The following article is an extension of a draft written in
1971. It is addressed to the lay person as well as the behavior
analyst. Individuals who are familar with behavioral

terminology may wish to skip the section Iabeled ‘‘Behavior
Science and B.F. Skinner’. '
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Introduction

For centuries men of good will have wanted to create a
world in which everyone would be happy. To achieve this
universally happy state, it has generally been agreed that
humaii behavior must show, or be made to show, certain
characteristics. One of the most important of these
characteristics arises from the fact that men live together in
groups: In order to achieve general happiness under the
conditions of group life, it follows that men must behave in
ways which are compatible with each other’s happiness.
They must, to promote happy group living, show the sort of
conduct we call “‘good.”” *‘right,”” ‘‘moral,”’ or ‘‘ethi-
cal.” Additional behavioral requirements may be equally
obvious. For example, in order to obtain the things that
make themselves happy and to insure the survival of the
group that is organized to produce a happy life, men must
behave in ways which promote health, which show
knowledge and skill, and which are productive and inventive.
The list might, of course, be easily extended.

There is a difficulty, however. Men of good will agree that
human behavior is of central importance for achieving a
happy world, but they disagree violently on where that
behavior originates. In the traditional view, man has within
himself a nonphysical mind which has the power 1o freely
choose the behavior that his physical body exhibits. In the
radical determinist view, however, a strict scientific
approach is taken and human behavior is seen, like all other
phenomena in the natural world, as a physical effect
produced by prior physical causes. In the first view, human
behavior is determined by a genetically produced body and its
surrounding environment.

It will be the contention of the present effort that the issue
of free-will versus determinism is the major barrier which
divides men of good will and which, by extension,
undermines a program of united action aimed at achieving
the goal of a happy world.

There is a further problem that needs to be resolved. It is
very difficult for the scientific determinist and the free-will
traditionalist to talk with each othet about human behavior,
much in the same way as it is difficult for an atheist and a
Christian to talk with each other about theology or a
communist and a capitalist to talk with each other about
economic systems. Both parties to each discussion usually
have widely different personal histories, and for that reason
they behave toward their particular topic in widely different
ways. The problem of supplementing different personal
histories in approximately the same way for bringing both
parties into intelligent contact with the fundamental issues
that divide them has never been satisfactorily resolved, and it
would be too much to hope for a solution here. It may not be
too much to hope for progress in this direction, however. It
is important, moreover, that efforts toward a solution be
made. For in an age when deterministic science has reached
the point where it can intervene in human affairs and deal
with behavioral problems effectively, it meets its most savage
resistance from supporters of the free-will tradition.

As an informal student of science and as an advocate of its
application to human affairs, I have tried to work out ways

for clarifying the basic issues which set the traditionalist and
the radical determinist against one another. A major
problem is that of reducing the issues to a manageable
simplicity without omitting anything important from the
account. In attempting to do this I have found it helpful to
proceed in a rather simple way, aiming at the heart of the
matter and avoiding the artficial complexities that are
encouraged by an emphasis on rhetorical sophistication. !
shall try to bring this strategy to bear in the present
discussion of humanitarianism science. and the work and
practical proposals of Dr. B.F. Skinner, whom I personally
regard as the most advanced scientific thinker of our age.
The treatment will be general in scope. It shou'd be well
within the competence of the educated lay person. Hopefully
it will help diminish the unfortunate misunderstanding
which centers around a science of behavior and which
undermines its use for relcasing men from the evils that have
burdened them since earliest antiquicy.

Humanitarianism

Men of good will, as we have noted, have long wented w
create a world which would insure the survival of the human
species and the happiness of all its members. The men who
have sponsored this aim have called themselves or have been
called various names—such as ‘‘humanists,’” *‘liberals,”’
‘‘democrats,”’ *‘socialists,”’ ‘‘communists,’’ and so on.
For present purposes it may be convenient to use the word
humanitarian as a more or less neutral term for identifying
men of this general viewpoint.

There is, as we have also noted, a fundamental difficuity.
The happy world envisioned by humanitarians is contingent
upon behavior: For all men to be happy, they must all
behave in ways which promote a happy life. But how can
they be made to do this?

Humanitarians have long tried to answer this guestion,
but the result has been a dispute of classical proportions. For
while they all agree on the same goal, they often disagree
sharply on the means required for achieving that goal. Why?

The failure to agree on means is not difficult to explain.
To achieve the humanitarian goal, there are certain basic
questions for which valid answers are required. These basic
questions arise from the simple but central fact that men live
together in groups. In order for men to live together in
groups successfully, it follows that they must behave in ways
which are compatible with successful group living. This fact
necessarily raises two basic questions:

(1) What are the best ways for men to behave in order to

insure successful group living?

(2) How can men be made to behave in those ways?

These are the two basic questions—the two basic issues
which arise from the fact that men live together in groups. In
short, these are the two basic social issues. And because the
government of a group is responsible for its success, these
are also two basic issues of government.

The first basic question implies a need for behavioral
change, and for that reason it may be restated as follows:
What changes in the behavior of men need to be made in
order to insure successful group living? The second basic



question implies a need for ways to produce behavioral
change, and therefore it may be alternately expressed as
follows: How can the behavior of men be changed? But
before we can have an effective understanding of how to
change behavior, we must first have an accurate
understanding of whv men behave as they do. Implicit in the
second question, therefore, we have a third question, and for
that reason the original two basic questions need to be
reformulated in a way that will make explicit the three basic
questions with which we must finally deal :

(1) Why do mer: behave as they do?
(2) How can their behavior be changed?
(3) What changes in their behavior need to be made?

These, then, are the three basic questions—the three basic
issues which necessarily arise from the fact that men live
together in groups. These are the three basic social questions
and, by extension, the three basic questions of government.
These are the three basic questions for which valid answers
are required in order to achieve the humanitarian goal of
constructing a world which will insure the survival of the
human species and the happiness of all its members.

The failure of humanitarians to agree on means for
achieving their goal may be explained by the fact that
different and conflicting answers have been given to these
three basic questions. It would be pointless to indicate even
in a general way the wide range of answers that have been
supplied. Nor would it serve any legitimate purpose to point
te the numerous humanitarian schemes that have been tried
for achieving a successful and happy group life. The point to
be emphasized is that men of the humanitarian tradition have
never been able to agree on means nor have they ever been
successful in accomplishing their goal. And the principal
reason for this seems to be a mere restatement of the one that
divides them in the first place: They have never been able to
discover valid answers to the above three questions.

A valid answer to any question about the world will
obviously depend on an effective method for acquiring valid
information or knowledge about the world. The uitimate
source of disagreement among humanitarians on the matter
of means must therefore be sought in the method by which
valid information about the world can be obtained. It is to
this crucial methodological issue that we may now turn.

Science

It is important that the issues raised by the three basic
questions be openly faced. To acquire valid information
about why men behave as they do, we must discover the
causes of their behavior. To acquire valid information about
how to change their behavior, we must discover ways to
manipulate those causes in order to conirol their behavior.
And to acquire valid information about what changes in their
behavior need to be made, we must discover all the effects of
their behavior upon themselves, upon others, and upon the
species of which they are members. How this may be done is
simply stated. Men live in, and are part of, a natural world
which consists of relations between physical causes and
effects. By discovering those relations, men may acquire
knowledge of the world. By devising ways to use that
knowledge, men may acquire skills for changing the world.
And by using the knowledge and skills for making changes
that work to the ultimate advantage of all living individuals
and their as yet unborn descendants, men may change the
world in a way which best promotes human happiness and
survival. This is the difference between science, technology,
and ethics.

Broadly speaking, men acquire knowledge of the world by
the method of observation. There is a difficulty, however.
Throughout most of human history, knowledge has been
acquired by caswal observation. Frequently, however,
genuine cause-and-effect relations escape detection when
observations are made in a casual way. Valid answers to
important questions can seldom be discovered at will. But
men often find it difficult to tolerate indecision and to defer
action on matters that are important to them, and in the
absence of authentic information they are inclined to guess—
simply invent causal accounts. Folklore, philosophy,
theology, psychology, and the so-called social sciences
supply many examples of fictional explanations. Although it
is often claimed that these explanations have been acquired
through special methods, such as “‘reason,’” *‘intuition,’’
“‘revelation,’’ and so on, a more careful analysis suggests
that the processes involved were probably much simpler.
Guesswork based on casual observation has been the
traditional means used by men for explaining the world and
their place in it.

One form of guess work based on casual observation is an
appeal to miracle-working agents which lack the physical
dimensions of the natural world. Explanations of this sort are
called ‘‘supernatural’’ or ‘‘metaphysical.’’ A particularly
troublesome example is the traditional doctrine cf free
will---the notion that human behavior is controlled by a
““free’” or ‘‘autonomous’’ mental or psychic agent enclosed
within the organism. Now if men do have within themselves
a special nonphysical power which enables them to defy the
process of physical causation that governs the rest of the
world and to initiate and alter the course of their own actions
spontaneously, then we are apparently helpless. If their
behavior is not already controlled by physical events, then it
seems pointless to look for its causes in the physical world or
to rearrange that world for producing changes in conduct. To
believe in the freedom of human behavior and to be at the
same time concerned with its causes is to show a curious
paradox. But the paradox is seldom acknowledged and the
importance of understanding and improving the external
conditions which affect human behavior is almost never
seriously challenged. The obvious importance of the matter
has, in fact, created difficulties, for it has led men to
anticipate legitimate inquiry and to invent and accept with
conviction spurious explanations which have often been used
in reconstructing the surrounding environment.

The human species took what was almost certainly its
most important step when it began to refine its techniques of
investigation so that selected parts of the world could be
studied by means of controlled observation. This marked the
origin of the scientific method. The basic assumption
underlying the use of the scientific method is that men live
in, and are part of, a natural world of causes and effects, and
that both causes and effects are physical in nature. This
assumgption is variously called natural or material or physical
determinism. Since the natural or material or physical world
is the only world that can be known by observation and
controlled by manipulation, it is the only world that can be
studied by empirical science and changed by a controlling
technology based on science. Insofar as science is concerned,
this is the only real world. Using this basic assumption as a
guide, the practice of science led to two epochal results: (1)
explanatory fictions were steadily overthrown and miracle-
working agents were gradually dislodged from their seats of
control and driven from the world; and (2) facts were
steadily accumulated and men acquired a power that was the



closest thing possible to being miraculous. The results of this
practice are, in fact, virtually unique, for no other method of
inquiry can in any way compare with science in showing
endless progress in accumulating facts and in using those
facts for dealing with the world effectively.

W:th such a powerful method at their disposal, it was
nevitable that men should adopt it in the study of their own
hehavior. The first clear proposal to do so came from ].B.
Watsen. and the programi which sprang from this effort
hecame known as bebaviorssm. In a formal sense, this
marked the origin ot a science of behavinr. Essential to the
program of g science of behavior is the assumption that
human pehavier s controlled, not bv a nonphysical inner
went, bui ny physical events in the natural world. 1t that
assumption 15 faise. then science can be of no help in
discovenng why men behave as thev du and how their
behavior can be changed. In this case, universal good will
must come. it at all, trom a miracie in the form of a universal
act of free-will. If. however, that assumpiion is true. then
science can answer these questions and. for the first time in
history. men of geod will can proceed confidently and
‘ntelligent!y with a program of humanitarian reforr.

Behazior Scrence axd B F Skinse:

We may therefore consider it fortunate that todav there is
a compelling and growing body of evidence to show that this
assunption is indeed valid. The man chicfly responsible tor
this achievernent is B.F. Skinner, the dean of modern behav-
wial science. Skinner cianfied the relations between the
varlier scientific work of LP. Paviov and L.L. Thorndike.
Pavlov's studies had dealt with the sort of behavior usually
cafled “involuntary' or “‘reflexive,”” but which Skinner
termed respondent behavior. Thorndike, on the other hand,
had been concerned with the kind of behavior comonly
called ‘‘voluntary’” or *‘free,”’ but which Skinner termed
operant behavior. There were excellent reasons for the
rechristening. Respondent behavior inevitably responds to a
particular environmental event, as when saliva is elicited by
the introduction of food into the mouth. Operant behavior,
in contrast, operates upon the environment to produce
consequences or effects, as when a man walks, talks, works,
plays, and so on. These two behavioral processes—
respondent and operant—appear to exhaust the range of
action exhibited by animal organisms.

Skinner's primary interest was in operant behavior. This
kind of behavior—the kind which is comimonly called
“*voluntary’'—is that which is most often explained by
invoking a free inner agent. It was the study of this behavior
under the carefully controlled conditions chasacteristic of an
experimental science that forced Skinner to a quite different
conclusion.

Skinner discovered that behavior which operates upon the
environmernt is caused or controlled, not by a free inner
agent, but by irs own cunsequences or effects, which arise
from the surrounding environment. In order to understand
how behavior which operates upon the environment is
affected by its own consequences, Skinner designed a special
apparatus that enabled him to observe and control
environmental conditions in a systematic way. In order to
quantify changes in behavior that occurred as a function of
changes in the environment, Skinner used the rate of
response—the frequency at which a particular act is
emitted—as his measure of behavior. By systematically
manipulating the environmental consequences which fol-
lowed upon a given response, he was able to observe whether

a corresponding change in the rate occurred. If it did, a
controlling relation between behavior and a specifiable
antecedent event was established. Skinner was eventually
able to report :
Manipulation of environmental conditions alone made
possible a wholly unexpected practical control. Behavior
could be shaped up according to specifications and
maintained indefinitely almost at will (1).

Thus, by mampulating the environment of an orgamism,
Skinner discovered that he could shape and maintain ns
hehavior with precision. These two effects --shaping and
maintaining behavior—roughly correspond to the traditional
notions of. respectively, ‘‘learning™” and ‘“motivation.”’
The point 1o be emphasized is that by achieving whai may
tairlv be described as a total practical control ot beha aor by
controlling environmentat conditions aione. Skinner demon-
strated in rigorous fashion that the environment of animai
organisins exercises, by way ot metaphonieal description. a
**totalitarian control’’ over their behavior. This ied to the
notion of the conmtrolling environment: The environment
. ontrols behavior, and the genetic structure of the organism
medates the controlling relation. If this were not the case. i
would be difficult to imagine how Skirner was able to achieve
this *wholly unexpected'’ environmerital control.

There 1s an implication in this finding which is importaa.
It must he carefully stated and clearly under<iood. for it will
have a critical bearing on later stages of the present
undertaking. When casual observation was replaced bv
carefully controlled obsery ation. all suggestiots of an inner
agent of control vanished withoat a remainder. No inper
agent wus obhserved. and no inner agent was requirsd to
explain the behavior. Skinner did not, however. exorcise the
inner agent,; he simply discovered that it had never been
there in the first place. Nothing was subtracted from the
organism; it remained completely intact. Deliberate control
replaced accidental control, but control as such was neither
increased nor lessened. Because control is inevitable, this
would not have been possible.

