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On Radicalizing Behaviorism: A Call for Cultural Analysis
E. F. Malagodi

University of Florida

Our culture at large continues many practices that work against the well-being of its members and its
chances for survival. Our discipline has failed to realize its potential for contributing to the understanding
of these practices and to the generation of solutions. This failure of realization is in part a consequence
ofthe general failure ofbehavior analysts to view social and cultural analysis as a fundamental component
of radical behaviorism. This omission is related to three prevailing practices of our discipline. First,
radical behaviorism is characteristically defined as a "philosophy of science," and its concems are or-
dinarily restricted to certain epistemological issues. Second, theoretical extensions to social and cultural
phenomena too often depend solely upon principles derived from the analysis of behavior. Third, little
attention has been directed at examining the relationships that do, or that should, exist between our
discipline and related sciences. These practices themselves are attributed to certain features of the history
ofour field. Two general remedies for this situation are suggested: first, that radical behaviorism be treated
as a comprehensive world view in which epistemological, psychological, and cultural analyses constitute
interdependent components; second, that principles derived from compatible social-science disciplines
be incorporated into radical behaviorism.

It was the best of times, it was the worst of times,
it was the age of wisdom, it was the age of foolish-
ness, it was the epoch of belief, it was the epoch of
incredulity, it was the season of Light, it was the
season of Darkness, it was the spring of hope, it
was the winter of despair, we had everything before
us, we had nothing before us, we were all going
direct to Heaven, we were all going direct the other
way.... (Charles Dickens, 1859)

These opening lines fromA Tale ofTwo
Cities serve to introduce the underlying
concern of the present paper-that while
our culture at large has experienced good
times, wisdom, belief, Light and hope, it
continues to see a large share ofbad times,
foolishness, incredulity, Darkness and
despair. There is cause for apprehension
that current directions of certain cultural
practices suggest that the culture's des-
tination lies "the other way." The dis-
cipline of behavior analysis has consid-
erable potential for serving our culture in
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ways that, at best, may increase the cul-
ture's chances for survival and that, at
least, may make more understandable the
processes and variables determining its
current directions. That potential, how-
ever, has been but little realized. It is the
present thesis that this failure of realiza-
tion is in no small measure a consequence
ofthe general failure ofbehavior analysts
to follow B. F. Skinner's practice of in-
cluding social and cultural analysis as a
fundamental component of radical be-
haviorism.
Many of Skinner's major theoretical

works(Skinner, 1948, 1953, 1957, 1968b,
1969, 1971, 1972, 1974, 1978), taken to-
gether, may be conceptualized as com-
prising a "world view" (cf. Michael, 1980)
that integrates scientific philosophy and
behavior principles into an epistemolog-
ically consistent general theory ofhuman
behavior. A major component of this
world view has focused on extending be-
havior principles to the analysis of social
and cultural processes and phenomena.
In Walden Two (1948), Beyond Freedom
and Dignity (1971), and the last three
sections of Science andHuman Behavior
(1953), and in many of the papers con-
tained in Cumulative Record (1972),
Contingencies of Reinforcement (1969),
and Reflections on Behaviorism and So-
ciety (1978), Skinner has extensively dis-
cussed a wide range of issues concerning
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the nature, evolution, survival, values,
and design of cultures.
A central theme running through these

books and papers is that our culture is
not dealing effectively with its problems
of educational inadequacies, individ-
ually and societally troublesome by-
products of aversive contingencies,
depletion of natural resources, environ-
mental pollution, its dark journey into
nuclear winter, and so forth. Skinner ar-
gued early (1948, 1953, 1955a, 1955b;
Skinner & Rogers, 1956) and has reit-
erated frequently (1961, 1964, 1968a,
1969, 1971, 1972, 1978) that preoccu-
pation with "inner man"-autonomous
or mediational-has interfered with the
development of a functionally analytic
approach that would specify the laws ac-
cording to which environmental contin-
gencies select, modulate, and maintain
behavior. The development of a func-
tionally analytic science would in turn
lead to the emergence ofbehavioral tech-
nologies that could be applied to the so-
lution ofthese and other social problems.
Simply put, this aspect of Skinner's

world view has often implied that a be-
havioral science will provide the "rules"
which describe reliable controlling rela-
tionships between environmental con-
tingencies and behavior, that significant
members of society will come into con-
tact with those rules and follow them,
and that problem-solving repertoires will
be selected and maintained by the "nat-
ural" contingencies of reinforcement ex-
istent in the culture at large. Although
this theme has been of some comfort to
those of us who have been concerned
about the survival of certain cultural
practices (including the practice of be-
havior analysis), it appears that little
headway has been made during the past
twenty years. Radical behaviorism and
its allied science and technology have
been applied, when at all, mostly to bind
a few ofthe minor wounds inflicted upon
individual victims of a badly designed
culture.
During this period, various cultural

practices have remained in strength or
have evolved even further along ethno-
cidal and genocidal vathwavs. "Growth

industries" in major cities include hand-
gun sales, security-system installations,
cocaine distribution, and foreclosures of
small businesses, corporate enterprises,
and banking institutions. An increasing
number ofJohnnies and Janies can't read,
and many ofthose who can -don't; many
of those who do, study and agree with
texts which promise eternal salvation
contingent upon donations to televised
messiahs. Double-think and newspeak
have reached new levels of obfuscation
among politicians who name missiles
"Peacekeepers" and argue that building
up ofnuclear stockpiles constitutes arms
reduction. The concept ofnuclear winter
is treated by government officials and
laymen alike as being irrelevant to arms-
control policies. Economic systems cling
to a fossil fuel base as though the supplies
were truly inexhaustible. The fall of acid
rain dampens not the ambitions of the
smokestack industries, nor do the stories
ofLove Canal, Times Beach, and Pomp-
ton River inspire comprehensive preven-
tive measures. The incredible shrinking
dollar, recycling recessions, and planned
obsolescence have become accepted as
the natural order of things. The rich are
getting richer and the poor are getting
poorer. The mass movement of women
into the marketplace, not so long ago
viewed as a heavensent liberation, has
become a matter of sheer economic sur-
vival for millions of middle-class mar-
rieds. Children increasingly are being
reared in absentia, and parents must now
cope with the possibilities that their day-
care centers may in fact be chambers of
horror. Prejudicial treatments of racial
and ethnic minorities remain imbedded
in political and economic practices. Pop-
ulation increases occur in those groups
least able to afford children.
A significant growth has also occurred

in the populations of radical behavior-
ists, experimental and applied behavior
analysts, and behavior modifiers during
this period. Clearly, this increase has had
little corrective influence on the cultural
practices briefly noted above. In fact, it
can be argued that our populations have
contributed little to the understanding of
these oroblems beyond that which Skin-
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ner has himself provided. Why have we
failed in this regard?

