanding and promises nothing. ,I 21 

It i s  a study of individual  phenomena, assumes t h e  exis tence  of 

some mechanism through which s t a b i l i t y  and change occurs, and 

examines t h e  phenomena i n  terms of consequences t o  t h i s  uns ta ted  

mechanism. 

A s  no at tempt i s  made t o  explore t h e  l a r g e r  frame- 

work, Mertonts approach l o s e s  t h e  prospect  of p r e d i c t a b i l i t y .  

Moreover, it l o s e s  t h e  prospect  of explanation,  being e s s e n t i a l l y  

an empirical  method f o r  gathering d a t a  t h a t  serves  l i t t l e  more 

than a d e s c r i p t i v e  funct ion,  and, as no system of knowledge has 

y e t  been developed f o r  t h e  s o c i a l  sciences,  t h e  na tu re  of t h i s  

funct ion is  q u i t e  nebulous. 

Consequently, t h e  promise of " s c i e n t i f i c i t y "  

remained unfu l f i l l ed .  Human behavior, c o l l e c t i v e l y  o r  ind iv i -  

dual ly ,  could only metaphorical ly be discussed i n  terms of 

Yunctionsfl,l(  leaving echoing i n  t h e  abysmal void t h e  quest ion - 
funct ion i n  terms of what and towards what? 

In  an at tempt t o  answer t h i s  ques t ion a d i f f e r e n t  

21. Eugene Meehan, Contemporary P o l i t i c a l  Thought, OJ-. *., 
p. 121. 



school of functionalism arose ,  2 2 
a school of ana lys i s  t h a t  

was exclusive i n  i t s  use of organic analogies. 

Organisms are, i n  a general  sense,  s e l f  maintain- 

ing. That is ,  an organism can be d isrupted and, providing t h a t  

it i s  no t  d is rupted beyond some c r i t i c a l  l e v e l  - a l e v e l  t h a t  

d i f f e r s  from one p a r t i c u l a r  organism t o  another - can regain i t s  

previous s t a te .  An example ~f t h i s  i s  the  l o s s  of moisture by 

a p lan t  on a hot  day. The p l a n t  needs water t o  perform t h e  

funct ions  required f o r  i t s  su rv iva l ,  bu t  on a ho t  day it loses  

water through openings i n  t h e  leaves  c a l l e d  stomata. The open- 

ing and c los ing of these  stomata i s  control led  by a complex 

combination of r eac t ions  i n  a group of c e l l s  c a l l e d  guard c e l l s ,  

Sunlight  s t r i k i n g  these  c e l l s  begins a chemical r eac t ion  t h a t  

increases  t h e  osmotic p o t e n t i a l  of t h e  guard c e l l s ,  which l eads  

t o  t h e i r  becoming f i l l e d  with water, thus  expanding, and i n  

doing so they open t h e  stomata. 23 I n  excessive sun l igh t ,  it 

could be assumed, t h e  stomata would be wide open, thus  permitt ing 

water t o  escape from t h e  p lan t  nea r ly  unchecked. A s  t h e  water 

supply t o  t h e  p lan t  i s  not  unlimited such unchecked escape of 

water would quickly lead t o  t h e  death of t h e  p l a n t  - more water 

. . 

I am making no pretence of chronological o rde r  i n  t h i s  p a r t i -  
c u l a r  case,  f o r  t h e  development of both approaches t o  function- 
alism. Mertonls main contr ibut ion was i n  c r i t i c i z i n g  t h e  organic 
functionalism of t h e  Parsonian school, but  Merton's functionalism 
predates  t h e  Parsonian approach i n  t h a t  it r e l a t e s  back t o  t h e  
mechanical model. A s  Meehan argues, Mertonfs functionalism is 
ll,..factorial and mechanical". Meehan, Contemporary P o l i t i c a l  
Thought, z, &. , p. 163. 

G.G, Simpson and W.S. Beck, OJ. s., p. 93-95. 



would be leaving than en te r ing  u n t i l  no water w a s  l e f t ,  only dry  

burnt  ou t  stems and leaves. But t h i s  i s  no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  what 

happens. A s  t he  p l a n t  begins t o  w i l t  t h e  guard c e l l s  l o s e  

t h e i r  excess water through d i f f u s i o n  t o  t h e i r  surrounding c e l l s ,  

a f e a t u r e  t h a t  i s  going on a l l  t h e  time. However, water d i f f u s e s  

out  of t h e  guard c e l l s  more r e a d i l y  than it can be brought i n  

through osmosis, consequently, i n  s t rong sun l igh t  t h e r e  i s  a 

n e t  l o s s  of moisture i n  t h e  guard c e l l s ,  causing them t o  shr ink  

and t h e  stomata clpse. Moisture can no longer escape. The 

organism is saved, Not necessar i ly .  P l a n t s  o f t e n  d i e  from 

extens ive  dehydrat ion,  bu t ,  where it n o t  f o r  t h e  mechanism j u s t  

described,  t h e  death r a t e  would be much higher. 

What has  j u s t  been described i s  a simple organic  

system, a system capable of maintaining i t s e l f  under some severe 

circumstances. But, as i s  obvious t o  any c r i t i c a l  eye, s p e c i f i c  

func t ions  are c a r r i e d  ou t  by s p e c i f i c  s t r u c t u r e s ;  i n  t h e  case  

of our p l a n t  example, by "guard ce l l s11,  c e l l s  s p e c i a l l y  equipped. 

I f  t h e  analogy i s  t o  be c a r r i e d  through t o  t h e  study of s o c i e t i e s ,  

t h e  quest ion immediately a r i s e s  What a r e  t h e  func t iona l  impera- 

t i v e s  of a soc ie ty  and what s t r u c t u r e s  perform t h e s e  functions?" 

These a r e  t h e  ques t ions  t h a t  Parsons t r i e d  t o  answer. 

Again, >owever, r e a l  people have refused t o  con- 

form t o  t h e  n e a t  ca tegor ies  of t h e  beleaguered s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s .  

People, it was found, do not  behave s t r i c t l y  t h e  way organisms 

a r e  supposed t o  behave. An organism must have func t iona l  un i ty ,  



t h a t  i s ,  a l l  of t he  func t ions  of t h e  system must be d i r e c t e d  

towards main ta in ing  t h e  system o r  it w i l l  p e r i sh .  
2 4  

Organisms 

cannot cope wi th  d i s f u n c t i o n a l  u n i t s .  I n  terms of s o c i e t y ,  

"Merton . . .p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  t h e  p o s t u l a t e  of u n i t y  i s  un tenable  

on empi r i ca l  grounds . . .  and t h a t  not  every  i tem i n  a c u l t u r e  has 

a d e f i n i t e  funct ion".  25  Fur the r ,  "Concrete s o c i e t i e s  weaken, 

2 6 
d i s i n t e g r a t e ,  o r  show symptoms of ' s o c i a l  pathology'  ". 
S.F. Nagel goes on t o  argue: 

F u n c t i o n a l i s t  anthropology i s  a p t  t o  l o s e  
s i g h t  of t h i s  c o r o l l a r y  and t o  speak about  
s o c i a l  f a c t s  'hav ing '  such-and-such ' f u n c t i o n s '  
a s  though these  were s e l f - e v i d e n t  t r u t h s .  
Yet,  i f  we simply aimed t o  show t h a t  
exogamy f a c i l i t a t e s  co-opera t ion ,  myths 
b u t t r e s s  codes of behavior ,  and r e l i g i o n  
h e l p s  towards s o c i a l  equ i l i b r ium,  we should 
be implying t h a t  t hese  mores of behavior  
f u l f i l l  t he  g iven  n e c e s s i t i e s  (under given 
cond i t i ons )  .... 2  7  

Though he goes on t o  argue t h a t  t h i s  approach impl ies  t h a t  t h e  

s t a t u s  quo i s  i d e a l ,  an argument t h a t  i s  c l e a r l y  unacceptable ,  
28 

Nadel c l e a r l y  shows t h a t  func t iona l i sm i s  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  d e s c r i b i n g  

2 4 .  Meehan argues  t h a t  t h e  Parsonian model i s  based l a r g e l y  on 
11 t ak ing  o r d e r l y  s o c i a l '  l i f e  a s  a norm.. . t h a t  t he  norm could 
be maintained only  i f  c e r t a i n  common sent iments  were shared 
by a l l  members of  soc i e ty" .  Meehan, Contemporary P o l i t i c a l  
Thought, 02. *. , p. 116. 

2 5 .  S.F. Nadel, Foundations of S o c i a l  Anthropology; Free Press  of 
Glencoe, Inc . ,  New York, p. 3 5 7 .  

2 6 .  I b i d . ,  p. 3 7 5 - 3 7 6 .  

2 7 .  A d e s c r i p t i o n  can be i n t e r p r e t e d  e i t h e r  a s  what should be o r  
what should no t  be depending on t h e  va lues  of t h e  i n t e r p r e t e r .  
Such i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  a r e ,  however, c l e a r l y  wi th  r e f e rence  t o  
t he  s t a t u s  quo. I b i d . ,  p. 3 7 6 .  

2 8 .  Robert K .  Merton, S o c i a l  Theory and S o c i a l  S t r u c t u r e ,  *.-. 
Ci ted  i n  Meehan, Contemporary P o l i t i c a l  Thought, k. G., p .  118. 



what t he  observer  b e l i e v e s  t o  be the  f a c t s .  As Merton argued, 

''L S-Tocia1 func t ion  r e f e r s  t o  observable  o b j e c t i v e  consequences, 

and not t o  s u b j e c t i v e  d i s p o s i t i o n s  (aims, motives,  purposes)".  

We f i n d  ou r se lves  faced w i t h  a system - s p e c i f i e d  

o r  no t  - t h a t  has  func t ions  but a l s o  has  d i s f u n c t i o n s ;  a system 

t h a t  s eeks  s t a b i l i t y  b u t  i s  i n  f a c t  r i d d l e d  wi th  tu rmoi l ;  a 

system t h a t ,  by d e f i n i t i o n  of system, i s  o r i e n t e d  towards p e r s i s t e n c e  

o r  s u r v i v a l .  Our d i s c i p l i n e ,  however, i s  p o l i t i c a l  sc ience .  

Within t h i s  con tex t ,  what does system mean? O r  perhaps, what does 

p o l i t i c a l  sc ience  mean? This  ques t ion ,  a s  I w i l l  t r y  t o  show, 

i s  c e n t r a l  t o  an unders tanding  of t he  works of two t h e o r i s t s  who 

a r e  of c r u c i a l  importance t o  t h e  s o c i a l  sc iences .  These a r e  

David Easton and Walter  Buckley. 

-h Both Easton and Buckley recognize t h a t  human 

behavior  i s  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by change, change i n  t h e  ve ry  s t r u c t u r e  

of human behavior .  I n  c r i t i c i z i n g  o rgan ic  models, Buckley a rgues  

t h a t :  

The b a s i c  poin t  he re  i s  t h a t  where-as 
mature organisms, by t h e  ve ry  na tu re  
of t h e i r  o rgan iza t ion ,  cannot change 
t h e i r  g iven  s t r u c t u r e  beyond ve ry  narrow 
l i m i t s  and s t i l l  remain v i a b l e ,  t h i s  
capac i ty  i s  p r e c i s e l y  what d i s t i n g u i s h e s  
s o c i o c u l t u r a l  systems.29 

29. Walter  Buckley, Sociology and Modern Systems Theory; &. E., 
p. 14. 



23 

Recognizing that this ability to change "structure" is the single 

crucial distinguishing characteristic of social behavior, Easton 

writes: 

Hence, systems analysis delves into a 
theory that explains the capacities of 
a system to persist, not to maintain 
itself as this would normally be under- 
stood. It seeks a theory of persistence 
not of self maintenance or equilibrium. 30 

These two statements make clear the assumption 

comon to all systeks theorists: systems automatically seek to 

survive. Consequently, the perspective of modem systems theorists 

tends to be an odd mix of mechanistic systems and organic systems 

which accepts that, as in organisms, there are mechanisms that 

function to promote the persistence of the system, but unlike the 

organic model, these mechanisms can actually change the structure 

of the system. "The newer systems perspective...makes ample room 

for appreciation and analysis of the mechanisms making such morpho- 

genesis possible." 31 This change in attitudes resulted from both 

a realization that the older approach of adaption (characterized by 

the earlier example of the plant) could not account for changes 

brought about in the organism through evolution, and that it could 

not account for human behavior. To rectify the problem, social 

30, David Easton, A Framework For Political Analysis; Prentice- 
Hall, Inc, , Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1965, p, 88, 

31, Walter Buckley, Sociology and Modern Systems Theory; &. , 
p. 14, 



s c i e n t i s t s  went back t o  t he  o r ig in s  of the  organic model, biology, 

and f i n a l l y  were convinced t h a t  t h e i r  prel-ious view of evolution 

was most inadequate. "Lester Ward pointed out.. .L-at t he  tu rn  

of the  c e n t u r y T  t h a t  the  s t ruggle  i n  evolution i s  not  f o r  

l lsurvivall l  (of individual  organisms) per se ,  but more funda- 

mentally, a ' s t ruggle  f o r  structurev1.  32 
Modern systems theory 

incorporates t h i s  approach t o  evolution i n  terms of changes i n  

socio-pol i t ica l  phenomena. 

Given t h a t  soc ia l  systems e x i s t  and given t h a t  

t h e i r  o r ien ta t ion  i s  ul t imately  towards pers is tence,  soc i a l  

s c i e n t i s t s  have been merri ly developing systems paradigms and 

merri ly applying them t o  society. 

A s  soc i a l  systems p e r s i s t ,  we must f ind t he  

mechanism through which such pers is tence i s  possible. This 

had led t o  t he  introduction of such terms as "feedback" and 

llcontrolll;  such terms a s  "entropy", "inputff and "outputff; 33 and 

such key terms a s  "perametersff, t he  importance of which w i l l  be 

discussed l a t e r .  Interspersed i n  the  matrix of these  terms, 

David Easton argues t h a t  the  study of "Po l i t i c a l  science i s  the  

study of the  au tho r i t a t i ve  a l loca t ion  of values a s  it i s  in f lu -  

enced by the  d i s t r i bu t i on  and use of power". 
34 

By so defining 

32. Walter Buckley, Sociology and Modern Systems Theory, a. City p. 12. 

33. For a good discussion of the  s ignif icance of these  terms see 
W. Ross Ashby, Cybernetics; John wiley & Sons, Inc, , New York, 
1956. Karl Deutsch, 1963. Norbert Wiener, Cybernetics; The 
M.I.T. Press, 1948, The Human Use of Human Beings; Avon Books, 
1950. 

34, David Easton, A Framework fo r  P o l i t i c a l  Analysis, Op.Cit., p. 50. 



t he  p o l i t i c a l  system, Easton i l l u s t r a t e s  some important problems 

e x i s t i n g  i n  "his" society.  

Easton i s  concerned with t h e  p o l i t i c a l  system 

while viewing p o l i t i c s  i n  an extremely t r a d i t i o n a l  manner. We 

f i n d  " p o l i t i c a l  systems" t h a t  a r e  concerned wi th  t h e  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  

a l l o c a t i o n  of values. We f ind  f f p a r a p o l i t i c a l  systems" t h a t  a r e  

a l s o  concerned wi th  t h e  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  a l l o c a t i o n  of values. The 

d i f fe rence  between t h e  two, apparent ly ,  i s  t h a t  t h e  p a r a p o l i t i c a l  

systems ",..are subs s t e m s  of subsystems. The members of no 

p a r a p o l i t i c a l  system e i t h e r  accept  o r  a r e  expected t o  accept  t h e  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  deal ing  with t h e  major problems generated 

by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  an aggregate of persons l i v e  toge the r  i n  a 

soc ie ty ,  share  some aspec t s  of l i f e  and a r e  compelled, thereby,  

t o  t r y  t o  r e so lve  t h e i r  d i f f e r e n c e s  togetherf f ,  
3 5 This  r a i s e s  

a problem of boundries t h a t  Easton never r e so lves  - indeed he 

cannot, as we s h a l l  see  i n  Chapter 111. Fur ther ,  i n  t r y i n g  t o  

develop a diagram of "A Dynamic Response Model of P o l i t i c a l  

System" 
36 he develops a model t h a t  i s  c l e a r l y  p o t e n t i a l l y  

pathological .  

I f  a system a c t s  only i n  terms of "inputsf1 and 

"supported demands", t h e  n a t u r e  of these  inpu t s  w i l l  depend 

l a r g e l y  on the  information c i r c u l a t e d  i n  t h e  s o c i a l  environment. 

35, David Easton, A Framework f o r  P o l i t i c a l  Analysis; 2. s., p. 52 

36, Ibid., p. 110. 



It is then conceivable, it has in fact often been the case, that 

the people forming the "social environment1' will be misinformed, 

or whipped into an hysterical frenzy by either unscrupulous 

opportunists or by well-meaning "true believers1'. 

We find ourselves caught up in the old functional- 

ist problem: we have a system, a system that strives to persist, 

What mechanism functions towards the persistence of the system 

and how? 

This approach leaves a number of questions unans- 

wered, even makes it impossible to ask the questions. In the 

first place, what evidence is there to suggest that social systems 

are persistence-oriented? Is it desirable that they be, and is 

it meaningful to ask if it is desirable that they be? Are there 

such mechanisms, or, we may as well call them by their proper 

names, functional imperatives, whose function is the persistence 

of the system? What is the role of man in this system? In 

short, common to all the approaches to systems and societies 

that have been discussed is a view of man and a view of science, 

both of which have proven unworkable within any systems approach 

yet devised. 

"System" is an analytic construct, and being so 

can be easily manipulated to satisfy any number of needs. Man, 

though he has long been treated as an analytic construct has 

proven to be anything but any of the many analytic compartments 



t h a t  have been b u i l t  f o r  him. Unfortunately, r a t h e r  than change 

t h e i r  view of man, s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  have t r i e d  t o  develop more 

p rec i se  t o o l s  t o  discover man's t r u e  i d e n t i t y ,  an i d e n t i t y  t h a t  

they posi ted  before they began t h e i r  inquiry. This approach has 

been j u s t i f i e d  on t h e  grounds t h a t  i f  man is  no t  a s  t h e  s o c i a l  

s c i e n t i s t s  p o s i t ,  then a s c i e n t i f i c  study of p o l i t i c a l  and/or 

s o c i a l  behavior i s  impossible. For t h e  sake of one view of 

science,  man has  been forced,  a n a l y t i c a l l y ,  t o  conform. 

This a t t i t u d e  i s  amply confirmed i n  t h e  f i e l d  of 

modern systems theory,  a theory of systems t h a t  t r i e s  t o  escape 

from t h e  r e s t r i c t i o n s  of t h e  b a s i c a l l y  closed systems t h a t  have 

so  f a r  been discussed. 

OPEN SYSTEMS. A n  open system i s  one t h a t  i s  influenced by o r  can 

influence i t s  environment. 
3 7 Organisms a r e  i n  a sense open 

systems - they ca r ry  on an interchange with t h e i r  environment. 

So i s  a flame. 38 Both of these  do, i n  a sense,  maintain them- 

se lves ,  but  su re ly  pers is tence 'cannot  be c red i t ed  t o  a "flame". 

Granted, a f i r e f i g h t e r  may disagree,  arguing t h a t  "If you don't  

th ink a flame p e r s i s t s ,  t r y  pu t t ing  ou t  a f i r e  some time." But 

a flame does not  seek ou t  combustible material .  True, i n  any 

major f i r e ,  sparks f l y ,  and sparks a r e  a major f a c t o r  i n  t h e  

spreading of a f i r e ,  but  sparks a r e  sca t t e red  i n  a l l  d i r e c t i o n s ,  

37. David Easton, A Framework f o r  P o l i t i c a l  Analysis; Op. G., p.62. 

38. Ludwig Von Ber ta lanffy ,  Robots, Men and Minds; George B r a z i l l e r ,  
New York, 1967. P. 73. 



p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  t h a t  the  wind i s  blowing i f  the re  

i s  a wind, thus  t h e  sparks may be blown i n t o  a r i v e r  o r  lake ,  

and sparks cannot drag themselves t h a t  e x t r a  l i t t l e  d i s t ance  t o  

a clump of dry g rass  i f  they should f a l l  short.  In  shor t ,  t h e  

flame cannot seek ou t  new sources of fuel .  It exhausts  i t s  

supply, then dies. 

In  a sense, a l l  must die. The one g la r ing  regu- 

l a r i t y  of t h e  observable universe i s  t h e  energy p o t e n t i a l s  a r e  

diminishing. An energy potenti-a1 e x i s t s  when t h e r e  i s  an a r e a  

of high concentrat ion and one of low concentration. Energy 

flows from t h e  high t o  t h e  low, consequently, a t  some time i n  

t h e  f u t u r e  it appears t h a t  a l l  energy w i l l  e x i s t  a t  t h e  same 

l e v e l ,  t h e r e  w i l l  be no d i r e c t i o n ,  j u s t  random motion. This 

r e g u l a r i t y  i s  c a l l e d  entropy. "In open systems, w e  have n o t  only 

eptropy production owing t o  i r r e v e r s i b l e  processes taking place 

i n  t h e  system; we a l s o  have e n t r o p y t r a n ~ p o r t ,  by way of i n t r o -  

duction of mate r i a l  which may ca r ry  high f r e e  energy o r  "negative 

entropy1'. 39 However, such a view of an open system i s  q u i t e  

mechanistic and t h e  p robab i l i ty  of survival  of t h e  system i s  l e f t  

l a rge ly  t o  chance. There i s  no room f o r  d i rec ted  action. 

. , 
But t h e  concept of "open system1' i s  in t r igu ing  

i n  t h a t  it br ings  t o  f o r e  t h e  nature  of t h e  p a r t s  of the  system. 

39. Ludwig Von Ber ta lanffy ,  Robots, Mean and Minds, 2. s., p. 76 



In order t o  c l a r i f y  t h i s  point ,  it i s  use fu l  t o  explore Walter 

Buckleyls view of an open system. 

To Buckley, I1That a system i s  open means not  

simply t h a t  it engages i n  interchanges with i t s  environment, but  

t h a t  t h i s  interchange i s  an e s s e n t i a l  f a c t o r  underlying the  

systems v i a b i l i t y ,  i t s  reproductive a b i l i t y  o r  con t inu i ty ,  and 

i t s  a b i l i t y  t o  change", @ A t  t h e  l e v e l  of soc iocu l tu ra l  

systems t h e  e labora t ion  of s t r u c t u r e  t h a t  charac te r i zes  open 

systems becomes l e s s  substant ive  41 and becomes l inked almost 

e n t i r e l y  by information exchange. 
42 

Accordingly, soc iocu l tu ra l  

systems p e r s i s t  because they a r e  based on an exchange and use  of 

information. But t h i s  provokes t h e  same object ion t h a t  applied 

t o  Easton above; how do we know t h a t  something i s  information? 

The assumption i s  again t h a t  systems p e r s i s t ,  t h e  

d i f fe rence  being t h a t  t h e  soc iocu l tu ra l  system p e r s i s t s  f o r  

d i f f e r e n t  reasons. But t h i s  d i f f e r e n t  reason, t h e  exis tence  of 

information, r a i s e s  se r ious  consequences about t h e  p reva i l ing  

view of man, a view t h a t  has developed from a simple stimulous- 

response t o  t h e  more complex stimulous-response t h a t  charac te r i zes  

computers. The open system d i c t a t e s  t h e  need f o r  purposeful  

behavior, and s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  have in te rp re ted  t h i s  t o  mean 

40. Walter Buckley, Sociology and Modern Systems Theory; &. c., 
p. 50. 

41. Ibid., p. 51. 

42. Ibid., p. 50. 



any behavior d i r e c t e d  towards a goal ,  t h e  goal  being any f e a t u r e  

of t h e  environment with which t h e  behaving o b j e c t  s t r i v e s  t o  

a t t a i n  a  c e r t a i n  d e f i n i t e  corre la t ion .  
43 

"It i s  only a t  t h e  

higher l e v e l s  of evolut ion  o r  of cybernet ic  machinery t h a t  we 

f ind  i n t e r n a l  t e s t  parameters opera t ing  i n  accordance with s i g n a l s  

o r  symbols s tanding f o r  c e r t a i n  goa l - s t a t e s ,  which a lone  make 

poss ib le  goal-directed,  "purposeful" behavior. 
4.4 

In  o the r  words, 

i f  you s t a t e  t h e  goa l ,  and a l l  of t h e  r u l e s  towards i t s  a t t a i n -  

ment, then you have purposeful behavior and your system i s  open. 

But, do we ( s o c i e t i e s )  have t h e  kind of information 

requi red?  Do we have a goa l?  Can su rv iva l  be  taken f o r  granted?  

This  l a s t  ques t ion  can be c l e a r l y  answered. A s  Norbert Wiener 

succ inc t ly  argues,  su rv iva l  i n  t h e  p a s t  - su rv iva l  of s o c i e t i e s ,  

su rv iva l  of mankind i n  genera l  - r e s u l t e d  l a r g e l y  from our techno- 

l o g i c a l  impotence; "This has h i t h e r t o  shielded u s  from t h e  f u l l  

d e s t r u c t i v e  impact of human fol ly."  
45  

We must, a s  Von Ber ta lanffy  argues,  escape from 

t h e  robot view of man. 
4 6 

Further ,  we must s top  analysing 

a n a l y t i c  systems a s  though they had a separa te  existence.  

C i t  43. Walter Buckley, Sociolopy and Modem Systems Theory, C&. ;, 
p. 69. 

4k. Ibid., p. 69. 

, 45. Norbert Wiener, God & Golem, Inc. ; The M. I. T. Press,  1964, 
pp. 64-65. 

46. Ludwig Von Ber ta lanffy ,  Robots, Men and Minds; Op. C i t . ,  Ch. I. 



Final ly ,  we must s top looking f o r  systems t h a t  do no t  e x i s t  

and start developing a systems approach t o  l i f e .  We must, i n  

shor t ,  exp l ica te  the  idea  of purpose f o r  soc i a l  theory. The 

a l t e r n a t i v e  - t o  leave human exis tence  i n  the  hands of f a t e  

and madmen - i s  untenable. 



CHAPTER I1 

BEHAVIOR AS A SYSTEM: According t o  t h e  Logic of Posi t ivism 

In  Chapter I, it was shown t h a t  systems theory 

has  been r e s t r i c t e d  by an i n t e l l e c t u a l  environment t h a t  i s  

imbued with concepts of Newtonian vintage. This  has  l e d  t o  a 

dilemma, a dilemma between a concept of inqui ry  and a sub jec t  

t h a t  r e fuses  t o  submit t o  t h e  ca tegor ies  necess i t a t ed  by t h e  

concept of inquiry. A s  was s t a t e d ,  t h e  determining f a c t o r  i n  

the  behavioral  persuasion of p o l i t i c a l  sc ience  i s  a concept 

of inqui ry  ca l led  l lsciencell ,  and it i s  t h e  b i a s  inherent  i n  

t h i s  concept of inqui ry  t h a t  i s  l a r g e l y  t o  blame f o r  t h e  dilemma. 

It may be objected t h a t  the  apparent dilemma r e s u l t s  from t h e  

y e t  i n f a n t  s t a g e - o f  our d i s c i p l i n e  and t h a t  we need be bu t  p a t i e n t ,  

and with the  r e s u l t i n g  increase  i n  knowledge, t h e  dilemma w i l l  

work i t s e l f  out. Like t h e  e a r l y  yea r s  of astronomy, w e  a r e  

missing some key v a r i a b l e s ,  and, when we discover  them, our 

problems w i l l  resolve  themselves. This  i s  a p l a u s i b l e  argument. 

However, t h e r e  i s  a f u r t h e r  p o s s i b i l i t y ,  one t h a t  I hope t o  show 

i s  more probably t h e  case. It is  poss ib le  t h a t  our  dilemma i s  

paradoxical i n  t h e  sense t h a t  it upse t s  c r u c i a l  preconceptions 
1 

and t h a t  these  preconceptions a r e  i m p l i c i t  i n  t h e  method of in- 

quiry. 

I w i l l  t r y  t o  show t h a t  by pursuing t h e  p resen t  

1. Willard Van Oman Quine, The Ways of Paradox, Random House, 
New York, 1966, p. 19. 



course of inquiry t h a t  t h e  dilemma, f a r  from being resolved,  

becomes in tens i f i ed .  Further,  I w i l l  show t h a t  the  present  

method of inquiry i s  self-deluding i n  t h a t  it cont inual ly  re in-  

fo rces  t h e  b i a s  it introduces;  consequently, though it may lead 

t o  an increase  i n  knowledge, the re  i s  no way t h a t  we can d i s -  

t ingu i sh  t h e  "knowledge" from t h e  bias.  I r e a l i z e  t h a t  t h i s  

c r i t i c i s m  may be dismissed a s  i r r e l e v a n t  i n  t h e  l i g h t  of f u t u r e  

arguments I w i l l  p resent  i n  which I endorse t h e  view t h a t  a l l  

knowledge must be viewed a s  problematic. However, t h e  na tu re  

of t h e  doubt d i f f e r s  g r e a t l y  i n  t h e  two areas. In  t h e  f i r s t  

instance,  f u r t h e r  research along t h e  same l i n e s  w i l l  serve  only 

t o  re in fo rce  t h e  e x i s t i n g  da ta ,  and serve  t o  " f u l f i l l "  a ques t  

f o r  cer ta in ty .  I n  t h e  second instance,  however, on t h e  p r inc i -  

p l e  t h a t  t h e  subject  

would be re fu tab le ,  

than cer ta in ty .  
2 

i s  no t  determined by t h e  methodology, d a t a  

r e s u l t i n g  i n  a concept of adequacy r a t h e r  

This chapter  w i l l  concern i t s e l f  with a more 

complete ana lys i s  o f ,  and t h e  consequences inherent  i n ,  the  

pecu l i a r  na tu re  of inquiry  t h a t  under l i e s  t h e  behavioral  school 

of p o l i t i c s .  The problem w i l l  be developed through exploring 

"behaviorism" i n  psychology, using t h e  philosophy of Carl Hempel 

and Ernest Nagel as a paradigm of t h e  s t y l e  of inquiry. A 

separa te  treatment of p o l i t i c a l  behavioralism w i l l  be undertaken 

i n  t h e  next  chapter. 