Previously an inner explanation seemed required because
the control exerted by the environment is often too subtle to
detect under the usual conditions of observation. Skinner’s
analysis, like scientific analysis in general, simply brought
into clear focus what formerly had passed unnoticed. At the
same time, the analysis exposed as fraudulent an inner agent
whose avthority had long been imposed by the tyranny of
ignorance.

In describing what he observed, Skinner borrowed from
Pavlov’s terminology. The term reinforcement is applied to
all objects and events which have the consequence of
increasing the rate of behavior. The resultant increase is
called conditioning, while the decrease in rate which follows
the witholding of reinforcement is called extinction. Skinner
has indicated these processes in the following way :

By arranging a reinforcing consequence, we increase
the rate at which a response occurs; by eliminating the
consequernice, we decrease the rate. These are the
processes of operant conditioning and extinction (2).

Accordingly, the pivotal operation for controlling the
strength of behavior is the manipulation of reinforcing
consequences.

Reinforcing events are of two sorts. The first is called
positive reinforcement and this consists of giving the
organism something, such as food, money, or verbal



approval. If the presemtation of any event (for example,
praise) is made contingent npon behavior (for example,
studying) and if it has the consequence of increasing the rate
of that behavior, then it is by definition a positive reinforcer.
The second is called negative rcmforcmmtmdthnsoonsnsts
of releasing the organism from what is called an ‘‘aversive'’
condition, such as a Joud noise, 2 temperature extreme, or
verbad disapproval, If the resoval of any event (for example,
criticiam) is made contingent upon behavioe (for example,
working) amd ¥ it has the consequence of increasing the rate
of that behavior, then it is by definition a negative reinforcer
(an sversive ¢ vent), These relutions between behavior and ity
consequences are called contingencies of reinforcemant, &
which denotes how the environment controls the
r thet operates upon it. Akhough this statement is
incomplete in one cnporant respect, it will nevertheles
suffice within the limiis of the praent mignment, 1ic
importance of reinforcement contingencies has been ¢ ually
explained by Skinner in the follawing way:
B it's tn our power 10 create any of the situations
which a person likes or remove sny situation he
dorin't ke, we can conuol his behavior. When he
behaves 23 we want hiny m bohave, we simplv croate a
situatirm he likes, or remove one he doesn”t like. As o
resolt, the probubdiity thee he will behave that way
amain goes up, which is what we waat (3).

Under both positive snd negative contingenaies of reinforce-
ment, then, the effect upon behavior s the same: (its rate,
udrwvbdrﬂxythnnﬂﬂm.umﬂom in the
vocabulery of the layman, we “‘rewards.”’ What we cal

*‘punishments,”’ on the other hend, entsil # reversal of
reinforcement procedures. By making the presentation of 2
pegative reinforcer comingent upon behavior, we admini-
ster, as it were, 2 *'positive punishmemnt.'* And by making
the removal of a positive reinforcer comingent upon
bebavior, we infloct, as it were, » *‘nogative punishment.’
The effects of ‘‘contingencies of punishment’’ wpon
behavior need noe be described here, since this controlling
operation will form no (mportant part of the humanitarian
prmmhwmhemfmh.

vﬂlitboourpumok&:rmduu&etheeﬁx;‘s

behavior which result various contingencies
Wmhcmuudmnmngdmﬁngmm To
explare bere even ih 8 very general way all the ramificsions
of operunt conditioning would take us beyond the scope of
our prenent abjective. Where, as here, the interested reader
mey coasult evidence which is available elsewhere and which
will support our case, it is pechaps hmnyndmp&m
thet the experimenial anelysis mm
Shnnerhndumdthemhfmmmthﬂrstm

question concerning the determination of human behavior:

the -:dnnsol men are to be explained by appealing t0
contingencres of reinforcement embedded in the controlling
environment.

h may therefore be said thm for the first time in history
men have an autheatic science of behavior with which to
wark. This, scoording to the view taken here, was Skinner’s
first major contribution toward resolving the three basic
issues which form the subject of the present essay. By use of
this science, Skinner was able to supply a valid answer to the
first basic question by showing that contingencies of
reinforcement are the causes of behavior. Thus, for the
purpose y at hand, the important point to be made is
that the basic concept for explaining why men behave as they
do is that of reinforcement.

Bebavior Techwology and B.F. Skinner

From this we are led to consider a second important point
If reinforcement is the basic concept for explaining why men
behave as they do, then the manipulation of reinforcement is
the basic operation for ing how the behavior of
men can be changed. To change behavior Is to control it, and
behavior cantrol is the business of behavior technology. The
behavior sechnology thas has emerged from the
analysis of behavior is. in the view taken here, Skinoer's

with which we are here prenccnpied. For the first dme in
hlstory.ntmlvbesnd mhwclxientiﬂtbehuht

hakmmtimmmrnlnghmhﬁmnbehnlormh
changed To change buman be:nvim. s controlling
technokgy simply changes the contingencies of reinforce-
ment under which men live. This iollowy from the fict that

A 1echnology based oo a scicnoe of behavior
recommends itself mmlightmed men in all practical fielda,
As a3 nuine exunsing of his second principal coatribution,
howerer, Skinner has pointed (o the ultimate importsace of s
scientific brhavior technology for the recoustruction or
replecement of sn entire socicty and, by extension, of all the
nocieties of the world.

Behavior technolagy is the Beld of gosermment. To govern
is to control-—to engineer or manipulate. It is the practicel
coptral of behsviar by manipulating contingencies of
reinforcement. Organized conmmol by a specisl agens or
agency having a monopoly oa coercive pawer is govenment
in the traditional sense, but it would be s mistake to suppose
thet the processes according to which bebavior is controlled
obey conventionwl distinctions. Whether the governor or
controller of 3 group is ¢ parwnr, teacher, clergyman,
psychotherspist, employer. or politicien. he necessarily
governs or controls in the ssme way: he manipulates the
contingencies of reinforcement which govern or contyol—
which shepe and maintsin —the behavior of the governed or
controllee. Ammamwmdmmm
as follows ; “‘pychology’” is 3 besic knowledge, **palitics™
un applied knowledge, of human behavior, A expesiment in
behavior is simply an experiment in govemment—in the
control of behavior. It is conducred by srranging s form of
government —s st of contingencies—and noting the resalt.
In the lshorstory it i3 conducted 10 see what happens, is
society st large to see if it works, This is the difierence
between a science and technology of behavior.

As we have seen, men are of s patural world
precisely, world &5 @ set of cootingencies of

‘ . I imposes upon men » ‘‘toralitarisn
»'" @ the metaphor would have it This is
implied in the notion of the controlling environment.

manipulation of causal relations in the nstural world. 1t i
behavior which controls but which in turn is controlled hy-its
reinforcing consequences. The reinforcing products of
control shape and maintain the controlling behavior upon
which their production is contingent. That part of the world
which is the product of human manipulation—which
consists of contingencies of reinforcement arranged by
men—is what we call culture.



The human design of contingencies of reinforcement is
called cultural design. The design of culture implies a
cultural designer, and his behavior must also be explained.
This may be done by pointing to the contingencies under
which his designing behavior occurs. The design of
contingencics which contro! designing behavior is called
gonernmental design, und this is a special case of cultural
design. The effectiveness of behavior—and hence of a group
of behaving individuals —will ultimately depend on the
eife:tiveness of the contingencies which control the behavior
of the cultural designer. Governmental design is the link in
the causal chain upon which eftective behavior depends. and
ascience that makes behavior its object of inquiry is uniquely
qualified to designt 2 government. This, as a special case of
cultural design. is the clo<est thing possible to the intelligent
design of a controlling center.

As we have seen, culrtire, in the broadest sense, is simply
that part of the world which is arranged by men. It is
therefore through the practice of culture that men may take
over the adventitious contingencies of reinforcement set up
by the mindless interplay of unpremeditated events and, by
redesigning and manipulating them intelligently, control
themselves for producing a desired effect. Contingencies
arranged by intelligence—by a knowledge of their probable
consequences for the behaving hurman organism— are the
kinds of events men attempt to set up when they deliberately
or intentionally design and implement cultural practices.
Sometimes they are suceessful, but most often they are not.
In the usual case the important contingencies are designed
and manipulated by the wrong hands—by selfish who
exercise control, not for the good of the group, but for biased
purposes. But if humanitarians can devise a way to bar selfish
men from these contingencies and perfect them according to
information supplied by a science of behavior, then they at
last will be able to build on a universal scale the good life
which, for millennia, has been their vision. This, in fact,
will be the central concern of the enlightened humanttarian.
For behavior control by reinforcement is not a theory but a
fact, and if good men are not quick to take advantage of this
new found knowledge, then bad men almost certainly will.

This much of the present discussion may be summarized
in the following way. First, the causes of human behavior are
contingencies of reinforcement in the controlling environ-
ment. This is the basic causal principle discovered by
behavior science. And second, human behavior is changed
by manipulating its causes in the controlling reinforcement
contingencies. This is the basic operation performed by
behavior technology—by government in the narrow
technological sense. As chief architect in the construction of
a behavioral science and a behavioral technology based upon
it, Skinner supplied the means necessary for yielding valid
answers for two of the basic questions here at issue. On these
two matters—on the actual establishment of an authentic
behavior science and an authentic behavior technology based
upon it—there is full agreement among radical behaviorists.

At this point we must constder the practice of government
in the broadest sense, which includes both a method of
behavior technology and a method for determining the
specification for bebavior to be produced by behavior
technology. The latter method is needed to answer the
question about how men need to behave—about what
changes in their behavior must be made—in order to insure
successful group living, which is to say the survival of the
human species and the happiness of all its members. This
third basic question, as well as the method by which it may

he answered, is perhaps the most difficult issue with which
we must deal, if only because it is the least understood. Even
some radical behaviorists have net devoted themselves
sufficiently to acquiring an adequate understanding of the
matter. <.l this has led them to retreat to a popular
prescientiti practic. which then intervenes as an alien and
hostile ingredient in an otherwise rigorously consistent
scientific program. The third basic issue. therefore, needs to
be approached carctully and in easy stages in order that the
empirical validrty of our way ot meeting it may be fully
understood and finallv accepted.

As we have poimed out. government in the narrow
technological sense rests on two basic questions: (1) Why de
men behave as they do? And (2) How can their behavior be
changed? But at the point where practical control s reached,
the third basic question must then be added: (3) What
changes in their behavior need to be made? In traditional
academic practice, the tirst question has been assigned to the
field of ‘*psychology,” the second to the field of *“political
philosophy’” or ‘‘practical politics,”” and the third to the
field of * *moral philosophy’ or *‘ethics.”’

As we have also pointed out, the first basic guestion is
implied in the second, with the result that the three basic
questions may be most economically expressed in two -part
form. The third question becomes: (1) What are the best
ways for men to behave in order 1» promote successful group
living? The first and second questions combine in a single
question as follows: (2) How can men be induced to behave
in the best ways? Traditionally, the first question has been
assigned to the field of ‘‘law-making,”’ the second to the
field of *‘law-enforcing.™’

From this simple exercise it should be clear that our main
emphasis on the basic questions is not unique, but in fact has
a counterpart in traditional thought and practice. This is
necessarily so, since, as we have seen, the basic questions
inexorably arise from the very nature of social living, and no
society or government can function without dealing in some
way with behavior specifications and with means for
producing behavior according to those specifications. The
first or ‘‘law-making’’ function of government has to do
with bebavior design and, by extension, a cultural or
contingency design that will produce behavior according to
specifications set forth in the behavior design. The second or
“‘law-enforcing’’ function of government has to do with
bebavior management and, by implication, a cultural or
contingency management that will construct and maintain
the contingencies designed to produce the behavior specified.
It is true, of course, that traditional treatments of the two
basic functions of government—and hence of the basic issues
as expressed in two-part form—are typically far less explicit
than what has been set forth here. It is nevertheless evident
that the traditional distinction between law-making and
law-enforcement—between the legislative and executive
functions of government—corresponds in the broadest
possible sense fo our distinction between behavior or cultural
design and behavior or cultural management.

Traditionally, then, answers to the first basic question
have come from law-makers, while answers to the second
have come from law-enforcers. In both cases the various
answers have emerged from the established pattern of
guesswork based on casual observation. But how might a
government based on a science of behavior answer these
questions?

The second question is, of course, easily disposed of,
since, as we have seen, it requires only an extension of a



technology based on a science of behavior to society at large
for arriving at a valid answer to the question regarding the
most effective controlling practices for governing men. On
this point informed men no longer quarrel. The first question
still causes trouble, however. The issue has traditionally
been assigned to the field of “‘ethics,”” which is concerned
with justifying the control of human behavior. Broadly
described, the object of the business of ethics is to find some
“‘rational’” or ‘‘logical’’ criterion according to which
behavior may be classified as either *‘good’’ or ‘‘bad,’’ and
then on this basis design rules, laws, or codes of conduct. It
scarcely needs pointing out, however, that men have often
been in violent disagreement on the criteria to be used in
deciding questions of ‘‘right’’ and ‘‘wrong’’ and, by
extension. on the distinction between moral and immoral
behavior. But can science supply a valid answer to the
question of what behavior is best for men-—of how they
should behave?

Not according to the traditional view of the matter. The
answer to this question is said to require a ‘‘value
judgment.’” It is commonly supposed that ‘‘values’’ and
““facts’’ are different, and that they require different kinds of
knowledge for that reason. It is further supposed that science
is necessarily confined to the latter. This presumably means
that the practice of law-making depends upon extrascientific
sources of information. Is it true that science must be
abandoned at this point in favor ot some unique method
which yields a special kind of knowledge?

Behavior Design and B.F. Skinner

The resolution of this singularly troublesome issue
represents Skinner’s third major achievement, which is an
analysis of how science may supply valid answers to moral or
ethical questions and thus provide the basis for a scientific
behavior code. By discovering behavior specifications which
maximize the chances for the survival of the human species
and the happiness of all its members, science may furnish a
behavior design or behavior code which would answer the
third basic auestion and which would, moreover, be
independent of the behavior designs or codes that have
resulted from the accidental cultural or conditioning
histories of traditional societies. Skinner has stated the
matter as follows:

Much has been written recently of the need to return
to ‘‘moral law’’ in deliberations concerning human
affairs. But the question, ‘‘Whose moral law?’’
frequently proves embarrassing. Faced with the
problem of finding a moral law acceptable to all peoples
of the world, we become more acutely aware of the
shortcomings proposed by any one group or agency.
The possibility of promoting such principles, either
through education or military conquest, is not
promising. If a science of behavior can discover those
conditions of life which make for the ultimate strength
of men, it may provide a set of ‘ ‘moral values’’ which,
because they are independent of the history and
culture of any one group, may be generally accepted
(4).
In addition to the prospect of a science of morals or ethics,
Skinner’s statement suggests a collateral point of enormous
consequence: Science and scientific technology, because of
their singular effectiveness, tend to unify the societies of the
world in the sense of making their cultures more and more
alike. The tendency of physical and biological science and
technology to unite, at their respective levels of analysis and

application, the various cultures of the world is well marked,
and we may look forward to an enlargement of this trend
when behavior science and technology receive comparable
acceptance. The completion of this science-induced process
of cultural unification would be achieved in all its major
aspects with the universal acceptance of a moral or ethical
science.