WHY WE HAVE FAILED
I suggest that there are at least three

immediate sources of the failure of our
discipline to add significantly to B. F.
Skinner's contributions to the under-
standing of cultural processes and activ-
ities. First, the prevailing tendency to de-
fine radical behaviorism simply as a
"philosophy of science" supports an
overly conservative view ofboth the form
of, and the proper subject matter for, be-
havioristic analysis. Second, radical be-
haviorists in general have depended al-
most exclusively upon principles derived
from the experimental analysis ofbehav-
ior in interpreting social and cultural
phenomena. Third, we have not often
been concerned about examining the re-
lationships that do or that should exist
between our discipline and related sci-
ences.

What is Radical Behaviorism?
Radical behaviorism is most often de-

scribed as a philosophy of science, and-
if not in principle at least in practice-
its domain ofinquiry is usually restricted
to epistemological issues concerning the
status of private events, concepts of cau-
sation, the nature of scientific explana-
tions, and the like. There is no doubt that
these and other epistemological issues are
of fundamental importance to our sci-
ence and our technologies, nor is there
any question that philosophy of science
is a major arena for behavioristic dis-
course. There is concern here, however,
that the practice of defining radical be-
haviorism as a philosophy of science ob-
scures the relationships that exist be-
tween the epistemological and substantive
dimensions of Skinner's general theory
ofbehavior. The implication ofthis prac-
tice is that the substantive aspects of the
theory are subject to the criteria derived
from epistemological analysis. Although
this indeed is the case, what is left unem-
phasized is that the epistemological as-
pects themselves are derived from the
substantive aspects ofthe behavioral the-

ory and not from some external philos-
ophy. Accordingly, there appear to be ad-
vantages ofktaking a more liberal approach
ofviewing radical behaviorism as a com-
prehensive psychological theory that in-
cludes epistemology as but one part of its
subject matter. A convenient framework
for discussing this issue is to examine
usages of the term "radical."

Skinner first publicly affixed the term
"radical" to the term "behaviorism" at
the 1945 symposium on operationism,
when he offered four propositions that
established the foundation upon which
radical behaviorism has subsequently
developed. First, he argued eloquently
that his public-private distinction was
fundamentally different from the physi-
cal-mental distinction of methological
behaviorism. Second, he proposed that
the "arid philosophy of 'truth by agree-
ment'" was a nonessential part of op-
erationism. Third, he advocated utilitar-
ian criteria for theoretical interpretations.
Fourth, and perhaps most importantly
and most radically, he emphasized that
the solution to subjectivism (the behav-
ior of talking about "mental" events)
must be psychological rather than logical
(Skinner, 1945, emphasis mine). It is not
clear whether Skinner intended that
"radical" be applied to one or all ofthese
issues since he did not address that aspect
directly, nor is the matter necessarily re-
solved by his reply to Scriven's question
during the Rice symposium that "I am a
radical behaviorist simply in the sense
that I find no place in the formulation
for anything which is merital" (Wann,
1964, p. 106). Of course, it is not of par-
amount importance to wonder about
Skinner's reasons for using the term
"radical" in the first place (that is, to try
to guess about the variables which then
directed its selection). What is important
is how the term currently is used by
members ofthe verbal community ofbe-
havior analysts (determined by studying
the contexts in which it occurs), and how
the term "should" be used (argued by
examining the disparate consequences of
different usages).

It is sometimes helpful when confront-
ed with problems of this kind to consult
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a dictionary. The first definition of "rad-
ical" cited by The Random House Col-
lege Dictionary (1982) is "of or pertain-
ing to roots or origins; fundamental" (p.
1089). The most basic aspect ofSkinner's
behaviorism is captured by this meaning
of"radical": The strategy for treating both
public and private events is to trace them
to their environmental origins, and to in-
terpret them in terms ofthe fundamental
processes of natural selection and con-
ditioning. This strategy distinguishes
radical behaviorism from other psycho-
logical theories that treat inner events
(thoughts and feelings) as initiators ofbe-
havior. The radically behavioristic ar-
gument is not that inner events do not
exist or that they are inherently outside
the domain of scientific analysis. The ar-
gument is that thoughts and feelings
themselves have their origins in onto-
genic and phylogenic environmental con-
tingencies ofselection, and that they may
be most effectively treated as behavioral
and physiological products of those con-
tingencies rather than as causes of public
behaviors. Further, thoughts and feelings
are endowed with no explanatory power.
Skinner (1984b, p. 721) has recently
summarized this aspect ofradical behav-
iorism as follows, "Radical behaviorism
... attacks and rejects traditional expla-
nations of behavior in terms of internal
initiating causes. It is anti-creationist. It
turns instead, as Darwin did, to the se-
lection ofpresumably random variations
by contingencies of survival (ethology)
and contingencies of reinforcement (the
experimental analysis of behavior)."
The second definition of"radical" pro-

vided by The Random House College
Dictionary is "thoroughgoing or ex-
treme" (p. 1089). Three aspects of Skin-
ner's behaviorism enter into its being
thoroughgoing: (1) As briefly noted above,
it includes analysis of private as well as
public events; (2) it includes a compre-
hensive theoretical treatment of verbal
behavior and addresses epistemological
issues within that framework; (3) it at-
tempts to interpret all dimensions ofhu-
man behavior, including those tradition-
ally assigned to the fields of economics,

political science, education, social phi-
losophy, and so forth; it attempts to un-
derstand these aspects of behavior-en-
vironmental interactions because
economic, legal, governmental, educa-
tional, etc. contingencies constitute the
sources of culturally important human
behaviors.
The third definition of "radical" pro-