2. See t h e  sec t ion on Eugene Meehan i n  Chapter 111, and see 
Chapter IV. 



BEHAVIORISM 

It is with caution that the term "behaviorism" is 

introduced in a discussion of political science. I explicitly 

distinguished this term from "behavioralism" for the stated 

intentions of the two schools of research are quite different. 

In terms of their background theory however, the two schools 

are quite similar. Further, in as much as behaviorism is more 

dogmatic in its adherence to a particular philosophy, it pro- 

vides a useful context in which to illustrate the consequences 

of that philosophy. 

Behaviorism, according to B.F. Skinner, one of 

its cheif architects, ".,.is not the scientific study of be- 

havior, but a philosophy of science concerned with the subject 

matter and methods of pscyhology." Immediately, this 

statement provokes the questions, (1) "In what way is this 

philosophy concerned with the subject matter; (2)  what is the 

relationship between the subject matter and the methodology; and 

(3) what is the relationship between the philosophy and the 

methodology ?" 

PHILOSOPHY + METHODOLOGY = SUBJECT 

"The basic issue is not the nature 
of the stuff of which the world is 

3. David Easton, "The Current Meaning of Behavioralism", in 
James C. Charlesworth, ed., Contemporary Political Analysis; 
The Free Press, New York, 1967. pps, 12-13. 

4. B.F. Skinner, "Behaviorism at Fifty", in T.W., Wann, ed., 
Behaviorism and Phenomenology; The University of Chicago 
Press, Chicago, 1964, p. 89. 



made or whether it is made of one 
stuff or two, but rather the dimensions 
of the things studied by pscyhology and 
the methods relevant to them." 5 

Is it meaningful to speak of the "basic issue" 

when the goal of inquiry is largely the discovery of basic 

issues? This question is perhaps not pertinent in that it re- 

presents a view of inquiry not presented in the statement in 

question; however, in order to be pertinent to a statement, that 

statement itself must be understandable. Skinner is very much 

interested in the "stuff of which the world is made", particularly 

the Ifstuff of which man is madef1, but his interest is developed 

in such a way as to make his assertion irrelevant. We will find 

that in Skinner's analysis, the method of inquiry dictates the 

nature of the subject matter. 

Skinner's mefhod of inquiry is designed to find 

causal explanations. 
6 

Further, he asserts that ". . .a 
scientific analysis of behavior has yielded a sort of empirical 

epistemology." 
7 

However, even a cursory analysis of his 

method indicates that he began with, rather than developed, an 

empi,rical epistemology, and this epistemology is derived from 

that view of knowledge that considers causal relationships as 

being, ultimately, the only relationships that can be explored 

5. B.F. Skinner, "Behaviorism at Fifty',' &. CS., p. 77. 

6. Ibid., When I said 'explanation' I simply meant the causal 
account". p. 102. 

7. Ibid., p. 84. 



through the methods of science. 

But Skinner is not satisfied with asserting 

that only causal relationships can be explored through the 

methods of science, he asserts further that there are no other 

relationships. "Unless there is a weak spot in our causal chain 

- 
so that the second link.. . .L the mental process-T is not law- 

fully determined by the first, . . . - /the environmental variable 
or cause-7 or the third, . ../the response or effect - 7by the 
second, then the first and third links must be lawfully related." 8 

Skinner's methodology is biased by a theory of 

knowledge that has been explored and developed in philosophy 

by the logical empiricists or logical positivists, As this 

approach to knowledge has been adequately developed and docu- 

mented only in philosophy, particularly by Ernest Nagel and Carl 

Hempel, a disgression is here in order. Afterwards, through 

the perspective of logical empiricism, Skinner's arguments will 

be dealt with in detail. 

THE COVERING LAW PARADIGM 

The deductive nomological approach to knowledge, 

or the Hempel-Nagel paradigm, is a development in logical positi- 

vism, an approach to knowledge that seeks unblemished by 

8. B.F. Skinner, Science and Human Behavior; The Macmillan Company, 
New York, 1953, p. 35, 

9. For a good discussion of the influence of a background theory in 
Skinnerts work see Michael ScrivenYf1A Study of Radical Behavior- 
ismtt, in Herbert Feigl and Michael Scriven, eds., Minnesota 
Studies in the Philosophy of Science: Vol. I, University of 
hinnesota Press, Minneapolis, 1936, 



any metaphysical notions. The Hempel-Nagel paradigm adds that 

these "truths" form a closed mechanistic system that can be 

understood through a knowledge of the variables and the laws 

relating them. Once this is known, further knowledge of the 

system simply entails deduction from the appropriate variables 

and the laws. 

One of the main tenets or dogmas lo of this 

approach to knowledge is the concept of llreduction". All know- 

ledge is, in principle, reducible to some primary factors that 

can be understood fully only through a general nomic logic. 

It is an approach that stresses the unity of knowledge; that is, 

the form of explanation used in one field of experience is 

logically the same as that used in any field of experience, and 

that the form is best exemplified in the more established 

sciences, particularly physics and chemistry. Ultimately, all 

explanations can be reduced to statements of primary variables 

and their laws of interaction. 

REDUCTION. According to Carl Hempel, the question of reduci- 

bility has been raised most energetically with reference to 

biology, on the ground that this discipline could, in principle, 

be reduced to a study of physical and chemical interactions. 

Other disciplines, however, are not excepted. Of particular 

10. Willard Van Orman Quine, "Two Dogmas of Empiricism". "The 
other dogma is reductionism: the belief that each meaningful 
statement is equivalent to some logical construct upon terms 
which refer to immediate experience." From a Logical Point of 
View; Harper Torchbooks, Harper & Row, New York, 1953 
7 

, 1961. 



i n t e r e s t  t o  t h e  e m p i r i c i s t s  i s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of reduct ion  i n  

psychology, a s  here  it would have a d i r e c t  bearing on "the 

famous psycho-physical problem, i.e., t h e  quest ion of t h e  re- 

l a t i o n s h i p  between mind and body. Accordingly, Hempel argues,  

"A r e d u c t i o n i s t  view concerning psychology holds,  toughly speaking, 

t h a t  a l l  psychological phenomena a r e  b a s i c a l l y  physico-chemical 

i n  charac ter ;  o r  more p rec i se ly ,  t h a t  t h e  s p e c i f i c  terms and laws 

of psychology can be reduced t o  those  of biology,  chemistry, and 

physics. l1 
12 

Hempel goes on t o  mention t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  such 

reduction i n  t h e  s o c i a l  sc iences ,  arguing t h a t  t h e  terms and laws 

of t h e  s o c i a l  sc iences  would, someday, be reduced t o  t h e  laws and 

terms of psychology, biology, chemistry and physics. But, i f  one 

i s  a c a r e f u l  observer ,  it becomes obvious t h a t  i f  biology can be 

reduced ( i n  p r i n c i p l e )  t o  physics and chemistry, and psychology 

can be reduced t o  biology,  then it fol lows t h a t  psychology can be 

reduced t o  physics and chemistry. Likewise, t o  argue t h a t  t h e  

s o c i a l  sc iences  a re ,  i n  p r i n c i p l e ,  reducible  t o  psychology, biology, 

physics and chemistry, seems t o  be l i t t l e  more than a confusing 

way of arguing t h a t  a l l  phenomena can be understood, f u l l y ,  only 

13 
through t h e  laws of physics and chemistry. 

11. Carl  Hempel, Philosophy of Natural  Science; Prentice-Hall Inc., 
Englewood Cl? f f s ,  New Jersey ,  1966. p. 106. 

12. Ibid., p. 106. 

13. Hempel does n o t  argue t h a t  t h i s  is  y e t  poss ib le ,  bu t  he does 
argue t h a t  i f  p e r f e c t  knowledge were poss ib le ,  it would be 
developed i n  terms of h i s  r e d u c t i o n i s t  pr inc ip le .  



In at tempting t o  j u s t i f y  t h i s  approach t o  know- 

ledge, Ernest  Nagel argues: ". . .no l o g i c a l  - /-emphasis his-7 

con t rad ic t ion  has y e t  been exhibi ted  t o  t h e  supposi t ion t h a t  

both the  formal and non-formal condi t ions  f o r  t h e  reduction of 

biology may some day be f u l f i l l e d .  11 14 

Nagel and Hempel perce ive  t h e  s t r u g g l e  f o r  know- 

ledge a s  being t h e  reduct ion  of a l l  statements about phenomena 

t o  t h e i r  b a s i c  l o g i c a l  constructsand statements of t h e i r  r e l a t i n g  

forces.  By understanding t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  f o r c e s  and of t h e  

-- 
cons t ruc t s  and t h e i r  c a p a c i t i e s  t o  combine and i n t e r r e l a t e ,  t h e  

behavior of a l l  phenomena can be predicted:  

"Thus, t h e  reduct ive  ' d e f i n i t i o n 1  of a  
pscyhological  term would requ i re  t h e  
s p e c i f i c a t i o n  of b i o l o g i c a l  o r  physico- 
chemical condi t ions  t h a t  a r e  both necessary 
and s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  t h e  occurrence of the  
mental c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  s t a t e ,  o r  process 
(such a s ,  i n t e l l i g e n c e ,  hunger, ha l luc in -  
a t i o n ,  dreaming) f o r  which t h e  term stands. 1, 15 

Given t h a t  knowledge of a l l  phys ica l  phenomena - 
including according t o  t h i s  approach, a l l  phenomena - can be  

reduced t o  knowledge of physica l  and chemical a c t i o n s  and reac t ions ,  

t h e  obvious quest ion is ,  "What i s  t h e  n a t u r e  of knowledge i n  these  

d i s c i p l i n e s  - physics and chemistry?" 

14. I have been cautioned by a philosopher, t h a t  arguing t h a t  some- 
th ing can be f u l l y  understood only through reduction t o  physico- 
chemical laws i s  no t  t h e  same a s  arguing t h a t  these  phenomena 
can be understood a t  a l l  only through such reduction. however, 
I am attempting t o  e s t a b l i s h  a p a r t i c u l a r  theory of knowledge. 

15. Hempel, Philosophy of Natural Science, z. B., p. 107. 



Explanation: A s  we speak of knowledge of a phenomenon 

i n  terms of t h e  ex ten t  t o  which we can explain it, i n  t h e  d i s -  

c i p l i n e  i n  quest ion,  Hempel and Nagel argue t h a t  knowledge i s  

t h a t  which can be deduced from genera l  l a w s  of science: 

"Deductive-nomological explanations 
s a t i s f y  t h e  requirement of explanatory 
relevance i n  the  s t ronges t  poss ib le  
sense: t h e  explanatory in•’  ormation 
they provide implies t h e  explanandum 
sentence deductively and thus  o f f e r s  
l o g i c a l l y  conclusive grounds why t h e  
explanandum phenomenon i s  t o  be expected. 11 16 

This,  however, Hempel argues, i s  insuf f i c ien t .  

An explanation,  i n  i t s  s t r i c t e s t  sense, must be deduced from 

general  laws and statements of i n i t i a l  condi t ions ,  but  it must 

m e e t  two f u r t h e r  conditions. I n  t h e  f i r s t  p lace ,  s u f f i c i e n t  

condit ions must e x i s t  f o r  t h e  phenomena t o  t ake  place,  and t h e  

explanation must be t e s t a b l e  - "the statements c o n s t i t u t i n g  a 

s c i e n t i f i c  explanation must be capable of empirical  t e s t .  11 l7 

Consequently, l l s c i e n t i f i c  research i n  i t s  var ious  

branches seeks not  merely t o  record p a r t i c u l a r  occurrences i n  the  

world of our experience: it t r i e s  t o  discover r e g u l a r i t i e s  i n  

t h e  f l u x  of events and thus  t o  e s t a b l i s h  general  laws, which may 

be used f o r  p rea ic t ion ,  pos tdic t ion ,  and explanation. t t  l8 This 

pos i t ion ,  however, provokes t h e  quest ion,  "What is  t h e  na tu re  of 

general  laws ?I1 

16. Hempel, Philosophy of Natural Science, 3, G., p. 52, 

17. Ibid., p. 49 

18. Carl Hempel, Aspects of S c i e n t i f i c  Explanation; The Free 
Press,  New Y o r k , j .  p. i i i  



"The laws required f o r  deductive - 
nomological explanations....are.... 
s tatements of un ive ra l  form. Broadly 
speaking, a statement of t h i s  kind 
a s s e r t s  a uniform connection between 
d i f f e r e n t  empirical  phenomena o r  between 
d i f f e r e n t  a spec t s  of an empirical  pheno- 
mena. It i s  a'  statement t o  the  e f f e c t  
t h a t  whenever and wherever condit ions of 
a s p e c i f i c  kind F occur, then so w i l l ,  
always and without exception, c e r t a i n  
condit ions of another kind,  2." 

But, how a r e  these  laws discovered o r  developed? "We may leave 

a s i d e  he re f f ,  Hempel a s s e r t s ,  "the quest ion of ways of discovery; 

i.e. t h e  problem of how a new s c i e n t i f i c  idea  arises, how a 

novel hypothesis  o r  theory i s  f i r s t  conceived; f o r  our purpose 

it w i l l  s u f f i c e  t o  consider t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  ways of va l ida t ion ;  

i.e., t h e  manner i n  which e m p h i c a l  science goes about examining 

a proposed new hypothesis  and determines whether it is  t o  be 

accepted o r  rejected.  " 19 

Both Hempel and Nagel recognize t h a t  t h e i r  i d e a l  

type of explanation i s  seldom used i n  t h e  n a t u r a l  sciences,  but  

they i n s i s t  t h a t  t h i s  r e s u l t s  from imperfect knowledge. S c i e n t i s t s  

use  p r o b a b i l i s t i c  and s t a t i s t i c a l  l a w  explanations,  bu t  t h e  

tfknowledgeff t h a t  r e s u l t s  can never be considered conclusive as 

i s  t h e  case with deductive-nomological explanations. 

It becomes apparent t h a t  t o  Nagel and Hempel t h e  

%orld" or  t h e  "Universeff i n  the  broadest poss ib le  meaning of 

19. Carl Hempel, Aspects of S c i e n t i f i c  Explanation, Op.Cit., 
pp. 82-83. 



t h e  term i s  mechanistic, a term t h a t  they themselves use t o  

descr ibe  t h e i r  approach t o  knowledge. This universe is  deter -  

min i s t i c ;  t h a t  i s ,  i t s  behavior, i n t e r n a l l y ,  i s  regulated by 

exact  laws, laws which have dominion over t h e  land and t h e  sea ,  

t h e  f i s h e s  and t h e  b i r d s ,  and a l l  of t h e  beas t s ,  including man. 

A s  a l l  phenomena a r e  subject  t o  these  laws, once these  laws a r e  

understood, t h e  behavior of a l l  phenomena can be predicted i f  

t h e  exact  s t a t e  of t h e  universe can, a t  any one time be ascer-  

tained. That is,  i f  we know what i s  and know a l l  of t h e  l a w s  

regula t ing t h e  behavior of what is ,  then any f u t u r e  s t a t e  can be 

ca lcula ted  through t h e  process of deduction. This being t h e  

case,  one of t h e  goals  of Hempel and Nagel, t h a t  of p red ic t ion ,  

w i l l  have been a t ta ined.  

CAUSALITY. There remains one point  of i n t e r e s t  t o  s o c i a l  

s c i e n t i s t s  i n  t h e  Hempel-Nagel approach, a point  t h a t  i s  per- 

haps t h e  most important of a l l  - t h e  na tu re  of causation. It 

i s  e s s e n t i a l  t o  note  t h a t  t h e i r s  i s  but  one view of causation; 

o the r  views w i l l  be presented i n  Chapter I V Y  but  it i s  through 

t h i s  view of c a u s a l i t y  t h a t  s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  have adopted t h e  

empi r i c i s t  credo. I f  it can be shown t h a t  causal  l o g i c  and 

nomic l o g i c  a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  same, then, a s  w i l l  be seen i n  

Chapter 111, t h e  behavioral  school i n  p o l i t i c s  i s  a t  l e a s t  

i m p l i c i t l y  based on some concept of nomic logic. 

Accordingly, t h e  " re la t ion  between causal  f a c t o r s  



and effect is reflected in our Scheme (D-N): causal explanation 

is at least implicitly, deductive-nomological". 20 
Consequently, 

it would seem logical to argue that at the 

ledge there would be no difference between 

and a "deductive-nomological explanation". 

Ideally then, science seeks 

purest level of know- 

a "causal explanation" 

21 

universal laws and 

observational data that would permit the full understanding of 

the universe; permitting the full understanding of the universe 

at any given time, including the prediction of the state of the 

universe at any given time in the future. 22 This ideal would 

embody a completely deterministic system 23 and though, Hempel 

argues, it is unlikely that our level of knowledge will ever be 

sufficient to grasp a total understanding of the system, we 

should continue to strive in that direction. 

Consequently, it is clear that the Hempel-Nagel 

paradigm is mechanistic and deterministic. Further, there is 

Carl Hempel, Aspects of Scientific Explanation, Op. C&., p. 349. 

This is implicit when Hempel argues "When this kind of causal 
locution is used, there usually is some understanding of what 
llproper'r or "standard" background conditions are presupposed 
in the given context. But to the extent that these conditions 
remain indeterminate, a general statement of causal connection 
amounts at best to the vague claim that there are certain further 
unspecified background conditions whose explicit mention in the 
given statement would yield a truly general law connecting the 
llcausell and the "effect" in quest ion. Aspects of Scientific 
Explanation, &. E., p. 348 

Ernest Nagel, Structure of Science; Harcourt, Brace 6 World, 
Inc., New York, 1961. p. 606. 



no significant distinction between the concept of universal 

causation and the deductive nomological approach to knowledge. 

As a result, Skinner's preoccupation with causality places him 

among the adherents to the Hempel-Nagel paradigm. 

SKINNER - METHOD AND RATIONALE 

Skinner's approach to knowledge is imbued with a 

logical empiricist philosophy. To some extent this is quite 

understandable, even commendable. Skinner's approach to psychology 

can be viewed as a reaction against mentalistic concepts pro- 

pounded by the Freudian school and by many phenomenological schools. 

However, as with the logical empiricists in philosophy, 24 the 

behaviorists have substituted one epistemology for another, re- 

jecting the one for being metaphysical yet ignoring the metaphysical 

basis of that which they substitute, namely, assumptions about uni- 

versal regularity and causality that allow explanations in terms of 

covering laws. Having adopted a "new" epistemology, they proceed to 

"prove" themselves correct, rejecting criticism on the grounds that 

they are in a "developmental" stage and appealing to the dogma of 

empirical verifiability as the ultimate and only standard by which 

a claim to knowledge could be ascertained. In Skinner's case this 

"proof1' has taken the form of empirical observations from repeatable 

experiments with pigeons and rats. His epistemology, though irre- 

futable, can be discredited only by discrediting the nature of his 

experimentation. 

24. See Michael Scriven, "Logical Positivism and the Behavioral 
Sciences", in Peter Achinstein and Stephen F. Barker, eds. , 
Legacy of- logical Positivism; The John Hopkins Press, ~altimore, 
1969. 



Skinner 's  approach t o  experimentation has  two main 

tenets .  F i r s t ,  "we cannot account f o r  t h e  behavior of any system 

while s taying wholly ins ide  it...we must t u r n  t o  fo rces  operat ing 

upon t h e  system from without," 2 5 and, second, "Unless t h e r e  i s  

a weak spot  i n  our causal  chain so t h a t  t h e  second l i n k  i s  no t  law- 

f u l l y  determined by t h e  f i r s t  o r  t h e  t h i r d  by t h e  second, then t h e  

f i r s t  and t h i r d  l i n k s  must be lawfully re la ted .  " 26 Clear ly  then ,  

Skinner views phenomena as behaving i n  terms of causal  laws; conse- 

quently, explanations of behavior must take  t h e  form of causal  

explanations which, a s  has been shown, a r e  equ i t ab le  t o  Hempel's 

deductive nomologisms. It becomes q u i t e  obvious t h a t  t h e  concept 

of "cause11 plays  a de te rmin i s t i c  r o l e  i n  Skinner 's  research, 
2 7 

An explanation i s  "simply.. . the causal  account, o 28 and o t h e r  

forms of research a r e  re jec ted  f o r  t h e i r  "predi lec t ion f o r  unfin- 

ished causal  sequences", 
29 

which, roughly in te rp re ted ,  has a 

double signif icance.  F i r s t ,  it r e j e c t s  m e n t a l i s t i c  approaches, 

f o r  t r u l y  they do no t  produce f in ished causal  sequences. Second, 

it incorporates a theory of knowledge based on a Hempelian view 

of "pure" causation. F ina l ly ,  Skinner i n s i s t s  t h a t  "Behaviorism 

... is...a philosophy of science concerned with t h e  subject  matter  

and methods of psychology." 
30 

25. B,F. Skinner, Science and Human Behavior, OJ. %. , p. 35. 

26. Ibid., p. 35. 

27. See "Law of Effect"  i n  B.F. Skinner, Science and Human Be- 
h a v ~ o r ,  %. g., pps. 60 and 206. 

28. B.F. Skinner, "Behaviorism a t  Fif ty",  a. s., p. 102. 

29. Ibid.,  p. 93 

30. Ibid., p. 79 



Skinner i s  arguing t h a t  behaviorism i s  a philoso- 

phy of science concerned with t h e  subject  mat ter  and methods of 

psychology, but  t h e  subject  matter  has  already been defined a s  

e x i s t i n g  i n  terms of s t r i c t  causal  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  consequently, 

t o  s t a t e  t h a t  he i s  not  in te res ted  i n  whether t h e  universe is made 

up of one s t u f f  o r  two i s  empty. By d e f i n i t i o n ,  those aspec t s  

which a r e  not  s t r i c t l y  physical  "can i n  no way a l t e r   it)...^-the 

causal  chain 7. - 31 This r e s u l t s  i n  "a s o r t  of empirical  epis-  

temology" 32 based on observable and t e s t a b l e  data. Clearly,  

t h i s  f a l l s  squarely i n t o  t h e  Hempel-Nagel approach t o  t h e  philoso- 

phy of science. 

I f  Skinner 's  theory is  t e s t a b l e ,  empir ica l ly  

v e r i f i a b l e ,  and i n  f a c t ,  judging by t h e  abundance of t h e  d a t a  he 

presents ,  empir ica l ly  v e r i f i e d ,  then my c r i t i c i s m  of t h e  Hempel- 

Nagel epistemology i s  without foundation. But Skinner 's  methods 

and conclusions have been c r i t i c i z e d  by many noted scholars  

including two empir ica l ly  or iented  philosophers, Michael Scriven 

and Noam Chomsky. A s  a r e s u l t ,  t h e  only way t o  reach any con- 

c lus ion on t h i s  mat ter  n e c e s s i t a t e s  an inves t iga t ion  i n t o  t h e  

nature  of Skinner 's  experimentation and the  c r i t i c i s m s  thereto.  

Skinner 's  r a t i o n a l e  i s  clear .  Individual  organ- 

i s m s  a r e  t echn ica l ly  open systems; t h a t  i s ,  they i n t e r a c t  with 

t h e i r  environment. Their behavior i s  t h e  output  of t h e  system 

o r  the  e f f e c t  of t h e  causal  chain. A s  the re  i s  an output  t h e r e  

31. B.F. Skinner, Science and Human Behavior, 9 . C i t . ,  p. 35 

32. B. F. Skinner, IIBehaviorism a t  Fifty:' 9. G., p. 89. 



must a l s o  be an input  f o r  "nothing comes from nothing" o r ,  less 

p o e t i c a l l y ,  i n  terms of t h e  law of conservation of energy, energy 

cannot be created o r  destroyed. The important quest ion now 

becomes "what i s  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  ' i npu t '  and t h e  'output11'? 

a quest ion t h a t  i s  most pe r t inen t  t o  t h e  problem a t  hand. Skinner 

however, ca tegor ica l ly  dismisses t h i s  quest ion,  i n s i s t i n g  t h a t  t h e  

r e l a t i o n  i s  s t r i c t l y ,  i n  t h e  Hempelian sense, Icausal,  and t h a t  t h e  

system can i n  no way a f f e c t  t h i s  re la t ionship .  

To v e r i f y  h i s  a s s e r t i o n ,  Skinner performed experi- 

ments on r a t s  and pigeons. These experiments took the  form of 

depriving an animal of some necess i ty ,  such a s  food o r  sexual 

g r a t i f i c a t i o n .  I n  the  case of food, " th i s  means a pigeon which 

has  been deprived of food f o r  a c e r t a i n  length of time o r  u n t i l  

i t s  usual  body-weight has been s l i g h t l y  reduced", 33 t o  t h e  

ex ten t ,  according t o  Michael Scriven, of t h e i r  los ing  "80 pe r  

cent  of t h e i r  ad l i b  weight;" 
34 By so s t a rv ing  and rewarding 

a pigeon it can be conditioned t o  s t r e t c h  i t s  neck. According 

t o  Skinner, "We have therefore,  a new s o r t  of con t ro l  over i t s  

behavior: i n  order t o  g e t  a pigeon t o  s t r e t c h  i t s  neck, we 

simply make it hungry." 
3 5 

Similar ly ,  r a t s  can be conditioned 

t o  p ress  a bar  t o  receive  a p e l l e t  of food; o r  t o  work through 

a maze f o r  food o r  sexual g r a t i f i c a t i o n .  However, i n  t h e  case 

of sexual g r a t i f i c a t i o n  a t  l e a s t ,  even i f  a na ive  r a t  i s  con- 

t i n u a l l y  f r u s t r a t e d ,  it has been found experimentally, t h a t  he 

33. B.F. Skinner, Science and Human Behavior, *. E., p. 68. 

34. Michael Scriven, "A Study of Radical Behaviorism", O p - C i t . ,  
p. 103. 

35, B. F. Skinner, Science and Human Behavior, 9- C i t e ,  P- 68. 



w i l l  continue t o  increase h i s  e f f i c iency  i n  passing through a 

maze. 36 Consequently, i n  t h i s  case at  l e a s t ,  an explanation 

of t he  r a t ' s  behavior cannot be a t t r i bu t ed  so le ly  t o  an external  

variable.  Further, i n  t he  case of s ta rva t ion ,  t h i s  form of what 

I c a l l  "desperate behavior" must be t rea ted  f o r  what it is ,  a 

non-normal s i tuat ion.  

Similar  desperate behavior has been recorded by 

many observers: Amateur soc ia l  s c i e n t i s t s  such a s  John Steinbeck 

i n  h i s  books "The Grapes of Wrathw and "In Dubious Batt le" 3 7 

have recorded desperate behavior among human beings, where humans 

behave much a s  do Skinner's r a t s  and pigeons, but  they have a l so  

recorded other  behavior, no l e s s  desperate,  where t he  ac t ions  o r  

responses o r  outputs were qu i te  d i f f e r en t  and, i n  terms of 

Skinner's ana lys i s ,qu i te  unexpected, Further, the re  a r e  many 

cases where people behave much a s  do Skinner's r a t s  and pigeons 

when there  i s  l i t t l e  reason to ,  consider the  behavior desperate. 

But it is  Skinner's response t o  such unexpected behavior t h a t  

shows the  f u l l  l im i t a t i ons  of h i s  approach. In  those circumstances 

where an organism behaves unexpectedly, t h i s  apparent deviance i s  

dismissed a s  merely being a response t o  a stimulus other  than 

36. Fred D, Shef f i e l d ,  J. Jepson Wulff , and Robert Backer, "Reward 
Value of Copulating without Sex Drive Reduction", Journal of 
Comparative and Physiological psycho lo^, Vol. 44, p. 3-8, 1951. 

37, John Steinbeck, In  Dubious Bat t le ;  Bantam Books, The Viking 
Press, Inc., New York, 1936, 1964. The Grapes of Wrath; Bantam 
Books, The Viking Press, Inc., New York, 1939, 1964. See a l so  
Leon Festinger,  Henry W. Rieken and Stanley Schachter, When 
Prophecy Fa i l s ;  HarperTorchbooks, Harper & Row, New York, 1956. 



that expected by the observer. In other words, Skinner's method 

is not falsifiable for it necessitates seeking the stimulus only 

after the response occurs. Consequently, in the words of Noam 

Chomsky : 

"....the word stimulus has lost all object- 
ivity in this usage. Stimuli are no longer 
part of the outside physical world; they are 
driven back into the organism. We identify 
the stimulus when we hear the response. It 
is clear from such examples, which abound, 
that the talk of stimulus control simply 
disguises a complete retreat to mentalistic 
psychology. " 38 

Skinner succeeds, largely, in merely substituting one form of 

mentalism for another. It amounts essentially to a shift from a 

mentalism of the observed to a mentalism of the observer. Yet 

the results have the appearance of being empirically verifiable. 