In returning from this momentary digression, we may
note an unfortunate state of affairs. Skinner has not, in any
single treatise, provided us with a complete account of all his
ideas with respect to morals or ethics and the susceptibility of
this field to the scientific method of discovery. This may be
part of the reason radical behaviorists sometimes feel it
necessary to resort to prescientific methods when faced with
the challenge of deciding which kind of behaviors men need
to be taught. In the absence of a complete and comprehensive
analysis conveniently located in a single work, we have only
one recourse. To become fully acquainted with Skinner’s
position on this crucial issue, we must conduct a search of
his many writings with this object in mind. Although the
following citations in no way exhaust all that he has written
on the subject, they may nevertheless suffice for supplying a
general outline of his novel contribution.

In conceiving of a community as a pilot experiment,
the designer may turn directly to two practical
questions: What behavior on the part of the members
of a community is most likely to contribute to its
success? How may that behavior be generated and
maintained? (5)...(W)hy not experiment? The ques-
tions are simple enough. What’s the best behavior for
the individual so far as the group is concerned? And
how can the individual be induced to behave in that
way? Why not explore these questions in a scientific
spirit  (6)?...Ethics and morals are particularly
concerned spirit (6)?...Ethics and morals are particu-
larly concerned with bringing the remoter conse-
quences of behavior into play (7)..If there is any
purpose or direction in the evolation of culture, it has
to do with bringing people under the control of more
and more consequences of their behavior (8)...The task
of the cultural designer is to accelerate the
development of practices which bring the remote
consequences of behavior into play (9)...(T)he ultimate
good is ultimately determined by consequences
(10)...A science that clarifies (the relation between
behavior and its deferred consequences) is in the best
possible position to specify a better world in an ethical
or moral sense (11).

At this point we seem to be in a favorable position to
enunciate the means by which Skinner would supply a valid
answer to the third basic question concerning how men need
to behave —concerning what changes in their behavior must
be made—in order to insure successful group living. A
summary statement of Skinner’s third principal contribution
may therefore be set forth in the following way:

By discovering all the consequences or effects of all
possible forms of behavior which result for the
behaving individual himself, for all other individuals,
and for the species of which he is a member, science
may specify how men need to behave in order to
maximize positive consequences and minimize nega-
tive consequences in the world in which they live. By
making the relations between all forms of behavior and
their consequences clear—by, in other words, setting



forth a complete statement of the contingencies of
reinforcement in each case—science may supply valid
information for the design of bebavior and, by
implication, for the design of rules, laws, or codes of
conduct. It is by this means that men may at last devise
an authentic science or morais or ethics.

Alshough expressed in somewhat idealistic language. this,
we may judge, is a basically accurate description of Skinner’s
posttion. And this. we may also judge. is almost certainly
the irost revolutionary concepiion of morals or ethics ever to
he advanced in the history of human thought. It is also the
most plausible. This scientific conceprion of morals or ethics
renders obsolete everv *‘social’” or ‘“political philosophy®’
over to appear in the annals of governmental theory. for it
makes plausible. for the first time. 2 government hased on a
scientific analysis with respect to its law-making function as
well as to its law-enforcing function. Put in another way, it
makes plausible 2 govermmnent based on a science that is
aimied at discovering both 2 behavior design that will most
eftectively promore successful group living and a cultural
design that will most effecrively shape and nzainrain the kinds
ot conduct specitied by the bohavior design. A science of
aoverninent. conceived in the widest sense 2s a behavior
vode based on 2 scientce of ethics znd supplemented by a
vehatvior fechnology based on a science of benavior, offers a
compkete and valid gride to the practice of governinent. With
the advent of this innovaton. the vaditional practices of
poditici! philosophy and paity pobties lose their point.

The foregoing account of tha means by wiuch men may
dewise an cathewtic science of morals or ethics and, by
mmplication. an avrhentic scienve ot law or legisiotion. is
Clearty hostile to tradiuional conceptions of government.
whether democratic or otherwise. A government based on
the scientific method, tor example, is wholly imcompatible
with a government based on the democratic method, which
appeals, not to a specialized study of the relations between
behavior and its ultimate conseguences, but to 2 poiling of a
general opinion of these relations. In theory, the methed of
democracy assigns an ultimate role to the governed in
deciding what kind of behavior is necessary in order to
promote successful group living. And in practice, the
method is hopelessly disasterous. Democracy, which is based
on free-will doctrine, has gained powerful and widespread
support, and for that reason it is almost certainlv the greatest
single hindrance to the adoption of science in the ptactice of
government. This will be further discussed at a later stage of
the present account. At the moment, however, it may be
sufficient to note that 4 program aimed at discovering the
most effective ways jor people to behave in order to live
together successfully 1s in principle no way ditferent irom a
program aimed at discovering the most effective ways for
people to behave in order to construct houses suecessiully. o
raise crops suceesstully, tosuccessiullv achieve and mainiain
optimum heaith, or to successfuliv control their own and
each other’s behavior. What we call morals or ethics. then,
is simply a special case of the general tendencv of all living
organisms to learn ways of adapting or adjusting successfully
to the conditions of their environment—in this case, the
conditions of their social envisonment. In all cases. success is
judged by appealing to the consequences or effects that arise
from the particular action taken.

This is not, however, the traditional view of the matter. In
this view, as we have previously remarked, moral or ethical
questions require a value judgment in order to be answered.
It is said that a knowledge of values and a knowledge of facts

represent two different kinds of information, and that science
is restricted solely to the discovery of facts. Science, it is
argued, may be able to tell men how they must behave in
order to achieve a particular goal (such as successful group
living), and it may be able to tell them how to produce the
required behavior (such as by means of a particular kind of
culture), but it cannot tell them that they shounld behave in
ways which promote that goal. Questions which entail a
“*should’’ or ‘‘should mot’’ decision are said to be
answerable only from a knowledge about an individual’s
values and about the chotces he makes incident to consulting
thuse values to form a judgment. Thus, choices made on the
basis of value judgments are said to be the final authority in
deciding between good and bad or right and wsong. But
what, then, are values?

A scientitic analysis of behavior has offered a surprisingly
simple answer 1o this classical problem by showing that
values are simply concealed references to reinforcing objects
and events. When 2 man works for money or spends it on
alcohol we may say that he ““values™™ money and strony
drink, but these reduce to statemesits about things that
reinlorce him, When we say that a child **valves" " candy we
are simply reporting thai candyv is o reinforcer for the thiic.
When & man behaves in ways which insure that he doss not
g0 tu prisonn we may say that he ““values V fresdon., bot
what we really mean i chat he is reinfosced tor avoidiieg au
aversive conditionn. When we say that a person “valaes™ &
e of honesty and pesce or its opposite, we are sitaply
desctibing conditions which tave been observed to reinforse
nim. Values, then, are nciblag more than reiniorcers
which, of course, are integral parts of & scientific analysis.

A scienttfic analysis is also fatal to the notion that ao
individual behaves as he does because of a prior ™ value
judgment”” or “*value choice.'’ Human behuvior is
determined, not by value judgments or choices, but, as we
have seen, by reinforcing consequences, When we say that a
man makes a value choice prior to either spending his money
or savifig it, we cannot be referring to a cause of his benavior
but only to an effeci upon it by certain contingencies of
reinforcement. He does not spend or save because he
chooses. but does one or the other because of the control
exerted by prevailing contingencies. This control, in turn,
may be explained by many earlier contingencies in which
spending or saving was reinforced. The value which an
individual appears to choose is nothing more than the
controiling effect of reinforcement upon the behavior which
seems to exemplify raking a choice. Accordingly, 10 acquire
krowledge of why an individual behaves as he does, we ate
not required to guess at or ask hitn to guess at *“matters of
vafue.’” Rather, we must analyze the complex contingencies
iy which his behavior occurs and discover the “‘matters of
fact’ " responsible for . The traditionai distinctivn between
“'values ' and ‘‘facts’” 1s therefore spurious.

The same sort of analysis is required for overthrowing the
vommon beliet that one individual can choose or uy to
choose the values of another. No individual can be an
ofrgiiating center of cotitrol, for he himself is controlled.
The fact that under the conditions of group life one
individual often controls the behavior of another must be
accounted for in the usual way. Certain characteristics of
behavior in the controllee—for example, coopetration—are
reinforcing for the controller. For that reason the controller
implements controlling practices which reinforce those
characteristics in the controllee. But the control exercised,
or the behavior it produces, is not the result of a prior value



judgment or choice made by the controller. Rather, it must
be explained in terms of its reinforcing effects upon the
controller, and this may be done by analyzing the
contingencies in his environment and enviornmental
history. This kind of analysis is required, for example, in
order to account for why parents typically reinforce or try to
reinforce certain characteristics in their children—such as the
kind of behavior which promotes health rather than sickness,
which shows intelligence rather than stupidity, kindness
rather than cruelty, helpfulness rather than destructiveness,
and so on. It would be incorrect to say that the parent makes
a value judgment or choice which he or she then attempts to
set up in the child. The characteristics are set up because of
their reinforcing consequences for the parent, which in turn
must be explained by pointing to the parent’s environment
and environmental history. The same kind of analysis is
necessary to explain why a government attempts to set up
certain behaviors in its citizens by use of various cultural
practices, or why a scientist proposes changes in cultural
practice to remedy certain behavioral problems. In whatever
case, there are no values or choices to be taken into account.

But the question remains: Can science tell the individual
how he should behave or a government that it should
implement controlling practices to produce that behavior?
We may begin by recalling that it is within the competence of
a scientific analysis to make clear the full range of
consequences—immediate and ultimate—that follow from
particular behaviors. Science may, for example, be able to
specify all the important consequences for the individual
which result from ingesting alcohol. It may be able to show
that despite momentary reinforcing effects, alcohol damages
his health and that good health is more permanently
reinforcing. It might also show that inebriation works against
stable social relations, and that stable social relations are
ultimately more reinforcing. By making all relations between
particular behaviors and their consequences clear—by, in
other words, specifying the contingencies of reinforcement
in each case—science may be able to supply a statement of
how the individual wil] behave if he is to live a maximally
reinforcing life. But this is only another way of saying that
science can tell the individual how he should behave in order
to be maximally reinforced.

To counter by saying that science cannot tell the
individual that he should behave in ways that are reinforcing
is of no help, since his behavior will be controlled by
reinforcing consequences. The fact that there are many
different ways in which men may be reinforced in no way
alters the basic controlling relation. But the fact that there
are certain behaviors which are ultimately more reinforcing
to others is a matter upon which science can supply
important information. The new contingencies set up by that
information will become part of the individual’s reinforce-
ment history. If the additional facts—the new contin-
gencies—gain control over his behavior, the individual will
behave in ways that are ultimately more reinforcing. If they
do not, it will be because competing contingencies still have
a more powerful effect. If the introduction of new
information alone is not enough, then more extensive
changes in the individual’s environment may be required to
work a change in his behavior. But once that new
information has been introduced, the likelihood of a change
in the individual will at least to some extent be increased.

When we turmn to the field of social life, the same sort of
analysis applies with respect to morals or ethics. Moral or
ethical questions arise because men live together in groups,

10

and for that reason they must be analyzed in a group context.
When living together in groups, as emphasized at the outset
of the present undertaking, men must behave in ways that
are compatible with group living. If they do not, the group
will be weakened and, at length, it may not survive. Since
the consequences of group living are powerfully reinforcing
for men, it is to their advantage to behave in ways which
preserve and strengthen the group. Generally speaking, to
the extent that behavior has consequences which promote
successful group living, to the same extent it is ‘‘good;’’ to
the extent that it works an opposite effect, to that extent it is
‘‘bad.”” When underraking to discover whether particular
behaviors are good or bad, as we have seen, an analysis must
be made not only of their immediate, but also of their
ultimate consequences for social life. By making the full
range of consequences clear, as we have also seen, science
may furnish a description of moral or ethical behaviors which
is independent of the descriptions that have been determined
by the particular cultural or reinforcement histories of
different traditional societies. Information of this sort may
tell a government what kind of behavior it showld produce in
order to create a maximally reinforcing group life. Once a
government has this information, the probability that it will
design and implement cultural practices to produce the
behavior specified will to at least some degree increase. In
summary, then, it may be said that questions of ‘‘right’’ and
“‘wrong’’ are experimental questions that may be answered
by science.

It would be wrong to suppose, however, that a behavior
science alone is sufficient to decide ‘‘questions of value,’’
since the consequences of behavior may work good or bad
effects not only on subsequent behavior, but also on the
biological and physical properties of the human organism and
its environment. For example, eating behavior that is under
the control of foods composed of concentrated calories—such
as sugar and fat—may have remote effects which contribute
to metabolic disorder and degenerative disease, and only a
biological science is competent for discovering these remote
effects. And productive behavior that is under the control of
machines operating on certain kinds of fuel may have
deferred consequences which disturb the atmosphere of the
earth, and only a physical science is qualified to detect these
deferred consequences. For this reason, both biological
and physical science must unite with behavioral science to
construct a valid ‘ ‘science of values.”’

By way of summary, then, the special information which
values seem to demand is traditionally supplied by the casual
observation of reinforcing consequences. These are the
consequences which ‘‘justify’’ the control of human
behavior. And since these consequences are also the very
facts analyzed by science in order to explain behavior, it is a
science of behavior that is uniquely qualified to define moral
or ethical values. The things men call ‘‘good’’—the things
that make them *‘happy’’—are the things they ‘‘value’’ and
these translate into positive reinforcers. The things men call
‘‘bad’’—the things that make them ‘‘unhappy’’—are the
things they act to ‘‘free’’ themselves from and these
translate into negative reinforcers. A good or happy life—a
life that men value—is a life in which men are controlled by
positive reinforcers and free of control by negative
reinforcers. It is a life that is contingent upon behavior and,
since men live together in groups, a successful group life is
contingent upon behavior which has the kind of conse-
quences—which results in the kind of goods or values—that
are called moral or ethical, the whole subject of which is the



special province of a science that makes behavior its object of
inquiry.