vided by The Random House College
Dictionary is "favoring drastic political,
economic, or social reforms" (p. 1089).
Skinner's behaviorism is necessarily rad-
ical in this sense by insisting without
equivocation that in order to effect im-
portant and enduring changes in human
behavior, we must change important
contingencies in the social environment.
If a given culture is plagued with prob-
lems of resource depletion, then the con-
nection between plundering and profiting
must be broken up; if not enough mem-
bers of the culture work to promote its
survival, then powerful reinforcers must
be made contingent upon socially con-
structive behaviors; if a given agency of
social control becomes too dependent
upon usage of aversive techniques, then
a countercontrolling agency must be
strengthened; if excessive economic dis-
parities contribute to crimes against
property and persons, then those dispar-
ities must be reduced. The argument is
consistent-social problems originate in
social environments, not in the minds of
individuals, and solutions to them can be
forthcoming only by radically changing
environmental contingencies. There is no
other way.
When we define radical behaviorism

simply as a philosophy of science whose
concerns lie predominantly in the area of
epistemology, we diminish the impact of
the ways in which the term "radical" le-
gitimately applies to Skinner's brand of
behaviorism. Further, this practice sug-
gests that philosophy of science is one
thing, that a theory of individual behav-
ior is another, and that interpretation of
cultural practices is yet another. In con-
trast, when we define radical behavior-
ism as a comprehensive theory ofbehav-
ior, we emphasize that epistemological,
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psychological, and cultural analyses are
interdependent substantive components
of an integrated world view.
This world-view conceptualization of

radical behaviorism emphasizes the
"thoroughgoing" meaning of "radical,"
and suggests that analysis and interpre-
tation within any ofthe substantive areas
should be comprehensive. For example,
analysis of epistemological treatments of
the causal status ofprivate events should:
(1) Get to the phylogenic and ontogenic
roots of "perceptions of causality" (e.g.,
Michotte, 1946; Skinner, 1974); (2) de-
termine the verbal community's rein-
forcing practices that support descrip-
tions of public actions as being products
of private stimuli; (3) examine the con-
tingencies of cultural selection responsi-
ble for the development and continua-
tion of those verbal conventions; and (4)
call for cultural reform -for example-
by pointing out the disparate conse-
quences of implicating contingencies of
positive reinforcement or aversive stim-
ulation rather than feelings oflove or fear
as determinants of approach or avoid-
ance behaviors, respectively.

Similarly, a thoroughgoing analysis of
social problems-such as the apparently
inexorable march to global nuclear war-
fare-requires getting to the historical
origins ofwarfare, demands examination
of the political, economic, and military
variables controlling the development
and deployment ofnuclear arms, and calls
for cultural reform by pointing out the
disparate consequences of implicating
ecological, historical, economic, and
governmental contingencies rather than
national archetypes or "personifications
of evil" as the sources of global conflict
(cf. Ehrlich & Ehrlich, 1974; Kennan,
1982; Schell, 1982; Sheer, 1982; Tuch-
man, 1984).

Radical Behaviorism and the
Analysis ofBehavior
The second practice of our discipline

that has contributed to our general failure
to add significantly to Skinner's accom-
plishments in cultural analysis has been
our tendency to depend almost exclu-

sively upon the experimental and applied
analyses of behavior as solitary vehicles
for those theoretical extensions. This is
not to suggest that either the experimen-
tal analysis of behavior (as a particular
set of research methods and tactics or as
a body of empirical data collected via
those methods) or applied behavior anal-
ysis (as the application of the strategies
and tactics ofexperimental analysis to in
vivo "socially relevant" human behav-
iors) is inherently and fundamentally at
fault. Rather, the issue in question is the
often implicit notion that a thorough
knowledge of our experimental facts and
principles rather automatically enables
us to "see the similarities" between what
has been isolated under controlled con-
ditions in the laboratory or the applied
setting and what occurs in the culture at
large.
There is little doubt that the empirical

and conceptual dimensions of the anal-
ysis of behavior are necessary for effec-
tive and reliable theoretical extensions to
the world around us; there are serious
doubts, however, about their sufficiency.
For those of us who, along with Skinner,
consistently "see" or at least "look for"
instances of extinction, ratio strain,
matching, blocking, generalization, ad-
aptation, shaping, schedule-induced
aggression, etc., in the world around us,
there is little difficulty in accepting the
utility of the general strategy. Unfortu-
nately, we all have had the sobering ex-
periences of personal failures in this re-
gard, and of interacting with other
behavior analysts whose work in the lab-
oratory or in the applied setting has failed
to enhance their effectiveness in describ-
ing the contingencies and processes op-
erating in their immediate daily lives, let
alone the larger social context.
There appear to be at least three rea-

sons for our failures to apply behavior
principles effectively to the culture at
large. First, some experimental and ap-
plied behavior analysts simply subscribe
to methodological behaviorism, and oth-
ers do not even go that far (cf. Branch &
Malagodi, 1980; Michael, 1980). Second,
some behavior analysts appear to have
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come so strongly under control ofthe rules
of our methods that they frequently act
as though neither personal observations
of the world around them nor the data
collected by other behavioral and social
sciences have any meaningful status
whatsoever. Third, the conditions nec-
essary for effective interpretation are too
rarely existent in our personal histories
and in our professional environments.
Because the deficiencies of methodolog-
ical behaviorism (Day, 1983; Moore,
1975, 1981; Skinner, 1945, 1950, 1974)
and the nature of our methods (Ferster
& Skinner, 1957; Johnston & Penny-
packer, 1980; Sidman, 1960; Skinner,
1938, 1956, 1966c) both have been dis-
cussed extensively elsewhere, I shall fo-
cus on the third source ofthis problem-
the conditions necessary for effective
interpretation.
This issue may be addressed by ex-