SYSTEM AND CONTROL. To Skinner, man is a technically open 

system, one that adjusts to its environment. All behavior is 

%~ntrolled~~ by the environment, and the only methods of changing 
- 

the behavior of the system "reduce to manipulating..  it its-/ 

environment, verbal or otherwise. l1 39 Even if the system is 

38. Noam Chomsky , "A Review of B. F. Skinner ' s Verbal Behavior 11, in 
Jerry A. Fodor and Jerrold J. Katz, The Structure of Language; 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1964, p. 553. 
The examples Chomsky refers to include looking at a red chair, 
if we say "red", "the response is under the control of the 
stimulus llrednessll; if we say "chair", it is under the control 
of the collection of properties (for Skinner, the object) 
"chairness" (110), and similarly for any other response". 

39. B.F. Skinner, llBehaviorism at Fifty", &. G., p. 92 



50 

" ~ o n t r o l l i n g ~ ~  i t s  own behavior, a  concept which Skinner accepts ,  

- 
I'He.. .L individual  system con t ro l s  
himself p rec i se ly  a s  he woulz con t ro l  t h e  
behavior of anyone e l s e  - through t h e  
manipulation of va r iab les  of which be- 
havior i s  a function. H i s  behavior i n  so  
doing i s  a proper ob jec t  of analys is , ,  and 
eventual ly  it must be accounted f o r  with 
v a r i a b l e s  1 ing outs ide  t h e  individual  
himself. 11 46 

This c r e a t e s  a somewhat cloudy s i t u a t i o n  wi th in  t h e  context  of 

Skinner's background philosophy. An individual  can con t ro l  him- 

s e l f  by exerc is ing con t ro l  over h i s  environment which would, i n  

tu rn ,  re-exercise i t s e l f  over him, only, it would now be doing so  

along t h e  l i n e s  which he, somehow, considered des i rab le .  This, 

t o  me, appears pecu l i a r ,  as does Skinner's general  p red i l ec t ion  

f o r  con t ro l ,  a  concept t h a t  seems t o  r e s u l t  from t h e  p r e d i c t a b i l i t y  

aspect  of t h e  Hempel theory of knowledge. This would equate some- 

what a s  follows: I f  we can c a l c u l a t e  from a s e t  of laws and 

speci f ied  condit ions what w i l l  follow, we can p r e d i c t  t h e  conse- 

quences of changes i n  t h e  speci f ied  conditions. "Science he lps  u s  

i n  deciding between a l t e r n a t i v e  courses of ac t ion  by making pas t  

consequences e f f e c t i v e  i n  determining f u t u r e  conduct. II 41 mis 

statement i s  f a i r l y  straightforward,  and i s  q u i t e  s i m i l a r  t o  

A r t i c l e  7 of David Easton's e igh t  major t e n e t s  of t h e  behavioral 

40. B.F. Skinner, "Behaviorism a t  Fift .vff,  9. =. , p.. 92. 

4 Ibid., p. 436- 
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credo. 42 However, Skinner goes on t o  say t h a t  "We a l l  con t ro l ,  

and we a r e  a l l  controlled... 43 To re fuse  t o  accept  con t ro l ,  

....is merely t o  leave  con t ro l  i n  o t h e r  hands." 44 

A s  I have argued above, t h i s  i s  a d i s t u r b i n g  

statement i n  t h a t  it appears t o  be a paradox. How can t h e  

"determined" determine the  na tu re  of t h e  determiner,  un less  one 

has i n  mind a master-slave r e l a t i o n s h i p  whereby t h e  s l ave  

determines t h e  master ' s  behavior towards him by being completely 

subservient? Yet even t h i s  would v i o l a t e  p a r t  of t h e  quotation. 

To put  it b r i e f l y ,  t h e  paradox i n  Skinner appears 

t o  involve purpose: how can t h e  apparently purposeful behavior 

Skinner would requ i re  of h i s  a c t o r s  be compatible with an 

explanatory theory t h a t  i s  so t renchant ly ,  mechanically de te r -  

m i n i s t i c ?  Whatever might be Skinner 's  pecu l i a r  shortcomings, 

however successful  might be p a r t i c u l a r  at tempts t o  patch up 

c e r t a i n  mistakes, t h i s  fundamental pe rp lex i ty  must remain. 

It i s  p a r t  of h i s  philosophy. 

42. David Easton, A Framework f o r  P o l i t i c a l  Analysis; Prentice-  
Hall ,  Inc., Englewood C l i f f s ,  New Je r sey ,  1965, p. 7. "The 
app l i ca t ion  of knowledge i s  a s  much a p a r t  of t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  
e n t e r p r i s e  a s  t h e o r e t i c a l  understanding. But t h e  under- 
s tanding and explanation of p o l i t i c a l  behavior l o g i c a l l y  
precede and provide the  b a s i s  f o r  e f f o r t s  t o  u t i l i z e  p o l i t i c a l  
knowledge i n  t h e  so lu t ion  of urgent  p r a c t i c a l  problems of 
society. " 

' 43. B.F. Skinner, Science and Human Behavior; &. %., p. 438. 

44. Ib  id, , p. 439. 



But why, it could be asked, should a political 

scientist bother himself with so unrelated a problem. Behavior- 

ism is behaviorism and behavioralism is behavioralism and never 

the twain shall meet. They have their view of science and of 

knowledge, we have our own. But consider Eugene J. Meehanls 

argument, "...scientists seek intellectual instruments that 

permit understanding and control of phenomena - that control is 
the central factor in scientific enterprise". 

45 

Are we really so far apart? 

45. Eugene J. Meehan, Explanation in Social Science: A System 
Paradigm; The Dorsey Press, Homewood, Illinois, 1968, p. 4. 



CHAPTER I11 

POLITICAL SCIENCE AND BEHAVIORALISM 

It is difficult to generalize about the epistemo- 

logy that pervades the "behavioral pursuasion" in political 

science, yet, I will argue, such an epistemology does exist. The 

problem of dealing with behavioralism results largely from its 

almost mindless search for a rigorous empiricism that stresses 

both "~cientific~~ theory and a process of verification testable 

by reference to %ehavior", "If all this still appears rather 

vague, we can only plead that behavioralists themselves are often 

astonishingly imprecise in their statements. 11 1 

Behavioralists, like behaviorists, generally be- 

lieve that statements about human behavior must be empirically 

testable. According to David Easton: 

1) There are discoverable uniformities 
in political behavior. These can be 
expressed in generalizations or theories 
with explanatory and predictive value. 

2) The validity of such generalizations 
must be testable, in princi le, by refer- 
ence to relevant behavior. ! 

Regularities do exist, and once discovered, have predictive value. 

Further, "the theorist must be assuming the existence and validity 

of still another kind of proposition, namely, some generalized or 

q Mulford Q. Sibley, "The Limitations of Behavioralism": in 

3- James C. Charlesworth, ed. Contemporary Political Analysis; 
The Free Press, New York, 1967. p. 52. 

2. David Easton, A Framework For Political Analysis; Prentice- 
Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1965. p. 7. 



causal  statement about the  r e l a t i o n s  of fac t s .  Only on t h e  b a s i s  

of t h i s  causal  theory i s  he ab le  t o  specify with some assurance 

how h i s  goals can be achieved." 3 

Easton i s  s t ress ing  two kinds of positions. F i r s t ,  

t h e  appl ica t ion of knowledge i s  as much a p a r t  of the  s c i e n t i f i c  

4 en te rpr i se  a s  t heo re t i c a l  understanding; and, second, he i s  

presenting an epistemology. We can a c t  dec i s ive ly  only i f  we can 

be ce r t a i n  of "a universa l  connection between re levant  facts." 

Knowledge then cons i s t s  of empirical  f a c t s  and un iversa l  connec- 

5 
t i o n s o r  causal  laws .  Consequently, Easton's approach t o  

knowledge f a l l s  i n to  t h e  Hempel-Nagel approach of deductive- 

nornologism, 

To t he  same e f f ec t ,  Heinz Eulau, i n  s t ress ing  the  

need t o  be s c i e n t i f i c ,  a s s e r t s  t h a t  "science can t e s t  only causal 

re la t ions" ,  
6 

and t h a t  "the fu tu r e  success of behavioral  re-  

search depends f i r s t  on the  construction of empirical  theory which 

is  behavioral ly relevant". It would seem t h a t  we must f ind  

David Easton, The P o l i t i c a l  System; Alfred Knopf, New York, 
1953, p, 311. 

David Easton, A Framework For P o l i t i c a l  Analysis, OJ. E., p. 7. 

The concept of "causation" does no t  have only one meaning. How- 
ever, i t s  meaning a s  used by Easton appears t o  f a l l  i n  l i n e  with 
the  meaning given t o  it by the  l og i ca l  empiricists .  For a d i s -  
cussion of t h i s  term see Chapter IV. 

Heinz Eulau, Behavioralism i n  P o l i t i c a l  Science; Atherton Press, 
New York, 1969, p. 17. 

Heinz Eulau, "Segments of P o l i t i c a l  Science Most Susceptible t o  
Behaviorist ic  Treatment" i n  James C. Charlesworth ed., Contemporary 
P o l i t i c a l  Analysis; The Free Press,  New York, 1967. pps. 49-50. 



"causal r e l a t i o n s "  within a study of behavior t h a t  i s  "behavioral ly 

relevant1'. This i s  a r a t h e r  pecu l i a r  s tatement,  a s s e r t i n g  t h a t  

behavioral science i s  t h a t  science t h a t  s t u d i e s  behavior t h a t  i s  

re levant  t o  behavioral science and t h a t  t h i s  behavior e x i s t s  i n  

terms of causal  re la t ionships .  Needless t o  say, t h i s  t e l l s  u s  

l i t t l e  about behavioralism except t h a t  some concept of causation 

must be given c e n t r a l  focus. J 
Eulau, however, does no t  exerc i se  a monopoly over 

pecu l i a r  statements. In  r e j e c t i n g  t h e  pos i t ion  which I support,  

t h a t  behavioralism th rea tens  t o  be de te rmin i s t i c ,  Karl Deutsch 

argues tha t , I1 there  i s  no need t o  put  more ' causa l i ty1  o r  'de ter -  

minism' i n t o  our symbolic models ,than we have reason t o  expect t o  

f ind  i n  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  we intend t o  inves t iga te  wi th  t h e i r  aid,"  
8 

According t o  Vernon Van Dyke, " P o l i t i c a l  Science i s  

concerned with general  laws, whether o r  not  they are c a l l e d  by 

t h i s  name. It i s  a l s o  concerned with the  reasons and r u l e s  f o r  

ac t ion ,  with theor ies ,  and with t h e  necessary and s u f f i c i e n t  

condit ions f o r  events. How else could explanation and p red ic t ion  

occur? How e l s e  could decis ions  be made?" In  what could b~ 

viewed a s  a r e jo inder ,  Evon Kirkpatr ick argues t h a t  "The behavior- 

a l  sciences,  generallyhave ye t  t o  prove t h e i r  claim t o  be ab le  

8. Karl Deutsch, The Nerves of Government; The Free Press,  New 
York, 1963. p. 13. 

9. Vernon Van Dyke, P o l i t i c a l  Science: A Philosophical  Analysis; 
Stanford Universi ty Press,  Stanford, Ca l i fo rn ia ,  1960. p. 203. 



to construct a science of man, to discover the laws of human be- 

havior which can serve as a basis for accurate prediction and 

control. rt 10 

Then there are statements like that of Alfred 

De Grazia's "All science is 'social science' in the sense that 

r it is ruled by laws of sociology to some considerable degree. 11 11 

It is clear enough from these specimen statements 

and from an inspection of the literature that behavioralists 

have adopted the Hempel-Nagel paradigm, though perhaps not in any 

very rigorous manner; and, in so doing, they are driven to seek 

the variables and laws of a deterministic system. To this end 

there are two recognized approaches. The first and least sophis- 

ticated seeks the "facts" which are believed to be immediately 

perceivable to the trained observer. This approach is best 

articulated by Arnold Brecht and devastatingly criticized by 

Thomas L. Thorson: 

We are told that one observes the facts, 
describes the facts, and to the extent 
that it is possible measure the facts. 
On this basis empirical generalizations 

10. Evon M. Kirkpatrick, "The Impact of the Behavioral Approach 
on Traditional Political Science", in Austin Ranney , ed. , 
Essays on the Behavioral Study of Politics; University of 
Illinois Press, Urbana, 1962. p. 25. 

11. Alfred De Brazia, "Commentaries on Morgenthau ' s Paper": in 
James C. Charlesworth, A Design For Political Science; The 
Arnerican'Academy of Political and Social Science, Philadel- 
phia, December, 1966. p. 81. 



are formulated, their implications are 
made explicit b'y deduction, tentative 
explanat ions are advanced ,, an$ the con- 
sequences are subjected to further tests. 12 

This approach is characteristic of empiricism in its reliance on 

the dogma of reduction, "the belief that each meaningful state- 

ment is equivalent to some logical construct upon terms which 

I t  13 refer to immediate experience, 

The second approach, that which is most worth 

criticising, attempts to set up a system of logical constructs. 

This is the approach of model building. If a model is to be 

useful it must be in some fundamental ways isomorphic to the 

subject it seeks to explain. This raises the problem that is 

common to empiricism in general, and particularly to the 

Hempel-Nagel paradigm, the problem of isomorphism. 

In the physical sciences the problem of isomor- 

phism is solved experimentally, Through the calculus of infer- 

enFe that is implicit in the model, the implications of the 

model can be tested empirically through experimentation. Why 

this is so is a puzzle in that there is no way of empirically 

demonstrating, or accounting for, the necessity behind this 

isomorphism. Yet, the physical sciences are successful in 

12. Thomas L. Thorson, The Logic of Democracy; Holt, Rinehart 
and Winston,,New York, 1962. p. 97. 

13. Willard Van Oman Quine, From a Logical Point of View; 
Harper Torchbooks, Harper & Row, New York, 1953, 1961. p. 20. 



pursuing knowledge in this way. 14 It seems that the only viable 

explanation for this approach must be based on some a priori 

assumptions about the nature of physical reality. Clearly, these 

assumptions are metaphysical. 15 

In the case.of modem systems theory, however, the 

models do not seem to be verifiable in that they have no calculus 

of inference, or, more directly, there are as many inferences as 

there are theorists, and none of them have proven verifiable. 

Consequently, there is no testable isomorphism. In place of 

empirical verifiability as exists in the physical sciences, the 

social sciences have introduced isomorphism through definitional 

fiat. This is particularly obvious in the work of David Easton, 

as we shall see. This has resulted from an acceptance of the 

14. Stephen Toulmin,~Philosophy of Science; Harper & Row, New 
York, 1954. pps. 28-39. 

15. This is obviously the case with the principle of the Uniformity 
of nature. The s'ituation is, however, an odd one ih that "in 
whatever> sense we understand the Uniformity Principle, whether 
as assumption, as discovery or as manifesto, it has one special 
weakness: that of irremedial vagueness... For to talk of 
Nature. as uniform is to say hardly anythmg: no one either 
assumes or has discovered, or expects tr, discover an unlimited 
degree of uniformity in an unlimited number of respects. 
stiphen Toulmin, ~ h i l o s o ~ h ~  of Science, &: pl., p. 152. 
However, as Toulmin also admits, the principle does seem to 
play some role as a pre-logical decision to do sci'ence in the 
first place. The methods of science seem to be set up in such 
a way as to be oriented towards some concept of nature. See 
N.R. Hanson, Patterns of Discovery; Cambridge University Press, 
1965.. p. 67. Peirce, however, goes so far as to argue that 
scientists must accept some metaphysicai concepts, one ,of them 
being a peculiar notion of regularity much like the Uniformity 
Principle. See W.R. Gallie, Peirce and Pragmatism; Dover 
Publications, Inc., New YorK, 1952, 1966. pp. 154-155. 



Hempel-Nagel paradigm conjoined t o  a dawning awareness t h a t  t h e r e  

a r e  se r ious  problems i n  applying it. Somehow, we j u s t  do no t  

"yet" have t h e  kind of f a c t s  t h a t  t h e  paradigm demands. 

In  t h e  physica l  sc iences  s u i t a b l e  f a c t s  can be 

found t o  lend credence t o  t h e  Hempel-Nagel paradigm. @ It w i l l  

be my contention,  however, t h a t  such "facts" cannot be  found i n  

t h e  s o c i a l  sc iences ,  on t h e  ground t h a t  t h e  sub jec t  mat ter  of t h e  

s o c i a l  sciences i s  l o g i c a l l y  d i s t i n c t  from t h a t  of t h e  physica l  

sciences: a d i s t i n c t i o n  t h a t  i s  based on t h e  l o g i c a l  ca tegor ies  

of agency and purpose., Before d iscuss ing agency and purpose, 

however, it i s  necessary t o  i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  dilemma of at tempting 

t o  implement t h e  Hempel-Nagel paradigm t o  t h e  s o c i a l  sciences. 

We tu rn  then t o  t h e  work of David Easton and Eugene J. Meehan. 

David Easton: The Concept of System 

The consequences f o r  p o l i t i c a l  sc ience  of t h e  

p o s i t i v i s t i c  epistemology about which I have w r i t t e n  a t  l eng th  

a r e  perhaps b e s t  seen i n  David Eas ton t s  concept of system - 
sure ly  a paragon of contemporary work. These consequences a r e  

e s s e n t i a l l y  of two connected sor ts .  F i r s t ,  t h e  system i n  f a c t  i s  

no t  isomorphic t o  r e a l i t y ,  a s  any properly s c i e n t i f i c  model must 

be; and, second, it cannot be,  f o r  t h e  s u f f i c i e n t  reason t h a t  

i t s  c e n t r a l  concept - a u t h o r i t y  - i s  l o g i c a l l y  of a s o r t  as i n  

f 6. This i s  n o t  t o  say t h a t  t h i s  i s  t h e  paradigm us id  i n  t h e  
physical  sciences. See Chapter I V  f o r  c r i t i c i s m s  . a ~ d  a l t e r -  
n a t e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  



principle to require a different sort of reference to reality 

than is understood by isomorphism in the scientific sense. Put 

cryptically for the moment: scientific isomorphism represents 

events or processes which "are" and "always will be", but 
I ,  

Easton' s "authority" represents no "isf1 , it represents an in- !/ 
j/ 

deterministic process of %becoming". 
1 

We proceed with these in order, but with a word 

of caution. While the first part is easily enough presented, 

the second part requires arguments yet to be developed. Conse- 

quently, part two of this critique will not be conclusive - it 
will, rather, present problems and confusions in Eastonts 

theories which, on later analysis, will show the epistemological 
4 ,- 

hasis of Easton's theory to be defective. 

I. THE PROBLEM OF ISOMORPHISM. To begin with,,Easton's system 

17 is an "analytic system1' , a term that is by no means clear in 

the context of Easton's usage. A system can be analytic in two 

ways. First, it can be analytic in the sense of being an a priori 

truth; that is, the systemlsexistence is accepted as a prior or 

integral necessity of man's existence. Second, a system can be 

analytic in the sense that it is tautologous; that is, the 

system has no existence outside of someone's definition. In this 

sense, the system becomes a tool, or, as David Easton cryptically 

Cit 17, David Easton, A Framework for Political Analysis, &. ,, 
pp. 35-45. 



6 1 
,- 

pu t s  it, "a framework f o r  p o l i t i c a l  analysis" ,  having no necessary 

connection with r e a l i t y .  Easton, however, appears t o  want i t  both 

ways, using t h e  " t a u t ~ l o g i c a l ' ~  approach a s  a t o o l  f o r  de l inea t ing  

t h e  a p r i o r i  system. 

I f  the  system's exis tence  i s  a p r i o r  t r u t h ,  a s  

it would have t o  be, given t h e  Hempel-Nagel paradigm, t h e  t a s t  

of t h e  p o l i t i c a l  s c i e n t i s t  e n t a i l s  simply discovering both t h e  

laws governing t h e  system and t h e  v a r i a b l e s  from which it i s  

const i tu ted .  This,  a s  I have shown, i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  what Easton 

i s  t r y i n g  t o  do. 

To borrow an example from Easton, i f  we were 

t r y i n g  t o  analyse r e l i g i o u s  behavior, t h e  a p r i o r i  approach would 

s t i p u l a t e  t h a t  t h e r e  was r e l i g i o u s  behavior and t h a t  such behav- 

i o r  could be understood only through an understanding of t h e  

laws governing t h e  r e l i g i o u s  var iables ,  Obviously, t h i s  could 

t e l l  u s  nothing about r e l i g i o u s  behavior u n l e s s  we could be 

c e r t a i n  t h a t  what w e  were examining w a s  indeed r e l i g i o u s  

behavior., And, t h e  only way t h a t  w e  could be c e r t a i n  would be 

t o  have f u l l  knowledge, and, having such, we would know what 

a spec t s  of human behavior were Yndeed re l ig ious .  But i f  w e  did 

have f u l l  knowledge we would have no need t o  analyse. What i n  

f a c t  occurs i s  an a n a l y s i s  of behavior t h a t  we be l i eve  t o  be 

re l ig ious .  

It i s  i n  h i s  t reatment of t h i s  group t h a t  it 

becomes apparent t h a t  Easton i s  seeking an a p r i o r i  t ru th .  To 



Easton, "Conceivably t h e  a n a l y t i c  system could be much broader 

than t h e  membership system s ince  many persons could engage i n  

r e l i g i o u s  behavior without helonging t o  r e l i g i o u s  units.I1 18 

This s t rongly  implies t h a t  behavior can take  a form t h a t  i s  

p r i o r  t o  human designation. But we s t i l l  do n o t  know what re-  

l i g i o u s  behavior e n t a i l s .  This fo rces  u s  t o  t h e  t a u t o l o g i c a l  

approach t o  systems theory,  us ing  d e f i n i t i o n s  t o  so lve  t h e  

problem of isomorphism. . 

I f  w e  cannot f u l l y  understand t h e  n a t u r e  of any 

behavioral  system without being ab le  t o  understand a l l  behavioral  

systems, how can we f i n d  the  boundaries of any system so  t h a t  it 

can be analyzed? Do we genera l ize  from having analyzed t h e  

behavior of a somehow designated group, concluding t h a t  any 

behavior t h a t  corresponds t o  t h a t  entered  i n t o  by members of 

t h a t  group somehow embodies the  behavior we seek t o  understand? 

W e  f i n d  ourse lves  i n  a quan I f  we analyse 

t h e  behavior of a group t h a t  i s  designated appropr ia te  through 

d e f i n i t i o n a l  f i a t  we r i s k  incorporat ing behavior t h a t  has  

nothing i n  f a c t  t o  do with t h e  behavior we want t o  analyze. A 

safeguard i s  t h e  compdrative approach, whereby many appropr ia t e ly  

designated groups a r e  examined, bu t  what i s  then done with t h e  

d a t a ?  The behavior t h a t  i s  found common t o  a l l  o r  t o  most of 

the  groups i s  a r b i t r a r i l y  designated a s  the  behavior t h a t  was 

18. David Easton, A Framework f o r  P o l i t i c a l  Analysis,  2. G., 
. p. 37. 



o r i g i n a l l y  sought. In t h i s  way t h e  d e f i n i t i o n a l  noose i s  

t ightened,  with t h e  hope t h a t  sooner o r  l a t e r  t h e  c o r r e c t  

d e f i n i t i o n s  w i l l  be found, 

But perhaps these  corresponding c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  of a s o c i a l  na tu re  and t h a t  it i s  t h e  non- 

corresponding c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t h a t ,  i n  " rea l i ty" ,  des ignate  a 

system. Otherwise, why would a person ra i sed  i n  one r e l i g i o n  

change h i s  adherence t o  another?  I f  the  person were s ince re  i n  

h i s  move it must be based on what he would perce ive  t o  be a 

subs tant ive  d i f fe rence  between t h e  two groups. 

How does t h e  a n a l y t i c  system he lp  u s  h e r e ?  

Easton claims t h a t  it he lps  t o  s impl i fy  r e a l i t y ,  ".,,that f o r  

purposes of t h e o r e t i c a l  t reatment p o l i t i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  be  

d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  and temporari ly abs t rac ted  from a l l  o t h e r  k inds  

of a c t i v i t i e s " ,  l9 This seems reasonable b u t  we have a l ready 

been cautioned a g a i n s t  t h e  myth of s implici ty.  Fur ther ,  on what 

b a s i s  i s  t h e  behavior abs t rac ted?  It would seem t h a t  it is  not  

so  much t h e  a b s t r a c t i n g  t h a t  i s  a n a l y t i c  a s  i s  t h e  framework 

through which t h e  a b s t r a c t i n g  t akes  place. Consequently, t h e  

statement t h a t  "Just  because a p o l i t i c a l  system i s  an a b s t r a c t i o n  

of one d e f i n i t e  kind of behavior among many o t h e r  kinds,  does no t  

leave  it any t h e  l e s s  empir ica l ly  observable,,,"- 2o i s  of 

19. David Easton, A Framework f o r  P o l i t i c a l  Analysis,  &, Go, 
p. 44. 

20. Ibid p. 44 -- 



quest ionable meaning on t h e  ground t h a t  what is  construed a s  

p o l i t i c s  i s  behavior wi th in  a context  t h a t  i s  developed through 

d e f i n i t i o n a l  f i a t .  What r e s u l t s  i s  a s i t u a t i o n  wherein we a r e  

forced t o  say: t h i s  behavior is  p o l i t i c a l  because it e x i s t s  

wi th in  a p o l i t i c a l  context ,  and the  context  i,s p o l i t i c a l  for... 

A, B, and C reasons, which makes it p o l i t i c a l  because...Because 

what? What des ignates  behavior a s  being p o l i t i c a l ?  What a r e  

t h e  boundaries o f t h e  system and how a r e  they der ived?  

Behavior i s  p o l i t i c a l  only i n s o f a r  as it e x i s t s  

wi th in  a context  t h a t  i s  somehow construed t o  be involved i n  

t h e  kinds of th ings  t h a t  p o l i t i c a l  systems involve themselves 

with. This i s  an a n a l y t i c  statement. Clear ly ,  we know no more 

about p o l i t i c a l  systems than when we s t a r t e d ,  ye t ,  i f  we a r e  t o  

remain wi th in  t h e  confines of t h e  Hempel-Nagel paradigm w e  

cannot escape t h e  dilemma of t r y i n g  t o  f i n d  a system wi th in  

which our behavior i s  necessa r i ly  r e s t r i c t e d .  

W e  f i n d  ourse lves  forced t o  m a k e a  decision.  

Are p o l i t i c a l  systems de l ineab le  by discovering lawful regu- 

l a r i t i e s ,  thus  a n a l y t i c  i n  the  Hempel-Nagel t r a d i t i o n ,  .or do 

we have a concept about t h e  r o l e  of p o l i t i c a l  systems and 

d e l i n e a t e  t h e  system by t r a c i n g  out  t h e  p a t t e r n  associa ted  with 

t h e  preconceived r o l e ?  Easton seems t o  adopt both. The system 

i s  "analytic", and what d i s t ingu i shes  it a s  p o l i t i c a l  is  i t s  

o r i e n t a t i o n  "towards t h e  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  a l l ~ c a t i o n ~ o f  va lues  



for a society". Is this statement descriptive, analytic, or 

imperative? It is an imperative, treated as though it were 

analytic yet believed to be descriptive. We must pursue this 

since the tangled nature of this statement is a consequence of 

the epistemology in question.' In order to do so, however, we 

must explore the nature of Easton's model more fully. This will 

require a digression for Eastonts model is based on the concept 

of cybernetics. And, as the major difficulty in Eastonts model 

results from conceptual problems in cybernetics, this digression 

will lead back to Eastonfs concept of authority. 

THE MECHANICS OF CYBERNETICS. The cybernetic model incorporates 

a system that has the capacity for directing itself towards a 

goal. Conceptually, this model incorporates two interrelated 

difficulties, both of which are central to Eastonts problem. The 

first of these is the concept of "goal"; the second, that of 

directing or steering. 

It becomes evident that "cybernetics" assumes 

the existence of a technically open system, and it assumes 

that this system is somehow controlled. This control is 

expressed in terms of "inputs", "outputs" and "feedback", and 

is directed towards some concept of purpose or goal that is 

expressed in terms of the "behaving object seeking to reach a 

21. David Easton, A Framework For Political Analysis, &. =., 
p. 50. c-- 



d e f i n i t e  c o r r e l a t i o n  i n  time o r  i n  space with some o the r  object". 2 2 

F ina l ly ,  t h e  purpose a t t r i b u t e d  t o  some behaving mechanism i s  

e i t h e r  known beforehand i n  t h a t  i t s  purpose i s  t h a t  designed i n t o  

it by i t s  maker, o r  i t s  purpose can be determined only a f t e r  

extens ive  observation of t h e  mechanism's behavior. 23 i n  o the r  

words, t h e  goal  of a mechanism t h a t  i s  designed by someone o the r  

than ourse lves  can be determined only through observation,  and, 

from these  observations we impute a goal  t h a t  exp la ins  t h e  ob- 

served behavior. 

To t h i s  po in t  t h e  philosophy of cybernet ics  seems 

p e r f e c t l y  plausible.  However, i t s  propounders go on t o  a s s e r t  

t h a t  having determined t h e  goal  of a mechanism, it i s  then poss ib le  

t o  p r e d i c t  f u t u r e  p o s i t i o n s  of t h e  mechanism i n  te,rms of t h a t  

goal. 23A This c l e a r l y  i l l u s t r a t e s  s b e l i e f  i n  t h e  ex i s t ence  

of r e g u l a r i t i e s ,  o r ,  more e x p l i c i t l y ,  a b e l i e f  i n  t h e  Uniformity 

of Nature Principle.  This approach i s  c l e a r l y  i n  keeping wi th  

t h e  mechanist ic  epistemology of Hempel and Nagel, and i s  almost 

i d e n t i c a l  t o  Skinner 's  behaviorism. There i s  considerable 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  t h i s  a s s e r t i o n  but  a statement of p r i n c i p l e  

by t h e  authors  of modern cybernet ics  should be s u f f i c i e n t  t o  

c l o s e  t h i s  discussion;  

22. Arturo Rosenblueth, Norbert Wiener, and J u l i a n  Bigelow, 
"Behavior, Purpose and Teleology", p. 18, Philosophy of 
Science, Vol. 10, 1943. 