The classical *‘problem of values’’ is, therefore, really no
problem at all. What may be called ‘‘positive values’’ are
simply positive reinforcers; and what may be called *‘negative
values’" are simply negative reinforcers. Because of the way
men are constructed, they act to achieve the happy effects
caused by positive reinforcers and to escape or avoid the
unhappy effects caused by negative reinforcers. By analyzing
all the happy and unhappy effects of different forms of
behavior upon the behaving individual himself, upon all
other individuals, and upon the human species, science may
specify the forms of behavior which ultimately maximize
happiness and minimize unhappiness. These behavior
specifications may be used to design behavior by translating
them into rules, laws, or principles of conduct that may be
incorporated into a behavior code based on science would be
eminently rational or intelligent, since rational or intelligent
behavior may be defined as action which is effective for
maximizing positive effects and for minimizing negative
effects. Such a code would also be eminently moral or
ethical, since moral or ethical behavior may be defined as
action which is effective for maximizing positive effects and
for minimizing negative effects not only for the behaving
individual himself, but also for all other living individuals
and for future generations yet to come.

There is, apparently, one final problem that needs to be
met: Who will decide what behavior is best and, by
extension, what behavior to produce? In light of the previous
discussion, this historically troublesome question now seems
quite meaningless. A more useful question, at this point, is
this : How will optimal forms of behavior be discovered? The
identification of a human agent is no longer the important
issue. This becomes evident when the original question is
raised with respect to established scientific practice in the
fields of causal analysis and practical control: Who will
discover why men behave as they do? And who will discover
how their behavior can be controlled? If we are not likely to
ask these question when confined to the already established
explanatory and technological aspects of scientific practice, it
is because we have come to realize that the decisive issue is
the facts, and not the individual who discovers the facts.

The same principle must be brought to bear in the present
case. We have noted that a scientific analysis of the relations
between behavior and its positive and negative consequences
furnishes a general pattern according to which a scientific
behavior design or behavior code may be constructed. Such
an analysis supplies facts about the relations between
behavior and its important effects. And in order to maximize
positive effects and minimize negative effects, men must
place themselves under the control of the facts. In short, the
Jacts, and not a human agent, will decide what behavior is
best for men and, thus, what bebavior to produce.

Since behavior is most effective when controlled by all its
consequences, the task of a scientific analysis is clear: it is to
identify all the effects of human behavior so that they can be
brought to bear for controlling it. A government based on
laws scientifically extracted from the pattern of relations
between behavior and its consequences—from, in other
words, a factval account of the reinforcement contingen-
cies—would be, in the classical phrase, ‘‘a government of
laws, not of men.”” The principle would simply be made
effective as a device for designing a code of conduct. Since,
however, the laws would be ultimately derived from facts,
such a government would be ultimately, to suggest a new
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phrase, ‘‘a government of facts, not of men.’” We may, if we
wish, call this form of government a *‘scientocracy.’’

It may be important to remark that, at any given point in
time, a set of facts about a particular part of the world may,
to varying degrees, be incomplete in some important respect.
But where the facts end, guesses, not value judgments,
begin. When men do not have all the facts on matters of
immediate importance to them, their only recourse is to
guess. The guesses are called ‘‘theories.”” And, of course,
the most plausible guesses or theories are most likely to be
advanced by scientific specialists whose object of special
study is the particular part of the world for which there is, at
any given moment, a lack of factual information.

If behavior is most effective when governed by all its
consequences, and if a government frames its laws on the
basis of facts discovered by a scientific analysis of the
relations between behavior and all its consequences, then
such a government should be, in another classical phrase,
‘‘a government for the good of the governed.’’ It should also
be, in yet another classical phrase, ‘‘a government by the
consent of the governed,’’ since it is reasonable to suppose
that enlightened men would eagerly consent to being
governed effectively for their own good. A scientific behavior
code, supplemented by a scientific behavior technology to
insure its effectiveness, offers mankind its only reasonable
hope for the cultural unification of the world and, by
implication, for the establishment of a universal aetwork of
strong societies composed of happy individuals.

No existing government—that is to say, no existing
behavior code and supporting technology—ean in any way
approach this offer. No existing government is worthy of
human possibilities. But a science capable of analyzing the
remote consequences of behavior may progressively discover
the specific forms of action which make for the full
development of human genetic potential and, by implication,
the maximum strength of the group. Information of this sort
will specify how men should behave—and, as a special case
of this, how the governors of men should behave—for
creating a strong group composed of happy people. Such
information will be indispensible for designing a culture—
and, as a special case of this, for designing a government—
which will guarantee that both men and their governors
behave as they should. Here, if anywhere, is an intelligent
foundation for a universal humanitarian order designed to
maximize the happiness of the individual and the strength of
the species of which he is a member.

With this, our survey of the three basic questions is
complete. In each case, Skinner has been the ptincipal
driving force in identifying the means by which valid answers
may be discovered. This, according to the view taken here, is
by far the most important development ever to appear in the
history of social analysis and, by implication, in the history
of the analysis of government. This, according to the view
taken here, is the scientific revolution in psychology,
government, and ethics. We may therefore conclude that the
general scientific revolution which began with the
Newtonian revolution in the study of physics, and which was
followed by the Darwinian revolution in the study of biology,
has now been completed with the Skinnerian revolution in
the study of behavior.

With the means for answering the three basic questions
ready at hand, it now only remains for men of good will to
work out the details of practical implementation. A final
stroke of good fortune comes in the form of a mode} of how



this may be done. It is to this matter that we may now turn.
Scientific Humanitarianism and B.F. Skinner

Skinner’s three major contributions therefore consist of a
behavior science, a scientific behavior technology, and a
scientific behavior design or behavior code. In common
parlance, he put psychology, government, and morals or
ethics on a scientific basis. In doing this he supplied the
means by which valid answers may be found for the three
basic questions upon which the achievement of rhe
humanitarian gnal hinges. Stated in arother way. he
established a scientific basis for discharging the two basic
tunctions of a humanitanian government. which are to
discover (1) the most effective behaviors for cr :ating a strong
group composed of happy mdividuals and (2) the most
effective ways for producing those behaviors. Stated in yet
another way, he showed how science may be used by 2
humanitarian government to achieve its principal objective.
which is to maximize the development of human genetic
capacities for effective living.

But bevond these three decisive achievements lies a final
major contributicn, for Skinner has alsc been the chief
spokesman for the practical use of behavior science and its
products for attaining the humanitarian goal. He is the
leading figure within the hamanitarian tradicion in the sense
that he speaks above all others for an gffeczive humanitarian-
ism—a scienfific humanitarianism. His earliest and most
widely known effort in this connection may be found 1n his
utopian novel, Walden Two (12), which offers a draft of
history”s first scientific humanitarian utopia.

The application of a science of behavior for humanitarian
ends is described by Skinger in this monumental work. The
work is concerned with the use of science for designing a
culture---the contingencies of reinforcement—-for an entire
society as a means for achieving a happy life for all its
members. But once we underiake to explicitly design the
environment-—and hence the behavior—of a group of men,
many striking features of social organization emerge which
set the group apart from the kind of organization that is
characteristic of traditional societies. The main objective of
the present stage of our discussion will be to make a general
comparison between Walden Two and the traditional
societies it is designed to replace.

A scientific program constructed from valid answers to the
three basic questions forms the essential basis for the cuitural
design of Walden Two. As with all governments, the
government of Walden Twe governs by designing and
manipularing contingencies of reinforcement. Designing and
manipulating reinforcement contingencies are, as we have
seen, the two basic functions of government. In Walden
Two, the designers of the contingencies are called planmners,
and the manipulators of the contingencies are called
managers. These two kinds of specialists approximate in a
very general way the law-makers and law-entorcers of
traditional usage. Accordingly, the planners and managers of
Walden Two have their counterparts in traditional societies,
as we would expect from our earlier discussion.

There are tour crucial differences, however, and they need
to be carefully noted:

(1) Origin of Control. None of the contingencies are left
to chance, but all are products of deliberate or
intentional design. This is the difference between
accidental and intelligent control.

(2) Basis of Control. The contingencies are not designed
on the basis of conjecture arising from casual
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observation, but on the basis of a self-testing and self-
correcting process of perpetual experimentation
monitored by carefully controlled observation. This is
the difference between prescientific and scientific
control.

(3) Kind of Control. The contingencies control through
neither punishment nor negative reinforcement, but
threugh positive reinforcement alone. This s the
differenice between regative snva positive control,
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Ofject of Contral. None of the ~ontingencies
designed 1o promaote spectal preferments Jthe selieh
interests of ingjviduals and factions), but exclusively
12 premote the general inteeest or common good. This
difference between fiased and ethical contreol.

In broadest putline. these are the four principal feaores
whichi distinguish the contrcliing or governing peaciices
embodied in the cultural design of Walden Two.

Since remote anuiquity, the issue of biased versus ethical
control nas burdened men of ggod will. It is perhaps the most
salient issue with which the humanitarian tradition may be
idenutied. Man’s ancient straggle against biased control—
againsi, i other words, tyranay, despotissti, or explotta-
toti —hay been primuardy respousible for the tormation of
varous democratic and soctalist Or communist juovernents
in the course of history. Because ethicai conirol or control
for the comimen goud s the principal aim, bat by no means
the achievement, ot the democratic program, the matter
requires special atzention,

We may begin by noting that governing tor the common
good 18 nothing more than a special case of behaving in ways
which best promote successtul group living. Thus, the basic
questions in {wo-part form may be reformulated 1o
accomodate the special case:

(1) What are the best ways for governors 10 govern in
order to insure successful group living?

{2) How can governors be induced to behave in those
ways?

As we may be led to expect from our previous discussion, the
method by which answers may be discovered is thar of
science. The first question may be met by a scientific analysis
of all the effects of governmental behavior upon the
governed. The second may be met by consulting a science
and technology of behavior. Since the technological
assignment of insuring that government be conducted for the
common good is nothing more than a special case of devising
effective techniques for inducing men—in this case the
governors of men-—to behave in ways which promote
successful group living, it is evident that we are faced with
the classical problem of how the governors themselves can be
governed. This is the problem of controlling the control-
lers—of devising a kind of government that will guarantee
that governors will govern for the good of the governed. It is
the problem of what Skinner hLas called *‘countercontrol.’’
In other words, it is the problem of governmenral design.
Skinner has met in an intelligent fashion the issue of
governmental design, and his position may be suramarized
in the following way. The heart of the matter is this: The
strength of government—and hence of the group—rests
upon the strength of the governed. It is therefore a matter of
the first importance that governing peactices be designed and
implemented which insure the complete well-being of each
member of the group—his health, his education, his welfare,
as the current democratic prescription would have it. This is



an ethical assignment that requires specialized knowledge,
and it calls for a governmental design which will guarantee a
double result : {1} that competent governors be selected; and
(2) that they govern for the good of the governed. But how
can the competence and morality of governors be
guaranteed?

ft is mnpossible to achieve this result by assigning power
with the demiocratic methnd of ‘‘universal suffrage’” or
““‘sell-government.”” The season is not far to seek. The
layman vannot intelligenily decide on the best specifications
for behavior, on the best techniques for producing them, or
on the best men for performing these functions any more
than he can intelligently decide on comparable issues raised
by technological applications in physics and biology. To ask
him to do so is to impose upon him an impossible burden,
and to then hold him respensible for his decision is to impose
upon him the worst possible morality.

The only intelligent and moral solution is tu explicitly
design contingencies of reinforcement which will effectively
control governmental bebavior to meke it intelligent and
meoral, and this is exemplified in Walden Two. The principle
used is this: a man engages in self-control when he designs
the contingencies under which he lives; a group may engage
in self-government by making its governors live under the
same contingencies they design for the group. In order to
giarantee its own success, the government must design
contingenicies for the group which maximize intelligent and
ethical behavior. and such behavior is then insured in the
governors by making them live under the same contingen-
cies they design for the governed. The governors are
veritable members of the group which they govern, the sole
difference being that they are responsible for the group’s
success. That is their specialty. Self-government, in the
sense that it can have any meaning at all, is simply made
effective as a technique of countercontrol without conta-
minating the scientific specialization that is required for a
successful and progressively better design.

In Walden Two, then, the government is carefully
designed to make biased control a virtual impossibility. The
governors have no police or military power at their disposal
to compel the obedience of the governed. They must govern
by positive reinforcement alone. Their limited terms of office
insure that they will eventually return to a nongoverning
vocation in the group for which it is their current business to
design cultural practices. Accordingly, the design insures
that governors would not only have nothing io gain from
attempts at biased control, but in fact would find it to their
obvious disadvantage. Thus. in response to eommonplace
prophesies of a dystopian nightmare, Skinner has persua-
sively shown that a science of behavior can be used, not to
perfect tyranny, but to abolish it completely.

It may be helpful at this point to undertake a mote casual
description of the social design presented by Skinner in
Walden Two. This work portrays a cooperative society
which is carefully planned and roanaged by its government
with the aim of making all its members happy, healthy,
well-behaved, informed, skillful, productive, and creative.
Every group member is guaranteed an equal share in the life
and wealth of the community in return for his contribution
to the commen goal. As in all societies, the government of
Walden Two faces two broad problems. The first is
economic, which may be generally defined as the problem of
controlling the nonhuman aspects of nature in order to
supply all men with the things they need for survival and
happiness. The second is bebavioral, which may be generally
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defined as the problem of controlling the behavioral aspect of
human nature in order to-assure that the actions of men
effectively promote the survival and happiness of all. It is
crucial to note thar whereas modern traditional societies
have largely solved the economic problem by applying the
methods and technelogies of science to the physical and
biological realms, they have all failed completely in efforts to
solve the behavioral problem. The reason is not difficult to
detect : they have neglected to extend the same scientific and
technological methods to the realm of human behavior. In
Walden Two, however, both problems are successfully met
with the methods and technologies of science.

The cultural design of Walden Two, then, is based on
cooperation, rather than competition, between men. The
entire society, including the behavior technology that is
organized around the economic problem. is intelligently
designed to minimize aversive events in the lives of its
citizens. Aversive emotions—such as hatred, anger, and
envy—are minimized or eliminated altogether by a rationally
designed behavior code supperted by a carefully engineered
social environment. Social practices that involve competition
between men are never used. In competition the reinforcing
consequences which accrue to the winner are unavoidably
matched by punishing consequences for the loser, and for
this reason the practice camnot possibly work for the
common good. knasmuch as polities is competition between
men for power, and capitalisti is competition between men
for wealth, neither social method has any place in Walden
Two’s repertoire of cultural practices. In Walden Two, men
work together to triumph over the problems of life, rather
than separately or in factions to triumph over each other. In
short, Walden Two represents the ideal cooperative society.
By use of science, it is able to achieve an effective
cooperativism. For this reason we may, if we wish, describe
Walden Two as a sciemtific cooperative society, thereby
distinguishing it from all other cooperative societies.