amining several principles of verbal be-
havior as they relate to the problem of
applying behavior principles to social and
cultural phenomena. Much of the verbal
behavior exemplified by such theoretical
exercises may be conceptualized as ge-
neric and metaphorical extensions (e.g.,
Schnaitter, 1978; Skinner, 1957). In or-
der for these extensions to take place, cer-
tain conditions must be met. First, the
discriminative skills of the behavior an-
alytic repertoire must be shaped in the
context ofthe experimental (and applied)
analysis of behavior, where previously
unknown variables are discovered, fine-
grain details isolated, functional rela-
tionships established, and generality
determined. Second, the new evoking
condition (the case to be interpreted) must
be presented to the potential interpreter.
Third, the new condition must share
enough features in common with the old
to make an extended tact likely. Fourth,
the professional verbal community must
have approved of similar extensions in
the past and, in order for the new exten-
sion to be maintained, must approve of
it. Although not a necessary condition,
the process is greatly aided when the rule
"look for the common properties" is an
active part ofthe interpreter's verbal rep-
ertoire (cf. Skinner, 1966a). This rule will

be effective in controlling the appropriate
behaviors only ifthe interpreter's "look-
ing" has been successful in "seeing" and
ifthe descriptions ofthe things seen have
been useful either personally or profes-
sionally.

In sum, effective extension ofbehavior
principles to the culture at large is neither
a simple nor an "automatic" process. Of
the conditions necessary for effective ex-
tensions, the second ofthose listed above
is the most relevant for the present dis-
cussion: Typically, behavior analysts have
experienced too few occasions for emit-
tingformal analyses ofsocial and cultural
phenomena, either during their training
or as part of current professional de-
mands. Most seriously, even fewer such
occasions currently occur in the training
of our graduate students. Although this
unfortunate state of affairs is deeply in-
grained in our discipline, it largely ap-
pears to be due to certain historical ac-
cidents that have inhibited the allocation
ofmuch time to these matters, rather than
a consequence of any deliberate design
on our part. Nonetheless, because as
many roads to hell have been paved by
accident as by intention, it might well
behoove us to examine in some detail the
historical context of the course we have
been following.

Historical Accidents and
Time Allocation'
The first historical accident involved

the conditions prevailing in the physical,
biological, and social sciences at the time
ofour birth and infancy-the 1930's. The
physical and biological sciences, as rep-
resented by the works ofBridgman, Mach,
Sherrington, Loeb, Pavlov, Crozier, and
others, operated through the locus of B.
F. Skinner to generate the foundations of
the epistemological and methodological
strategies that have become hallmarks of
our natural-science approach to the study
ofbehavior. Operationism, experimental
analysis and synthesis, and control over
the individual organism as a whole soon

' The term "historical accident" is used here in
the sense of meaning unplanned, not uncaused.
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became formalized into sets of rules de-
signed to facilitate our search for the in-
dependent variables governing "volun-
tary" activities. Further, these standards
soon formed the bases for our critiques
of other approaches to the study of be-
havior. From this perspective, it was dif-
ficult to entertain serious consideration
ofmuch ofthe social sciences, whose the-
ories then were heavily mentalistic and
structuralistic, and whose methods lacked
the rigor of the laboratory sciences.
During the 1940's and 1950's, we were

preoccupied with developing and refin-
ing basic motor skills and verbal reper-
toires, as is characteristic of the child-
hood years. Laboratory technologies
became increasingly coordinated and or-
ganized, as evidenced in Schedules ofRe-
inforcement (Ferster & Skinner, 1957),
and our language evolved to increasing
levels of sophistication in "The opera-
tional analysis of psychological terms"
(Skinner, 1945), Science andHuman Be-
havior (Skinner, 1953), and Verbal Be-
havior (Skinner, 1957). Accidental fea-
tures of the structure of our adoptive
family-the department ofpsychology-
exerted then, as they do now, a con-
straining influence on our social inter-
actions with our peers. Departments
which contained any behavior analysts
at all included at most one or two in their
extended families, and the major portion
of the graduate student's academic re-
quirements remained in the convention-
al areas of psychology. Interactions with
our cousins in the biological sciences were
usually mediated by the ubiquitous phys-
iological psychologist or animal behav-
iorist and, largely on the basis of several
methodological compatibilities and mu-
tual concern for animal experimentation,
some behavior analysts found sufficient
grounds ofcommon interests to develop
working relationships. Interactions with
our cousins in the social sciences, how-
ever, were not as readily facilitated, large-
ly because the presumably appropriate
mediating individual -the social psy-
chologist -characteristically spoke in a
tongue foreign to us and had adopted
methods that often were neither biolog-
ical nor sociological; the social psychol-

ogist himself had little appreciation for
the importance of the social order in de-
termining individual behavior (see Sar-
ason, 1981).2
These accidents of family structure,

which largely continue unchanged today,
have had unfortunate consequences on
the development of the social and intel-
lectual relations we have with allied dis-
ciplines. While we continue to interact
with the biological sciences-those dis-
ciplines that primarily focus upon the
study of phylogenic contingencies and
their effects upon current organic struc-
ture and function-we tend to ignore the
social sciences-those disciplines that
primarily focus upon ontogenic contin-
gencies in the past and present social en-
vironments and their effects upon current
social structure and function. The Gen-
eralized Matching Law appears to apply
here: The intense demands during our
infancy and childhood to develop our
methods, epistemologies, and empirical
base -in context ofa family structure that
facilitated interactions with the biologi-
cal sciences, but not with the social sci-
ences -left little time and provided little
impetus for us to develop functional kin-
ship relations with cultural anthropolo-
gy, sociology, economics, history, and so
forth.
The Generalized Matching Law simi-

larly applies to the ways in which the
contingencies of our adolescence-the
past twenty-five years -have kept us away
from keying in on the social sciences. Ad-
olescence is often characterized as a pe-
riod of rapid and uneven development,
a time of conflicting and contradictory
demands, a time to which the opening
quotation from A Tale ofTwo Cities di-
rectly applies. During the past twenty-
five years, our discipline has developed
much along these lines. As Michael (1980)
has nicely reviewed in greater detail, the
1960's included the continued outpour-
ing of Skinner's theoretical works, the
births and rapid growths of the Journal

2 Sarason, in fact, indicts equally all sub-sets of
psychologists with inventing the "self-contained"
individual.
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ofthe Experimental Analysis ofBehavior
and then the Journal ofApplied Behavior
Analysis, the classic books of Sidman,
Bijou and Baer, Ullman and Krasner,
Honig, Millenson, etc., and the forma-
tion of Division 25 of APA; the 1970's
brought the remarkable continuation of
Skinner's writings, the establishment of
ABA, the beginnings ofBehaviorism and
The Behavior Analyst, and the genera-
tion of hundreds of textbooks. This im-
pressive expansion of our activities and
our products has necessitated a narrow-
ing of focus on the part of educators and
students alike as the contingencies for
mastering the subject matter in general,
and of specialized sub-sets of the field in
particular, have become increasingly de-
manding. There should be small wonder
that little time has been allocated to ex-
amining the relative merits of different
kinship relations.