23. Arturo Rosenblueth and Norbert Wiener, llPurposeful and 
Non-Purposeful Behavior", Philosophy of Science, Vol. 17 
(1950) p. 325. 

23A "To p r e d i c t  t h e  f u t u r e  of a curve is  t o  c a r r y  ou t  a c e r t a i n  
L (  opera t ion  on i t s  past.  l1 Norbert Wiener, Cybernetics; The M. J.T. 

Press ,  Cambridge, Massachusetts. 1948, 1965. p. 6. 



We be l i eve  t h a t  men and o t h e r  animals 
a r e  l i k e  machines from t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  
s tandpoint  because we be l i eve  t h a t  t h e  
only f r u i t f u l  methods f o r  t h e  study of 
human and animal behavior a r e  t h e  
methods appl icable  t o ' t h e  behavior of 
mechanical ob jec t s  as w e l l ,  24 

The main dis t inc t ion 'between Skinnerian behavior- 

i s m  and cybernetics seems t o  l i e  i n  t h e  concept of feedback, y e t  

t h i s  d i f fe rence  i s  more apparent than r6al .  To Skinner, s e l f -  

control  was poss ib le  i n  t h a t  it was poss ib le  f o r  the  " s e l f t t  t o  

control  t h e  va r iab les  t h a t  control led  it. This can be in te rp re ted  

a s  a very crude, almost i n a r t i c u l a t e  expression of t h e  concept 

of feedback. This concept is  a r t i c u l a t e d  by Wiener a s  follows: 

We thus  see t h a t  f o r  e f f e c t i v e  a c t i o n  on 
t h e  ou te r  world it i s  not  only e s s e n t i a l  
t h a t  w e  possess good e f f e c t o r s ,  bu t  t h a t  
t h e  performance of t h e  e f f e c t o r s  be 
properly monitored back t o  t h e  c e n t r a l  
nervous system, and t h a t  t h e  readings of 
these  monitors ~e properly combined with 
t h e  o t h e r  information coming i n  from t h e  
sense organs t o  produce a properly - 
portioned output  t o  t h e  ef fec tors .  $to 

Karl Deutsch r e i n t e r p r e t s  t h i s  t o  ff...a communications network 

v 

t h a t  produces ac t ion  i n  response t o  an input  of information, 

and includes t h e  r e s u l t s  of i t s  own ac t ions  i n  t h e  new informa- 

t i o n  by which it modifies i t s  subsequent behaviortt. 
26 

&' 24. Arturo Rosenblueth and Norbert Wiener, "Purposeful and Non- 
Purposeful Behaviort', &. G., p. 326. 

25. Norbert Wiener, Cybernetics, 5. G., p. 96. 

26. Karl Deutsch, The Nerves of ~ o v e k m e n t ,  &. %. , p. 88 



Deutsch l i s t s  th ree  types of feedback. F i r s t ,  

and l e a s t  soph i s t i ca ted ,  i s  what he c a l l s  "goal-seeking" feed- 

back. 27 This type i s  t h a t  expressed i n  t h e  above quote. It 

informs t h e  behaving mechanism about t h e  present  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between it and i t s  goal. This feedback can be of two kinds: 

p o s i t i v e ,  o r  deviance amplifying, and negative o r  deviance 

deminishing. It i s  negat ive  feedback t h a t  i s  important i n  t h e  

concept of control.  

A second kind of feedback i s  learning:  "It allows 

f o r  feedback re-adjustments of those i n t e r n a l  arrangements... 

/-or parameters 7 t h a t  implied i t s  o r i g i n a l  goal ,  so  t h a t  t h e  - - 
n e t  w i l l  change i t ' s  goal ,  o r  s e t  f o r  i t s e l f  new goals  t h a t  it 

w i l l  now have t o  reach i f  i t s  i n t e r n a l  d isequi l ibr ium i s  t o  be 

lessened". 28 it i s  here  t h a t  t h e  problems of au thor i ty  begin 

t o  be manifest. 

F ina l ly ,  t h e  t h i r d  kind of feedback i s  conscious- 

ness  of t h e  i n t e r n a l  consequences of t h e  systems "outputs" and 

of t h e  "inputs" from t h e  environment. 
29 

These t h r e e  types of feedback can, according t o  

Deutsch, be constructed a s  a concept of mind, which, "...might 

be provis ional ly  defined a s  any se l f -sus ta in ing physical  process 

t h a t  includes the  n ine  opera t ions  of se lec t ing ,  abs t rac t ing ,  

27. Ibid., p. 97. 

28. Ibid., p. 92. 
. . 

C i t  p. 98. 29. Karl Deutsch, The Nerves of Government, Op. -., 



communicating, s t o r i n g ,  subdividing,  r e c a l l i n g ,  recombining, 

c r i t i c a l l y  recognizing, and re-applying items of information." 
30 

C1ear ly ; th is  desc r ip t ion  a t tempts  t o  be purely mechanist ic ,  being 

derived l a r g e l y  from t h e  f i e l d  of computer research. 31 It does 

no t  mention t h e  development of ideas ,  t h e  method of decis ion  

making o r ,  more genera l ly ,  the  c r e a t i v e  process. It desc r ibes  

a c t i v i t y  wi th in  a con t ro l l ed  environment. It desc r ibes  i n  pr in-  

c i p l e  t h e  process of t o t a l  explora t ion  wi th in  a s e t  of c l e a r l y  

defined laws, a  s i t u a t i o n  t h a t  could e x i s t  only wi th in  the  con- 

f i n e s  of nomic l o g i c  and the  Newtonian universe  t o  which it i s  

applicable.  In  o t h e r  words, it i s  a complete explora t ion  of one 

goal  s t a t e .  

In  a s t r i c t l y  physica l  s e t t i n g ,  t h e  cybernet ic  

model i s  q u i t e  valuable. However i n  such a s e t t i n g ,  only t h e  

f i r s t  type of feedback i s  conceivable. It i s  i n  f a c t  theaconcept 

of feedback t h a t  makes cybernet ics  a t  a l l  a  v i a b l e  concept. 

But t h i s  very concept, when applied t o  human i n t e r a c t i o n s ,  l o s e s  
< 

a l l  of t h e  o b j e c t i v i t y  which made it v i a b l e  i n  t h e  f i r s t  place. 

Information i s  sub jec t  t o  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  consequently, i f  t h e  

term "feedback" i s  t o  play t h e  same r o l e  as it does i n  computers 

when it i s  applied t o  human behavior t h e r e  must be a standard by 

which information i s  evaluated. This n e c e s s i t a t e s  a  concept t h a t  

can be ignored i n  t h e  case of computers because t h e  a u t h o r i t y  

,-,' 30. Ib id  9 P- 133 

31. Norbert Wiener, Cybernetics, pps. 169-180., 



funct ion  i s  f u l f i l l e d  by t h e  people who design and program them. 

But who programs t h e  programmer? With t h i s  we f i n d  ourse lves  

faced wi th  Easton1s problem of author i ty .  3 1 A  

11. THE PROBLEM OF AUTHORITY. David Easton1s p o l i t i c a l  model 

i s  t h a t  a n a l y t i c  "cybernetic" system which i s  invested wi th  t h e  

a u t h o r i t a t i v e  a l l o c a t i o n  of values. The term "author i ta t ive"  r e -  

f e r s  both t o  t h e  a u t h o r i t i e s  who make t h e  dec i s ions  and t o  t h e  

be;ief t h a t  t h e i r  dec i s ions  w i l l  be accepted. According t o  

Easton, "An a l l o c a t i o n  i s  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  when t h e  persons or iented  

t o  it consider  t h a t  they a r e  bound by it, I I  32  Fur ther ,  t h e  

occupants of a u t h o r i t y  r o l e s  a r e  those  who "engage i n  t h e  d a i l y  

a f f a i r s  of a p o l i t i c a l  system; they must be recognized by most 

members of t h e  system a s  having t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  these  

mat ters ;  and t h e i r  a c t i o n s  must be accepted a s  binding most of 

t h e  time by most of t h e  members a s  long as they a c t  wi th in  the  

l i m i t s  of t h e i r  roles,'" 
33 

These a u t h o r i t i e s  form what i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  

mind of t h e  system, i n t e r p r e t i n g  t h e  feedback and i n i t i a t i n g  

a c t i o n  f o r  t h e  system a s  a whole. 34 A s  such t h e  mind of t h e  

3 1 A  Obviously, i n  Easton1s model t h e r e  i s  no isomorphism and no 
ca lcu lus  of inference. In  t h i s  Easton's d iscuss ion of "feed- 
back", "inputs", "outputs", and "boundaries1' t ake  t h e  form of 
"metaphor1' r a t h e r  than 'Lmodelll, and, it can be  argued t h a t  
t h e r e  i s  nothing wrong i n  t h i s  f o r  an i n f a n t  d i sc ip l ine .  There 
a r e ,  however, good reasons f o r  r e j e c t i n g  t h i s  argument i n  t h i s  
case. 

David Easton, A Framework For P o l i t i c a l  Analysis,  %. %, p. 
. . 

50, 

33. David Easton, A Systems Analysis of P o l i t i c a l  Li fe ;  John Wiley 
& Sons, New York, 1965. p. 212. 

34. David Easton, A Framework For P o l i t i c a l  Analysis ,  Op. z,, p.129- 



system appears to be of a type logically distinct from that of 

the system, for the only condition in which the concept of 

"decision" can be understood is that in which more than one 

goal-state is possible. If this were not the case, then the 

existing goal-state would be constant, beyond change except 

from external variables, variables over which the laws of the 

system could have no control. Consequently, the authorities, 

if they are to fulfill their function, must be of a type that 
i 

are,, with reference to-the system, logically, similar to exter- 

nal variables. 
35 

The central concept of authority, however con- 

ceived, resists statement by any law statement pertinent to 

the Hempel-Nagel paradigm. Unfortunately, no rigorous analysis 

of this assertion is possible here for the necessary arguments 

are not developed until Chapter IV. In spite of this it is 

essential that we tentatively introduce some concepts to illus- 

trate some implications of Easton's dominant concept. 

"Authority", as Easton is using it, involves the 

cybernetic concepts of "goal" and "feedback", two concepts that 

necessitate the introduction of the logical category of "purpose". 

As was stated previously, cyberneticsescapes this problem when 

dealing with inanimate nature by ultimately appealing to human 

35. Norman Malcolm, "Intentional Activity Not Explained by Contin- 
gent Causal Laws", in Leonard I. fiimerman, ed-, The Nature and 
Scope of Social Science: A Critical Anthology; ~ppleton- 
Century Crofts, New York, 1960. pps. 347-349. 



actions. In such cases, "purpose" is not an integral part of 

the mechanism, it exists only to the.extent that it has been 

built into the machine by a purposive.agent. Consequently, "pur- 

pose" cannot be scientifically, isomorphically represented in a 

model unless that model can take into consideration a purposive 
J 

agent. Yet,what has happened is that the cybernetic model, which 

necessitates the prior existence of something like-man, has been 

applied to explain human behavior. But a model cannot explain 

that which it must presuppose; consequently, the only aspects of 

human behavior that the model can explain does not include those 

characteristics which are essential to make the model viable in 

the first place. Conseauently, an uncritical adherence to this , 

approach entails a mindless denial of humanity, 

This apparent antagonism between the category of 

purpose - represented in the choices required to direct the 
system - and the Hempel-Nagel paradigm springs from the deter- 
minism inherent in that paradigm. In short, there is a basic 

antagonism between the logical apparatus of universal laws and 

the indeterminacy of the apparent necessity to choose among 

alternatives involving future goal states. In this sense, laws 

and models suitable to the Hempel-Nagel paradigm . , are either . 

based on, or themselves represent, a particular goal state. 

"Authority", however, is in the business of precisely changing 

or manipulating goal states. What kind of laws could cover 

such phenomenon? The authorities seem to stand above the possi- 

bility of being covered by universal deductive laws, in fact, 



it seems that it is only through authoritative decisions that 

such laws are possible in the first place. 

This is not intended as a conclusive objection to 

Eastonls model; it is an attempt to indicate.problems involved in 

the analysis of purpose which must be considered, Easton is of 

no help to us in such an analysis for he seems to be, unaware that 

such a problem exists. What he does is misguidedly try to be 

llscientificll, thus explaining his preoccupation with an analytic 

system. Then, from an analysis of American political behavior, 

he develops a model which he assumes is analytic. However, in 

his analysis he records behavior that cannot be treated by the 

paradigm within which he operates. Believing, however that there 

is no other paradigm., Easton fails to analyse the very concept 

which is not only central of his model, but is central to exposing 

the confusion into which he has fallen, 

Towards A Recognition of Purpose 

Behavioralism has been a reaction against meta- 

physics and formalism. In this, social scientists have followed 

the well-worn path of empiricists in geoeral, denouncing all 

forms of metaphysics except their own. Yet, as I have shown, 

this has led to a dilemma. Even if the empiricist dogmas are 

employed, the only way that they can tell us anything about 

"the world" is determined entirely by the congruence between 

"the worldt' and the dogma. In this sense, the dogma is like a 

key to a code. As long as the code and the key are isomorphi~ - 



t he  key can be used t o  decipher any message e x i s t i n g  i n  t h e  form o f  

t h a t  code. I f ,  however,, the code i s  of a d i f f e r e n t  l o g i c a l  type,  

t h e  key i s  of no value ,  and l i t t l e  can be gained from arguing t h a t  

"if only t h e  code were of the  c o r r e c t  l o g i c a l  type we could 

decipher it." Yet t h e  empi r i c i s t s  expect u s  t o  accept  something 

even more ludicrous  than th i s .  They i n s i s t ,  a p r i o r i ,  t h a t  t h e  

code and the  key a r e  isomorphic, and apologize f o r  t h e i r  astound- - 
ing f a i l u r e s  i n  deciphering anything on the  grounds t h a t  they 

have not  y e t  had time t o  d iscover  how t o  apply the  key. Conse- 
I 

quently, we f ind  ourse lves  with systems t h a t  a r e  no t  systems, 

because w e  can n o t  f i n d  t h e  boundaries in s p i t e  of t h e  p l e a  t h a t  

"if only we f u l l y  explore p o l i t i c a l  i n t e r a c t i o n s  t h e  boundries 

w i l l  become apparent." But t h i s  form of a n a l y t i c s  boggles the  

mind when we ask  What i s  a p o l i t i c a l  in t e rac t ion?"  They r e t o r t ,  

t h a t  which e x i s t s  between p a r t i c i p a n t s  whose behavior is  p o l i t i -  

c a l l y  relevant .  " P o l i t i c a l  behavior is  t h a t  behavior which 

e x i s t s  wi th in  the  p o l i t i c a l  system." 

A t  t h i s  po in t ,  i n  a weakened condi t ion ,  we a r e  

subdued by t h e  awesome observation - p o l i t i c s  i s  d i s t ingu i shed  

by "the a u t h o r i t a t i v e  a l l o c a t i o n  of values." By exploring a l l  

a u t h o r i t a t i v e  a l l o c a t i o n s ,  making allowances f o r  "pa rapo l i t i ca l "  

systems, t h e  p o l i t i c a l  system i s  completed, a l l  wi th in  t h e  

empi r i c i s t  framework. Not so. The term " a u t h o r i t a t i v e  a l l o -  

ca t ion  of values" i s  not  empir ica l ly  v e r i f i a b l e  because a l l  

behavior can be so described. So a l l  i nc lus ive  a term can t e l l  

us  nothing about any s p e c i f i c  in terac t ion .  It can then be 
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argued t h a t  t h e  term was meant - a s  i s  obvious t h a t  it was - 
t o  d e l i n e a t e  only s p e c i f i c  types of behavior. But what is  t h i s  

s p e c i f i c  type of behavior t h a t  only t h e  p o l i t i c a l  system enjoys?  

What, i n  f a c t ,  des ignates  t h i s  behavior a s  being p o l i t i c a l ?  

Is it p o l i t i c a l ,  a p r i p r i ,  because it i s  p o l i t i c a l ;  i s  it p o l i -  

t i c a l ,  a n a l y t i c a l l y ,  because it i s  t h e  behavior t h a t  is  found 

i n  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  system - t hus  reviv ing our o r i g i n a l  ob jec t ion ;  

o r  i s  it p o l i t i c a l  because someone says it i s ?  

I f  t h i s  l a s t  p o s s i b i l i t y  is t h e  case,  then some 

concept of purpose i s  unavoidable. W e  must view p o l i t i c a l  

systems a s  being more o r  l e s s  t h e  d i r e c t  r e s u l t  of human a c t i o n s  

upon non-po l i t i ca l  r e a l i t y .  I f  these  a c t i o n s  were purposive i n  
I 

t h e  sense t h a t  they were d i r e c t e d  towards t h e  at tainment of 

something, and t h e r e  i s  no j u s t i f i c a t i o n  whatever t o  i n s i s t  

t h a t  such has ever been t h e  case,  then p o l i t i c a l  sc ience  cannot 

a b s t r a c t  i t s e l f  from inves t iga t ion  i n t o  t h e  concept of purpose. 

To do so would serve  only t o  s t r i p  our  d i s c i p l i n e  of a l l  t h a t  

i s  I1scientif  i c "  and a l l  t h a t  i s  "pol i t ica l" .  Undoubtedly, we 

could f i n d  some des ignat ion  f o r  what would be l e f t ,  but  most 

assuredly ,  it would n o t  be p o l i t i c a l  science. It is  with t h i s  
I 

perspect ive ,  t h a t  

theory and t o  t h e  

Eugene Meehan addresses himself t o  systems . 

s o c i a l  sc iences  i n  general.  

EUGENE J. MEEHAN: Systems and Purpose 

Eugene Meehan does no t  address himself t o  such 

ques t ions  a s  What i s  ' t h e  p o l i t i c a l  system"'?; l"How does t h e  

p o l i t i c a l  system function?";  o r  even "Is t h e r e  a p o l i t i c a l  



system?" To Meehan such questions are either irrelevant or 

premature. To Meehan, the concept of "system" is a human con- 

struct, and as such, was developed to meet certain human needs. 

Consequently, such concepts as "knowledge" and "explanation" 

become meaningless unless viewed through some concept of purpose. 
I 

Without "purposef1 nothing is relevant. 

Knowledge and Purpose. There is a difficulty in Meehan's 

approach to knowledge. When he addresses himself to "knowledge" 

he says one thing but when he discusses applied knowledge he 

addresses himself to what is, in effect, a different epistemology, 

with no indication that he is himself aware of the shift. As a 

result, this section will explore only his view of knowledge, 
I 

leaving the problem of the conceptual shift for a later discuss- 

ion. 

Meehan addresses himself to a concept of "imper- 

fect" knowledge and to the dilemma this poses to man. As man 

exists in a somewhat hostile environment, if he is to survive 

he must have tools with which to cope with that environment. 

Knowledge is the primary tool. As such, knowledge can be 

evaluated only in terms of its consequences to man. 36 This 

uinstrumentalll approach to knowledge is based on the necessity 

for decisive action and the impossibility of perfect knowledge. 

But this raises questions about the nature of knowledge. 

36. Eugene J. Meehan, Explanation in Social Science: A System 
Paradigm; The Dorsey Press, Homewood,Illinois, 1968, p. 17. 

( 'L 



To Meehan, knowledge can be viewed only within.a 

certain framework. Some concept of purpose forms part of that 

framework. This framework is completed by two other necessary 

conditions. The first of these is the nature of the relationship 

between man and his environment. Man is linked to his environ- 

ment in some way through his senses. That is, he experiences 

his environment through his senses. These experiences are in 

turn somehow organized, conceptualized, given significance. 

Knowledge then is man's organization of his experiences with 

his environment. This organization is imposed on the environ- 

ments, nbver discovered. 
3 7 

The second factor in the framework is public 

accessibility. That is, knowledge, in the sense in which Meehan 

is using it,, must be available in orid1 or written form, 1 and 

open to anyone with suitable training. 
38 

Private knowledge 

can exist, m d  can play an extremely important role in early 

stages of inquiry, but as it is itself not subject to critical 

analysis, it is insufficient and cannot be treated scientifically. 
39 

Science, in turn, is defined as a process of "critical analytic 

evaluation that makes possible the expansion and cumulation of 

reliable knowledge." 
40 

37. Ibid ., p. 15. 

38. Eugene J. Meehan, Explanation in Social Science: A System 
Paradigm; 3. . Cit , p. 16. 

39. Ibid., p. 16. 

40, Ibid., j. 16. 



A t h i r d  f a c t o r ,  t h a t  which was menti0ne.d f i r s t ,  

i s  a concept of purpose. Man's t o o l s  a r e  designed t o  enable 

him t o  accomplish something. Basic however, i s  the  need t o  

survive. Without su rv iva l ,  a d i s c u ~ s i o n  of purpose i s  a t  b e s t  

extremely naive. Consequently, the  purpose i n  seeking knowledge 

r n u s t y 1 a t  i t s  absolute  minimum, be d i r e c t e d  towards survival .  41 

Ult imately,  t h e  ques t  f o r  knowledge i s  the  ques t  

f o r  t o o l s  t h a t  can increase  mant s p r o b a b i l i t y  of survival .  It 

would then appear t o  fo l low t h a t  knowledge must equip man with the  

t o o l s  necessary t o  in tervene  t o  con t ro l  those  f o r c e s  i n  h i s  en- 

vironment t h a t  could des t roy him. This l eads  d i r e c t l y  t o  Meehants 

view of explanation. 

Explanation, Systems and Purpose. I f ,  as Meehan argues,  knowledge 

can be viewed only i n  terms of i t s  con t r ibu t ion  t o  manfs su rv iva l ,  

t h e  Hempel-Nagel deductive nomologism, along wi th  i t s  u n i t a r y  view 

of knowledge, can be of l i t t l e  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  man. Knowledge would 

then enable a man t o  be aware of what was occurringbut  t h i s  e p i s t -  

emology must render him incapable of "acting" on t h a t  information. 

Meehan r e j e c t s  t h i s  approach on t h e  grounds t h a t  it i s  s u f f i c i e n t  

only i f  man's aim i s  t o  adapt t o  the  environment r a t h e r  than con- 

t r o l  it f o r  h i s  own purposes. 42 I f  he seeks t o  con t ro l  h i s  

environment, as Meehan c l e a r l y  does, then a new concept of explana- 

t i o n  i s  essen t i a l .  But, does Meehanfs approach meet t h e  r e q u i , ~ e -  

ment s ? 

41. Ibid., p. 15  
1 

42. ugene J.'@eeh&.,,Kqlanation in%_ci-af -$c_ienc~.  A ~ y s f e r n  
L a d & m ;  0i. C i t . ,  &s' 24-25;. 



The system paradigm d i f f e r s  from t h e  deductive . L 

paradigm i n  t h a t  "In the  deductive paradigm, t h e  empirical  and 

t h e  l o g i c a l  come together  through t h e  'empirical  genera l i za t ions '  

used i n  explanation", whereas, "In t h e  system paradigm, t h e  

l inkage i s  made between an empirical  d e s c r i p t i o n  and a complete 

l o g i c a l  system." 43 The fus ion of "the l o g i c a l  and t h e  empiri- 

ca l "  i s  re j ec ted  on t h e  grounds t h a t  "the adequacy of an explana- 

t i o n  cannot be judged s o l e l y  on l o g i c a l  grounds; some measure of 

l o g i c a l  competance i s  needed, bu t  f i e ld - re levan t  knowledge i s  

a l s o  e s s e n t i a l .  I' 44 The term "adequacy" r e f e r s  t o  t h e  problem 

of incomplete knowledge. We need, and t h i s  i s  c r i t i c a l  f o r  it 

i s  c e n t r a l  t o  t h e  con t rad ic t ion  in Meehanls argument, a  concept 

of explanation t h a t  can adequately cope with t h e  problem of im-  

p e r f e c t  knywledge. Suvh an approach must dea l  with t h a t  which i s  
1 

re levant  i n  a f i e l d  of inqui ry  r a t h e r  than ?n some preconceived 

f o r m a l i s t i c  approach. 

To t h i s  point  t h e r e  i s  l i t t l e  with which t o  

quarrel .  Human purposes play a commanding r o l e  i n  t h e  ,que.st 

f o r  and t h e  evaluat ion  of knowledge. A s  t he  deductive paradigm 

does no t  a l low f o r  adequacy of an explanation,  o r ,  i n  Stephen 

Toulmin's words, f o r  f i e l d  dependence, it cannot f u l f i l l  o u r '  

needs. Adequacy, i n  t h e  deductive paradigm, i s  based on form. 

The form is  e i t h e r  c o r r e c t  o r  incor rec t ,  and i f  c o r r e c t  we have 

I 43. Ibid., p. 11 

44. I-, pps. 11-12. For a good discuss ion of t h i s  po in t  see  
, Stephen Toulmin, The Uses of Argument; Cambridge Univers i ty  

Press,  1964. sec t ion  I. 



p e r f e c t  knowledge. I f  the  form i s  i n c o r r e c t ,  we have imperfect  

.knowledge, bu t  t o  eva lua t e  only  i n  terms of  p e r f e c t  and imperfec t  

g ives  u s  no b a s i s  upon which t o  a c t  except  t h a t  of p e r f e c t  

knowledge. And, a s  such p e r f e c t i o n  has ,  I f e e l  f a i r l y  conf ident  

t o  s t a t e ,  never been a t t a i n e d ,  we must remain i n a c t i v e ,  i f  indeed 

a c t i o n  i s  even poss ib l e ,  o r  f a c e  t h e  condemnation of randomness. 

Such an approach is  untenable .  

Meehan's s o l u t i o n ,  however, o f f e r s  ve ry  l i t t l e .  

Accordingly, "the phenomena t o  be expla ined  i s  a l o g i c a l  

consequence of t he  i n t e r a c t i o n s  of known v a r i a b l e s  according t o  

s t i p u l a t e d  r u l e s ,  and any phenomenon t h a t  appears  i n  a n  e m p i r i c a l  

environment i s  isomorphic t o  t h e  loaded system a s  expla ined  by i t .  11 4 5  

This  immediately r a i s e s  conceptua l  problems but  a d i s c u s s i o n  of  them 

w i l l  be postponed u n t i l  Meehan's concept has  been f u r t h e r  developed. 

According t o  Meehan, an exp lana t ion  i s  of  two p a r t s ,  

an empi r i ca l  d e s c r i p t i o n  and a l o g i c a l  system. The d i f f i c u l t y  i n  

Meehan's approach i s  i n  t h e , r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the  e m p i r i c a l  and 
I 

t h e  l o g i c a l ,  bu t  stems almost d i r e c t l y  from h i s  concept of system. 

The Logical  System. According t o  Meehan, a system c o n s i s t s  of  

a s e t  of v a r i a b l e s  and a s e t  of r u l e s  t h a t  d e f i n e  every  conceivable  

interact ion between those v a r i a b l e s .  46 F u r t h e r ,  a l l  

4 5 .  Eugene J .  Meehan, Explanat ions i n  S o c i a l  Sciences:  A System 
Paradigm. &. G., p. 6 7 .  

4 6 .  Eugene J .  Meehan, Explanat ions i n  S o c i a l  Sciences:  A System 
Paradigm. OJ. G. , p. 50. 



systems are by definition, closed and finite otherwise there 

could be no entailment. 4 7 More correctly, ,nothing could be 

considered necessary, and this forms the crux of the difficulty 

in,Pleehanls approach to knowledge. 

A system is a logical construct that is completely 

defined and is used along with an empirical situation which is 

such that all of the "entailments of the system have empirical 

counterparts in observation. I' 48 How does this differ from the 

Hempel-Nagel approach to explanation? Meehan argues that the 

distinction lies in the nature of the goal of explanation. "The 

goal in explanation is a perfect match or fit between a complete 

system and a description rather than a logical fit between a 

single event and a general proposition, as in the deductive 

paradigm. 49 qut this is a misinterpretation of the Deductive 

Paradigm.' As I have shown, the deductive paradigm is in fact 

developed around the notion of a closed system. 

Meehan's systems and consequently reality, are, 

Ifin princfple ... fully calculable...." 50 
Yet, as I have shown, 

this calculation from full knowledge of the variables and their 

rules of interaction is exactly what Hempel and Nagel present 

47. Ibid., p. 51. 

48. Ibid., p. 51. ' 

49. Ibid., p. 51. 

50. Eugene J. Meehan, Explanation in Social Science: A System 
Paradigm; 9. s. , p. 51. 



in their deductive nomological explanations. There seems to be 

little, if any, difference between Hempel1s general laws and 

Meehants rules of interactions. 

Explanation. Explanation, in terms of Meehanls system para- 

digm seeks to interpret reality within the confines of a logically 

closed system. Variables in this system are given, somehow, 

"empirical" significance, then, "assuming that the description 

is accurate, and that the formal system is logically consistent, 

explanation is achieved by showing that: 

1. If the terms of an abstract calculus 
are loaded with a given set of concepts, 
each linked by rules of correspondence to 
specific empirical perceptions, the rules 
of interaction of the variables ,in the 
system are matched by the relational pro- 
positions in the description? 

* 
2. Within the loaded system, the phen- 
onemon to be explained appears as a 
formal entailment. 

3. Other entailments of the loaded system 
ard matched by observations within the 
empirical situation. 5 1  

There seems to be significantly little difference between entail- 

ments from variables and the rules governing their interactions 

and deductions from general laws. 