In very similar fashion we may compare the cultural
design of Walden Two with the socialist or communist ideal.
As noted earlier, the government of Walden Two consists of
a group of planners who are charged with the success of the
community. They are assisted by managers of various
administrative divisions who are responsible for executing
the plans that are made.

But planning and managing, like working at farming or
manufacturing or scientific research, are viewed, in Walden
Two, as nothing more than jobs that need to be done. No job
1s assigned any special status, nor endowed with any special
privilege. All members of the community, whatever their
vocation, have equal aceess to its wealth—its food, shelter,
clothing, medical services, educational programs, recrea-
tional facilities, and sc on. In sum, Walden Two meets all
the specifications of the socialist or communist ideal: all
property is socially or communally owned; the society or
community is classless and egalitarian. By the careful and
comprehensive application of the method of science, Walden
Two is able to achieve an effective socialism of communism.
We may therefore, if we wish, legitimately describe Walden
Two as a scientific socialism or communism to distinguish it
from all other socialist or communist societies.

Walden Two also meets all the specifications of the
democratic ideal, except in one important respect. While it is
a government of the people for the people, it is not a
government by the people. Government is conducted, not by
laymen unschooled in social planning and management, but
by specialists in the science of governing. This is merely an



extension of the principle that has to do with the division of
labor and the specialization of work. Farmers specialize in
farming, mechanics specialize in machinery, doctors
specialize in preventive and corrective medicine, teachers
specialize in education, and so on. In Walden Two, at least
two further specialties are added: child-raising specialists
and specialists in governing—in planning and managing the
affairs of the group. It has often been pointed out that what
may be the two most important vocational roles in any
society require, in traditional society. virtually no
specialized training at all— namely, parenting and
governing. Walden Two makes good these two traditional
deficits, and in so doing it is able to successfully achieve the
goal of democracy by using, not democratic methods, but
the methods of science. If the important criterion is the goal
of democracy rather than its method, then Walden Two is,
by virtue of the scientific method, the first effective
democracy ever portrayed in a plausible way. Therefore we
may if we wish, call Walden Two a scientific democracy and
thereby distinguish it from all other democracies.

An indispensible feature of Walden Two is its size as a
social unit. To successfully attain the humanitarian aims that
are associated with traditional democratic and socialist or
communist programs, the size of the social unit must be
taken into careful account. This is an integral part of the
scientific approach characteristic of Walden Two. The
accomplishment of humanitarian aims depends not only on
the democratization of government in the sense of control in
the interests of all the people, or on the socialization or
communization of the economy in the sense of social or
communal ownership, but also on the democratization or
socialization or communization of bebavior. The achieve-
ment of humanitarian aims is contingent on behavior, and
for that reason an effective behavior technology is the most
important means for insuring that aclievement. It is,
however, only in a relatively small group or society that the
behavior of men can be effectively governed or controlled.
This is true for the behavior of both the governors and the
governed-—the controller and the controllee. Both control
and countercontrol depend on social units of controllable
size. Thus, by keeping the size of its groups within
manageable limits, Walden Two avoids the wholly
overwhelming and insoluble problems that are endemic in
mass societies characteristic of the modern world. Using the
model of Walden Two as a guide, we may confidently
conclude that a truly humanitarian world would consist of a
universal network of small communities united by a common
goal and a common method. The goal would be the survival
of the human species and the happiness of all its members;
the method would be that of science mobilized for achieving
that goal. It may be hoped that conscientious democrats,
socialists, and communists will begin to take this guide to
cultural replacement seriously. If they do not, then they will
never be able to convincingly demonstrate to a wholly
confused and exploited mankind that their ancieatly
cherished social ideals are fully within reach.

There are other important features of Walden Two that
may be briefly described. The government controls
production and consumption in an intelligent way for
eliminating waste, duplication, and the various forms of
sophisticated ignorance which are engineered in badly
organized societies to emphasize conspicuous consumption.
It carefully refrains from propaganda of any sort. Specialized
versions of group life which celebrate past and present glories
and the heroes who contributed to them along with all other
devices and the heroes who contributed to them along with
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all other devices for piecing in a bad or incomplete
governmental design are not required. The use of such
spurious devices would, in fact, be fatal to the experimental
spirit of science upon which the government is founded. The
point is an important one, for as long as propaganda exists
there is no way to determine with assurance whether men
support their government because they are reinforced by
actual living conditions, or because they are reinforced by
imaginary conditions created by clever indoctrination. The
valid test of any cultural design must rest on the honesty
which is indispensible to a scientific analysis.

By implementing a total culture that is carefully designed
to make all its citizens happy and competent for social ln.m.xg,
the government of Walden Two is able to produce a striking
social effect. Not only is there a release from the ignorance
and evil that are characteristic of traditional societies, but
there is also a corresponding simplification of life. Drug
addiction, deception, crime rebellion, and other trouble-
some or dangerous forms of behavior do not exist. There is
no place for policemen, soldiers, politicians, 1awy.ers,
capitalists, salesmen, and other representatives of the !unds
of practices which trade on conditions bred by badly designed
and mismanaged societies.

It is important that the essential key to the workings of this
markedly superior culture be clearly understood. In
designing controlling practices for creating a strong and
happy people, it is not only the #se to which control is put
that is important but also the &ina of control that is used. In
other words, the superiority of Walden Two culture is
explained not only by invoking thie moral or ethical objective
for which control is consistently exerted, but also by
invoking the particular method of control that is applied for
accomplishing this objective. Accordingly, in Walden Two
systematic efforts are made to eliminate the method of
negative or aversive control (which includes both negative
reinforcement and punishment), and to govern by the
method of positive reinforcement alone. Moral or ethical
training is accomplished by dealing not with the individual’s

final bebhavior to behave (as is the case when positive
reinforcement is used). The result is that people behave well
not because they bave o, ‘*freedom’’ need never arise.

But the importance of using positive reinforcement for
achieving a universally consistent ethical result does not end
there. For if the citizens of Walden Two do not become
drunk, quarrel, steal, rape, murder, or make war, it is
because they have never been reinforced for behaving in
these ways, or for behaving in ways which might culminate
in these behaviors. The result, in traditional mentalistic
language, is that they do not want or desire to do these
things. they do not fee/ /ike doing them, they do not value or
choose activities of this sort. In traditional societies, the
“‘wants.””  ‘‘desires,’’ ‘‘feel likes,”” “‘values,”’ or
““‘choices’” or men are left to the control of various and
conflicting patterns of accidental, biased, and ethical
contingencies embracing positive reinforcement, negative
reinforcement, and punishment. This, of course, explains
the various and conflicting patterns of behavior displayed by
traditional men. But in Walden Two the above noted
““mental”’ events are solely the product of ethical
contingencies mediated by positive reinforcement. This, of
course, explains the consistent ethical conduct shown by the
men of Walden Two. It also explains why, in Walden Two,
the question of moral or ethical *‘values’’ need never arise.

The general picture that emerges from Skinner’s utopian
exercise is one in which all the important aims of traditional
humanitarian programs have been realized. The men of



Walden Two are uniquely free, not from the inexorable laws
of behavior which govern the rest of the human species, but
from the multitude of aversive conditions which hold ait
other men in bondage. They are uniquely equal, not in the
genetic capacities which divide all men, but in opportunities
to operate upon their environment in order to generate
reinforcing consequences. They are uniquely intelligent, not
because of superior genetic endowments, but because they
have been taught how to learn and think effectively, rather
than what to learn and think. They are uniquely moral, not
because of any innate virtues, but because they live in an
environment where all contingencies of reinforcement are
products of ethical design. The final result, therefore,
conforms with the goal that has typically been identified with
the words ‘‘humanism,’’ *‘liberalism,”’ *‘‘democracy,”’
“‘socialism,’” and ‘‘communism.’” The difference is in the
means: it is a humanitariantsm based on science. This is the
program of B.F. Skinner.

What is Wrong with Walden Two?

The picture, of course, is not complete. But neither have
its general features been overdrawn. Nor is it implausible.
Skinner was the first to supply a plausible bumanitarian
uiopia for the simple reason that be was the first utopian to
have an asthentic science of bebavior with which to work. It
is therefore reasonable to suppose that traditional students of
human behavior—"’psychologists’’ and ‘‘social scien-
tists’ " —would discard their false sciences and conavert to
scientific legitimacy for mobilizing a massive practical
assault on the widespread evils which arise from human
conduct. It is also reasonable to suppose which arise from
human conduct. It is also reasonable to suppose that men of
the humanitarian tradition would be especially eager to
advance this objective. But this has not been the case at all.
In fact, it would appear that those who have shown Skinner
the most vigorous opposition are the very people who have
been loudest in proclaiming their support for the goal of
universal peace and happiness. This may ultimately stand
out as the most curious paradox in the history of
humanitarian thought.

Many objections have been raised against Walden Two,
but all suffer from a combination of two defects: first, an
inadequate understanding of science and of its application to
human behavior ; and second, the reinforcing effects of the
traditional viewpoint. But once they have been shorn of their
extravagant logic and verbal excesses, the most persistent
and forceful complaints all seem to reduce to a common
derominator: the issue of free will versus determinism.
Skinner’s entire program is based on an explicit denial of the
mentalistic doctrine of free will, and the success of his
program depends on the validity of that denial. The
traditional doctrine of free will has, for the first time, been
consistently and aggressively challenged by Skinner’s hostile
assumptions and supporting evidence. Heresies of this
enormity are not likely to be understood, much less tolerated
or forgiven.

kit would seem that men are powerfully reinforced by the
traditional belief that they have within themselves a special
nonphysical agency which enables them to miraculously
intervene at some point in a physical cause-and-effect process
and display their behavior capriciously. Flattered when told
that they are free agents who can perform incredible and
impressive feats, men then become disturbed when that
claim is opposed by hostile evidence. The men who accept
this claim are mainly products of the tradition of
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liberal-democracy, which is founded directly on free inner
agent doctrine. Liberal-democratic philosophy shares its
free-will conception of human conduct with Judeo-Christiarn
theology, which is based on yet another miracle-working
agent that is endowed with powers which are even more
astonishing. Rather than adapt themselves to newly
discovered facts, the faithful of the liberal-democratic
tradition react savagely against behaviorism and all of its
works. The verbal behavior shown by these reactionaries
frequently deteriorates to a degree which by some standards
might suggest a need for clinical attention. For them a
condition of universal good will among men is an acceptable
aim only if it can be achieved by a universal act of free will. It
is evident that liberal-democratic doctrine has left its faithful
wholly unprepared for the facts which behavior science has
brought to light. In sum, mentalism in its many various
form:s still enjoys powerful and widespread support, and the
scientific revolution, which Skinner is attempting to bring to
completion, has not yet had its full impact on men of good
will.

Those who have complained that Walden Two is an
essentially wicked doeument because of its denial of mental
freedom have devised several lines of attack, but most if not
all of the fears expressed in these attacks seem to reduce to
two in number. First, it is sometimes supposed that in a
scientifically planned and managed society, men, because of
constraints imposed on their ‘‘free minds,’” would lose their
ability to *‘think.”” And second, it is often said that because
the individual would lose his ‘‘mental freedom’’ or
‘‘autonomy’’—his ‘‘liberty to choose’’ and his ‘‘personal
responsibility for making choices’’ —the life that he would
lead would be ‘‘degrading,’’ ‘‘ignoble,’’ and devoid of
*“‘dignity.”” The complaints are intimately related with one
another, and for that reason a rejoinder may be expected to
show some overlap.

We may begin with the matter of thinking behavior. F.W.
Matson (13) has described Walden Two as an “‘entire
community of robots’’ and concludes that *‘the conditioned
community is in fact a cataleptic soctety.”” This is
reminiscent of the warning issued by the late J.W. Krutch
(14) to the effect that i a science of behavior has its way,
‘‘we may never be able to really think again.”’

These comments seem strange, for Skinner has been in
the forefront in attempting to supply a scientific analysis of
thinking behavior and in developing techniques for
improving it. The evidence indicates that thinking is an
operant process which obeys the established principles of
operant conditioning and extinction. At the close of an
extensive amalysis of thinking behavior, Skinner (15) states:

The present analysis should lead to an improvement in
educational practices. If our account of thinking is
essentially correct, there is no reason why we cannot
teach a man how to think. There is also no reason why
we cannot greatly improve methods of thinking to
utilize the full potentislities of the thinking or-
ganism. . . (Emphasis added.)

This language hardly seems consistent with a program which
would condition men so that they could never *‘really think
again’’ or which would create a society of ‘‘robots’’ or
“‘cataleptics.”’

The position is not entirely theoretical, however.
Through Skinner’s pioneering efforts the facts of operant
conditioning discovered in the experimental laboratory have
been extended to practical learning situations. The most
dramatic result has been programmed instruction mediated



by a teaching machine. The equipment used in operant
laboratories arrange contingencies of reinforcement. And
this is all that teaching amounts to—arranging contingencies
of reinforcement. But one of the most critical factors in the
technology of teaching is arranging optimally timed
contingencies. Learning is most effectively achieved when
reinforcement follows immediately upon the correct answer
or response. Machines can mediate reinforcement much
more rapidly that the human teacher. In addition to the
timing of reinforcement, there are, of course, other
important details.

But when scientific knowledge of operant principles is
applied to practical learning situations, does it destroy the
ability to think? Are men reduced to robots or to a state of
catalepsy? Thus far no instances of these phenomena kave
been reported. The results, in fact, have been quite the
opposite. For example, the use of programmed instruction
has become widespread in industry, where the emphasis on
profits puts a premium on the rapid and effective training of
personnel. A parallel trend may be found in the result.
Learning cannot occur in the absence of conditioning.
Skinner did not invent operant conditioning, but discovered
its principles and devised ways of making them more
effective. The dire consequences predicted by pessimists
simply offer one example of the deep and widespread
misunderstanding which prevails with respect to Skinner’s
work.

Skinner has pointed to ways by which the teaching
machine may be adapted to the task of teaching effective
thinking (16). He has also described how he applies a
knowledge of conditioning principles to himself in order to
bring out his thinking or verbal behavior with ‘‘maximal
efficiency’” (17,18). Essentially the same approach has been
described in connection with the design of educational
practices in Walden Two. The following quotations may be
illuminating (19).

We appeal to that curiosity which is characteristic of
the understand child, as well as the alert and inquiring
adult . . .Since our children remain happy, energetic,
and curious, we don’t have to teach ‘‘subjects’’ at all.
We only teach the techniques of learning and thinking.

As for subject matters—the arts, crafts, and sciences—the
individual is given opportunity and guidance, bat the
contingencies are arranged so that he will be reinforced for
learning for himself. Unlike the traditional educational
process which characteristically ends with ‘‘graduation,’’ in
Walden Two *‘education goes on forever.’* It is simply part
of the culture. Nor are students forced to adapt to the
traditional standardization practices which do violence to
individual differences.