EVOLVING TOWARD SOLUTIONS
The question before us now is the

course we shall follow as we move through
the 1980's into the last decade of this
century. To continue the developmental
metaphor, it is time to move on from
adolescence into young adulthood. In so
doing, we might be wise to adopt what
often proves to be an effective strategy at
this critical developmental juncture-to
examine routes previously followed by
parents and other elders who have suc-
ceeded in achieving their goals. The ap-
propriate parent for us to examine in this
context is biological evolutionary theory.

Radical Behaviorism and Biological
Evolutionary Theory

Skinner (1966b, 1981, 1984a) has
compared radical behavioristic theory
with biological evolutionary theory in
analyzing the concept ofcausation by se-
lection. The two world views also may
be compared along the dimensions of re-
lationships among component parts of
each discipline and along historical lines
ofdevelopment in order to illustrate fur-
ther sources ofsome ofthe problems thus
far discussed, and to outline some sug-
gestions for solving them.

The relationships that exist between the
analysis of behavior and radical behav-
iorism, and those that should link both
ofthese components ofour field to social-
science disciplines, may be likened to the
relationships that exist between genetics
and biological evolutionary theory, and
that do exist between these two compo-
nents of biology and other natural-sci-
ence disciplines. The analysis ofbehavior
and genetics are both experimental sci-
ences which focus on the study of mech-
anisms ofselection -ontogenic in the one
case and phylogenic in the other. Anal-
ysis within each field may occur at dif-
ferent levels -the Matching Law and dif-
ferential reinforcement of interresponse
times, Mendelian Laws and the workings
of the double helix. The theory of bio-
logical evolution and radical behavior-
ism both are world views which relate
the significance oflaws ofselection to the
world at large. Both world views function
as connective tissue that ties together a
number of related disciplines. While the
theory of biological evolution must re-
main consistent with principles derived
from experimental genetics, it is also
tested by, and is significant for, the dis-
ciplines ofpaleontology, physical anthro-
pology, ecology, climatology, natural his-
tory, etc. While radical behaviorism must
remain consistent with the principles de-
rived from the analysis of behavior, it is
also tested by, and is significant for, the
disciplines of cultural anthropology, hu-
man ecology, economics, sociology, his-
tory, etc.

Biologists, both experimental and the-
oretical, have profited greatly from rec-
ognizing the interconnectedness and in-
terdependencies of their varied spheres
of interest. In contrast, many behavior
analysts, in largely ignoring the social sci-
ences, have acted as though our disci-
pline were essentially self-contained.
Certain differences in the growths of the
two disciplines may be implicated as his-
torical determinants of these current dif-
ferences in perspective. Darwin's theory
of biological selection emerged out of
natural history and paleontology at a time
when there was little serious competition
within biology in the form ofwidely and
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strongly held alternative theories of the
origin ofspecies. As has been widely not-
ed, evolutionary thought was rapidly un-
leashed by T. H. Huxley and others. Both
enlightened and heated discussion oc-
curred within the scientific community,
and incendiary debates occurred between
members ofthe scientific community and
the clerics, philosophers, politicians and
others whose interests were vested in the
survival of pre-scientific views of the or-
igin of species and Homo sapiens' phy-
logenetic place in the universe (e.g., Mayr,
1982; Riddle, 1954; Smith, 1952). One
hundred and twenty-five subsequent
years of research, discussion, and debate
have continued to strengthen the posi-
tion ofevolutionary theory as a focal point
for integrating various biological disci-
plines and as a world view for the edu-
cated person. Much of this history of the
origin, sharpening, and strengthening of
the universal scope and significance of
evolutionary theory occurred prior to the
development of major discoveries in ge-
netics, thus establishing the preeminence
ofthe theory in directing, evaluating, and
integrating scientific inquiry, and of re-
lating emerging concepts to important is-
sues of the world view.

Skinner's radical behaviorism has fol-
lowed a much different historical course.
His theory of behavioral selection
emerged out ofthe experimental analysis
of behavior at a time when competition
within psychology in the form of widely
and strongly held alternative theories of
the origins of behavior numbered in the
generic dozens. Darwin had his "bull-
dog" in Huxley. Who among us will be
so characterized? Incendiary charges have
been exchanged among fellow behavior
analysts and between members of this
community and fellow psychologists, but
who among us (or among psychologists
in general) have correctly identified the
important foe as the clerics, philoso-
phers, politicians, and others whose in-
terests are vested in pre-scientific views
of the ontogenic determinants of human
behavior? We have seen but a few de-
cades ofdiscussion and debate about rad-
ical behaviorism (much ofwhich has been
but narrowly directed toward critiques of

methological behaviorism and mental-
ism), and it cannot be comfortably con-
cluded that radical behaviorism is now
emerging as the focal point for integrating
various behavioral and social-science
disciplines and as a world view for the
educated person. Radical behaviorism
has evolved concurrently with the emer-
gence ofmajor developments in the anal-
ysis ofbehavior. The absence ofa lengthy
history of preeminence of the theory has
lessened its influence upon direction,
evaluation, and integration of experi-
mental inquiry. Perhaps most signifi-
cantly, this simultaneous growth has seen
the generation of a large enough number
of local issues which have captured our
attention such that contact with the more
global issues of the world view has been
minimized.
What can we conclude from this com-

parison of histories of parent and off-
spring, other than the usual complaint
that "things were better in the old days"?
Although there indeed may be powerful
short-term reinforcing consequences to
be derived from invoking allusions to
being born in a world not of one's own
design (apparently an eternally recurring
philosophical realization), the young adult
eventually must move onward to the
challenge ofcoming to terms with current
realities. The current realities are these.
First, a paraphrase of Oscar Riddle's
alarum about dilutions and distortions of
evolutionary theory in this country dur-
ing the early 1950's applies quite prop-
erly to the current status of radical be-
haviorism: The pale ghost of radical
behaviorism now paraded grudgingly on
the American scene serves as a gaunt re-
minder that Skinner is not being followed
here.3 Second, biological evolutionary
theory teaches us that a judicious appre-
ciation of diverse disciplines, each with
its effective methods and indigenous re-
search areas, is essential for cooperative
and systematic theoretical integration.