' ~urpose. B.F. Skinner proposed that self-control was possible 

through the self's manipulation of the variables that controlled 

the self. In a similar manner, Eugene Meehan proposes the concept 

51. Eugene J. Meehan, Explanation in Social Science: A System 
Paradigm; 9. s., p. 57. 



of purpose. To Meehan, behavior i s  purposeful i n  t h a t  it con t r i -  

butes  t o  man's survival  and man can intervene t o  control  phenomena, 

ye t  a l l  phenomena can be explained adequately only through h i s  

systems approach. But h i s  systems approach i s  a closed system 

governed by s t r i c t  r u l e s  of in te rac t ion  and the  system is ,  i n  

p r inc ip le ,  completely congruent with empirical  r e a l i t y .  A s  such, 

a l l  behavior i s  predic table  i n  the  sense, t h a t  it can be calcula ted 

from knowledge of the  r u l e s  and t he  present  s t a t e  of t he  system. 

This approach enables man t o  p red ic t  t he  fu tu re  

i n  t h a t  "The expectat ions a r e  j u s t i f i e d  because t he  system demon- 

s t r a t e s  t h a t  given var iab les ,  in te rac t ing  according t o  s t i pu l a t ed  

ru l e s ,  w i l l  lead formally t o  a pa r t i cu l a r  outcome." 
5 2 

It en- 

. 
ab les  f u r t he r ,  according t o  Meehan, "intervention and control  i n  

p r inc ip le  over the  s i t u a t i o n  by indicat ing which elements i n  t he  

empirical  s i t ua t i on  could be modified t o  produce d i f f e r e n t  resu l t s , "  
5 3 

A s  long a s  t he  desc r ip t ion  i s  accurate and the  r u l e s  of i n t e r -  

ac t ion  cor rec t ly  s t a t e s ,  a l l  po t en t i a l  conseguences of the  

s i t ua t i on  can be calculated.  However, how can man who i s  a l s o  

a phenomenon behaving i n  accordance t o  s t r i c t  r u l e s ,  intervene 

agains t  the r u l e s  t h a t  a r e  governing h i s  behavior? 

I Meehan recognizes t h a t  human exis tence  i s  marked 

52. Ibid, ,  p. 57. 

53; Eugene J. Meehan, Explanation i n  Social  Science: A System 
Paradigm, &. G. , p. 58. 



by decis ions ,  judgements, and i n  genera l ,  dilemmas t h a t  l i e  out- 

s i d e  t h e  realm of empiricism. Yet, these  dilemmas can e x i s t  

only i n  a context of imperfect knowledge. This, it appears a t  

times, he recognizes, arguing t h a t  knowledge cannot be judged 

by a b s o l u t i s t  p r i n c i p l e s ,  only on t h e  b a s i s  of adequacy i n  a 

p a r t i c u l a r  s i tua t ion .  However, when he t r i e s  t o  apply h i s  approach 

t o  any given s i t u a t i o n ,  he immediately demands more than1 can 

possibly be a t ta ined.  A few examples should serve t o  i l l u s t r a t e  

t h e  point. 

According t o  Meehan, "Without adequate descrip-  

t i o n s  and explanations,  t h e  a c t o r  i n  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  i s  forced t o  

choose among unknowns - a contradic t ion i n  terms." 54 y e t ,  i s  
8 .  

it meaningful t o  speak of choice un less  w e  a r e  i n  a s i t u a t i o n  of 

imperfect knowledge? Can any o the r  type of choice be made? 

Meehan, t o  support h i s  pos i t ion ,  presents  us'with a f a r i l y  common 

s i t u a t i o n  - choosing a household pet. To Meehan, no one can 

choose a household p e t  from among f i v e  l i v i n g  creatures.  This 

does not  g ive  us  enough information on which t o  make a choice. 

And on t h i s ,  I concur. But I disagree  when he s t a t e s  t h a t  t o  

llchoosell, would mean t o  compare each of t h e  l i v e  animals t o  

some model o,r i d e a l  of a household p e t ,  and l t l iving' l  i s  no t  an 

adequate s p e c i f i c a t i o n  of variables.  
5 5 

When I acquired my 

dog, she was but a young pup, s i x  weeks old. What va r iab les  

54. Eugene J. Meehan, Value Judgment and Social  Science; The 
Dorsey Press,  Homewood I l l i n o i s ,  1969. p. 55. 

1 

55. Eugene J. Meehan, Explanation i n  Social  Science: A System 
'Paradigm, 2. s., p. 55. 



were spec i f i ed  then? She wet t h e  f l o o r ,  spread he r  food a l l  

over t h e  p lace ,  t o r e  my socks t o  shreds. Is t h i s  what I sought 

i n  a household p e t ?  Would she grow t o  be vicious, o r  f r i e n d l y ?  

How could I t e l l ?  What v a r i a b l e s  would be adequate t o  speci fy  

whether o r  no t  a six-week old  pup would make a good household 

p e t ?  The kind of knowledge t h a t  Meehan i n s i s t s  on was i n  no 

way a v a i l a b l e  t o  me, y e t  I found no d i f f i c u l t y  i n  choosing my 

dog. Had she t u r n 4  ou t  t o  be v ic ious  o r  excess ively  unclean, , 

I could have shot  her  and ra i sed  another  pup. 

A second example of Meehanrs p e r f e c t  knowledge 

assumption i s  obvious i n  t h e  following: 

"The s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t  must be prepared 
t o  s t a t e  t h e  consequences of changes i n  
organiza t ion  o r  s o c i a l  s t r u c t u r e  i n  terms 
s p e c i f i c  consequences f o r  s p e c i f i c  ind iv i -  
dua l s  o r  c l a s s e s  i f  he wishgs to.make value  
judgements. 11 56 

Again, i s  it poss ib le  t o  know t h e  f u l l  consequences, s p e c i f i c  

o r  otherwise of any a c t i o n  before t h a t  a c t i o n  has taken place. 

Meehan i n s i s t s  t h a t  it can and p resen t s  h i s  systems approach a s  

t h e  means through-which t h i s  i s  t o  be achieved. But t h i s  method 

i s  not  novel t o  Meehan, it i s  merely an accura te  s tatement of 

t h e  dedudtive paradigm proposed by Hempel and Nagel. 

Meehan recognizes t h a t  dec i s ions  a r e  an i n t e g r a l  

p a r t  of l i f e  and t h a t  they a r e  based on knowledge and on human 

C i t  56. Eugene J. Meehan, Value Judgment and Socia l  Science; &. -., 
p. 35. 



purposes. However, h i s  s t r e s s  on p e r f e c t  knowledge p resen t s  u s  

with a s i t u a t i o n  t h a t  p r o h i b i t s  u s  from taking any a c t i o n  un less  

we achieve t h a t  which has  never been achieved, p e r f e c t  knowledge. 

Meehan, i n  s p i t e  of h i s  c o r r e c t  observations about t h e  need t o  

recognize t h e  concept of purpose, i s  s t i l l  seeking genera l  laws 

which he c a l l s  r u l e s  of i n t e r a c t i o n ,  and, he argues,  un less  we 

develop accura te  laws, our a c t i o n s  must forever  be re iegated  t o  

t h e  l e v e l  of randomness. 
5 7 

CONCLUSION 

One p a r t  of t h e  s p i r i t  of behavioralism can be 

summedup a s  "empirical v e r i f i a b i l i t y " .  A s  t h i s  i s  one of t h e  

main dogmas of log ica l  empiricism it i s  n o t  inconceivable t h a t  

o the r  a spec t s  of t h a t  philosophy should have a l s o  been adopted 

I 
o r  developed. Indeed, a s  I have shown t h i s  i s  l a r g e l y  the  case. 

A s  t h i s  philosophy i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  based on a concept of system 

it i s  reasonable t o  assume t h a t  l o g i c a l  empiricism has  played 

a l a r g e  r o l e  i n  t h e  development of modern systems theory,  and 
I 

indeed, as I have shown, it has. This i s  no t  t o  say t h a t  t h e  

philosophy was adopted i n  t o t a l  nor t h a t  it was adopted only 

a f t e r  a c a r e f u l  analysis .  Quite t h e  con t ra ry ,  it was adopted 

'piece-meal, mis in terpre ted ,  misused, misunderstood, y e t  accepted 

u n c r i t i c a l l y ,  and o f t e n  unawares. 

. . . . . . . . . 

57. Eugene J. Meehan, Value Judgment and Socia l  Science; OJ. %., 
p. 55. 



In  s p i t e  of these  handicaps, modern systems theory 

has developed, , . and, though it has been l a r g e l y  u s e l e s s  i n  explain-  

ing phenomena, it has  provided p o l i t i c a l  s c i e n t i s t s  with new con- 

cepts  about t h e  very na tu re  of p o l i t i c a l  science i t s e l f .  Analyt ic  

systems have shown u s  t h a t  p o l i t i c a l  behavior cannot be taken f o r  

granted and t h a t  t h e  study of p o l i t i c s  abs t rac ted  from human pur- 

poses i s  inconceivable. 

P o l i t i c a l  sc ience  can a b s t r a c t  i t s e l f  from ep i s -  

temological ques t ions  only a t  i t s  p e r i l .  Regardless of t h e  

methodology, ques t ions  pe r t a in ing  t o  t h e  n a t u r e  of knowledge 

cannot be ignored f o r  methodologies have i m p l i c i t  w i th in  them 

t h e  rudiments of a theory of 'knowledge. This being the  case,  

a s  was seen i n  B.F. Skinner 's  approach t o  experiment, t h e  method 
* 

of a n a l y s i s  d i c t a t e s  t h e  na tu re  of t h e  d a t a ,  t h u s  introducing a 

b i a s  of se r ious  consequence. 

f 
In t h e i r  z e a l  t o  escape b i a s e s  of personal  p re fe r -  

ences o r  of concepts with only metaphysical b a s i s , .  s c i e n t i s  

have adopted a metaphysics so l i m i t i n g  i n  i t s  a p p l i c a t i o n  t h a t  
++'"il 

a c t o r s  have been rehdered t o t a l l y  incapable of act ion.  But people 
D r  \! . 

do a c t ,  make dec i s ions ,  intervene t o  con t ro l  phenomena and both 
p P  L"+ 

k!iF, 
enjoy t h e  b e n e f i t s  from and s u f f e r  a t  the  consequences of t h e s e  

act ions.  That t h i s  i s  so cannot be denied on empirical  grounds. iLp? + 

People behave a s  they do because they have reason o r  reasons t o  

behave a s  they do, and a s  present  behavior i s  based on dec i s ions  

t h a t  i n  some way were reached i n  t h e  p a s t ,  p resen t  dec i s ions  

a f f e c t  f u t u r e  behavior. They do no t  p r e d i c t  f u t u r e  events. 



This introduces u s  again t o  t h e  realm of p u r p o s e , , a  concept 

considered necessary by Eugene Meehan, bu t  a s  was shown, given 

h i s  epistemology, t h e  concept was c o r r e c t ,  but  was unworkable. 



CHAPTER I V  

FROM DETERMINISM TO PURPOSE: 

Science and Socia l  Science 

The b a s i c  dilemma of an empirical  science of 

behavior has been i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  t h e  preceding chapters.  

Systems t h e o r i s t s  recognize t h a t  man i s  con t inua l ly  faced 

with dec i s ions  and they recognize t h a t  these  dec i s ions  a r e  

u l t ima te ly  based on a v a i l a b l e  knowledge and a goal. But t h e i r  

approach t o  p o l i t i c a l  science i s  based on a ques t  f o r  c e r t a i n t y ,  

a quest  t h a t  i s  manifest  i n  t h e i r  dependence on t h e  exis tence  

of "necessary re l a t ionsh ips"  o r  "causal o r  nomic logicf1. As 

"nomic logic"  appears t o  preclude t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of r e a l  human 

choices,  modem systems theory seems t o  preclude t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  
* 

of p o l i t i c a l  science. 

Consequently, i f  t h e r e  i s  t o  be a sc ience  of 

p o l i t i c s ,  it i s  necessary t o  fol low a t  l e a s t  one of two non- 

exclusive .;oursej; of act ion.  I f  we choose t o  s t a y  wi th in  t h e  

empirical  t r a d i t i o n ,  it i s  poss ib le  t o  d i s c r e d i t  t h e  "necessity" 

aspect  of causal  o r  nomic logic. This  r e s u l t s  i n  an e s s e n t i a l l y  

n o n - f a t a l i s t i c  form of determinism, and would have i n t e r e s t i n g  

impl ica t ions  i f  appl ied  t o  modem systems theory. I f ,  however, 

we choosebto go beyond t h e  realm of empiricism, and t h e r e  i s  

no l o g i c a l  reason why we should no t ,  we can adopt t h e  p o s i t i o n  

t h a t  ' tcausat ionll  does no t  preclude concepts of "agency" and 

"purpose", arguing t h a t  while "causal o r  nomic logic"  may be 

adequate t o  explain some phenomena, it i s  t o t a l l y  inadequate 

i n  explaining others .  A s  both approaches amount t o ,  i n  some 



sense, an indictment of 'kausal" or llnomic logict1, both 

approaches will be explored in order to determine their 

potential consequences to political science in general, and 

systems theory in particular. 

PART I CAUSALITY 

Fatalism and Determinism Criticized 

The Hempel-Nagel approach to causality is that 

of necessary connections. Modern systems theory is imbued with 

this notion, but occasionally strange statements are made that 

imply other possibilities. One such statement was Deutschts 

assertion that "there is no need to put more 'causality' or - 
'determinism' into our symbolic models than we have reason to 

expect to find in situations we intend to investigate with 

their aid." Another equally peculiar statement is Walter Buckleyts 

treatment of causation: "&&ern systems research has suggested, 

rather, the concept of tequifinality' and 'multifinality',, 

whereby different initial conditions lead to similar end effects, 

or similar initial conditions lead to different end effects. 11 1 

This is to say.that for any cause there are many possible effects 

or for any action there are many possible reactions. 

b 

In terms of nomic logic such statements are either 

incomprehensible or are based on incomplete knowledge of the 

facts. However, the theorists mentioned appeal to new develop- 

1. Walter Buckley, Sociology and Modern Systems Theory; Prentice- 
Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1967. p. 79, 



ments i n  philosophy, such a s  t h e  indeterminacy p r i n c i p l e ,  t o  g ive  

c r e d i b i l i t y  t o  t h e i r  statements. A s  w i l l  be seen, such an 

appeal w i l l  no t  j u s t i f y  t h e i r  s tatements,  not  because they f a i l  

t o  conform t o  t h e  canons of nomic l o g i c ,  but  because they 

have misunderstood t h e  new developments t o  which they appeal. 

There a r e  two poss ib le  approaches t o  d i s c r e d i t i n g  

t h e  concept of n e c e s s i t y  t h a t  pervades nomic logic. The f i r s t ,  

and f u t i l e ,  attempt t r i e s  t o  show t h a t  people can cause events  

to .occur ,  bu t  i n s i s t s  on the  exis tence  of genera l  laws of na tu re ,  

and, consequently, on nomic logic,  The second, and more pro- 

mising approach r e j e c t s  nomic l o g i c  and r a i s e s  se r ious  doubts - 
about t h e  s t a t u s  of genera l  laws. 

NOMIC LOGIC AND HUMAN CAUSATION. According t o  John Hospers 

tldeterminism i s  t h e  doc t r ine  of un ive r sa l  causation". * A s  such, 

t h e  doc t r ine  a s s e r t s  only t h a t  e+ery event has a cause and i s  

no t  concerned with "whether t h e  cause i s  mental o r  physica l ,  

whether it i s  inorganic na tu re  o r  organisms o r  people o r  God,,. 

determinism only says t h a t  every event has a cause of some kind, 

whether we ever f ind  out  what it i s  o r  not." 
3 

But t o  a s s e r t  t h a t  a p a r t i c u l a r  event  w a s  caused 

4 4 
i s  t o  a s s e r t  t h a t  " s u f f i c i e n t  conditions" ex i s t ed  and t h a t  

these  condi t ions  were r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  event by a genera l  law of 

2, John Hospers, An Intoduction t o  Philosophical  Analysis;  second 
ed., Prentice-Hall ,  Inc., Englewood C l i f f s ,  New Jersey ,  1967 p, 322. 

3. Ibid.,  p. 322. 

4. Ibid., p. 272. 



nature. For example, " tha t  hea t  i s  produced i n  any s p e c i f i c  

ins tance  when f r i c t i o n  occurs can be deduced from a genera l  

law of na tu re  a s s e r t i n g  the  constant  conjunction of f r i c t i o n  

and heat. " 5 
These general  laws a r e ,  i n  t u r n ,  n o t  t h e  r e s u l t  

of any epistemology, they e x i s t  i n  na tu re  and it is t h e i r  

exis tence  which n e c e s s i t a t e s  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between a cause, 

of whatever kind, and an e f fec t .  This approach would then 

n e c e s s i t a t e  t h a t  such causes as people o r  God must s a t i s f y  t h e  

s t i p u l a t i o n  of s u f f i c i e n t  condit ion and be lawful ly  r e l a t e d  

t o  t h e  e f f e c t s  t h a t  they cause. Such laws a r e ,  by def in i t ion . ,  

genera l ,  and thus  app l i cab le  i n  a l +  s i m i l a r  c l a s s e s  of events. 

To argue otherwise would be t o  argue t h a t  a s p e c i f i c  r e l a t i o n -  

sh ip  between person A and person,B was lawful and t h a t  t h a t  

l a w  applied only i n  t h i s  s p e c i f i c  instance. I f  such were t h e  

case,  t h e  concept of law would be t o t a l l y  use less .  

However, i f , , a s  i s  necess i t a t ed  by t h e  concept 

"law1', t h e r e  a r e  c l a s s e s  of events  with p a r t i c u l a r  laws 

governing r e l a t i o n s h i p s  wi th in  those c l a s ses ,  i s  it poss ib le  

t o  escape t h e  doc t r ine  of f a t a l i sm,  t h a t  which it purpor ts  

t o  r e j e c t ?  For, a s  Hospers succinct ly  argues,  f a t a l i s m  " f l i e s  

d i r e c t l y  i n  t h e  f ace  of empirical  facts ."  
7 

4 

5. John Hospers, An Intoduction t o  Philosophical  Analysis; 
Op. C i t . ,  p. 283. 

6. . "Fata l i sm does no t  deny t h a t  everything t h a t  happens has a 
cause. It only denies  t h a t  human beings have the  power t o  
change the  course of events." Ibid.,  p. 322. 

* 7. Ibid., p. 323. 



In  order t o  c l a r i f y  t h i s  point ,  it i s  necessary 

t o  present  my arguments i n  a l i t t l e  more de t a i l .  If  person A 
I 

i s  thelcause of e f f e c t  E, then A and E must be lawfully r e l a t ed ,  

consequently event (A,E)  i s  an example of a c l a s s  of events X 

which i s  lawfully r e l a t ed  by the  general  law of nature.N. But, 

according t o  the de te rmin i s t i c  p r inc ip le ,  events of c l a s s  X mvst 

a l s o  have a cause R, Consequently, event (R,x) causes event (A,E) 

and cause R must be lawfully re la ted  t o  event (A,E). A s  a r e s u l t  

t o  say t h a t  person A causes an event i s  t o  present  u s  with an 
1 

unfinished causal  sequence. The de te rmin i s t i c  p r inc ip le ,  viewed 
< 

through the framework of nomic l og i c  demands t h a t  person A ' s  

ac t ions  be i t s e l f  viewed as an e f f e c t  t h a t  i s  lawfully connected 

t o  some, a s  ye t ,  undiscovered cause., 

When is  t h i s  regression t o  stop? Is it an i n f i n i t e  

regression of e f f e c t  t o  cause; possibly it i s  a regression t o  

some view of being? In e f f e c t ,  the  question b o i l s  down t o  a 

search f o r  a f i n a l  cause, And i f  man's behavior i s  l og i ca l l y  

necessary i n  terms of some non-necessary empirical  l a w ,  the  

search f o r  causes must go beyond man. Consequently the  doctr ine  

of fa ta l i sm cannot be avoided. 
9 

8. John Hospers, An ' Intraduction t o  Philosophical Analysis; 
&. z., p. 203. 

9. For a s imi la r  view see Norman Malcolm, "Intent ional  Act iv i ty  
Not Explained by Contingent Causal Laws", i n  Leonard I. Krimer- 
man, ed., The Nature and Scope of Social  Science: A C r i t i c a l  
Anthology; Appleton-Century-Crofts, New York. 1969, 



It becomes evident that nomic logic applied to a 

concept of general laws of nature can lead only to a doctrine of 

fatalism. Yet, as Hospers points out, this doctrine is untenable 

on empirical grounds. As I have shown, this contradiction is 

central to the hehavioralist dilemma. 

Determinism and Responsibility 

A second theorist who insists on determinism or 

Universal causation, yet rejects fatalism, is Michael Scriven, 

According to Scriven, "We may take determinism to be the doctrine 

that every event in and every state of the world are wholly 

governed by precise laws," 
10 

This position at first seems 

identical to both the Hempel-Nagel epistemology and to the 

thesis put forward by John Hospers, and like Hospers, Scriven 

rejects fatalism. However, Scrivenls rejection of fatalism is 

more promising because it is based on a different view of ex- 

planat ions, causation and laws. 

LAWS AND DISCIPLINES. Striven's rejection of fatalism is contin- 

gent on the rejection of the unity of science thesis. He contends 

that the distinction between disciplines is manifest in the ex- 

planations as they actually occur in both the social sciences and 
4 

the natural sciences. In this, it is essential to assert that 

nomic logic plays no role in the natural sciences, and any attempt 

to adopt it leads to the absurdities described in the last chapter. 

10: Michael Scriven, Primary Philosophy; McGraw-Hill Book Company, 
New York, 1966. p. 200. 



9 5 

S c r i v e n ' s  r e j e c t i o n  of nomic l o g i c  i s  based on t h e  

grounds t h a t  none of t h e  examples presented  a s  evidence by Hempel and 

Oppenheim i n  t h e i r  o r i g i n a l  s ta tement  of t he  deduct ive nomological 

11 
approach t o  exp lana t ion  can be made t o  accord wi th  t h e  requirements  

12 
of t h e  deduct ive  model. This  i s  not  t o  say  t h a t  laws a r e  n o t  used i n  

s c i ence ,  f o r  indeed they  a r e ;  it i s  a r e j e c t i o n  of one view of t h e  

na tu re  of and r e l a t i o n s h i p  between' laws and t h e  phenomenon they  s e e k  
13 

t o  exp la in .  According t o  Scriven,  s c i e n t i f i c  laws a r e  both p r o b a b l i s t i c  

14 
and inaccu ra t e  and exp lana t ions  der ived  from these  laws a r e  

e s s e n t i a l l y  non-deductive i n  cha rac t e r .  l5 It seems t h a t  Scr iven  i s  

arguing t h a t  exp lana t ions  i n  n a t u r a l  sc ience  can  be only  problematic  and 

never ,  a s  i n  t h e  case  i n  the  Hempel-Nagel paradigm, necessary .  16  

C a r l  G. Hempel and Paul  Oppenheim, "The Covering Law Analysis  of 
S c i e n t i f i c  Explana t iont t ,  Philosophy of Science,  15:2, pp. 135-174 

Michael Scr iven ,  "Def in i t i ons ,  Explanat ions ,  & Theories" ,  i n  
Herber t  F e i g l ,  Michael Scr iven  & Grover Maxwell, eds . ,  Minnesota 
S tud ie s  i n  t h e  Philosgphy of Science;  Vol. 11, Unive r s i ty  of 
Minnesota Press ,  Minneapolis,  1958. p. 193. 

m., p. 194. See a l s o  Michael Scr iven ,  "Explanat ions,  P r e d i c t i o n s  
and Laws" i n  Herbert  F e i g l  & Grover Maxwell, eds . ,  Minnesota S tud ie s  
i n  t h e  Philosophy of Science; Vol. 111; Un ive r s i t y  of Minnesota 
P re s s ,  Minneapolis,  1962. Michael Scr iven ,  "The Limits  of 
Explanation", i n  Bernard Baumrin, e d . ,  Philosophy of Science: The 
Delaware Seminar: Vol. 11; I n t e r s c i e n c e  Pub l i she r s ,  John Wiley & 
Sons, ~ e w  York, 1963. Michael Scriven,  "The Temporal Asymmetry of 
Explanat ions and P red ic t ions t1 ,  i n  Bernard Baumrin, ed . ,  Philosophy 
of Science: The Delaware Seminar, Vol. I; I n t e r s c i e n c e  Pub l i she r s  
John Wiley & Sons, New York, 1963. 

Micbael Scr iven ,  "The Key Property of Phys ica l  Laws - Inaccuracy", 
i n  Herbert  F e i g l  & Grover Maxwell, eds . ,  Current  I s s u e s  i n  t h e  
Philosophy of Science;  Hol t ,  Rinehart  & Winston, New York, 1961. 

Michael Scr iven ,  "Def in i t ions ,  Explana t ions  & Theories" ,  a. G., 
p. 192. 

Michael Scr iven ,  "A Poss ib l e  D i s t i n c t i o n  Between T r a d i t i o n a l  
S c i e n t i f i c  D i s c i p l i n e s  and t h e  Study of Human Behavior", i n  Herbert  
F e i g l  and Michael Scr iven ,  eds . ,  Minnesota S tud ie s  i n  t he  
Philosophy of Science,  Vol. I, Un ive r s i t y  of Minnesota P re s s ,  
Minneapolis,  1956, pp. 334-335. 



Having done away with t h e  Hempel-Nagel paradigm 

i n  t h e  n a t u r a l  sc iences ,  Scriven approaches t h e  s o c i a l  sc iences ,  

arguing t h a t  explanations i n  the  science of behavior i s  of a 

l o g i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  kind than t h a t  found i n  the  n a t u r a l  sciences. 

These explanations a r e  non-deductive, c e n t r a l  t o  t h e  study of 

behavior, and connected t o  requirements of u n i v e r s a l i t y  and 

r e p e a t a b i l i t y  of e f fec t .  17 
In o t h e r  words, "In h i s t o r y  and 

psychology t h e r e  a r e  very wel l  e s t ab l i shed  ways of d i r e c t l y  

support ing such statements which do no t  involve s t a t i n g  laws 

such a s  those  i n  physics. 11 l8 

The d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e  d i s c i p l i n e  i s  based 

on t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  statements from which we i n f e r  an explanation. 

In  t h e  n a t u r a l  sc iences  these  statements t a k e  t h e  form of laws, 

i n  t h e  behavioral  sc iences ,  according t o  Scriben,  t ru isms a r e  

l o g i c a l l y  acceptable. 

Truisms and t h e  Escape From Fatalism. The behavioral  sc iences  

need no t  be encumbered with a search of genera l  laws as they 

- 
e x i s t  i n  t h e  n a t u r a l  sciences. "The reason i s  t h a t  they ...L tnl- 

isms-7 a r e  based on extremely r e l i a b l e  knowledge of behavior 

d e s p i t e  i t s  being usua l ly  too  well  known t o  be worth mentioning, 

and too  complex t o  permit p rec i se  f o r m u l a t i ~ n . ~ ~  T h i s  can 

17. Ibid., p. 339 

18. Michael Scriven, ItDef i n i t  ions,  Explanat ions  & Theories", 0~-. G. , 
p. 194. 

19. Michael Scriven, "Truisms a s  the  Grounds f o r  H i s t o r i c a l  Explan- 
a t ions" ,  i n  Leonard I. Krimerman, ed., The Nature 6r Scope of 
Socia l  Science: A C r i t i c a l  Anthology; Appleton-Century-Crofts, 

0 
New York, 1969. p. 



be called knowledge of human nature though not scientific 

knowledge. " 20 

The difference between truisms and laws is that 

the former are not necessarily binding, not even probably bind- 

ing in the,sense applicable to physical laws. Unlike physical 

laws, many truisms could form the basis of an explanation of 

the same behavior and be equally plausible. The choice between 

one truism and another must be made on the basis of "situational" 

or "professional1' expertise: accordingly, "The mechanic in his 

special field and the historian in his, like each of us in the 

field of human behavior, has learned to spot cause and motives 

from myriad clues of language and context - in objects, docu- 
ments, or persons - and even though we can rarely give any 
exhaustive list, we can often be rightly confident that 'It 

must have been this - there's nothing else it could have been,' 
because,we can be fairly sure we would have spotted any others 

that were present in the course of our thorough search." 
21 

This statement presents the concept of adequacy and introduces 

the diagnostic view of causation. I will have more to say,about 

this shortly. 

20. Michael Scriven, "Causes, Connections and Conditions in His- 
tory", in W-Llliam H. Dray, ed., Philosophical Analysis and 
History; Harper & Row, New York,' 1966. p. 254. 

21. Michael Scriven, "Causes, Connections and Conditions in His- 
tory", &. s., p. 251. 



As truisms are not limited by necessary connections 

it is logically consistent to subscribe to the doctrine of deter- 

minism and reject fatalism, however, in order to develop this 

point more fully, as Scriven does, it is necessary to explore his 

views on prediction. 

Determinism and Prediction. According to the propounders of 

nomic logic, explanation and prediction are symmetrical. The 

perfect explanation would yield perfect predictions, consequently 

both determinism and fatalism would be the case. Scriven rejects 

this position on empirical grounds, arguing that while he sub- 

scribed to a deterministic doctrine such a doctrine did not 

entail fatalism and that fatalism must be rejected on empirical 

grounds. 

It is in fact possible to prove "that the behavior 

of an individual who has in his possession all of the information 

about him that you have, is unpredictable if he want; it to be, 

because he will be able to duplicate any prediction that you make, 

and, because of his motivational conditions, he will in fact do 
L 

something else. It 22 But, in order to be consistent, this 

behavior must itself be repeatable, otherwise we can only wonder 

at this amazing determinism that permits us to do as we please. 