Everyone knows that talents and abilities don’t
develop at the same rate in different children . . . Here
the child advances as rapidly as he likes in any field. No
time is wasted in forcing him to participate in, or be
bored by, activities he has outgrown. . .Qur gifted
children aren’t held back by organized mediocrity.

There are other important details, but they all lead to the
same conclusion. Contrary to Skinner’s critics, we have
every reason to suppose that Walden Two is, so to speak, a
*‘thinking man’s paradise.”’

But the importance of a science of behavior for the
elaboration of thinking behavior does not simply end with a
maximally effective thinking organism. Where, as in Waldea
Two, men are taught how to think effectively rather tman
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what to think, we are entitled to expect radical differences in
the way they approach the field of time-honored ways for
acquiring special information about the world—as exempli-
fied by the special methods for discovering ideological,
philosophical, or religious ‘‘truths’’—would long sutvive in
a universally intelligent population. It is therefore not
surprising that we find no political, economic, theological,
or other dogmas in Walden Two, where the entire culture is
founded on scientific experimentation. The major features of
the pattern are clear. By avoiding stubborn commitments to
theory, the society is kept free to change its practices with
the accumulation of new facts. All members of the group are
encouraged to examine each personal habit and every social
custom with an eye to improvment. By teaching all citizens
how to learn, how to think, how to ask questions, and how
to find the answers, the government of Walden Two wideas
the base of experimental practice and hastens the
accumulation of knowledge, which in turn quickens the pace
of cultural progress.

All this is in massive contrast to what is found in
traditional culrures, including those of so-called *‘free’’ or
‘‘open’’ societies. The established practice is to teach men
what to believe—to condition them in ways which will
guarantee their unquestioning support of ‘‘truths’’ or
*‘principles’’ which are regarded as final and beyond
challenge. Where, as here, the individual is schooled in
“‘certainties’’ which require no critical examination, it is
likely that he will either reject or ignore any hostile evidence
that would otherwise upset his prior commitment to
““truth.”’ It is therefore not surprising that the progeny of
Christians generally become Christians, that totalitarian’
states generally produce men who conform with whatever
ideology the state teaches, and that the products of
democratic societies typically subscribe to democratic
doctrines. The fact that there are occasional oddities or
deviants may be explained by appealing to minor defects in
controlling techniques or to the unexpected introduction of
competing contingencies of greater strength. But in the
usual case the continuity between the individual’s beliefs and
those of his surrounding social environment is clear. Yet it
would be difficult to convince a product of any one of these
traditions that an accident of birth is responsible for his
convictions. Despite any analysis that might show the
individual how his beliefs were designed for him, he is apt to
insist that he ‘‘chose’’ them on the basis of some *‘rational
judgment.’” He is likely to dismiss those who disagree with
him as victims of ignorance, and to regard his own views as
something more than a consequence of specially arranged

contingencies of reinforcement. L . .
The power of even prescientific conditioning techniques is

therefore easy to demonstrate. It would be a simple matter to
show, for exarhple, that loyalty to the democratic conception
of man and to practices based on that conception is
engineered in a way that prevents even many scientists from
thinking effectively about human behavior and the design of
human culture. Men of democratic cultures are products,
not of any ‘free and responsible choice based on reason,”’
but of contingencies that are arranged to shape and maintain
the belief that they are.. It would also be easy to show that in
a society where government refuses to control—in a
so-called ‘‘free’’ or ‘‘liberal’’ society—the control is
relegated, not to the individual himself, but to other parts of
his environment. But if that environment is not intelligently
designed to produce an ethical result, the kinds of behavior
required for successful group living will not be set up and
maintained in strength. A poorly designed and badly



managed culture permits accidental and biased contingencies
to reinforce in men the most unlikely answers to impottant
personal and social problems. Occasicnally, moreover, the
answers are dangerous. When contingencies that are
contrived to suppert and extend control by selfish interests
sre allowed to flourish, the individual is deprived of
prublem rolving bekaviors which are impertant for his swn
happing<s, for Hw wappiness of others, and for the strenth of
the grvay. This effect 1¢ ot limited to the controllse, for the
comtralir 15 abecs part of the otal goup which bis solfish
wrens serve oo we tbene Bat the momettary and often
STk ﬂ. devivgd biased coniiol LhL.:]n sid%
the tragic dadulising an urgent nocd for an
cxreriziental changr in desd The comminon rewli of
conised brosellish men o by miost who pretend to have the
fral apseors s cultanl conservatism and. o the erd,
cultardl extnetion. But the vrogram of Waldenn Two has a
guite different conequence, for there the contmgencies are
dchiberately arraeged 0 foreclose on any possibiliy  of
adventitious and biased conrol, énd o reinforce men for
testing 4ll belisfs against relevant exgesimental evidence.

The extensive planful coniral of Walden Two has

etimes invited s com o with the prograsus of
wie tiaditional tolalitamen states The  comparison
bowever, fade o show any effunities. An anslvsis of
raditional tetalituiignism woel 3 probuebly shom It te be o
program of deliberate contied  mglementsd  primarile
; H avoersive means 1o a b primarily biwsed ends. To
the owtent that demecracy :,h.:w*- aversive and biased
contralling features, it tesermbles traditioral totalitarianism
much more clesely than does the grogeomn of Walden Two.
Any zppeal (o ‘toralitarian comrel’’ ad the  decisive
ariterion is spurious, since. as we have seen, control is
“totalitarian”’ in any case. As we have also seen, it is the
kind of control and the use to which it is put that are
maportant, and judged by these criteria Walden Two stands
at opposite poles from the traditional totalitarian despetisms,
with democracy falling somewhere in between. A compari-
son made with respect to the reswlts of control--in the
present instance the advantagrous effects upon thinking
behavior—would probably show the same distribution. But
one think may be stated with assurance: As a society
designed to reinforce effective intelligence—or . indeed, any
other known advantageous feature of behavior -- Walden
Two stands virtually alone.

By now we have seen encugh of how behavior is controlled
by reinforcement contingencies to know that a statement
such as *‘the conditioned community is in fact a cataleptic
society’” simply makes no sense. All communities are
conditioned communities. The conditioning can be the result
of accidental events or of events arranged by intelligent
human design_ If they ace arrauged by intelligency, they can
e either biased or ctivical. Traditional societics are the result
of both accidenzal and intelfigent conditioning. and the lattes
i5 nnderiaken for hoth bm‘-‘d and ethical ends. Conditioning
may be mediated by either poutive or negative methods, and
traditional socicties use both. Walden Two is to be
distinguished by the fact that it is solely the result of
intelligent conditioning undertaken for ethical purposes by
means of positive techniques.

It therefore seems fair to say that no one has been more
alive than Skinmer to the importance of intelligent behavior
or effective thinking for producing a strong and happy
people. This, indeed, is the whole point of his plea to apply
science to human affairs. To the extent that the word
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“‘intelligent’” has any meaning at all, it must be
synonymous with the word “‘scientific’’—which we may
generally define as the accurate analysis and effective
manipulation of causal relations for maximizing positive
uffects and miinimizing negative effects. And the more
sciertific thinking comes to pervade a society, the more
intelligent it will be. It should not be difficult to understand
ihat the practice of science does not diminish effective or
:neelligent thinking, but strengthens it The use of science
for produun;, the kind of behavior which definus science
itsel can ondy result in markedly wnproved cultural practices

that wili vuhll) accelerate the prograss of hitzian nretlect ool
sehieventnt Tradivonal moral or ethicad practices lack
miteligince 1o the estent that ey Rail to make 2 full
coverdge of all instarces of behiavior wiich affect group Bving
m important ways. But as science makes clear the full runge
ol consequences  generated by alternative patterns o
hehavior, sooeties  that are prepared 10 uilize  that
knowledge will be able o devise snoral or ethical practices
which show increasing intelligence. By hastening the
aceumutation of facts, to paraphrase Skinner, science spreds
*he departure of ignorance. It is perhaps dst«_)m.-',hing that thi

I+-ss0m hus been lost upon Skinner 's eritics,

‘This discussion should have prepatod us for the seeeid
rrincipal obtwction o Walde 3 {’we,—n.zr‘oh that the
individual in such o society i “*degraded” or siripped of his
“dignite” because he loses v free will™ and therfote bis
Cpersonal respensibility {or nuking cheoices”” We mav
spproach this matter by noting that scientists do 1ot always
*andle the issee of freedom in a satisfactory wav, and for that
reason theve often appears an embarrassifig inconsisiency in
their account which supporters ot the traditional view are
quick to exploit. We shalt gain nothing by hedging. but must
kwe the matter squarely and say that the notions of
“‘personal freedom,’” “‘personal choice,’’ and ‘‘personal
responsibility ™" have no place in a scientific account. From
the standpoint of both a theoretical and an applied science,
fiuman behavior is determined, caused, lawful, orderly, or
controlled. The behaving organism has no freedom, no
choice, no responsibility. Every current feature of that
organism—anatomical, physiological, and behavioral—is
solely the product of a confluence of particular genetic and
environmental histories. To appeal 1o some inner psychic or
mental agent of eontrol to account for apparent signs of
spontaneity or eaprice is to illegitimately anticipate scientific
discovery Dy resorting to an animistic fiction.

There are, however, other senses in which the term:
“*freedom”’ may be used which do not raise the same issue.
The casual reporting of human events supplies many
vxamiples. When, for instance, we describe a social situation
in which men are ‘‘striking for freedom,’” we simply mean

:hat they are reacting against a form of control that is
werstve ~~such as force or the threat of lorce imposed by a
sovernient to compel obedience. it would be ludicrous to
suggest that they are striking to free thiemselves from the
natural laws which controi their behavior. ‘The same rule
tpplies when we say that biological advances in medicine and
agriculture free men from the aversive effects of disease and
hunger, or that advances in behavior science may free inen
from the aversive consequences of punitive control or of a
biased cultural design. But in freeing men from one set of
determinants, the control of their behavior is not simply
turned over to nothing, for another set of determinants must
take hold. For example, when a man is freed from prison his
behavior inevitably comes under the control of another
environment, though he is not likely to report that he has



simply been transferred from one prison to another. The
freedom referred to in these instances is a freedom from a
particular kind of control—a kind that the individual finds
objectionable—and it is therefore not the same freedom that
is at stake in a science of behavior.

Yet, confusion on this point is widespread. C. R. Rogers
(20) has stated that ‘‘we can choose to use the behavioral
sciences in ways that will free, not control.”” This sort of
misunderstanding is common among traditional humani-
tarians. There is a failure to realize the inevitability of
control. Human behavior has always been controlled, and it
is impossible to envision how the fact of control as such
might in any way be lessened. While science can never be
used ‘“in ways that will free, not control,’’ it can be used to
set up conditions in which control will work to man’s best
advantage. This, of course, is what happens when the
sciences of physics and biology are applied in ways which
reduce or eliminate the aversive effects of human labor,
disease, and deprivation. In the same way a science of
behavior can, use control to reduce or eliminate the aversive
consequences of man’s own behavior—of, in other words,
man’s selfish and punitive actions. In short, behavior science
may be used to eliminate tyranny—the tyranny of human
abuse, of human exploitation, of human slaughter. It is here,
if anywhere, that human dignity is to be found. The power
that a science of behavior may confer upon man for
dignifying or ennobling or upgrading himself is suggested in
the following passage by Skinner {(21).

No scientific advance has ever actually damaged man’s
position in the world. It has merely characterized it in
a different way...If we eventually give a plausible
account of human behavior as part of a lawfully
determined system, man’s power will increase even
more rapidly. Men will never become originating
centers of control, because their behavior will itself be
controlled, but their role as mediators may be
extended without limit.

The lesson is important for coming to terms with the present
issue, As we have seen, operant behavior is controlled by its
effects or consequences. This principle is called the *‘law of
effect.”’ It could just as easily be called the ‘‘law of
consequence.”’ The effects or consequences of behavior
become the antecedent causes of subsequent behavior. Thus,
when men control, the consequences of that control in turn
control them. By using this law of behavior to design a
culture, the consequences of men’s controlling actions may
be manipulated in ways which control those actions in a
direction that insures successive increments in the power to
control for the ultimate benefit or *‘dignification’’ of the
species. But science does not invent the laws which control
human behavior. It merely discovers them. In the same way
science did no /mvemt a heliocentric universe or the
evolutionary process by which man descended from lower
forms of life. These were all discoveries. The facts were
already there, but previously man had not known about
them. Once they became known, and however momentarily
distasteful their implications, it was only sensible for man to
abandon the flattering prescientific notions he had about the
world and his place in it. The alternative is persisting
ignorance and, in areas which affect the human conditions,
the continued perpetuation of indignity, ignobility, and
degradation.

It is therefore important that we do not take seriously the
plea made by Matson (22) to uphold the ‘‘freedom to make
choices and the right to blunder.”” The treedom is fanciful
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and the blunders are at the root of the very indignities which
Matson and his traditionalist brethren find offensive. The
indignities will be removed, not by holding science back, but
by extending it to the blunderous behavior which produces
them. And this means redesigning the environment of men
in a way that will reinforce ‘‘choices’’ which lead, not to
blunders and indignities, but to actions which display
wisdom and virtue.

Closely related to the issue of freedom is the subject of
“‘values,’’ a topic for which our previous discussion should
have prepared us. Rogers (23), for example, has found it
objectionable that the planners of Walden Two ‘choose’”
the ““values’’ of its citizens, and that Skinner has ‘‘chosen”’
such ‘‘values’’ as happiness, good behavior, productivity,
and so on when suggesting reasonable specifications for the
behavior of men. This complaint, of course, is common-
place. But it is also spurious. We have seen enough of
“‘values’’ to know that the application of science to human
affairs does not raise this issue at all. A doctor confronted by
a cancer victim does not consult a set of alternative *‘value
judgments’’ or make a ‘‘subjective value choice’’ before
instituting a program of treatment. Rathei, he explores the
alternative possibilities with respect to a cure, and if unsure
of the best one, he guesses. The application of science
involves empirical knowledge and, at the point where that
ends, guesswork, not ‘‘values.”’ The fact that the doctor
““‘wants’’ or ‘‘chooses’’ to behave in a way which will cure
his patient, or that he ‘‘values’’ the application of
knowledge in ways which lead to a cure, must be explained
by an analysis of his environment and environmental history.
His ‘‘wants,”” ‘‘choices,”’ or ‘‘values,’’ as we have already
seen, will be a function of reinforcement contingencies.