3i"... the pale ghost of evolution now paraded
grudgingly on the American scene serves as a gaunt
reminder that a Huxley was not born here" (Riddle,
1954, p. xvii).
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Behavior analysts must also accept this
strategy and face the challenge of serving
as a focal point for integrating social-sci-
ence disciplines. Third, biological evo-
lutionary theory has risen to its eminent
position as a world view only after a sig-
nificant period of development during
which the fundamental issues pertaining
to the origin of species were dealt with
head-on both within the scientific com-
munity and between scientists and mem-
bers of the lay community. For radical
behaviorism to emerge out ofits own pri-
mordial past and reach a similarly dis-
tinguished position, it must accept the
responsibility of drawing the battle lines
that separate it from the pre-scientific
views held by the vested interests in the
culture at large who are our real oppo-
nents of consequence. Fourth, while bi-
ological evolutionary theory perhaps has
the historical advantage of having de-
veloped along a more favorable chrono-
logical sequence, radical behaviorism has
the advantage of containing within itself
the principles necessary for understand-
ing its own problems and for discovering
its solutions.

Radical Behaviorism and Cultural
Evolutionary Theory
We indeed have benefited greatly from

our linkages to biology and we stand to
gain more by further emulating certain
of its characteristics, as briefly discussed
above. Our world view would fall short
of being thoroughgoing, however, if we
were to be satisfied simply with adding
principles of natural selection to our
principles of individual behavior. In or-
der to complete our world view, which I
believe is a prerequisite for better serving
both our culture and ourselves, we need
to direct more of our attention toward
cultural-not biological -evolution. It is
in our current social environment that
lethal mutations in cultural practices
continue to occur at an alarming rate, and
it is in our social environment that con-
tingencies ofselection too often favor the
greedy over the generous, the aggressive
over the conciliatory, the polluters over
the environmentalists, the warlords over

the peaceseekers, prejudice over reason,
and religion over science. It will be
through cultural-not genetic-engineer-
ing that solutions to these problems will
be forthcoming, ifthey are to come at all.
To argue for this redirection of focus

is not to suggest that the primary aim of
behavior analysis has been misguided, nor
is it to imply that our principles of in-
dividual behavior are in need ofany dras-
tic overhaul. The argument simply is that
we need to extend those principles more
thoroughly into the domain traditionally
assigned to the social sciences, and to in-
corporate into radical behaviorism those
anthropological and sociological princi-
ples and concepts that may be compati-
ble with, and complementary to, our own.
Both of these assignments are complex
and potentially perilous ones, and a gen-
eral strategy is needed in order to guide
our efforts along productive paths and to
help us avoid some of the pitfalls and
dead ends that might stand in our way.
We can begin to develop such a strategy
by asking how our principles of individ-
ual behavior might benefit from supple-
mentation from cultural evolutionary
theory. There are at least three problems
in cultural analysis the treatment ofwhich
can benefit from this supplementation:
(1) the problem ofaccounting for the con-
tingencies that in fact exist in any given
culture; (2) the problem ofaccounting for
changes in the social environment across
time; and (3) the problem of character-
izing and accounting for cultural struc-
ture. Although these three problems are
intrinsically intertwined, I shall treat them
separately for the sake of simplicity.

Skinner addressed the first of these
problems in Science and Human Behav-
ior, as follows: "The contingencies to be
observed in the social environment easily
explain the behavior of the conforming
individual. The problem is to explain the
contingencies" (Skinner, 1953, p. 416,
emphasis mine). In short, principles of
reinforcement, stimulus control, punish-
ment, etc., enable us to give a reasonable
interpretation ofwhy, for example, a giv-
en Chief Executive Officer (CEO) might
elect to continue a factory's spewing forth
of toxic wastes rather than allocate mil-
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lions of corporate dollars toward install-
ing environmentally protective equip-
ment. The behavior of the CEO may be
reasonably interpreted as conforming to
the contingencies specified by the bottom
line of the corporate ledger.
When we next ask why the corporate

profit contingencies exist as they do, or
why their predictable consequences are
not modulated by governmental contin-
gencies of punishment for polluting or
differential reinforcement for environ-
mental protection, we are -as traditional
behavior analysts-faced with a strategic
dilemma. We could, ofcourse, stay at the
individual level of analysis and turn to
the contingencies under which, for ex-
ample, a relevant governmental employ-
ee-such as an official of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) -makes
or administers policy; we might find that
the official's professional advancement
depends upon perhaps speaking loudly
but most certainly carrying a very small
stick. We would then understand more
of the CEO's behavior in the sense of
knowing why threats of governmental
punishment are ineffective in curbing
polluting industrial practices. Eventual-
ly, however, we would undoubtedly grow
weary of attempting to account for one
person's contingencies by looking for
those under which relevant others ar-
range them, and grow wearier still when
confronted with the problem of account-
ing for the contingencies controlling the
relevant others, individual by individual,
ad infinitum. At some point we must ac-
knowledge that a comprehensive under-
standing of the existence or non-exis-
tence of a particular set of social
contingencies in a culture, or the pattern
of distribution of different contingencies
within a culture, requires something oth-
er than an infinite search for all contin-
gencies to which each of its members is
exposed: It requires a molar conceptual-
ization of the culture itself-a nomo-
thetic complement to our traditional
ideographic strategy.
Also in Science and Human Behavior,

and in many of his subsequent writings
(e.g., Skinner 1969, 1971, 1974), Skinner
has discussed the second major problem