22. Michael Scriven, "Views of Human Nature", in T.W. Mann, ed. 
Behaviorism and Phenomenology; Phoenix Books, The University 
of Chicago Press, 1964. p. 172. See also Michael Scriven, 
"The Complete Robot: A Prolegomena to Androidology", in Sidney 
Hook, ed., Dimensions of Mind; Collier Books, New York, 1960. 
pps. 116-117. 



In  s p i t e  of h i s  own arguments, Scriven tenacious-  

l y  c l i n g s  t o  t h e  d e t e r m i n i s t i c  doctr ine.  23 Fur ther ,  he w i l l  

under no circumstances accept  fatal ism. Man i s  responsib le  

f o r  h i s  a c t i o n s  i f  he makes a choice t o  a c t  a s  he does even i f  

it i s  no t  poss ib le  f o r  him t o  have ac ted  otherwise. For t o  have 

made a choice implies t h a t  he had good reason t o  be l i eve  t h a t  he 

could have done otherwise even i f  he i n  f a c t  could not. 24 we 

see  here  perhaps t h e  b e s t  example of t h e  b e h a v i o r a l i s t  dilemma, 

t h e  c o n f l i c t  of two doc t r ines  - one which llcannot poss ib ly  be 

correc t" ,  and t h e  o t h e r  which "cannot poss ib ly  be incorrec t .  " 
25 

"Second, I cannot see  any way i n  which one could e s t a b l i s h  
t h e  claim t h a t  human behavior i s  i n  p r i n c i p l e  undetermined and 
hence, d i s t ingu i sh ing  i t s  study from t h a t  of t h e  presumably 
determined inanimate world. No mat ter  i n  how many respec t s  
two human s ta te-descr ip t iof is  a r e  t h e  same, i f  the  ensuing be- 
havior  d i f f e r s ,  we s h a l l  regard t h a t  a s  evidence t h a t  some- 
where i n  t h e  individual  o r  gene t i c  h i s t o r i e s  o r  i n  t h e  cu r ren t  
circumstances, t h e r e  must be a d i f fe rence  i n  t h e  va lue  of a 
parameter." Michael Scriven, "A Poss ib le  Dis t inc t ion  Between 
Trad i t iona l  S c i e n t i f i c  Disc ip l ines  and t h e  Study of Human Be- 
havior", - C&. , p. 331. 

Michael Scriven, Primary Philosophy, 3- C&., p- 331- 

Scriven has s ince  reconsidered h i s  pos i t ion  and now r e j e c t s  
Determinism and N0mi.c Logic a s  being one and t h e  same, "In 
recent  d iscuss ions ,  some p o s i t i v i s t s  have argued t h a t  causal  
explanations of t h e  kind mentioned above r e a l l y  do i m p l i c i t l y  
r e f e r  t o  laws i n  a way which salvages t h e  o r i g i n a l  thes i s .  
It is  t r u e ,  they say, t h a t  t h e  law may no t  be known, but  t h a t  
the re  i s  a law connecting t h e  a l leged cause with t h e  e f f e c t  
c e r t a i n l y  i s  i m p l i c i t l y  a s se r t ed ,  given t h e  explanation. In 
my view, t h i s  claim i s  simply a r e s u l t  of a commitment t o  
determjnism, and determinism i s  false." "Logical Pos i t iv ism - 

and t h e  Behavioral Sciencesll, i n  The Legacy of Logical Posi- 
t iv ism,  p. 207. 



In  s p i t e  of t h i s  major weakness, Scriven has 

succeeded i n  escaping from t h e  suffocat ing  s t e r i l i t y  of nomic 

logic. H i s  arguments, a p a r t  from h i s  conclusions,  lend good 

support t o  t h e  contention t h a t  man can a f f e c t  t h e  course of 

events ,  and, a s  such, he re-opens t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of a socia l  

science. 

The Diagnostic Approach t o  Causal i ty  

Michael Scrivep introduced a view of causat ion 

t h a t  d i f f e r s  r a d i c a l l y  from t h a t  presented previously. This 

view presents  causat ion no t  a s  a s e r i e s  of necessary connections 

but  a s e r i e s  of r e l a t i o n s h i p s  t h a t  have l ed  t o  a p a r t i c u l a r  

/ 

event. According t o  Norwood Hanson, 'Ithe primary reason f o r  

r e f e r r i n g  t o  t h e  cause of X i s  t o  expla in  X". 
26 

Consequently, 
1 

t h e  concept of causat ion becomes a funct ion  of an epistemology. 
1 

A s  such, t o  ask f o r  a "causal explanation" i s  e i t h e r  t o  be re-  

dundant o r  t o  ask f o r  an explanation of a p a r t i c u l a r  metaphysical 

base. In the  same vein ,  Stephen Toulmin argues t h a t  whenever 

quest ions a r e  asked about caupes, s p e c i a l  a t t e n t i o n  i s  drawn t o  

an event,  and the  inves t iga t ion  of i t s  causes i s  a sc ru t iny  of 

i t s  antecedents  focussed ondiscovering, "what would have t o  be 

d i f f e r e n t  f o r  t h i s  s o r t  of th ing  t o  happen otherwise - what i n  

t h e  antecedents  God o r  man would need t o  manipulate i n  order  t o  

a l t e r  the  spot- l ighted event." 
2 7 

26. Norwood Hanson, Pa t t e rns  of Discovery; Cambridge Universi ty 
Press,  1965. p. 54. 

27. Stephen Toulmin, The Philosophy of Science; Harper Torchbooks, 
Harper and Row, New York, 1953, 1960. p. 121. 



This is not to say that we should be anthropo- 

centric. What is essential is that the approach be diagnostic. 28 

The concepts of determinism or agency play no role whatever. In 

fact, such concepts as the uniformity of nature and universal 

causation that are strongly appealed to by the determinists are 

shown to be metaphysical in nature and generally of no value in 

the physical sciences. 

The uniformity of Nature principle, according to 

popular belief, is essential if science is to exist. 29 Toulmin 

argues that this belief is unfounded. Scientists may appear to 

subscribe to such a principle, but they in fact place little 
J . 

importance to it. It is more the form of scientific inquiry 

that suggests the existence of a Uniformity principle than any 

belief common to scientists. "Non-uniformities and non-correla- 

tions, independencies and disconnections are quite as important..." 
30 

This argument has particular force in quantum 

physics. "Here with quantum phenomena we cannot predict, because 

we cannot possibly have ' all of the data'; there exists no con- 
ception of what it would be like to have data beyond those with 

which any well designed quantum mechanical problem does begin." 
31 

28. Ibid.. p. 121. 

29. John Hospers, An Introduction to Philosophical Analysis; &. 
G., p. ?59. 

30. Stephen Toulmin, The Philosophy of Science, OJ. E., p. 153. 

31. Norwood Hanson, The Concept of the Positron; Cambridge Uni- 
versity Press, 1963. p. 30. 



The only apparent uniformity i n  t h i s  f i e l d  e x i s t s  on t h e  macro- 

l e v e l ,  and it i s  a s t a t i s t i c a l  uniformity. On t h e  micro l e v e l .  

th ings  happen with no apparent cause and no apparent  uniformity. 

Carbon 14 n u c l i i  d i s i n t e g r a t e , q u i t e  a p a r t  from any known ex te r -  

n a l  stimulus. There i s  no way of p red ic t ing  which atom w i l l  

d i s i n t e g r a t e  next. 32 The Uniformity p r i n c i p l e  can be shown t o  

apply only i n  t h e  h ighly  a r t i f i c i a l  realm of Newtonian Mechan- 

ics.  
33 

The p r i n c i p l e  of c a u s a l i t y ,  q u i t e  a p a r t  from t h e  

quest ion "What caused A?" i s  t h e  second and r e l a t e d  major t e n e t  

of determinism. Toulmin and Hanson argue t h a t  the  causal  p r in -  

c i p l e  i s  a statement of t h e  "metaphysical shadows of t h e  

arguments we employ i n  the  physical  sciences". 34  his r e s u l t s  

l a rge ly  from t h e  form of experimentation t h a t  e x i s t s  i n  the  

physical  sciences. These a r e  designed t o  be a s  chain- l ike  a s  

possible. 
35 

Consequently, explanat ions  appear chain-l ike bu t  

t h i s  r e s u l t s  not  from t h e  f e a t u r e s  of t h e  phenomena under 

inves t iga t ion ,  it i s  a d i r e c t  consequence of t h e  s c i e n t i s t ' s  

36 
t ra in ing.  The chains a r e  deductive,  and any suggestion of 

causa l i ty  can be t r e a t e d  a s  nothing more than a "metaphysical 

shadow. " 

32. Ibid., p. 32-33. 

33. Ibid., p. 32. 

34. Stephen Toulmin, The Philosophy of Science, 2. z., p. 164. 
I 

35. Norwood Hanson, Pa t t e rns  of Discovery, &. E., , p. 67. 

36. Ibid., p. 61. 
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There is,,, however, one important considerz.tion. 

The d iagnos t i c  approach t o  c a u s a l i t y  must not  be viewed a s  a 

counter doctr ine.  That is ,  t h i s  approach does not  deny t h a t  

f a c t o r  A within  context  MPZ r e su l t ed  i n  o r  caused B. For, indeed, 

t h i s  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  what t h i s  approach i n s i s t s  does occur, What 

t h i s  approach denies  i s  t h e  exis tence  of c ross  contextual  o r  uni- 

v e r s a l  caupat ions. 

The Realm of P o s s i b i l i t y  

There appears t o  be no evidence i n  t h e  physica l  

world t h a t  e n t a i l s  determinism, much l e s s  fatal ism. This  does 

not  prove the  v a l i d i t y  of concepts such a s  "purpose" o r  "agency", 

bu t  a t  l e a s t  they a r e  nc longer precluded. Wetmust e n t e r  t h e  
- 

realm of p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r  c l e a r l y  the re  i s  no other .  A s  Richard 

Taylor c l e a r l y  s t a t e s ,  men do sometimes th ink t h a t  they a r e  n o t  

caused t o  do some of t h e  

a r e  o f t e n  mistaken. But 

taken i s  t o  a f f i r m  " tha t  

( somehow) be true.  'I 
3 7 

t h ings  t h a t  they do. Undoubtedly, they 

t o  af f i rm 

a c e r t a i n  

A s  we can 

t h a t  they must always be mis- 

phi losophica l  theory must 

no longer a f f o r d  t h e  luxury 

of "perfect  knowledge" we must come t o  g r i p s  wi th  what we have 

and develop a concept of adequacy. Such a concept must, of 

course, be somehow r e l a t e d  t o  a concept of purpose. 

37. Richard Taylor, Action and Purpose; Prentice-Hall ,  Inc., 
Englewood C l i f f s ,  New Jersey. 1966. p. 264. 



PART I1 PURPOSE 

Reasons and Appraisals  

It would appear t h a t  the  sub jec t  matter  of t h e  

s o c i a l  sciences must be t r e a t e d  a s  being of a l o g i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  

type than t h a t  of t h e  physica l  sciences. The d i f f e r e n c e ,  however, 

cannot be expressed i n  terms of explanatory a d e q u ~ c y  a lone ,  f o r  

t h e  physica l  sciences a r e  no c l o s e r  t o  pe r fec t ion  than a r e  t h e  

s o c i a l  sciences. The d i f fe rence  can be expressed only i n  terms 

of t h e  na tu re  of t h e  phenomena under inves t iga t ion .  Some human 

behavior i s  understandable only wi th  reference  t o  an agent ,  and, 

as such, , i s  l o g i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  behavior of inanimate 
\ 

things. 

The concept of purpose has,, however, been used t o  

desc r ibe  inanimate behavior. The impl ica t ions  of t h i s  usage of 

"purposett a r e  severe un less  it can be i l l u s t r a t e d  t h a t  such 

usage i s  i t s e l f  based on a misconception. But, i n  o rde r  t o  

i l l u s t r a t e  t h i s  misconception, it i s  necessary t o  develop and 

c l a r i f y  t h e  concept of tfagency". In order  t o  understand agency, 

however, it i s  necessary t o  understand causat ion ,  which i s  i t s e l f  

meaningful only i f  we accept  exis tence  and change. In shor t ,  

we f ind  ourse lves  faced with f i v e  concepts each of which i s  

c e n t r a l  t o  an understanding of physica l  and s o c i a l  r e a l i t y ,  and 

each i r r e d u c i b l e  t o  the  others. These concepts a r e  "existence", 

tlchange", "causation", "agency", and "purpose". 
38 

- -  

. - 

38. Richard Taylor ,  "Thought and Actiont1, Inquiry,  Vol. 1 2 ,  p. 149, 



A s  some of these  ca tegor ies  a r e  contentious,  it 

i s  necessary t o  explore and develop some of t h e i r  more important 

implications. In t h e  case of t h e  ca tegor ies  of "agency" and 

llpurposell it i s  e s s e n t i a l  t o  show t h e i r  importance t o  p o l i t i c a l  

science, f o r  without agency we cannot escape fa ta l i sm,  F ina l ly ,  

a s  it i s  with reference t o  the  category of purpose t h a t  behavior- 

a l  c r i t e r i a  prove themqelves most inadequate, a b r i e f  d iscuss ion 

of the  con t ras t  between purpose a s  used by Richard Taylor and 

purpose a s  developed i n  t h e  behavioral  sciences w i l l  be under- 

taken. 
d 

EXISTENCE, The broadest  and , l eas t  content ious  of our ca te-  

gor i e s  i s  "existence". This i s  no t  t o  say t h a t  it has n o t  been 

questioned, f o r  indeed it has. "How can we knqw t h a t  anything 

ex i s t s?"  i s  an a r t i c u l a t i o n  of the  dilemma of t h e  complete 

skeptic. I f  it i s  a quest  f o r  c e r t a i n t y ,  t h e  dilemma cannot 

be resolved, For i n  order  t o  be sure ,  i n  t h i s  sense,  t h a t  we 

were not  being deceived, we should have t o  have completed an 

i n f i n i t e  s e r i e s  of v e r i f i c a t i o n s ;  and it i s  an a n a l y t i c  proposi- 

t i o n  t h a t  one cannot run through a l l  of t h e  members of an 

i n f i n  j t e  ser ies .  
39 

According t o  A. J. Ayer, t h e  skept ic ' s  dilemma i s  

based on applying t h e  wrong c r i t e r i a  i n  evaluat ing  empirical  

propositions. The c r i t e r i a  of c e r t a i n t y  i s  app l i cab le  only t o  

39. A.J. Ayer, The Foundations of Empirical Knowledge; Macmillan 
and Company, Ltd., London. 1940, 1964, pps. 44-45, 



the  "a p r i o r i "  proposit ions of l og i c  and mathematics. 40 In 

dealing with empirical  proposit ions "our procedure ... i s  induc- 

t i v e ,  and it remains inductive however much sensible  evidence we 

may accumulate, " 
41 

This r a i s e s  t he  question of adequacy. I f  we 

cannot be ce r t a i n ,  and the re  i s  no reason t o  bel ieve  t h a t  we 

, can,,what cons t i t u t e s  adequate knowledge? In other  words, 

given the  context of t h i s  d iscuss ion,  what cons t i t u t e s  adequate 

evidence t h a t  we e x i s t ?  Very few of u s  would even consider 

such a question worthy of an answy f o r  t r u l y  the evidence 

i s  so abundant, But t h i s  evidence i s  of ten  discredi ted;  we 

f ind t h a t  we of ten  su f f e r  from i l lus ion.  According t o  Ayer, 

"our senses do sometimes deceive us. We may, a s  the  r e s u l t  

of having ce r t a i n  sensations,  expect o ther  sensations t o  be 

obtainable which a r e ,  i n  f a c t ,  not  obtainable. But, i n  a l l  

such cases,  it i s  fu r t he r  sense-experience t h a t  informs us  of 

the  mistake t h a t  a r i s e  out  of sense-experience." 
42 

It would appear t h a t  the  question of adequacy 

is  int imately connected with a concept of po t en t i a l  s e l f -  

correct ion t h a t  echoes C.S. Peirce ' s  contention t h a t  "inquiry" 

40. A. J. Ayer, The Foundations of Empirical Knowledge, &. E., 
p. 45. 

41. I b id , .  p. 45-46. 

42. A. J, Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic; Dover Publicat ions,  
Inc., New York, 1946. p. 39, 



of every type,,  f u l l y  ca r r i ed  out ,  has  the  v i t a l  power of s e l f -  

correc t ion  and of growth." 43 This contention can e a s i l y  be 

challenged, but  l i k e  so many of t h e  proposi t ions  d e a l t  wi th  it 

cannot be disproven. This problem w i l l  be re-examined l a t e r .  
I 

Suff ice  t o  say t h a t  without %ruth" we need a type of s e l f -  

correc t ing  agent, 

To t h e  complete skep t i c  we can i n d i c a t e  nothing, 

We accept  the  category of existence because we have good reason 

t o  be l i eve  t h a t  we e x i s t j  but  i f  we a r e  c a l l e d  upon t o  speci fy  

these  reasons they become l e s s  convincing. But t o  deny t h a t  we 

e x i s t  i s  t o  q u i t ,  , thus implying t h e  consequence t h a t  we v i l l  , 

soon no longer e x i s t .  

CHANGE, The category of change i s  l e s s  genera l ,  no t  be- 

cause it i s  l e s s  appl icable ,  but f o r  t h e  commonsensical reason 

t h a t  unless  something e x i s t s  t o  speak of it changing i s  vacuous. 

Again, t h i s  category has i t s   skeptic^,^ bu t  t h e i r  ob jec t ions  a r e  

r e j ec ted  on t h e  same grounds t h a t  t h e  d e t r a c t o r s  of exis tence  

were rejected.  Phenomena appear t o  change and on t h e  b a s i s  t h a t  

we "cannot s t e p  i n t o  t h e  same r i v e r  twice" we accept  t h i s  ca te-  

gory 

CAUSATION. A good dea l  has a l ready been s a i d  about causation, 

43, C,S.  Peirce ,  i n  Vincent Tomas, ed., Peirce: Essays i n  the  
Philosophy of Science; The Bobbs-Merrill Company, Inc . ,  New York, 
1957. p. 233. "This i s  a property so deeply s a t u r a t i n g  i t s  
inmost na tu re  t h a t  it may t r u l y  be sa id  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  bu t  one 
th ing needful  f o r  learning the  t r u t h ,  and t h a t  i s  a hea r ty  and 
a c t i v e  d e s i r e  t o  l ea rn  what is  true". 



bu t  the re  i s  good reason t o  say a l i t t l e  more. Since David Hume, 

it has been fashionable t o  t r y  t o  reduce causat ion  t o  change. 
44 

This inf luence  was noted i n  t h e  work of Karl Deutsch and Walter 

Buckley , 44A 
but  i n  genera l ,  t h i s  approach has gained l i t t l e  

support i n  p o l i t i c a l  science. As has been shown, t h i s  d i s c i p l i n e  

adheres t o  t h e  equal ly  dubious concept of "necessary connection". 

There a r e  o the r  p o s s i b i l i t i e s ,  however, a s  noted e a r l i e r ,  and it 

i s  these  developments t h a t  i n t e r e s t  u s  here. 

The category of causat ion introduces an element of 

order  t o  t h e  category of change. That i s  no t  t o  say t h a t  a l l  

change i s  o rde r ly ,  bu t  t h a t  some order  can be found t o  e x i s t  i n  

nature. A s  has  been shown, t h i s  category p lays  an important,  

though somewhat unclear  r o l e  i n  s c i e n t i f i c  inquiry. In so f a r  

a s  it introduces o rde r ,  causat ion cannot be reduced t o  t h e  ca te-  

gory of change f o r  t o  say t h a t  "A caused B" i s  equivalent  t o  

saying t h a t ,  .given s u f f i c i e n t  condit ions 'A1 had t h e  power t o  

make 'B '  happen. 
45 

Though t h i s  approach c l e a r l y  r e j e c t s  the  

amalgamation of the  two ca tegor ies ,  it a l s o  denies  un ive r sa l  

Richard Taylor, Thought and Purpose, &. E., p. 152. 

Buckley r e j e c t s  the  concept of necessary connection f o r  he  
r e a l i z e s  t h a t  it precludes any concept of purpose. However, 
i n  'h is  at tempt t o  introduce the  concept of purpose, he a d o p ~ s  
an epistemology t h a t  no t  only r e j e c t s  "necessi ty" but  t h e  
concept of purpose a s  well. 

"For t o  say t h a t  A made B happen obviously only means t h a t  A 
caused B, and t o  say t h a t  it did t h i s  by v i r t u e  of i t s  power 
t o  do so obviously means nothing more than t h a t  A produced B 
by v i r t u e  of i t s  e f f i cacy  a s  a cause  - o r , . i n  s h o r t ,  t h a t  A 

C i t  caused B. " Richard Taylor, Action and Purpose, &. -. , 
p. 39. 



causation. The category of causation asserts that given a 

particular context, some variable, be it man, matter, .or God; 

has the "power" to cause some event to take place. This is 

clearly quite distinct from change and from universal causation. 

It is essentially a diagnostic approach to causation. 

This concludes the discussion of the three cate- 

gories that are, from a logical point of view, actually employed 
1 

in the physical sciences. An adequate understanding of physical 

phenomena can be attained by operating strictly within the 

confines of these categories, as is attested by the continual 

great advances in the physical sciences. In the social sciences,, 

however, attempts to restrict ourselves to these categories have 

proyen generally futile. There remain, however, two categories, 

agency and purpose. 

AGENCY. As has been argued, the category of agency plays 

little if any role in modern political science, and, indeed, in 

philosophy. "Much modern thought, more or less beginning with 

Descartes and Spinoza, has involved the attempt to reduce agency 

to causation. 
46 

This is usually done by viewing the agent, in 

a Skinnerian way, as just one more link in a causal chain. To 

some people, however, the agent becomes an extremely important 

link, so important in fact that it becomes almost meaningless to 

speak of a causal chain. A single example should serve to clari- 

fy this point. 

46. Richard Taylor, "Thought and Purpose", a. so, p. 152. 



If we t r y  t o  expla in  the  c i r c u l a r  movement of a 

sh ip ' s  propel lor ,  we invar iably  r e f e r  t o  t h e  engine. Granted, 

we r e f e r  a l s o  t o  t h e  transmission and t o  t h e  d r i v e  s h a f t  and 

possibly t o  t h e  torque t ransmit ted  t o  t h e  p rope l lo r  through t h e  

d r ive  s h a f t ,  but  invar iably  we must answer t h e  ques t ion  "where 

does the  torque come from?" The only way we can answer such a 

quest ion i s  with reference t-o t h e  engine. Granted, t h e  workings 

of t h e  engine must themselves be explained e i t h e r  i n  terms of 

valves i s t o n s  and steam pressure ,  o r  i n  terms of a c c e s s i b l e  
•÷, 

p o t e n t i a l  energy contained i n  f o s s i l  fuel .  I f  we r e f e r  only 

t o  these  f a c t o r s ,  we w i l l  be faced wi th  t h e  somewhat ludicrous  

explanation t h a t  t h e  energy i n  f o s s i l  f u e l s  causes t h e  p rope l lo r  

t o  turn , ,  viewing t h e  second l i n k  a s  being unimportant i n  t h a t  it 

can i n  no way a f f e c t  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the  f u e l  and the  

propellor ,  However, an engine t h a t  does n o t  work does a f f e c t  

t h e  r e l a t ionsh ip ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i f  i t s  "not working" r e s u l t s  i n  

i t s  f looding thus  possibly leading t o  a f i r e .  I n  such a case 

the  engine 's  behavior leads  t o  t h e  r e l e a s e  of energy from t h e  

f o s s i l  f u e l  and might i n d i r e c t l y  lead  t o  t h e  p r o p e l l o r ' s  s inking 

considerably f u r t h e r  i n t o  the  water. 

Consequently, t h e  a c t i o n s  of t h e  propel lor  a r e  

expl icable  only i n  reference t o  an agent ,  which is ,  i n  t h i s  

case ,  a f a i r l y  simple machine. An a c t  cannot be explained 

without reference  t o  an agent. 
4 7 

In  t h i s  case,, it i s  per- 

f e c t l y  co r rec t  t o  speak of the  agent a s  beinq caused t o  do what 

47. Richard Taylor, Action and Purpose, a. G., p. 6 3 -  
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it does, but t he re  i s  no good reason f o r  b e l i e v i n g  t h a t  t h i s  must 

48 
always be t h e  case ,  f o r  c l e a r l y ,  t h e  engine d i d  no t  j u s t  occur .  

It has no purpose of i t s  own. It was developed by a  purposive agent .  

According t o  Michael Scr iven  t h e r e  i s  no good reason  

f o r  be l i ev ing  i n  determinism, indeed "determinism is  f a l s e . "  But,  

man can be viewed a s  nothing o t h e r  t han  a  complex mechanism, 
49 

a  mechanism t h a t  i s  non-de terminis t ic .  This  mechanism i s  

d i s t i ngu i shed  from machines i n  t h a t  i t  i s  l i v i n g ,  and it is  

d i s t i ngu i shed  from o t h e r  l i v i n g  mechanisms by i t s  degree and 

type of organiza t ion .  Anything t h a t  t h i s  mechanism can achieve 

i s  a  func t ion  of i t s  o rgan iza t ion ,  bu t  t h i s  o r g a n i z a t i o n  i s  

n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  s tagnant .  Consequently, we have a  mechanism 

t h a t  is not  n e c e s s a r i l y  p red ic t ab le ,  t h a t  has  f e e l i n g s ,  

motives,  i n t e n t i o n s ,  d e s i r e s ,  t h a t  a r e  func t ions  of  i t s  

o rgan iza t ion ,  and a s  t h a t  o rgan iza t ion  is  i t s e l f  p o t e n t i a l l y  

dynamic, the  poss ib le  func t ions  of such a  mechanism a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  

i n f i n i t e .  But, i f  t h i s  

of such a  wide range of 

is the  case ,  a  poss ib l e  consequence 

fun t ions  i s  t h a t  of purposive 

"The concept of agency i s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  p e r f e c t l y  compatible wi th  
the  t h e s i s  of un ive r sa l  determinism t o  which one might a t  f i r s t  
want t o  oppose i t .  It would n o t ,  however, be c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  
any claims t o  t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  every event  can be f u l l y  understood 
and explained i n  terms of c e r t a i n  cond i t i ons  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  i t s  
occurrence andwlthout any r e fe rence  t o  an  agent ,  o r  w i t h  a  c la im 
t o  the e f f e c t  t h a t ,  t h e r e  being cond i t i ons  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  
everything t h a t  ever  happens, agen t s  t h e r e f o r e  have noth ing  t o  
do wi th  t h e i r  a c t s  and a r e  never causes  of them. There i s ,  
however, nothing i n  human experience t o  render  such claims a s  
these  p l aus ib l e  i n  t he  f i r s t  place.  " Richard Taylor ,  "Thought 
and Purpose", a. w., p. 163. 

Michael Scriven,  Primary Philosophy, a. =. , p. 181-197. 



behavior, which would, once achieved, open a whole new i n f i n i t e  

range of var iables .  

PURPOSE. A s  has been shown,, t h e  category of agency can 

be d e a l t  with i n  s t r i c t l y  mechanist ic  terms, where t h e  term 

"mechanistic" r e f e r s  t o  s t r i c t l y  physica l  events. It was a l s o  

seen t h a t  such a mechanism could, conceivably, d i r e c t  i t s  

behavior through t h e  context  of concepts,  motives, and d e s i r e s  - 
concepts t h a t ,  though produced by physica l  processes,  can i n  

no way be  described a s  physical. It i s  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  

introduces u s  t o  the  category of "purpose". 

The s t ronges t  argument i n  favour of the  category 

of "purpose" i s  in t ima te ly  connected t o  t h e  behaviora l  dilemma. 

According t o  t h e  behaviora l  c r i t e r i a ,  behavior i s  i n  some way 

goal-oriented and t h i s  goal  can be determined only through 

reference  t o  t h e  behaving phenomena's behavior. This  pos i t ion  

i s  well  a r t i c u l a t e d  i n  the  cybernet ic  developments of Norbert 

Wiener and Arthuro Roseqblueth. 

Purpose A s  a Function of Behavior. "The term purposeful 

i s  meant t o  denote t h a t  t h e  a c t  of behavior may be in te rp re ted  

a s  d i r e c t e d  t o  t h e  at tainment of a goal  - i.e., t o  a f i n a l  

condit ion i n  which t h e  behaving ob jec t  reaches a d e f i n i t e  cor- 

r e l a t i o n  i n  time o r  i n  space with respect  t o  another  ob jec t  o r  

event. " 50 A s  t h e  goal  i s  t o  be determined by observing t h e  

50. Arthuro Rosenblueth, Norbert Wiener and J u l i a n  Bigelow, 
!'Behavior, Purpose and Teleology", Philosophy of Science, 
10: 1943. pps. 18-24. 



behavior of an ob jec t ,  Richard Taylor c o r r e c t l y  po in t s  out  t h a t  

a r o l l i n g  stone would q u a l i f y  a s  a purposefully behaving object .  51 

However, Rosenblueth and Wiener were i n t e r e s t e d  

pr imar i lv  i n  servo-mechanisms 52 
such a s  r ada r  cont ro l led  guns 

and sound-guided torpedoes, 5 3  
Accordingly, a sound-guided 

torpedo i s  purposeful ,  and, according t o  t h e  behavioral  c r i t e r i a ,  

t h e  goal of the  torpedo can be determined through observation 

under widely varying conditions. But, a sound-guided torpedo 

focusses on t h e  loudes t  sound and it can be d ive r t ed  from t h e  

intended t a r g e t  by some high frequency sound waves eminating 

from the  intended t a rge t .  