It is therefore wrong to suppose that the planners of
Walden Two are the only men in that scciety who are
“‘free’’ to make *‘subjective value choices’’ because they
design the contingencies of the culture. There are simply no
‘‘freedoms’’ or ‘‘values’’ to be taken into account. The
behavior of the planners is no less controlled than that of the
rest of the group’s members. An analysis of their
environment and environmental histories would show how
that control is exerted. Such an analysis would include the
governmental design which keeps their behavior within
specified ethical bounds. It would also include the scieatific
information available to them which is relevant for
answering the three basic questions, and the effect this
information has upon their ‘‘thinking’’ and °‘decision-
making’’ behavior with respect to designing cultural
practices. No individual-including a contoller—can step
outside the stream of physical cause-and-effect.

Nor, of course, is the scientist exempt from this rule.
Skinner’s thinking in regard to human behavior and cultural
design is the product of a particular history. A very
important part of that history is an intimate contact with the
experimental analysis of behavior. The contingencies set up
by this contact exert a powerful control over his thinking
behavior and over the statements he makes. Science has
enabled Skinner to demonstrate controlling relations
between behavior ard specifiable antecedent corditions, and
this has suppiemeanted or changed his history in an important
way. His thinking and verbal behavior with respect to
applying this knowledge of controlling relations to practical
human affairs is not the result of any *‘value judgment’’ or
“‘subjective value choice,’’ but of a particular history of
reinforcement.

Skinner’s theoretical analysis represents a generalization
of the facts that have emerged from the controlled



observation of his subject matter, while the views of his
critics are based primarily on inferences drawn from casual
obsetvation. Hete, if anywhere, may be found the main
reason for the clash between Skinner’s conception of man
and the conceptions held by truditionalists. Where, as here,
the results of controlled study are in confixt with the resulis
of casual anspection, it becomes immediately evident that
Loth are not in the same degree of contact with the facts.
Tmportant parailels in other fields are not far to seek- How fer
example. may we account for the fact that modern men
beliewe tlar the earth iz round, while their ancesiors held
that it was flar? The cbvimis explanation rs that men teday
arr ™ cloger contact wilh che facts of peography than were
their forbears, and therefore they can think about and deal
with geographical matiers mace effectively. Sclence, io
bringing men under better control of the facts, reinforces
them in ways which lead them to behave in the world with
increasimg suceess. And this is where Skinner's criticy make
their mistake. By failing 10 examine carefully the evidence
upon which his statements are based, that evidence never
becomes an impertant part of their histories. As a tesubt,
they continue to demonsirate the conditioning imposed by
the dominant prescientific viewpoint.

But the most imparanr questions remain to be asked.
How, in the traditional idiom with which social conditions
are usually described, does Walden Two compare with a
“*free’* or liberal'' society that ariges from *“democratic™
methods of social pianting and management? What doey
such a comparison reveal m termns of the *“significance'” @
““meaningfulbess' ' of We, or in terms of the *‘wholeness™
or '‘dignity’ or ‘*worth™ of the individual? Ous previous
discnssion of Walden Two should have been sufficiest
meet the questions with which we are now explicitly
confronted. However, there are several points which, in the
context of the traditiondi language of description, seem
worth emphasizing.

If the word ‘‘Freedom'' means anything at all, it seems
evident enough that Walden Two is the anly plansible *‘free
society’” ever described. There 18 a maximnization of freedom
from the tyranny of ill-Health, of puntishinent and the threat
of pumishment, of interpersomal exploitation, and of
unnecessary labor. With the average work-day cortailed to
four hours. and with the group deliberately organized to
maximize personal satisfaction and fulfillment, the indivi-
dual’s [iberty to do as he wants is unprecedented. He may
pursue at will the arts, the crafts, or the sciences; he may
engdge extensively in athletics or games; or he may sirnply
socialize in any number of inlormal ways which are
compatible with happy group living. Because of the &ind of
conteol used, the individual is never forced vo do anything,
Whatever he does it is because he want: to, not because he
bas 1. In short, the individual's **feefing of freedom’’ ig
maximized 1o the fullest extent possible when his behavior is
totally controlled by poesitive reinforcement. And, by
implication, his worth or dignity is thereby set above the
bullying threat or the vindictive penalty.

Unknewn in Walden Two are the degrading features of
even the most alleviated brute existence—the drunkeness.
the quarreling, the mendacity, the hypoerisy, the clever
deception. Unknown zre the savage rivalries attiong men to
find a place in a social structute which, upon intelligent
reflection, can command no faith. Unknown is the revolting
discrepancy between the ideal and the real-—between endless
sermons calling for *‘good will toward men’’ and the vicious
struggle to gain mastery over men and use them for a selfish
ends. Unknown are the gfoss contrasts between human
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blight, squalor, and poverty on the orte hand, and luxury,
gleam, and wealth on the other. Unknown are the *‘free’” or
**permissive’’ conditions which breed indifference to the
worth, wholeness, and dignity of the individual—the
copditions which produce néglected and bruralized children,
stunted behavioral repertoires in adults, the painted whores.
the insane, the robbed, the beaten, the raped, and the
murdered. Unknown, in short, is the badly planned and
managed society which gets better results i civilizing s
dogs than it does fts men.

What, then, s wrong with Walden Two? Only one
tirng, in Skinner's estihate (24), and that is that
**someone planned it that way."”

If these critics had come upon a society in some remote
cornies of the world which boasted similar advantages,
they undoubtedly would have hailed # as providing a
pattern we all might process of cultural evolution, Any
evidence that intelligence had been used in atriving at
this version of the good fife would, in their eyes, be a
serions flaw, Na matter if the planner of Walden Two
diverts none of the procseds of the community to his
awr use, no matter if he has no current contact or is,
indeed, unknown to most of the other members of the
community (he planned that, too), somewhere back of
it all he occupies the position of prime mover, And
this, ta the child of the demecratic tradition, spoils it
all.

1t, in other werds, through some extraotdinary combination
of uccidental events all men in a given saciety happened tu
come under the contro! of just the reinforcement
contingencies needed to produce a2 Walden Two, it would
appesr as though they and formmed and maintained their
happy society ont a *‘free and voluntary™ basis. Because no
“‘benevolent despot’’ had used his intelligence to design the
contingencies required, the result would seem quite
compatible with democratic doctriste. But in the absence of
such an unlikely— one might safely say impossible—
combination of aecidents, the whole program seems
inherently wreng. It suggests a ‘‘totalitarian dictatorship’’
which, however intelligent and morally predisposed, flies in
the face of all that has been traditionally taught. And on this
ground alone it must thoroughly and emphatically rejected.
Thece is one exception, however, Since the single case
apparently does not sin against the general rule, the
traditional dogma rnay allow ud to appland the intelligent and
moral individual as the produet of a ‘‘good upbringing.’’
Even though c¢onsiderable patental planiting and snanage-
nrent ntay obviously huve been involved, tor sote reason it
does not seem like ‘‘quite the same thing'’ as “‘paternal-
Ism"* practiced on a community scale. The individuat blessed
with a ‘‘proper upbringing’’ mlay go throughout his entire
life happy and well-behaved, he may devote himself
assiduously to improving his koowledge, skill, and
productivity, and when we inquire why he behaves in these
laudable ways, he may report that he **wants to’’ & *'likes
ta”" 5o behave. He may even make a grateful reference o his
parents in acknowledgment of the wisely planned and
effectively rnanaged cittumstances which shaped him during
his ‘‘formative years,”” and we may nod our heads in
agreement without, apparently, sinning against the cardinal
tule of free inner agent doctrine. It is certainly not likely that
he has lost his ability to think, or that he may be a *‘robot”’
or a victim or ‘‘catalepsy.”” We are more likely to point to
certain important features of his environmental history to
account for his virtues, in which case we are simply



appealing to a history of operant conditioning. But if our
knowledge of his history is inadequate o1 if this sort of
explanation seems, upon reflection, to have offensive
implications, we may seek refuge from the problem by
simply saying that he ‘‘freelv chooses’ to exhibit the
behavior we admire. In this case, however, we have nffered
no real explanation at all. Unless we can explain why he
*“chooses,’’ we have said nothing.

Even so, we mav succeed in maintaining this illusion so
long us an entire community of men do rot all “*choose’’ 0
behave in the same laudable ways. It is onlv when the
happens that we may begin to suspect that **somerhing ix
wrong.”” And if we discover that thev are all praducts of a
carefully planned and managed upbinging. cur suspicion
then likely to be transformed inte the conviction that they
have been deprived of their “‘autonomy ™ and *freedom™
and, hence, of their *‘responsibility for making choices.™
They have been robbed of theis **dignity ™" and theic ability
to think. They represent, in short, & “‘community of
robots, " a “‘cataleptic society.”" Numbers. as it has ofter:
pointed out, have a magic ail of their own,

The Fateful Controversy: Demacracy Versus Science

Thus, the heart of the matter scem« to be simply this:
What the traditional humunitarian finds objectionable
about Walden Two is not its achievement, but the means
to that achievement--the dcliberate or intentional or
intelligent design of a cultuie for producing *‘humani
tarian”’ people on a universal scale. And this. ot course, is
where we began--—with the faiure to agree on means. W
are back to the ancient source of dispute between
humanitarians which arises trom a lack of valid information
with which to answer the three basic questions concerning
why men behave as they do. how their behavior can be
changed. and what changes in their behavior need to be
made. And the lack of valid information, in turn, may be
traced to the lack of a valid method for acquiring that
information. The entire controversy. therefore, ultimately
turns on the failure of traditionalists to apply the method of
science for discovering answers to the three basic
questions. The principal reason of this is not difficult to
discover: Traditional humanitarians are. for the most part.
animated by a zeal that approaches, or perhaps even
approximates, religicus fanaticism in detending the
democratic method and, by implication, the liberal
doctrine of free will. It may be said that. in an earlier day,
supernatural religion was the main enemy of science ; but it
may also be said that today this wholly misguided role has
been usurped by liberal-democracy.

But if it is finally discovered that men must be intelligent
and planful in constructing their eavironment in order to
make themselves universally happy, healthy. wealthy,
wise, and well behaved, why should this hother the
liberal-democrat so much? Is the product of the
liberal-democratic tradition so bound by his conditioning
that he cannot see that any belief in the finality of
democratic doctrine is not in anv important wav different
trom supernatural beliefs which are taught and perpetuated
with the same assurance? Have the controlling practices
used in his ideological indoctrination engineered the very
same attitudes in him that he finds objectionable in the
religious dogmatist? Has his commitment to the
democratic conception of man and to democratic
procedures for group planning and management become so
pathological that he is now willing to sacrifice the goals of
democracy in order to preserve that conception and its
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supporting procedures? Has he become such a prisoner of
dogma that he simply cannot believe that the architects of
democracy could have been wrong about human nature
and about how to improve it? In a day when even
religionists are beginning to question the infallibility of
their popes and sacred hooks, are men of the liberal-
democratic faith, like the faithtul of some rival political
creeds. ready to assign papal infallibility to the chief priests
of theis idological heritage? Have the propaganda devices of
3 ““tree society " been so effective that even its scholars
have been successfully taught what to think—with the
result that thev can never "‘reallv think agamn?’’ Unless
men of the democratic rradition are able to <hake free of
their conservansm and  acknowledge that  democratic
goverping practices can, through a scientifically guided
cultural svolunon. be succeeded by much better ones, they
witl almost ¢rrtainly commit themselves to a much more
ignominious form of cultural ¢xtinction,

Uawittingly, the faithtul of the liberal-democratic
tradition form what is almost certainly the greatest single
obstacle to the realization of the humanitanian goal. This is
a strong indictment against a docrine that has long enjoyed
sacred status and widespread support, but it is important
that the facts, however distasteful, be squarelv met. For
this an analysis of democracy is required. Here only an
abbreviated discussion will be possible in so brief a
CONIPASS.

As we have seen, the central tenet of liberal-democratic
doctrine is the concept of free will. The origin of this
psvchic or mentalistic conception may be found in the
animistic beliefs of antiquity. many of which survive today
in relatively crude form among primitive peoples. The
details ot the mentalistic kind of explanation vary. From
ume to time new features are added and old cnes are
dropped. The basic pattern. however. is always much the
same: human behavior is controlled by some inner mental
agent, inner mental force. or inner mental componentry
which is different in nature from the physical character of
the natural world. The main implication of this primitive
notion is seldom made fully explicit, but it nevertheless
represents the most celebrated attribute credited to the
human animal under liberal-democratic doctrine: man has
within himself a supernatural or metaphysical power which
sets him apart from the natural or physical world. and his
behavior is therefore beyond the reach of a natural or
physical science.

Few would challenge the monopoly of science for
developing technologies to deal with the inorganic part of
nature and the anatomical and physiological aspects of the
organic part of nature. This is the traditional distinction
hetween physical technology and biological technology,
and the need for a scieatific foundation in both cases is now
accepted by educated men. But when it comes to
developing a technology for dealing with the behavioral
aspect of the organic part of nature, the scientific pattern is
challenged. A behavioral technology founded on science
seems strunge only hecause men have not vet accepted the
tact that behavior is continuous with physiology and
anatomy. [t is the fanciful nonphysical inner agent which is
at fault. since its function is to miraculously break this
continuity and make behavior subject to a spontaneous
change of course. But once the continuity is recognized,
the argument for extrascientific sources of information
about behavior is no more convincing than arguments for
extrascientific sources of information about anatomy and
physiology.



Democratic government is necessarily incompatible with
science, because it is a behavior technology based on a
belief in miracle-working agents. By implication, it is a
behavior technology based on the belief that a behavior
technology is impossible—except in the form of physical
coercion. This follows when the controlling role of the
environment is denied, and its function is assigned to a
fanciful free inper agent. A doetrinaire refusal to
acknowledge a subtle but nevertheless inexorable form of
noncoercive control prevents the adoption of explicit
technological measures for dealing with that control
intelligently according to the ethical requirements of group
life. Thus, the liberal-democratic conception of individual
or personal freedom actively iphibits any planful effort to
promote technological advance in the field of government
for making ethical control increasingly more effective and
for increasingly extending its scope. As a result, the
individual under democratic government remains the
victim of accident and bias, and the group suffers in turn.
Here, if anywhere, is the fatal flaw in democracy.

Democracy is therefore an inherently conservative
design which, by its self-limiting nature, acts as a
thwarting mechanism in the face of the ethical purposes
which support it. From the standpoint of the individual, it
abandons him to the tyranny from which it promises relief.
¥rom the standpoint of the group, it is a lethal mutation in
the evolution of government.