involved in analyzing cultural practices:
Social environments change-often ex-
tensively within the lifetime of an indi-
vidual. Today's factory executives are not
quite as free to ravage the physical en-
vironment as they were a few decades ago
and, hopefully (but not necessarily), they
may be freer to do so today than they
might be in the future, should important
changes continue to occur in their social
environment. Of the many different
classes of change that can occur in our
CEO's social environment, two contrast-
ing sorts are especially germane to the
present discussion: (1) behavior-depen-
dent changes-those that occur as a con-
sequence of the emission (or non-emis-
sion) of some aspect of the CEO's
behavior; and (2) behavior-independent
changes-those that occur irrespective of
the CEO's behaving or not behaving. Be-
havior-dependent changes, ofcourse, are
the sort of thing we are practiced at deal-
ing with, and the effective treatment of
them might appear to require little, ifany,
support from anthropological or socio-
logical principles or concepts. For ex-
ample, the failure of our CEO to install
any environmentally protective devices
at all, or to install them too slowly, might
eventually bring that individual into con-
tact with aversive consequences dis-
pensed by the EPA official. This change
in the CEO's social environment is ofthe
kind that is readily interpretable in terms
of a temporally defined avoidance ar-
rangement. Even in this situation, how-
ever, a thoroughgoing analysis would re-
quire an account of the variables
controlling the EPA's establishing and
acting upon its rules for punishing mal-
feasants-which again raises the spectre
of an infinite search for individual con-
tingencies. Should our CEO's social en-
vironment change independently of that
individual's behavior, we are immedi-
ately directed toward an analysis of the
environment itself-which again brings
us to the point of needing a molar con-
ceptualization of it.
The third problem involved in cultural

analysis-one not often discussed in the
behavior analysis literature-is that cul-
tures are structured. Again in Science and
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Human Behavior, and elsewhere (Skin-
ner, 1948, 1961, 1971), Skinner has ex-
amined some aspects of this problem.
Among his most important contributions
to cultural analysis are his general con-
ceptualization of the workings and func-
tions of various "controlling agencies"
such as government and law, religion,
psychotherapy, economic institutions,
and education, and his notion of coun-
tercontrolling relationships among these
agencies. The contingencies managed by
these agencies, and their various sub-
agencies, are especially significant in
bringing the behavior of the individual
under control of the group. The prove-
nances of social control assigned to these
agencies and the pattern in which the
agencies are distributed throughout a cul-
ture constitute what is usually meant by
the general concept of cultural structure.
Returning again to the example of our
factory CEO, a thoroughgoing analysis of
the CEO's failures or successes in pro-
tecting the physical environment re-
quires some understanding of how these
agencies individually function and how
they interact. Ofparticular interest would
be analyses ofhow decisions are made in
the corporate setting, the current local
and national economic context, both for-
mal rules and practical exigencies oper-
ating within the EPA, Congress, and the
White House, the strengths of local or
national citizens groups, and the state of
the surrounding physical environment.
Examination ofeducational and religious
agencies might also be required, insofar
as they are involved in transmitting in-
formation about the environment and
ethical and moral rules for social con-
duct.

Clearly, the task is enormously diffi-
cult-especially if it is approached in the
absence ofstrategic guidelines. It is at this
juncture that certain principles and con-
cepts from cultural anthropology can be
most helpful. Now, there are many the-
ories in cultural anthropology, as many
as there are in psychology, and -as in
psychology-most are either inconsistent
with or antagonistic toward the episte-
mological, strategic, and theoretical prin-
ciples ofradical behaviorism. One school

ofthought, however, stands out far above
the others in being both highly compat-
ible with, and complementary to, radical
behaviorism: That school of thought is
Cultural Materialism, the most eminent
spokesman for which is Marvin Harris
(Harris, 1964, 1974, 1977, 1980, 1981,
1983). Because several ofhis major books
(Harris, 1977, 1980) have been reviewed
recently in the Journal of the Experi-
mental Analysis of Behavior (Lloyd,
1985; Vargas, 1985), I will provide here
but a brief synopsis of some of the most
important points ofcontact between rad-
ical behaviorism and Cultural Material-
ism.

Cultural Materialism as a world view
is highly compatible with radical behav-
iorism in the following ways: (1) It views
selection by consequences as the princi-
pal causal mechanism for social organi-
zation and change; (2) it emphasizes
contingencies of unconditioned rein-
forcement ("infrastructural" contingen-
cies) as primary determinants of human
behavior, other contingencies being ef-
fective to the extent that they are con-
ditionally related to the primary ones; (3)
although it does not dismiss the possi-
bility of group selection, it treats the in-
dividual as the fundamental locus of se-
lective action; (4) its principles ofselection
are avowedly parsimonious and are
readily translatable into the Law ofEffect
and its corollary principles; (5) it treats
consciousness as a product, not as a cause,
of social processes; (6) similarly, it fo-
cuses upon environmental contingencies
giving rise to rule derivation rather than
treating rule governance as cognitively
(and spontaneously) causal; (7) it at-
tempts to trace similarities among indi-
viduals or groups to ubiquitous natural
contingencies, and differences among in-
dividuals or groups to differences in those
contingencies or to idiosyncratic se-
quences of exposure to them; (8) it is
sharply critical ofalternative theories and
strategies, including sociobiology, struc-
turalism, eclecticism, cognitive idealism,
and obscurantism; (9) its epistemological
stance is strongly operationistic and pos-
itivistic; and (10) last, but far from least,
its implications for important issues of
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ethics and cultural survival are contin-
ually interwoven throughout Harris's
presentations of scientific principles and
applications. For the behavior analyst
who has long searched far and wide in
psychology for friendly faces, finally find-
ing Cultural Materialism in anthropology
calls forth the lyric, "looking for love in
all the wrong places." And, there is more.4