Let u s  assume, the re fo re ,  t h r e e  poss ib le  behavior 

p a t t e r n s  f o r  a sound-guided torpedo. (1)  The torpedo explodes 

upon contac t  with a ship;  (2) The torpedo explodes without 

having made contac t  with a ship ;  and ( 3 )  t h e  torpedo s a i l s  

along u n t i l  it runs out  of fue l ,  What i s  t h e  goal  of such a 

torpedo? I f  t h e  torpedo i s  merely t r y i n g  t o  run ou t  of f u e l ,  

t h e  f a c t  t h a t  it explodes, poss ib ly  sinking a sh ip ,  a r e  d e f i n i -  

t e l y  a spec t s  of i t s  behavior ,  bu t  such a consequence is  merely 

an unfor tunate  occurrence. But these. behavior p a t t e r n s ,  according 

9. Richard Taylor, "Comments on a Mechanistic Conception of 
Purposefulness:,  Philosophy of Science, 17, 1950. p. 311 

L 

512  They do claim, however, t h a t  t h e r e  i s  v i r t u a l l y  no d i f fe rence  
between t h e  study of man and the  study of machines, Arthuro 
Rosenblueth and Norbert Wiener, "Purposeful and Non-Purposeful 
Behavior", Philosophy of Science, 17, 1950, p. 326. 

53. Arthuro Rosenblueth and Norbert Wiener, "Purposeful and Non- 
Purposeful Behavior, &. C&,, p, 321. 



t o  Rosenblueth and Wiener, a r e  i r r e l evan t .  The aspect  of be- 

havior  t h a t  i s  important, i s  t h a t  t h e  torpedo fol lows a sound,.  

and "If t h e  m i s s i l e  i s  pursuing t h e  same sound waves, it i s  

pursuing the  same t a r g e t "  
54 

and it i s  purposeful. In  o t h e r  

words,, a s  long a s  t h e  torpedo i s  doing what someone wants i t  t o  

do, it i s  purposive. Any dev ia t ion  from t h i s  r u l e  renders it 

non-purposeful. 

It becomes c l e a r  t h a t  purpose, i n  t h i s  Context,i 

must apply t o  an agent o t h e r  than t h e  behaving mechanism. The 

only way t h a t  we can speak of t h e  torpedo having a goal  is  i n  

t h e  borrowed sense t h a t  someone o r  an agent  had a goal  and t h a t  

t h e  torpedo was merely t h e  instrument through which he was 

pursuing h i s  goal. 
55 

In an at tempt t o  salvage t h e  behavioral  c r i t e r i a  

of purpose, Walter Buckley has  modified t h e  Rosenblueth, Wiener, 

Bigelow pos i t ion  by arguing t h a t  "purpose must involve some 

i n t e r n a l  repre 'sentat ion of a goal  s t a t e ,  and t h a t  it may be 
1 

i n  the  f u t u r e  o r  even be non-existant. 56 J u s t  exac t ly  what 

54. Ibid., p. 321. 

55. "The d i f f i c u l t y  with a l l  such examples is,  again,  t h a t  they 
a r e  examples of mechanisms designed only t o  subserve c e r t a i n  
purposes of men, having none of t h e i r  own, and can thus  be 
described a s  having goals  o r  purposes only i n  t h i s  borrowed 
sense. Richard Taylor, Action and Purpose, &. c., p. 239. 

56. Walter Buckley, Sociolopy and Modern Systems Theory, Op, G.. 
p. 70. 



Buckley means by t h i s  i s  unclear ,  and he does nothing t o  c l a r i f y  

h i s  pos i t ion  when he adds t h a t  "The quest ion of how t h a t  repre-  

sen ta t ion  got  i n t o  t h e  system,, whether it was designed i n t o  t h e  

servo-mechanism o r  learned a s  a b e l i e f  o r  motive by t h e  man, i s  a 

d i f f e r e n t  ques t ion ,  one t h a t  should no t  pre judice  t h e  problem 

of t h e  purposiveness of t h e  behavior per  se." 57 Buckley i s  

merely avoiding t h e  i s sue  i n  two ways. In  the  f i r s t  p lace ,  t h e  

quest ion which he dismisses i s  c e n t r a l  of t h e  problem; and, 

second, allowing f o r  i n t e r n a l  r ep resen ta t ion  can t e l l  u s  about 

a goal only i f  t h a t  r ep resen ta t ion  i s  known, The problem i s  t o  

discover t h a t  representat ion.  The quest ion becomes "Can behavior 

serve a s  an adequate c r i t e r i o n  f o r  the  discovery of a mechanisms 

goal  s t a t e ? "  

In  o rde r  t o  c l a r i f y  t h i s  quest ion an example i s  

i n  order. Imagine two te lescopes ;  one designed t o  search  f o r  
\ 

t he  p lanet  Vulcan, t h e  o t h e r  designed t o  search t h e  s k i e s  a t  

random. 
5 8 

Assuming t h a t  the  two te lescopes  a r e  i d e n t i c a l  

with t h e  exception of t h e i r  go21 s t a t e ,  i s  it poss ib le  t o  d i s -  

t ingu i sh ,  given only extens ive  observation,.  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  

t h e i r  goal  s t a t e s ?  I f  t h e  behavior of each te lescope appeared 

equally random, a s  it would, then the  behaviora l  c r i t e r i a  would 

prove t o t a l l y  i n s u f f i c i e n t  t o  meet the  demands placed upon it. 

- . .  

57. Richard Taylor, Action and Purpose, &. =., pps. 238-239. 

58. Richard Taylor, Action and Purpose, 2. *., pps. 238-239, 
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Behavior a s  a Function of Purpose. The f u l l  l i m i t i a t i o n s  of the  

behavioral  c r i t e r i a  become apparent i f  we can present  an a c t  t h a t  

i s  inexpl icable  o r  extremely pecu l i a r  without reference  t o  some 

purpose. Examples of t h i s  a r e  easy t o  f i n d , , s u c h  a s  a man 

suddenly awakening i n  the  middle of t h e  n igh t  and shooting a 

hole  through h i s  mir ror ,  59 but  f o r  t h e  purpose of t h i s  essay ,  
i 

I w i l l  use  examples of which I have f i r s t  hand knowledge. 

A survey crew was c u t t i n g  a l i n e  and had t o  f e l l  

a r a t h e r  l a r g e  t ree .  This t r e e  was on a c l i f f  overlooking a 

main thoroughfare, and t h i s  c l i f f  was a l s o  a po in t ,  t h e  road 

having t o  make a sharp tu rn  t o  g e t  around it. A s  t h e r e  was 

danger of t h e  t r e e  f a l l i n g  on the  road, two members of the  crew 
J 

were sen t  i n  veh ic les  t o  block t h e  road u n t i l  a f t e r  t h e  t r e e  had 

fa l len .  The t r e e  f e l l  away from the  road on one s i d e  of t h e  
1 

c l i f f ,  but  f e l l  ac ross  t h e  c l i f f  i n  such a way t h a t  the  upper 
I 

p a r t  of the  t r e e  f e l l  over t h e  road on t h e  o t h e r  s i d e  of the  

point. The top  of t h e  t r e e ,  about 1% f e e t  i n  diameter,  broke 

off  and f e l l  across  t h e  box of the  pick-up t ruck  t h a t  was used 

t o  block t h e  road. A t o u r i s t ,  whose c a r  had been stopped by 

the  t ruck must have been a behavioral s c i e n t i s t  f o r  he immediately 

exclaimed " tha t  was a h e l l  of a way t o  load a truck!" 

S imi la r ly ,  i f  a man throws a gun t o  h i s  shoulder 

causing it t o  discharge such t h a t  the  b u l l e t  lodges i n t o  a t r ee ,  

59.. Ibid., p. 237. 



can we i n f e r  t h a t  h i s  goal  was t o  shoot a t  t h e  t r e e  o r  even t o  

discharge the  gun? 6o It i s  p e r f e c t l y  conceivable t h a t  he was 

simply throwing the  gun t o  h i s  shoulder t o  t e s t  the  gun f o r  f i t  

and t h a t  the  discharge was unintent ional .  Fur ther ,  he may have 

been shooting a t  some game and missed; o r ,  f i n a l l y ,  he may have 

been shooting a t  the  tree.  In a l l  t hese  cases ,  t h e  behavior i s  

i d e n t i c a l  except f o r  t h e  a g e n t D s  goal o r  purpose. 

F ina l ly ,  people do o f t e n  seek "real"  though non- 

e x i s t a n t  goals ,  from Holy Gra i l s  t o  Promised Lands. Bu t ,  un l ike  

a machine whose behavior would then appear random, a person i s  

no t  l imi ted  t o  only one goal nor i s  he r e s t r i c t e d  t o  a t o t a l  

commitment t o  any one goal. In pursuing a goa l ,  we have t h e  

p o t e n t i a l  t o  l ea rn ,  both about our goal  and about o t h e r  poss ib le  

goals. Consequently our  ques t  need n o t  be f u t i l e  nor s e l f -  

des t ruc t ive ,  even though t h e  goal  does no t  e x i s t  o r  e x i s t s  

only i n  our imagination. A s  we l e a r n  we can re-evaluate our 

goals  and change our behavior i n  terms of our  new knowledge. 

Such behavior r equ i res  a concept of man a s  maker of choices 

i n  terms of purposes. It i s  both l o g i c a l l y  i r r e d u c i b l e  t o  

any o ther  concept and i s ,  i n  f a c t ,  a f a i r  approximation of how 

people th ink they r e a l l y  behave. 
61 

60. Richard Taylor, Action and Purpose, C&. G., p. 237. 

61. "Metaphysics, even bad metaphysics, r e a l l y  r e s t  on observa- 
t i o n s ,  whether consciously o r  no t ;  and t h e  only reason t h a t  
t h i s  i s  not  un ive r sa l ly  recognized i s  t h a t  i t  r e s t s  upon kinds 
of phenomena with which every man's experience i s  so sa tu ra ted  
t h a t  he usua l ly  pays no p a r t i c u l a r  a t t e n t i o n  t o  them." 
C.S. Pierce', i n  W.B. Gal l i e ,  P ierce  and Pragmatism; Dover 
Publ ica t ions ,  Inc., New York, 1952, 1966. p. 182. 



Sketches on a Concept of Man 

It seems then t h a t  any so lu t ion  t o  the  behavior- 

a l  dilemma must reintroduce a concept of man, In  f a c t ,  t he  

previous d iscuss ion has been an at tempt t o  c l e a r  away the  remains 

of a few stubborn robots  who, though being t h e  c rea t ion  of our  

d i s c i p l i n e ,  have attempted t o  render t h e i r  very c r e a t o r s  h e l p l e s s  

i n  the  s t rugg le  f o r  knowledge. Believing t h a t  we were being 

l l s c i e n t i f i c l l  we developed a %an", but  r a t h e r  than mould him i n  

our image, we Rave t r i e d  t o  mould ourse lves  i n t o  his .  Had our 

c rea t ion  been successful  our work would be f i n i s h e d ,  bu t  no t  

a s  a r e s u l t  of our success; r a t h e r ,  a s  a consequence of our 

f a i l u r e ,  

Robots a r e  not  proper sub jec t s  f o r  s o c i a l  analysis .  

Socia l  s c i e n t i s t s  must deal  with human beings. But we f i n d  our- 

se lves  faced with an ever recurr ing  problem - What i s  man? A s  

the ,behaviora l  c r i t e r i a  has proven i t s e l f  incapable of answer- 

ing t h i s  quest ion it seems necessary t h a t  some o t h e r  approach 

be taken. 

Determinism has proven f u t i l e .  The concept of 

purpose, however, seems promising, But how can a concept  of.  

purpose be  incorporated i n t o  a concept of man? The answer. to 

t h i s  i s  almost astoundingly simple, e x i s t i n g  perhaps i n  the  

form of one of Striven's truisms, People o f t e n  th ink  t h a t  they 

a r e  co r rec t  when i n  f a c t  they a r e  incor rec t ,  y e t  seldom i s  

t h e i r  being incor rec t  f a t a l .  When we become aware of a mistake 



we "correct" it. Though t h e r e  is no guarantee t h a t  t h e  correc ted  

course of a c t i o n  w i l l  prove t o  be any more v i a b l e  than i t s  pre- 

decessor , , a s  we pursue t h e  new course of a c t i o n  we again l e a r n  

and i n  the  l i g h t  of t h i s  new information we f u r t h e r  judge our 

ac t ions  and purposes. In o the r  words, human behavior can be 

charac ter ized  by t h e  two terms l lact ions" and t lappra isa ls l l  and 

by a b e l i e f  t h a t  we a s  people have the  capaci ty  t o  make i n t e l l i -  

gent  choices among r e l a t i v e l y  unknown a l t e r n a t i v e s . >  Consequent- 

l y ,  our concept of man c l e a r l y  involves concepts l i k e  "freedom" 

and l o g i c a l l y  approaches t h a t  of a c r e a t o r  and a s a v i o r , . n o t  i n  

the  sense of a h - a l l  powerful being, bu t  on t h e  grounds t h a t  he 

has a r e l a t i v e l y  unlimited capaci ty  f o r  action. 

But how, it may be asked, can a man such a s  I 

have proposed behave a s  do members of our  modern s t a t e s ?  C lea r ly  

so  pe r fec t  a being would no t  t o l e r a t e  t h e  degree of inhumanity 

t h a t  pervades v i r t u a l l y  every aspect  of human existence.  On 

empirical  grounds then,  man's na tu re  appears t o  be q u i t e  d i f f e r -  

e n t  from t h a t  presented above. Such ob jec t ions ,  .though 

apparently powerful, can be re j ec ted  a s  being the  mere whimperings 

of s t e r i l e  robots.  However, they do provoke a ques t ion  t h a t  must 

be explored. How can a being with man's capaci ty  submit t o  t h e  

l e v e l  of dehumanization t h a t  cha rac te r i zes  our  robot  soc ie ty?  

An answer t o  man's a l i e n a t i o n  i s  t o  be found i n  t h e  f i e l d  of 

Sociology of Knowledge. 

I have no i n t e n t i o n  of g iv ing any d e t a i l e d  

account of the  dehumanizing process. This has been done by 



others. 
6 4 

What is important is to try to develop a re-human- 

izing process. This is essential if we are to escape from 

the alienating influences of behavioraljsm and the Newtonian 

world view that it represents. In short, political science must 

be a science of development rather than a science of abstraction. 

64. Ernest Becker, The Birth and Death of Meaning; The Free Press, 
New York, 1962. Ernest Becker, The Structure of Evil; George 
Braziller, New York, 1968. Parts I and 11. Ludwig Von Bertal- 
anffy, ~obots, Men A d  Minds; George Braziller, N ~ W  York, 1968. 
Norbert Wiener. God & Golem. Inc. : The M. LT, Press. Cambridge, - . - - - - - - - -  - 

- , - .  
Massachusetts. 1964. Norbert Wiener, The Human Use of Human 
Beings; Avon Books, New York, 1967. . 



CHAPTER V 

SOME IDEAS FOR POLITICAL SCIENCE 

"Because they a r e  h i s t o r i c a l  products of 

human a c t i v i t y ,  a l l  s oc i a l l y  constructed 

universes change, and t he  change i s  brought 

about by the  concrete ac t ions  of human 

beings.  I f  one ge t s  absorbed i n  t he  i n t r i -  

cacies  of the  conceptual machineries by 

which any spec i f i c  universe i s  maintained, 

one may fo rge t  t h i s  fundamental sociological  

fac t .  t t  1 

In  t he  previous Chapter, I have given reasons f o r  

thinking t he  soc i a l  sciences log ica l ly  d i s t i n c t  from the  physical  

sciences. This d i s t i n c t i o n  culminated i n  a concept of man, a 

concept t h a t  presents  man a s  being po t en t i a l l y  a "creator" and a 

"savior". I f  such a concept is  viable ,  then how can it a f f e c t  

the nature of t he  soc i a l  sciences, and pa r t i cu l a r l y ,  p o l i t i c a l  

science3 It i s  primari ly t o  t h i s  question t h a t  t h i s  chapter i s  

directed.  

A Systems Approach t o  P o l i t i c a l  Behavior 

My approach t o  systems theory has been l a rge ly  an 

explorat ion of what I have called "the behaviorals  dilemma." 

1. Peter  L. Berger and Thomas Luckman, The Social  Construction of 
Reali ty;  Doubleday & Company, Inc., Garden City,  New York, p. 116. 



This dilemma has been shown t o  be based on a c o n f l i c t  between 

a concept of inquiry and a concept of the  na tu re  of t h e  sub- 

j e c t  matter. In systems theory,  t h i s  dilemma i s  wel l  exemplified 1 
i n  the  work of Heinz E u l e ~ ,  wlio, though r e j e c t i n g  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  

of a  completely p o s i t i v i s t i c  study of man, s rgues  t h a t  p o l i t i c a l  

science can a t t a i n  the  p o s i t i v i s t i c  ideal :  
4 

Because human a c t i o n  i s  purposive and 
goal or iented ,  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of an 
a l together  behaviora l  sc ience  
i s  indeed quest ionable,  but  because 
human ac t ion  i s  purposive, does it 
follow t h a t  "systems a s  wholes1' a r e  
a l s o  purposive? 2 

Eulau answers i n  t h e  negat ive ,  arguing t h a t  a s  

t h e  systems a r e  analy t ic ;  no o t h e r  answer i s  possible.  But a s  

was shown i n  Chapter 111, such an approach i s  unc lea r ,  unhelpful ,  

and precludes the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of a  s o c i a l  science. We now f i n d  

ourse lves  faced with the  ques t ion ,  "can a system be purposive?" 

A llsystem" can be purposive i n  the  sense t h a t  a  

machine is  purposive: the  p o l i t i c a l  system i s  purposive i n  

t h e  borrowed sense t h a t  p o l i t i c a l  systems a r e  developed t o  f u l -  

f i l l  human purposes. A s  such, t h e  p o l i t i c a l  process can be 

viewed only a s  a  morphogenic process. That i s ,  "the soc iocu l tu ra l  
7 

2. Heinz Eulau, Behavioralism i n  P o l i t i c a l  Science; Atherton 
Press ,  New York, 1969. p. 16. 

3. l l P o l i t i c a l  Systems a r e  brought i n t o  being a s  d i r e c t  o r  i n d i r e c t  
r e s u l t s  of more o r  l e s s  d e l i b e r a t e  human a c t i o n s  upon non-pol i t ica l  
r e a l ~ t y . .  . l1 Herbert J, Spiro,  "An E v a h a t i o n  of Systems Theory", 
i n  James C, Charlesworth, Contemporary P o l i t i c a l  Analysis; The 
Free Press ,  New York, 1967, p, 174. 



- - 
pattern....L of which t h e  p o l i t i c a l  system i s  an i n t e g r a l  part_/ 

i s  generated by the  r u l e s  (norms, laws, and values  - themselves 

generated i n  a s imi la r  manner) and by the  in te r -ac t ions  among 

normatively and purposively o r i en ted  ind iv idua l s  i n  an ecologica l  

se t t ing .  I' 
4 

Consequently, the  f u l l  understanding of a p o l i t i c a l  

system can appeal n e i t h e r  t o  i n i t i a l  condi t ions  and laws nor t o  

f i n a l  causes. "Attention must. f i n a l l y  be paid t o  the  i n t e r a c t i o n s  

- . . . . . - / of purposive individuals  7 generated by t h e  r u l e s ,  seen a s  - 
only l i m i t i n g  frameworks of ac t ion ;  t o  t h e  new information, 

meanings, and revised r u l e s  generated by t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n s ;  and t o  

t h e  more o r  less soc ia l  products t h a t  r ep resen t  t h e  cu r ren t  s t a t e  

5 
o r  s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  ongoing process." 

The C o n c e ~ t  of Rule 

The key terms i n  t h e  above statement i s  "rule", a 

term t h a t  i s  unfortunate i n  t h a t  it has been used t o  d e l i n e a t e  
I 

everything from nomic laws t o  "truismsrt t o  something very much 

l i k e  " ru les  of p r o t o ~ o l . ' ~  Clear ly ,  i f  t he  term "rule" i s  

synonymous with "nomic law" the  same ob jec t ions  t h a t  I have pre- 

sented i n  t h e  bulk of t h i s  t h e s i s  apply here. Buckley, however, 

uses  the  term t o  des ignate  something t h a t  a c t s  a s  "only l imi t ing  

frameworks of action". This usage of t h e  term "rule1'seems s i m i l a r  

t o  t h a t  developed by Ludwig Wittgenstein i n  h i s  Philosophical  

4.  Walter Buckley, Sociology and Modern Systems Theory; Prent ice-  
Hal l ,  Inc., Engiewood C l i f f s ,  New Je r sey ,  1967. pps. 61-62. 



Inves t iga t ions ,  and a s  such, it  might be use fu l  t o  examine i t  i n  t h e  

l i g h t  of Wi t tgens t e in ' s  usage. Accordingly, "Fol lowing'a  r u l e  i s  

analogous t o  obeying an o r d e r .  We a r e  t r a i n e d  t o  do so ;  we r e a c t  t o  

an order  i n  a  p a r t i c u l a r  way. 11 6 

P o l i t i c a l  behavior ,  then, would be r u l e  governed, bu t  

there  would be no n e c e s s i t y  t h a t  a  p o l i t i c a l  a c t o r  need be a b l e  t o  

a r t i c u l a t e  t hese  r u l e s .  The r u l e s ,  t o  an  a c t o r  f u l l y  immersed i n  any 

p a r t i c u l a r  s o c i a l  environment, become " inv i s ib l e "  i n  t h a t  they  a r e  

"usual ly too  we l l  known t o  be worth mentioning, and . . . . ( p  e rhaps)  t oo  

complex t o  permit p rec i se  formulat ion."  I n  e f f e c t ,  t hey  become 

equiva len t  t o  Michael Striven's "truisms". Accordingly, " the r u l e  

here  does not  s p e c i f y  any de termina te  outcome t o  t h e  s i t u a t i o n ,  though 

i t  does l i m i t  t he  range of  poss ib l e  a l t e r n a t i v e s ;  i t  is  made de termina te  

f o r  t h e  f u t u r e  by t h e  choice  of one of these  a l t e r n a t i v e s  and the  

r e j e c t i o n  of t he  o t h e r s  - u n t i l  such time a s  i t  a g a i n  becomes necessary  

t o  i n t e r p r e t  the  r u l e  i n  the  l i g h t  of y e t  new cond i t i ons  ." 7 

It would appear t h a t  these  r u l e s  a r e ,  u l t i m a t e l y ,  

p re sc r ip t ive  i n  t h a t  " I f  it i s  poss ib le  t o  say o f  someone t h a t  he i s  

fol lowing a  r u l e  t h a t  means t h a t  one can ask whether he i s  doing 

what he does c o r r e c t l y  o r  n o t .  I I  8  I n  o the r  words, it  i s  

poss ib le  t o  f a i l  t o  fol low a  r u l e  c o r r e c t l y  and i t  i s  poss ib l e  

6 .  Ludwig Wit tgens te in ,  Phi losophica l  I n v e s t i g a t i o n s ,  I ;  B a s i l  
Blackwell,  Oxford. 1963. p. 82, Sec t ion  206. See a l s o  s e c t i o n s  
192-243. 

7 .  Pe t e r  Winch, The Idea of a  Soc ia l  Science; Humanities P re s s ,  
New York, 1958, p. 92. 

8 .  I b i d . ,  p. 32. 



t o  have t o  choose between severa l  con t rad ic to ry  r u l e s ,  including 

r u l e s  t h a t  have not  a s  ye t  been applied. But a r u l e  of behavior 

cannot e x i s t  u n t i l  it has been t r i e d  f o r  t h e  only f a c t o r  t h a t  

des ignates  something a s  a r u l e  i s  someone's conscious o r  uncon- 

scious adherence t o  it. 

I f  p o l i t i c a l  behavior i s  so r u l e  governed, then,  

c l e a r l y ,  p o l i t i c a l  ana lys i s  must d i r e c t  i t s e l f  t o  making t h e  

r u l e s  e x p l i c i t .  That i s ,  p o l i t i c a l  sc ience  must address i t s e l f  

a t  l e a s t  t o  t h e  prescript ions that  under l i e  p o l i t i c a l  behavior. 

But, a s  these  r u l e s  o r  p resc r ip t ions  do change, p o l i t i c a l  

science must address i t s e l f  t o  t h e  dynamics of change. This 

must include the  nature  of t h e  transformation from one r u l e  t o  

another and the  very nature ,  development and o r i g i n  of the  

r u l e s ,  otherwise p o l i t i c a l  science would be  l i t t l e  more than an 

after thought .  

We a r e  l e f t ,  however, with p o l i t i c a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  

How a r e  these  t o  be analyzed? To begin with,  t h e  term " i n s t i -  

tu t ion"  has  many possible meanings, t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  being t h e  

breadth of app l i cab i l i ty .  The meaning can range from one aspect  

of a p o l i t i c a l  system t o  the  system i t s e l f .  However, these  

d i f fe rences  a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  unimportant f o r  t h i s  discussion.  

P o l i t i c a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  a r e  i n  some way the  product of ru le-  

governed p o l i t i c a l  behavior. To the  ex ten t  t h a t  t h i s  i s  t h e  case ,  

these  i n s t i t u t i o n s  represent  an aspect  of the  morphogenic product 

of the  p resc r ip t ions  ex i s t ing  i n  a p a r t i c u l a r  society.  Such a 
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product, with reference to the political system as a whole, 

can be referred to as the "purpose" or the of the 

system. As such the ,system or institution can be analyzed 

only with reference to such a purpose. 9 

Viewed in this sense, the concept of "purpose" 

when applied to a social system becomes a function of the 

socializing process of that system. It is through the process 

of socialization that a society's norms, goals, and rules are 

inculcated, and to some extent enforced. 10 

SOCIALIZATION AND ALIENATION, The political scientist appears 

to find himself analyzing the behavior of actors that have been 

systematically alienated since birth, indeed, the political 

scientist is himself so alienated. This, however, provokes an 

important question. What justification is there for arguing 

the existence of alienation? Granted, given my concept of man, 

a concept of alienation from "self" becomes logically necessary 

if we are to make any sense of social reality. But this leaves 

my position open to the criticism that "alienationll is intro- 

duced only to salvage an admittedly metaphysical position. Such 

9. "..,the symbolic universe is self-maintaining, that is, self- 
legitimating by the sheer facticity of its objective existence 
in the society in question.!! Peter L. Berger and Thomas Luckman, 

Cit The Social Construction of Rkality; %. -., p. 105. 

10, Political analysis would then be a find of functional analysis, 
using the term llfunction" to mean "contributing towards some- 
thing desiredf1. Political analysis would explore the relat'ion- 
ship between the dominant purposes and the state of the system, 
commenting on the possible consequences of the dominant purposes 
themselves. 
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criticism may be valid, and should be explored through extensive 

studies. Howeyer, there is a considerable and increasing cata- 

logue of evidence to support the existence of a concept that is 

logically necessary for alienation to be possible. This concept 

is socialization, 

The relationship between socialization and alien- 

ation should be fairly obvious. In order to be alienated it is 

necessary that one be socialized into a world view that is con- 

trary to one's nature. It is through the process of socialization 

that the rules of social behavior are learned from "total immer- 

sion", they are seldom learned in such a way that they can be 

articulated. The behavior patterps are learned through stimulated 

imitation, and, as such, the rules are followed unconsciously, 

Obviously, then the first step away from alienation entials a 

consciousness of the rules, By making the rules explicit, man 

can become aware of his alienation. But awareneps is not synony- 

mous with cure. There may, in fact, be little meqit to speaking 

of a cure for alienation. Awareness, however, can lead to a 

struggle for improvement. The question becomes, "Is there any 

room for political science in the struggle for awareness and/or 

the struggle for improvement? In other words, is there any . 

merit in the concept of a prescriptive social science? 

POLITICS AND VISION. Political systems are purposive.in that they 

are develpped to fulfill human expectations, but modern political 

the0.r~ has been characterized by a concerted effort to reject as 



u n s c i e q t i f i c  and metaphysical any at tempt t o  introduce t h e  con- 

ce~pt  of purpose t o  p o l i t i c a l  analys is .  By so  doing, t h e  p o l i t i c a l  

system has  been denied t h e  v i t a l i t y  of consciousness t h a t  i s  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of t h e  a c t i o n s  of purposive individuals .  This  

problem has  long been recpgnized, having been c l e a r l y  a r t i c u l a t e d  

a t  the  tu rn  of the  century by Lester  Ward, l1 and l a t e r ,  i n  a 

much d i f f e r e n t  context, ,echoed by Karl Deutsch. Unlike Ward, 

Deytsch seems t o  view t h e  malign philosophic consequenqes of 

introducing llconsciousnessu a s  f a r  outweighing t h e  benef i t s .  

True,.Deutsch argues, consciousness can lead t o  development, bu t  

na t ions  t h a t  have.developed consciousness "have i n  common t h i s  

one f a t a l  tendency towards t h e  breakdown of n a t i o n a l  compromise 

and r econc i l i a t ion ,  There a r e  ind ica t ions  of t h e  power of 

extreme nationalism i n  many coun t r i e s  - t h e  kind of nat ionalism 
4 

t h a t  i n  t h e  end l ed  t o  t h e  ru ins  of Berlin. 11 13 

Lester  Ward, Dynamic Sociology, Vol. 11; D. Appleton & Company, 
New York, 1883. pps. 632-633. "It is, i n  shor t ,  t h e  ques t ion  . 
whether the  s o c i a l  system s h a l l  always be l e f t  i n  na tu re ,  
always t o  be gene t i c  and spontaneous, and be allowed t o  go l i s t -  
l e s s l y  on, e n t r u s t e d  t o  by no means always progres,sive 
inf luences  which have developed it and brought it t o  i t s  
present  condi t ion ,  o r  whether it s h a l l  be  regarded a s  a proper 
subjec t  of a r t ,  t r e a t e d  a s  o t h e r  n a t u r a l  products  have been 
t r e a t e d  by human i n t e l l i g e n c e ,  and made a s  much super ior  t o  
na tu re ,  i n  t h i s  only proper sense of t h e  word; a s  o t h e r  arti- 
f i c i a l  products  a r e  super ior  t o  n a t u r a l  ones." 