As the difficulties of men persist or worsen or even
threaten to tinally engulf the entire democratic program, it
is often argued that more democracy will save the situatipn.
But democracy will not be put in good order by extendxpg
the very practices which are fatal to it. When the behavior
of men is not adequately affected by an intelligently
planned and managed ethical contro}l, their problems will
not be solved by abolishing all semblance of that control.
The rational, free, self-determining, and morally respon-
sible creature of democratic lore is a fiction. And when it
is. made the basis of governmental design, it is a dangerous
fiction. A ‘‘government by the consent of the govern ’f is
a government by the contingencies of reinforcement wlpch
control that consent. A ‘‘faith in the commmon man’’ is a
faith in those same contingencies. To the extent that those
contingencies are manipulable, to the same extent
“‘consent’’ can be engineered and ‘‘faith’’ can be either
justified or shattered. The absurdities that result from
‘“‘democratic politics’> are well known. And as the
complexities of social life increase, the situation grows
worse. It should be evident by now that this is not the road
to the good life, but to disintegration and disaster.

Yet, to most humanitarians this is not evident at all.
There is a failure to understand that the damage inflicted by
democratic methods canriot be repaired by intensifying and
extending the use of those methods. The assignment is not to
spread democracy, but to intelligently evolve a better form of
government. lt is not to give ‘‘power to the people,’’ but to
design a government which will guarantee that Dofxvlvrﬁwrjt

assigned to competent people, and which will
guarantee that they will exercise that power for the good of
all the people. All methods are amenable to improvement,
and the methods of government, demoeratic or otherwise,
form no exception. But improvement or progress in methods
encompassed by the field of governmental design cannot be
made without also abolishing an especially cherished tradi-
tional practice called *‘politics.”’

21

Politics, like capitalism, is a flagrant example of bad
design. Both are competitive social practices. Capitalists
compete for the wealth of a group, and politicians compete
for the power conferred by the government of a group.
Since both practices divide men into competing factions
organized to establish, defend, and extend special interests
at the expense of rival interests, neither practice can
possible work for the common good. Capitalism divides
men into the kind of rival factions called *‘economic
classes.”” Politics divides men into the kind of rival factions
called “‘political parties.”” The two may, of course, be
connected with each other in varying degress. But the
important point is that both social practices divide men into
mutually competing factions based on selfish or bizsed
interests, and this is wholly incompatible with the
humanitarian aim of uniting men in a common effort to
promote the common good.

A second impertant point is that the method of politics
can insure neither ability nor morality on the part of
governors. This is true in the case of both ‘‘democratic
politics’” and *‘power politics.”” Democratic politics is said
to be based on ‘‘persuasion,’”’ which is a controlling
technique based on behavioral processes subject to
reinforcement. Power politics is said to based on
“*coercion, *” which is controlling technique based on sheer
physical strength. In either case, politics is a dangerous
anachronism. Neither popular consent nor physical force
can instre governmental conduct that is both intelligent
and ethical. Accidental, biased, and aversive controlling
features are inherent in any competitive process, and this is
dramatically illustrated in political practice. As a device for
selecting governors, it cannot guarantee competence; as a
device for making governors moral, it canmnot make good
conduct inevitabte. A government based on politics is in its
very nature a defective design.

It bears reiteration and emphasis that all technology is
subject to continual improvement. We are not permitted to
suppose that politics, demoeratic or otherwise, is the
exceptional case. To accomplish their purpose, it is
imperative that men of good will prepare themselves for a
substantial technological advance in the field of govern-
ment. The problem is not to decide between a faith in the
common man or 2 faith in the philosopher-politician, but
to discover the most effective set of reinforcement
contingencies for controlling all men for the good of all.
The competence and morality of governors cannot be
decided either by a universal show of hands or by force of
arms, but only by contingencies which are carefully
designed to select for competence and guarantee moral
conduct. To successfully meet the ethical assignment of
constructing a government which will assure the complete
well-being of the individual and the survival of the group,
men must emerge from the ignorance that separates them
into conflicting and outmoded categories of political faith.
Once it is understood that the contingencies under which
men live exert a ‘‘totalitarian’’ control in any case, the
issue of freedom versus control loses its point. The
important issue then becomes the problem of designing a
totally intelligent control based totally on positive
reinforcement and exercised for purposes that are totally
ethical. The assignment is fully within the scope of a
science of behavior.

A government based on science rather than on politics
may be taken as the central lesson of Walden Two. This,
together with its many implications, may easily make this
book the most important document ever wtitten on the



subject of government. But to mobilize support for a
government based on science, men must be educated to the
fact that they have long been badly misled by mentalism in
the form of free-will theory and its practical counterpart in
the form of liberal-democratic politics. They must be
educated to the fact that these false theoretical and practical
devices are largely responsible for the widespread ignorance
and evil which continue to oppress men living in so-called
“‘free societies.”’

Although it is in the nature of science to eventually have
its way, the struggle between emerging facts and
well-established fictions is often a protracted one. It would be
naive to expect the triumph of behavior science over the
free will tradition to be quick and easy, but it is possible that
the outcome may be hastened if parallel struggles in the
history of science are carefully scrutinized. The parallels are
not far to seek, and biology supplies an excellent example.

Since remote antiquity, men have been intrigued by the
enormous differences they observed in both the anatomy and
behavior of living things. Almost always the differences werc
explained by appealing to miracle-working minds which
created them at will. What Skinner has done is to bring to
completion a process in biology that began with Darwin : just
as a creative outer mind was replaced by differential
reproduction (natural selection) so a creative inner mind has
now been replaced by differential reinforcement (operant
conditioning). Contingencies of reproduction select organ-
isms, and contingencies or reinforcement select behaviors.
Both sorts of contingencies are arranged by the controlling

environment. ) ] .
Long before Darwin men deliberately selected genetic

endowments through a kind of environmental control
called “‘artificial selection,’’ and long before Skinner men
deliberately selected behavioral repertoires through a kind
of environmental control called ‘‘teaching,’” but in each
case the full importance of the controlling environment
remained unsuspected. The reason, as we have seen, is
simple: casual observation is not enough. Observation
needs to be performed in the controlled way that
distinguishes the scientific method.

But just as Darwin was faced with a stubborn tradition of
entrenched fictions, so also is Skinner. The first was
challenged by Judeo-Christian theology, the second by
liberal-democratic philosophy. The battles fought and won
by biological science must now be fought and won all over
again by behavioral science. It is perhaps surprising that
men resist facts with such vigor, but it is not surprising
that science always wins in the end. It makes its way on the
basis of facts.

It is at the point of practical application where resistance
is likely to become extreme. Once discovered, the facts
recommend themselves for use, and certain questions may
then be asked. Why not design a species according to
specifications? Why not design behavior according to
specifications? In other words, why not move out into all
reaches of the controlling environment to overthrow the
tyranny of accident and to supplant it with an ethically
governed intelligence for directing man’s genetic and
behavioral evolution?

Questions of this sort make excellent sense. Making
mindless accident give place to intelligent design is the
basis of cultural progress. Yet all of this is very disturbing
to men of the Judeo-Christian and liberal-democratic
faiths. As stated at the outset, it is difficult for the scientific
determinist and the free-will traditionalist to talk with one
another. The scientist lives in a world of physical
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cause-and-effect, and the traditionalist in a world where
nonphysical personified actors are held responsible for
physical action. [n the last analysis, it is a question of the
scientific account versus the animistic explanation. But
just as physical science dispelled the belief that rain was
hurled down by Jupiter Pluvius and that the wind was
blown by Aeolus. and just as biological science overthrew
the doctrine that life was originated and maintained by a
nonphysical vital principle, so a science of behavior must
finally banish the notion thiat behavior is started up and
maintained by a nonphysical psychic or mental agent
enclosed within the organism. The scientist may
confidently say that history, if the phrase will not be
misunderstood, ‘‘is on our side.”’

We can, of course, continue to deny that human behavior
is caused. and struggle as long as possible to maintain the
fiction that we are free and responsible agents who choose
our own behavior at will. But as a terrible cost, for we must
also be prepared to continue on in a world of ignorance,
immorality, and chaos. This is the price we mnst pay for
refusing to accept the universal principle of cause-and-effect,
and for refusing fo act accordingly by designing our
environments intelligently for producing a universally
consistent moral result. On this fundamental point there can
no longer be any mistake.

But the free-will traditionalist is still not likely to be
convinced. No matter how firm the evidence that emerges
from an experimental analysis of behavior, if it conflicts with
established democratic beliefs it must be summarily rejected.
But the men who react in this intolerant fashion simply
exhibit the tragic effects of their own conditioning. We might
suggest. moreover, that the critics of Skinner are excellent
cases in point. We must be quick to add that this suggestion
is made not by way of insult but in the spirit of compassion,
for the evidence entitles us to suppose that these men are
unwittingly subverting the very objectives to which they and
their followers aspire. Ironically, if these same men were
products of the Walden Two cufture which they so forcefully
condemn, they would be free of the kind of ideological
conditioning that urges them tp propose a holy war against a
science that offers them the only real hope of salvation. For
although science can offer no final answers of infallible truths
it can offer a successfully tested and self-correcting body of
methods and techniques for bringing about what would be in
the most literal sense possible, a moral revolution in the
human condition.

At this point we may summarize the central lesson of the
present undertaking. It has not been our primary purpose to
simply show that Skinner occupies a legitimate place within
the hutnanitarian tradition. This, in fact, has been incidental
to the main objective. Rather. it has been to show that his
program may. in fact, be its only hope. The humanitarian
cannot, in good faith, evade the responsibility for
investigating this possibility, Unfortunately, this requires
intellectual labor of a rather difficult sort. For this there is
10 help. Nor do the difficulties end there. Once a successful
science or behavior is available. it makes no sense to allow
obsolete lovalties to stand in the way of effective solutions.
Old practices must be reappraised in the light of new
evidence. This, of course, adds greatly to the original
burden. But the responsibility for undertaking an assignment
cannot be avoided simply because it is difficult. The
assignment must be appraised according to its importance.
And it is important. Critically important. And while broad
advances in human morality, wisdom, and happiness may
necessarily entail the abandonment of politics, capitalism,



and other anciently cherished cultural practices, we should
not be sorry to see them go. The momentary sense of loss or
discomfort that may be felt during transition will be far
outweighed by the ultimate compensations to be gained.

Conclusion

In the course of the present undertaking, we have labored
to show that men must abandon primitive and prescientific
free-will doctrines in favor of behavioral determinism in or-
der to have legitimate scientific framework in which to view
their social problems accurately. We have also labored to
show that the results of Skinner’s practical and theoretical
efforts offer a complete scientific guide for answering the
three basic social questions and, by implication, for
designing the culture of a society, including the designing of
its government. We have further pointed out that with the
advent of this scientific guide, all so-called social or political
philosophies immediately lose their point. There is no need
to borrow from any of these systems of thought, since the
working model of behavior which has emerged from a
scientific analysis, and which we have attempted to describe
in a very general way, can be applied to all situations, social
or otherwise, in which men behave. These philosophies have
all become relics of a bygone age. equivalent in status to the
prescientific philosophies that arose from man’s early
speculations in the fields of biology and physics. It may be
difficult, at first encounter, to grasp the full enormity of this
remarkable achievement.

It must not be supposed, as some have supposed, that a
Walden Two culture would be the end; on the contrary, it
would be only the beginning. It would be a fresh start for
homosapiens, an historical starting point at which this
remarkable species would begin experimenting with the
intelligent control of its cultural evolution. This unprece-
dented experiment in cultural evolution would not only be
directed at progressively increasing the development of
human genetic capacities for successful living; it would also
eventually be directed at progressively increasingly the
genetic capacities themselves. In sum, both the behavioral
(cultural) and the genetic (biological) evolution of man
would, for the first time, be brought under the contro} of an
intelligent design. Man would, to put the matter bluntly,
play God, a role which for too long he has left to blind
accident. The question of where Walden Two, the new
beginning, would eventually lead makes, of course, for
interesting speculation, but one thing may be stated with
assurance: man would, to slightly alter the words of
Skinner, finally discover what he can make of himself.

The only major aspect of Skinner’s social program that we
have not considered is in regard to the problem of cultural
replacement: by what means can we replace traditional
culture with scientific culture in all the many groups of
societies cusrently existing on the face of the earth? The
magnitude of the task set by the problem is, of course,
staggering in the extreme, but this is not a good reason for
neglecting it. The matter, in fact, requires immediate and
devoted attention, for the survival of our species may easily
depend on how quickly the Skinnerian program can be put
into effect for reversing the perilous course set by the wholly
confused conduct of traditional statecraft. Skinner has, in
Walden Two, set forth a brief description of how the problem
of replacement may be met, but this aspect of his program
needs much more development, as he would almost certainly
admit. Radical behaviorists have not yet, unfortunately,
addressed themselves to this problem in any systematic way,
and for this, in light of the gravity of the problem, they may
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be cited for gross negligence.

Because the problem of replacement requires exhaustive
treatment, a systematic formulation of possible solutions has
not been attempted here. For the moment it may be enough
to say that here, as everywhere, two basic questions
immediately arise:

(1) What are the most effective ways for men to behave in
order to successfully replace traditional society with
the new society?

(2) How can men be induced to behave in those ways?

To anwer these questions, we may, resumably, proceed in
a scientific way. We may also. presumably, single out the
behaviorist or behavior modifier as the person who would, by
virtue of his particular history, be best equipped to suggest
plausible answers to these questions, particularly the second.
The fact that he has not, apparently, so far undertaken this
assignment is a puzzle on which our present ignorance
forbids us to speak.

By way of conclusion, a personal note may not be entirely
inappropriate. The concept of free will is, theoretically, at
the heart of the issue of crime and punishment, and on this
matter I have had, unfortunately, an abundance of personal
experience. I have served thisteen years in prison, including

almost three years on death row. I have had the opportunity
to observe in myself and in countless others the most striking
results of ‘‘freedom’’—freedom from an intelligently
designed and manipulated ethical control. This sort of
freedom is in no way worth the price, neither for the
criminal nor for his even less fortunate victims—the dead,
the raped, the mutilated. And as I received reports coming
from the ‘‘free world’’—reports of madness, disorder,
destruction, war—I could not help but ask, ‘‘is more
freedom from this sort of control the answer?’’ For those of
us who lived our lives in intimate contact with the results of
this kind of freedom, and who at the same time were
reasonably well acquainted with the work of Skinner, there
was often an unusually sensitive appreciation for the promise
this man’s accomplishments hold for humankind. We were
therefore, inclined to respond with some emotion at the
abuse that is sometimes showered upon him by men calling
themselves *‘liberal-democrats.”’ For it was not Skinner who
we had learned to fear, but rather the men who react against
the use of science for banishing human evil and suffering. It
was, to be brutally frank, the misguided reactionary of the
liberal-democratic tradition who filled us with trepidation,
and not the behaviorist with humanitarian aspirations. Men
writing in the twenty-first century might very well say of
Skinner: ‘‘He held the answer to the important probiems of
his age, but he was too far in advance of the rest of his kind.”’
But today to the traditionalist we can only say: ‘‘If you seek
a monument to the freedom that you above all else cherish,
then simply Jook around!"’
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