Karl Deutsch, Nationalism and Socia l  Communication; The M.I.T. 
Press ,  Cambridge, Massachusetts. 1953. p. 172. "Compared t o  
t h e  l igh tn ing  thoughts  o r  f e e l i n g s  of an ind iv idua l ,  any group, 
such a s  a na t ion ,  has i n  t h i s  r e spec t  f a r  l e s s  than t h e  mental 
powers of a cat.  Where t h e r e  groups progress beyond t h e  c a t ,  
they do so by s h i f t i n g  the  mental work t o  individuals ,"  



At first glance, Deutsch's arguments seem compel- 

ling but this results from confusing and merging two extremely 

disparate concepts. The rise of individual consciousness or 

the struggle from alienation is totally antithetical to the 

concept of national consciousness which Deutsch fears. It would 

appear, in fact, that the factors which led to the ruins of 

Berlin were conditioned by a denial of consciousness. l4  The 

consequences which Deutsch fears, and this fear seems character- 

istic of the behavioral sciences, are the direct result of alien- 

action and not the result of rising self-consciousness. Conse- 

quently, if we are to escape further tragedies such as Deutsch 

describes we must address ourselves to overcoming alienation. 

Interestingly, social scientists often show little 

distaste for prescribing for societies other than their own., In 

studying unde~developed countries it is considered no grave sin 

to make recommendations about what should be done torhelp that 

country to develop in our image. We study their political histories 

and pass judgments, arguing that as the approaches to develop- 

ment that have been tried have proven unsuccessful,-it is time 

to try something else. And, where better to find guidelines 

than in a developed country? These countries are then urged to 

try "our ways" and reap the benefits. 
15 

--- 

/ 
14. Erich drong., pcade\~rony-$reedam9h, B Y \  $w %%4941. 

1 '&a*rapter XI, tV&~howy ' aziskt , pps. ,231- 64. 

For a Systems approach to development see Gunnar Mydral, 
Asian Drama; Pantheon Books, Random House, New York, 1968. 
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One notable approach to "development" is that 

pursued by Gabriel Almond. Almond recognizes the.importance 

of socialization, and argues that the biggest problem facing 

underdeveloped countries is the lack of a cohesive dominant 

style of socialization. 

According to Almond,' by the function of political 

socialization, "We mean that all political systems tend to per- 

petrate their cultures and structures through time, and that they 

do this mainly by means of the socializing influences of the 

primary and secondary structures through which the young of the 

society pass in the process of maturation." 16 In the course 

of his investigations of'developing areas, he and James Coleman 

found that "one of the most striking features of all but a few 

of the seventy-six countries covered in this study is the frag- 

mented character of their political culture. 11 l7 This frag- 

mentation seems, according to a follow-up study by Almond and 

Verba,, 
18 to be characteristic of underdeveioped countries. 

The implied imperative in these studies is that 

if developing areas are to "really" develop they must change 

their socialization process and introduce different social norms, 

and that these should approximate those of the United States, 

16. Gabriel Almond, "Introduction", in Gabriel Almond and James 
Coleman, eds., The Politics of Developing Areas; Princeton 
University Press, Princeton, New Jersey. 1960. p. 27. 

3. Gabriel Almond and Sidney Verba, The Civic Culture; Little, 
4 Brown & Company, Boston. 1963, 1965. See also Karl Deutsch, 

Nationalism and Social Communication; Op. z. 



f o r  the  United S t a t e s  i s  the  most developed country. l9 But 

developed countr ies  such a s  the  United S t a t e s  a r e  exac t ly  those 

countr ies  i n  which a l i ena t ion  is most no t i ceab le  and p o t e n t i a l l y  

most des t ruct ive .  Yet it i s  i n  these  a reas  t h a t  t h e  l e a s t  i s  

being done. It seems t h a t  prescr ib ing f o r  ma te r i a l  well-being 

i s  acceptable,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i f  the  prescriptions a r e  f o r  someone 

e lse .  But it i s  increas ingly  becoming evident  t h a t  9nentalff  

well-being i s  a t  l e a s t  a s  important, but  i n  t h i s  a r e a  no one 

seems prepared t o  act .  

We f ind  ourselves i n  t h e  i n t e r e s t i n g  pos i t ion  of 

being a f r a i d  t o  act .  We a r e  a f r a i d  of accepting t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

of dec i s ive  ac t ion ,  arguing t h a t  we can never know i f  our decis ions  

a r e  co r rec t  u n t i l  it i s  too l a t e .  But t h i s  argument involves a 

concept of knowledge t h a t  i s  t o t a l l y  inadequate and inappropr ia te  

no t  only f o r  t h e  s o c i a l  sciences but  f o r  any science. But t h e  

r e j e c t i o n  of c e r t a i n t y  does no t  j u s t i f y  e t h i c a l  o r  moral r e l a -  

t i v i t y  nor does it j u s t i f y  inaction. We need an approach t o  

ac t ion  t h a t  opera tes  within t h e  context  of uncertainty.  Thiv 

would n e c e s s i t a t e  an approach t o  l i f e  t h a t  i s , ,  l o g i c a l l y  and 

l i t e y a l l y ,  experimental. 

Towards a Concept of Experiment 

The purpose of any s o c i a l  experiment must be the  

development of a s e t  of r u l e s  of behavior t h a t  a r e  more compat- 

i b l e  t o  man's p o t e n t i a l ,  and thus ,  l e s s  a l i ena t ing .  A s  such, 

19. In  the  Civic Culture,  the  United S t a t e s  i s  s e t  up almost a s  
a reference group. 
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it would be an experiment in morality. To those who object to 

the term "morality" I can only refer them back to.my concept of 

man and to an apparently similar concept presented by Eugene 

Meehan: 

"Man can only become a moral creature 
to the, extent that the meaning of moral 
is rooted in human capacity and potential; 
man becomes moral by translating human 

' 

possibilities into environmental condi- 
tions, making possible a rich and varied 
life experience that can create without 
reservation and enjoy with the confidence 
that is born of knowledge, and of aware- 
ness of the quality of oness own thinking." 20 

In this sense, morality refers to the,struggle away from alien- 

ation. 

The problem that faces us, however, is what rules 

do we prescribe? I cannot answer this question, I can only 

suggest a way of trying to find an answer. The answer should by 

now be fairly obvious. We must become involved in social experi- 

ments and in this way test the rules that we are prescribing. 

These tests would involve experimental communities, probably 

not whole nations, though it is conceivable, even desirable 

that a nation as a whole direct its energiee towards such 

communities. It would, however, be undesirable for a nation 

to try to implement just one large scale experiment for to do 

so would threaten to block the road to inquiry. Conseguently, 

20. Eugene J. Meehan, Value Judgment and Social Science; The 
Dorsey Press, Homewood, Illinois, 1969, pps. 153-154. 



it would be conceivable t h a t  a na t ion  s t a t e  21 be divided up i n  

terms of experimental communities r a t h e r  than s t a t e s  o r  provinces. 

This approach would e n t a i l  a c lose  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between research  d i rec ted  towards d i scover ie s  about r u l e s  of 

p o l i t i c a l  behavior and the  implementation of p o t e n t i a l l y  l e s s  

a l i e n a t i n g  ru les .  This point  i s  c e n t r a l  f o r  it i s  only by 

s t rugg l ing  aga ins t  a l i e n a t i o n  t h a t  we can fo l low C.S. P e i r c e t s  

main r u l e  of reasoning. According t o  Pe i rce  *"...there fol lows 

one c o r o l l a r y  which i t s e l f  deserves t o  be inscr ibed upon every 

wall, of t h e  c i t y  of philosophy:. 

"Do no t  block t h e  way of: inquiry. 11 22 

This r u l e  must be both adhered t o  and included a s  c e n t r a l  t o  t h e  

new r u l e s  t o  be developed. Consequently, t h e  f i r s t  s t e p  away 

from a l i e n a t i o n  must e n t a i l  consciousness f o r  n o t  only i s  a l i e n -  

a t i o n  a d e n i a l  of consciousness, it i s  only through conscious- 

ness  t h a t  we can be aware of the  consequences of our  a c t i o n s  

and thus  leave open the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of inquiry. 

21. I am using t h e  term na t ion-s t a t e  n o t  because I bel ieve  i n  t h e  
idea  of t h e  na t ion-s t a t e  but  because na t ion-s t a t e s  ex i s t .  My 
approach could q u i t e  coilceivably lead t o  p o l i t i c a l  evolut ion  
p a s t  t h e  nat ion-state.  

22. C.S. Pe i rce ,  i n  Vincent Thomas, ed., Peirce:  Essays i n  the  
Philosophy of Science; Bobbs-Merrill Company, Inc., New York, 
1957, p. 230. P e i r c e  goes on t o  argue t h a t  "on t h e  o t h e r  
hand, t o  s e t  up a philosophy which ba r r i cades  t h e  road t o  
f u r t h e r  advance toward t h e  t r u t h  i s  t h e  one unpardonable 
offence i n  reasoning, a s  it i s  a l s o  the  one t o  which meta- 
physicians have i n  a l l  ages shown themselves t h e  most addicted. 
Yet sc ience  has  been i.nfested wi th  overconfident  a s s e r t i o n ,  
e s p e c i a l l y  on t h e  p a r t  of the  t h i r d - r a t e  and i o u r t h - r a t e  men, 
who have been more concerned with teaching than with learning,  
a t  a l l  time." 



Obviously, this concept of experiment entails at 

least one logical distinction from experiments in the physical 

sciences. For in the physical sciences there can be no thought 

of the feelings, attitudes and thoughts of the subject under 

experimentation, yet in the social sciences an experiment would 

be no more than indoctrination unless these,factors play an 

integral part in the experiment. In the social sciences the 

~cieot~ist is himself a subject of the experimergt. 

OBJECTIONS AND REFUTATIONS, There are undoubtedly a large 

number of objections which can be raised against any concept 

of social experimentation. I propose to deal with the three 

that I consider the-most important. The first of these gbject- 

ions insists that the whole concept is impossible in that it 

is idealistic, In order to succeed it would necessitate the 

immediate existence of the factors we hope to develop. This 

argument is valid only if we _think in terms of end results, 

We cannot, however, speak in terms of end results because we 

can have no conception of what such results would be. The pro- 

posed approach is developmental, and as such, we would, hopefully 

learn as we go along. 

There is, however,, a corollary to this objection, 

and this is much more difficult to handle. This corollary goes 

as follows, If alienation exists and is widespread, what would 

prompt anyone to want to take part in a social experiment? In 

the first place, the social experiments that I have proposed 

would not be immediately possible. It would be first necessary 



to generally raise the level of self-awareness through the larger 

community, be it nation-state or whatever. In order to reach 

this objective it is necessary that we systematically counter 

the alienating influepces of our schools and mass-media, using 

these institutions to help break the strangle hold of alienation 

and its number one ally, fear. 

But, it can be questioned, how can the alienated 

help raise the other alienated to a-level of self-consciousness? 

Clearly, if everyone was equally alienated the problem would be 

insurmountable. There are, however, individual differences. 

This leads to the observation that "Socialization is never 

completely successful. Some individuals "inhabit" the trans- 

mitted universe more definitely than others." 23 Further, 

different people have different experiences, urd, as it is only 

through experience that consciousness can increase, it is 

reasonable to presume that there will exist different levels 

of consciousness. But, it can be asked, how do we know that 

we are in the hands of the more conscious? This question leads 

directly to the second objection. 

The second objection can be stated as follows. 

"How can we be certain that our actions will not have detrimental 

effects on society? How can we prevent such effects?" Clearly, 

this does pose a serious problem. However, the solution is to 

be found in man's nature. If man can learn from his actions then 

23. Peter L. Berger and Thomas Luckman, The Social Construction 
of Reality; Op. - Cit., p. 106. 



as the detrimental effects begin to manifest, new decisions can 
I 

be made to counteract these effects. But, clearly, tbig can be 

so snly if the initial decision is such that it produces no un- 

alterable effects. In other words, there must be some limitations 

placed upon the scope of social experiments. These limitations, 

or set of rules, must form the framework within which social 

experiments may be carried out. 

We must, at present, be concerned less with the 

experiments themselves than with a methodology, a logical struc- 

ture for social experiments. This is, generally, what must be 

the direction of political science. 

As this limiting framework must be based on some 

conceptions of man's nature, the term "natural law" seems to be 

an appropriate term for the framework to be developed. Such a 

natural law must be developmental, otherwise we would be taking 

the position that future knowledge could give us no pertinent 

information about man's nature. Such an approach would be 

clearly in contravention of our imperative against blocking 

the road to inquiry. However, it is presently possible to sketch 

out what H.L.A. Hart calls the "minimum content of natural 

According to H.L.A. Hart, there are at least five 

truistic considerations, natural law minima, that form the minimum 

requirements for any viable concept of social rule or law. 
2.4 

24. H.L.A. Hart, The The Clarendon Press, Oxford, 
1961, pps. 189-195. 



These are :  (1 )  human v u l n e r a b i l i t y ;  ( 2 )  approximate equa l i ty ;  

( 3 )  l imi ted  a l t ru i sm;  ( 4 )  l imi ted  resources;  and (5) l imi ted  

understanding and s t r eng th  of w i l l .  Clear ly ,  a l l  bu t  the  f i r s t  

of these  a r e  sub jec t  t o  f u r t h e r  research  and development, 25 

Further ,  none of these  four  can be expressed i n  any c l e a r ,  s t r i c t ,  

manner. Approximate equa l i ty  does n o t  mean t h a t  we are approxi- 

mately physica l ly  o r  mentally equal,  nor  i s  it intended a s  an 

imperative, as a goal  we  should s t r i v e  towards. It can be 

in te rp re ted  only a s  a prinCiple of i n t e n t ,  t h a t  everyone must 

be given an environment i n  which he has  approximately equal 

opportunity t o  develop. How he develops i s  n o t  r e l evan t  t o  

t h i s  truism. 

What i s  re levant  t o  t h e  t ru ism of approximate 

equa l i ty ,  ,however, i s  t h e  truism of "Limited understanding and 

s t r eng th  of w i l l , "  This  t ruism a s s e r t s  t h a t  our understanding 

of n a t u r a l  law w i l l  be l imi ted  and our  a b i l i t y  t o  abide by it 

conditioned by individual  differences.  A s  such, it i s  necessary 

t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t  some l eg i t ima te  body capable of imposing coer- 

c ive  sanct ions  aga ins t  those who a c t  cont rary  t o  t h e  n a t u r a l  l a w ,  

This body would have two funct ions ;  ( 1 )  p ro tec t ing  those  who 

obey t h e  law; and ( 2 )  helping those who v i o l a t e  it. Such a 

body would i t s e l f  be developmental. 

25. Some may argue t h a t  it i s  conceivable t h a t  human vulner-  
. a b i l i t y  w i l l  someday be overcome bu t  t h e  fo r seeab le  possi-  

b i l i t i e s  a r e  s l i m .  



Fina l ly ,  the  f i r s t  t ruism, t h a t  of human vulner-  

a b i l i t y ,  must be viewed a s  e x i s t i n g  on an equal l e v e l  t o  our  

Pei rc ian  imperative. This is  necessary on two grounds. F i r s t a  

t h e  sanct ions  of death has o f t e n  been used t o  s t i l l  the  inquir ing  

mind. Second, on a l a r g e r  sca le ,  i f  i n  t h e  p u r s u i t  of knowledge 

we br ing  widespread des t ruc t ion ,  that; d e s t r u c t i o n  w i l l  i t s e l f  

impede the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of f u r t h e r  inquiry. Knowledge i s  of 

l i t t l e  use  t o  a corpse. 

This  leaves  but  one major ob jec t ion ,  one t h a t  

a s s e r t s  t h a t  we do no t  have t h e  r i g h t  t o  i n t e r f e r e  with t h e  

s o c i a l  environment. This objec t ion  can be given l i t t l e  credence 

on t h e  grounds t h a t  it i s  not  poss ib le  t o  have a s o c i a l  system 

without having some group meddle i n  t h e  a f f a i r s  of others .  

But meddling has  o f t e n  proven d i sas te rous ,  and f o r  t h a t  reason 

a systematic e f f o r t  conditioned by t h e  forebmentioned consider-  

a t i o n s  becomes essen t i a l .  Consequently, u n l e s s  someone accep t s  

t h e  concept of meddling a s  being acceptable  y5t  r e j e c t s  any 

sys temat ic  approach towards development, t h i s  ob jec t ion  need be 

considered no fu r the r .  In the  case of the  meddlqr, it i s  

d i f f i c u l t  t o  t r e a t  such a pecu l i a r  no t ion  a s  even worthy of 

considerat ion.  

There is ,  however, one good reason f o r  taking 

a c t i o n ,  and t h i s  reason i s  c lose ly  r e l a t e d  t o  my concepts of m a q  

and of inquiry. In order  t o  l ea rn  we must act .  Contemplation 

i s  an important p a r t  of inquiry,  but  contemplation without a c t i o n  

cannot be.anything but  s t e r i l e .  Any r e j e c t i o n  of f a t a l i s m  must 

accept  some concept of act ion.  



CONCLUSION 

Behavioral s c i e n t i s t s  h a v e , t r i e d  t o  adopt what 

they bel ieve  t o  be the  s p i r i t  of science-object ivi ty.  To t h i s  

end they have t r i e d  t o  purge t h e i r  d i s c i p l i n e  of a l l  metaphysical 

concepts. This has l ed  t o  a  t o t a l  r e j e c t i o n  of nea r ly  every- 

th ing t h a t  has t r a d i t i o n a l l y  been l abe l l ed  "socLal science". 

Correc t ly ,  i t  was found t h a t  t h e  science of man was thoroughly 

imbued with one form of metaphysics o r  another ,  a s t a t e  t h a t  was 

lamented a s  being untenable f o r  a  d i s c i p l i n e  pretending t o  t h e  

s t a t u s  of "sciencef1. Science, it was bel ieved,  pursued t r u t h ,  

unbiased by any form of metaphysics. " S c i e n t i f i c  knowledge1' 

was " o b j e ~ t i v e ~ ~ ,  a  t r u t h  f o r  once and f o r  a l l .  

A s  t h e  s o c i a l  sciences were c l e a r l y  no t  ob jec t ive ,  

behavioral  s c i e n t i s t s  t r i e d  t o  remedy t h e  s i t u a t i o n  by r e j e c t i n g  

t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  approaches t o  t h e i r  d i s c i p l i n e s ,  adopting ins tead  

t h e  proven methodologies of t h e  physical  sciences. It was, and 

s t i l l  is ,  mistakenly bel ieved t h a t  t h e  s p i r i t  of s c i e n c e w a s  an 

i n d i v i s i b l e  p a r t  of i t s  methodology, and, a s  t h a t  methodology 

had been legi t imated  by i t s  success i n  t h e  physica l  realm, it 

was bel ieved t h a t  i t s  adoption would lend l eg i t ima t ion  t o  t h e  

behavioral  claim t o  science. 

Unfortunately, though they were h ighly  c r i t i c a l  

of t h e i r  own d i s c i p l i n e s ,  behavioral  s c i e n t i s t s  proved completely 

u n c r i t i c a l  i n  t h e i r  adoption of t h e  f f s c i e n t i f i c  method", This  
4 
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has  r e s u l t e d  i n  t h e  behaviora l  dilemma, a  paradox inco rpora t ing  

a  f a t a l i s t i c  epistemology and a  d e s i r e  t o  a c t .  Th i s  d e s i r e  i s  

ev iden t  i n  t h e  works of  B.F. Skinner ,  David Easton and Eugene 

J. Meehan, y e t  t hese  t h e o r i s t s  remain unaware t h a t  t h e i r  concept 

of a c t i o n  i s  a n t i t h e t i c a l  t o  t h e i r  epis temology.  
1 

There a r e  two poss ib l e  s o l u t i o n s  i m p l i c i t  i n  t h e  

behav io ra l  dilemma. On the  one hand, i f  t he  d e s i r e  t o  a c t  dom- 

i n a t e s ,  t h e  t h e o r i i t  must accept  a  p e c u l i a r  form of e l i t i s m  - 

one t h a t  views t h e  s c i e n t i s t  a s  being above t h e  c o n s t r a i n t s  of 

h i s  epistemology, c o n s t r a i n t s  t h a t  apply t o  everyone. The 

s c i e n t i s t  would then n e c e s s a r i l y  be super-human, a  c l a im  t h a t  

i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  t i nged  w i t h  metaphysics.  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, 

t h e r e  i s  t he  d e n i a l  of t h e  concept of a c t i o n .  Th i s  p o s i t i o n  

wholeheartedly subsc r ibes  t o  t h e  f a t a l i s m  inhe ren t  i n  t h e  

behaviora l  epistemology, r e j e c t i n g  t h e  concept of a c t i o n  a s  

be ing  j u s t  another  form of  metaphysics ,  one which had y e t  t o  

be recognized f o r  what i t  was. But t h i s  p o s i t i o n  den ie s  t h e  

p o s s i b i l i t y  of sc ience ,  and a s  such i s  untenable on empi r i ca l  

grounds. 

A t h i r d  p o s s i b i l i t y  r e j e c t s  c e r t a i n  preconcept ions 

i m p l i c i t  i n  t h e  dilemma, viewing determinism a s  being i t s e l f  

1. This  c r i t i c i s m  a p p l i e s  a s  w e l l  t o  Walter  Buckley and t o  
Ludwig Von B e r t a l a n f f y ;  however, i n  t h e  case  of t h e s e  
t h e o r i s t s ,  they  recognize t h e  t h r e a t  i nhe ren t  i n  t h e  p re sen t  
methodology more c l e a r l y  than t h e i r  p redecessors .  Unfortun- 
a t e l y ,  they  f a i l  t o  recognize t h a t  t he  t h r e a t  r e s i d e s  i n  the  
methodology. 
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metaphys ica l .  I n  the s o c i a l  s c i ences ,  however, t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  

remains v i r t u a l l y  unexplored. Why t h i s  i s  so ,  i s  puzzl ing,  y e t ,  

a s  I have shown, puzzles  form the  crux of t h e  behav io ra l  dilemma. 

B e h a v i o r a l i s t s ,  g e n e r a l l y ,  have been so concerned 

wi th  r i d d i n g  t h e i r  d i s c i p l i n e s  of recognized forms of meta- 

physics  t h a t  they have unconsciously adopted ano the r ,  t o  which 

they  s t e a d f a s t l y  c l i n g  through t h e l r  t enac ious  adherence t o  t h e  

methods of "science". A s  a  methodology ho lds  i m p l i c i t  w i t h i n  

i t s e l f  a  concept of t h e  sub jec t  under i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  it i s  

e s s e n t i a l  t h a t  t h a t  concept be p e r t i n e n t  t o  the  s u b j e c t .  That 

t h i s  i s  t he  case  i s  ev iden t  i n  t h e  phys i ca l  s c i ences ,  bu t  it i s  

a l s o  ev iden t  t h a t  the  concept is inappropr i a t e  t o  t h e  s o c i a l  

s c i ences .  

I n  t h e i r  search  f o r  t he  s p i r i t  of sc ience  behav io ra l  

s c i e n t i s t s  have grasped the  na ive  dogma of s i m p l i c i t y .  I n  t h e i r  

quest  f o r  knowledge, a l l  t h a t  was not  s i m p l i s t i c  was immediately 

r e i n t e r p r e t e d  through t h e  dogma of r educ t ion .  Through t h e  use 

of  catch-word formulas the phys ica l  and s o c i a l  un ive r se s  have 

been defined and i n t e r p r e t e d  and prof fered  a s  " t ru th" .  But t h e  

"method" adopted i s  no t  on ly  inapp l i cab le  t o  t he  s o c i a l  s c i ences ,  

it is  not  t h a t  used i n  the  phys ica l  s c i ences .  

What i s  t o  be our  course of a c t i o n ?  We have a  

c l e a r  cho ice .  We can t r y  t o  determine more a c c u r a t e l y  the  methods 

of "science" and adopt them, o r  we can t r y  t o  develop methods of 

our  own. The f i r s t  course e n t a i l s  a  b e l i e f  i n  t h e  u n i t  of s c i ence .  
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That i s ,  an acceptance of t he  methods of t h e  phys i ca l  s c i ences  

e n t a i l s  a  b e l i e f  t h a t  the sub jec t  m a t t e r  of the  two f i e l d s  i s  

l o g i c a l l y  s i m i l a r .  I n  o the r  words, i t  would e n t a i l  an  adopt ion  

of t he  concept of r e a l i t y  t h a t  has  proven s u c c e s s f u l  i n  t h e  

phys ica l  s c i ences .  But t h i s  metaphysical  concept ion of r e a l i t y  

imposes a  b i a s  i n t o  t h e  course of i nqu i ry ,  a  b i a s  t h a t  has ,  i n  

t he  case  of t h e  phys i ca l  sciences, ,  been w e l l  j u s t i f i e d .  The 

ex i s t ence  of t h i s  b i a s ,  however, i n t roduces  a doubt about t h e  

v a l i d i t y  of t he  u n i t y  of sc ience  t h e s i s  f o r  t h a t  t h e s i s  i n s i s t s  

on some fundamental concept of o b j e c t i v i t y  t h a t  i s  incompatible  

t o  t h e  b i a s  of t h e  phys ica l  sc iences .  It would appear  i n  f a c t  

t h a t  i t  i s  impossible  t o  pursue knowledge without  some form of 

b i a s .  It i s  impera t ive ,  however, t h a t  t h e  b i a s  be p e r t i n e n t  t o  

t he  s u b j e c t  under i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  

There i s  no good reason  t o  suppose t h a t  t h e  u n i t y  

t h e s i s  is  indeed a  v i a b l e  concept ,  and t h e r e  i s  ample evidence 

td t h e  con t r a ry .  As a  r e s u l t ,  i f  t h e  s o c i a l  s c i ences  a r e  l o g i c a l l y  

d i s t i n c t  from t h e  phys ica l  s c i ences ,  t h e  methods of t h e  phys i ca l  

s c i ences  a r e  not  on ly  of no p a r t i c u l a r  a s s i s t a n c e ,  they  a r e ,  i n  

f a c t ,  a  hindrance i n  t h a t  they  deny t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  ask ing  

c e r t a i n  fundamental ques t ions .  And, a s  I have shown, ques t ions  

about a c t i o n  and purpose a r e  c e n t r a l  t o  any sc i ence  of man. 

We must,  then,  d i r e c t  our  e n e r g i e s  towards t h e  

development of  a  method of i nqu i ry  and a n a l y s i s  t h a t  i s  s u i t a b l e  

t o  our  d i s c i p l i n e .  Fu r the r ,  a s  the  methods of t he  phys i ca l  s c i ences  

i nco rpora t e  a  metaphysical  concept about t h e  n a t u r e  of phys i ca l  
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r e a l i t y ,  i t  appears  e s s e n t i a l  t h a t  we develop a  concept of man. 

Such a  concept w m l d  then  play a  c e n t r a l  r o l e  i n  our  ques t  f o r  a  

method. 

Consequently,  t h e  most p r e s s i n g  problems f a c i n g  t h e  

s o c i a l  s c i ences  today a r e  ep is temologica l  i n  na tu re  and r e q u i r e  a  

metaphysical  t rea tment .  This  being t h e  case ,  s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  must 

become phi losophers  f o r  t h e  confusion t h a t  c h a r a c t e r i z e s  t h e  

behav io ra l  s c i ences  could be much more c l e a r l y  approached i f  t h e  

s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t  were equipped wi th  t h e  ph i lo sophe r ' s  c r i t i c a l  

f a c u l t i e s .  Fu r the r ,  t h i s  would a c c e l e r a t e  t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  of  pos t -  

Newtonian concepts  i n t o  s o c i a l  d i scour se ,  an i n t r o d u c t i o n  t h a t  i s  

long overdue. 

Human behavior  i s  n e i t h e r  s t r i c t l y  determined nor  i s  

i t  random. Man's behavior  is  condi t ioned  by r u l e s ,  be they  

s o c i a l l y  i ncu lca t ed  o r  i n d i v i d u a l l y  der ived .  From t h i s  obse rva t ion  

i t  is  ev ident  t h a t  man i s  d i s t i n c t  from s t r i c t l y  phys i ca l  phenomena. 

Man can choose f r o n  r e l a t i v e  unknowns. Robots, t o  o u r  knowledge, 

cannot .  To ignore  t h i s  i s  t o  become an a c t i v e  p a r t i c i p a n t  i n  the  

process  of a l i e n a t i o n .  

S o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  g e n e r a l l y ,  and p o l i t i c a l  s c i e n t i s t s  
I 

i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  have a  choice.  We can become the  v e h i c l e  of 

a l i e n a t i o n ;  o r ,  we can begin the s t r u g g l e  towards "self-awareness ' ' .  

C lea r ly ,  t h e  l a t t e r  i s  t h e  only v i a b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  the  only 

a l t e r n a t i v e  t h a t  does n o t  v i o l a t e  t h e  only  t r u e  s p i r i t  of s c i e n c e .  

DO NOT BLOCK THE ROAD TO INQUIRY. 
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