Cultural Materialism complements
radical behaviorism most importantly by
providing a set of theoretical principles
and concepts, and an impressive data base
upon which those principles and con-
cepts rest, which relate directly to the
three problems in cultural analysis ad-
dressed above. Cultural Materialism's
contributions to the effective treatment
of these problems can be most readily
summarized by focusing on its concep-
tualization of cultural structure.
The problem of understanding the

relationships among the parts of socio-
cultural systems, and of the evolution of
such relationships, parts, and systems, is
approached by assigning specific socio-
cultural phenomena to a hierarchically
arranged set of structures: Infrastruc-
ture-technologies and practices for ex-
panding or limiting basic subsistence
production, and technologies and prac-
tices for expanding, limiting, or main-
taining population size; Structure-do-
mestic and political economies, including
family structure, education, and political
organizations; and Superstructure-art,
rituals, games, and science, etc. The pri-
mary organizing principle of Cultural
Materialism is the Principle of Infra-
structural Determinism, which ranks the
importance of different sociocultural
contingencies ofselection within a causal
chain that begins with the infrastructural
components and ends with the super-
structure. This strategic priority assigned

4 Lest the reader conclude that radical behavior-
ism and Cultural Materialism are totally isomor-
phic, it should be noted that they differ markedly
in that Cultural Materialism's current treatment of
verbal behavior is conventionally psycholinguis-
tic-a difference that calls for additional behavior-
istic infusion into Cultural Materialism's general
theoretical structure.

to the infrastructure is based upon its po-
sition as the principal interface between
ecological, physical, and chemical vari-
ables on the one hand, and sociocultural
practices, on the other. The ordering of
priorities from infrastructure to super-
structure reflects the increasing remote-
ness of these components from the in-
terface between nature and culture.
The interrelationships among the three

structural levels are conceptualized in
terms of system-maintaining and sys-
tem-destroying interdependencies. It is
argued that any innovation, regardless of
level ofintroduction, has as its most like-
ly outcome system-maintaining negative
feedback-the dampening of deviation
resulting either in the extinction of the
innovation or in slight compensatory
changes in the other sectors that preserve
the fundamental characteristics of the
whole system. Certain kinds of changes
that occur in the infrastructure are likely
to be propagated and amplified, resulting
in positive feedback through the struc-
tural and superstructural levels, changing
the fundamental characteristics of the
system as a whole. The effects of vari-
ables located in the structural and super-
structural sectors are best predicted on
the basis of the degree to which they are
in harmony or conflict with existing con-
tingencies in modes of reproduction and
production.

In sum, these structural and causal
conceptualizations of Cultural Material-
ism are significant in emphasizing that
various agencies of social control differ
markedly in their provenances, in the
kinds ofcontingencies managed by them,
in their interactions with each other, and,
ultimately, in their relationships to the
primary causal variables in the physical
environment. Most importantly, the ap-
plication of these principles to a wide
range of sociocultural systems, both past
and present, reveals the kind ofgenerality
of process and consistency of outcome
that behavior analysts have long accept-
ed as being the hallmarks of sound the-
oretical analysis (see Harris, 1977, 1980,
1981 and the reviews by Lloyd and Var-
gas for examples). The message is clear:
In order to predict, and to control when
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possible, the behavior ofaggregates ofin-
dividuals that comprise a culture, we must
direct our attention first to the natural
contingencies specified by the structure
of the physical environment, next to the
manner in which those contingencies act
upon the operant classes defined by the
consequences of reproduction and sub-
sistence production, and then to the in-
stitutionalized agencies of social control.
This viewpoint suggests that our rep-

resentative factory CEO will continue to
disperse pollutants to the extent to which:
(1) The damage to the physical environ-
ment is of insufficient immediate mag-
nitude or range to impact either impor-
tant or numerous members of the
community; (2) the factory is engaged in
the manufacturing ofgoods important to
the basic subsistence of the culture; (3)
governmental countercontrolling agen-
cies are themselves controlled too strong-
ly by immediate economic and political
contingencies; (4) putative solutions are
proposed within the context of "supply
side" or "trickle down" economic poli-
cies which rest upon blind faith in a pre-
sumed altruistic constitution of the
species or an equally questionable na-
tional social conscience, rather than on
analysis ofthe contingencies ofeconomic
survival in the market place; (5) our dem-
ocratic form ofgovernment continues to
reward by popular acclaim, election, and
reelection both policies and propaganda
that address only a limited range of im-
mediate problems, while leaving the fu-
ture to take care of itself; (6) our educa-
tional institutions fail to instill in the
general population functioning problem-
solving repertoires based on an under-
standing of, and appreciation for, scien-
tific description, discovery, and design as
promotors ofeffective action with respect
to both the physical and social environ-
ments; (7) organized religious agencies
continue to nurture and propagate false
views of the nature of the universe and
dogmatic, deistic, and draconian "solu-
tions" to the problems ofpopulation reg-
ulation and the global struggle for eco-
nomic dominance. And so forth.
Most behavior analysts can examine

any of these sets of behavior-environ-
ment contingencies in greater detail and
readily sketch outlines for both correc-
tive and preventive behavioral-engineer-
ing programs. The design ofcontingency-
management programs is, after all, one
of our major areas of interest and exper-
tise. My final comments on the benefits
to be derived from strengthening the re-
lationships between radical behaviorism
and the social sciences are on the issue
of the variables that influence our selec-
tion of the target problems we address.
To select a target for a contingency-

management program and to design that
program is to participate in the "calling
for social reform" aspects of radical be-
haviorism. The first strategic priority in
such an undertaking should be given to
asking "why this target?", not "why this
program?" In short, applied behavior an-
alysts would better serve the culture, the
discipline, and themselves by first ap-
proaching the task as a cultural engineer.
Behavioral engineering is the second step.
The issue, ofcourse, is whether we should
be comfortable in the role of"hired guns"
at the disposal of whichever land barons
can offer the greatest enticements for
helping them with problems of their se-
lection, or whether we should take a more
thoughtful and directive role in selecting
the problems for which we propose spe-
cific solutions. To take the first option is
to submit passively to whatever cultural
contingencies may currently be in vogue.
Given the minimal attention paid to im-
portant issues about the directions and
survival of our culture and our species
by many of the usual contractors for our
wares, that option promises little in the
way of reversing the trends that are the
underlying concern ofthis paper. To take
the second option requires the sort of
thoroughgoing, comprehensive world
view advocated here: It requires a fun-
damental conceptualization of the struc-
ture of our society and the evolutionary
processes that direct its course. It re-
quires the making of "value judgments,"
in the sense in which Skinner has thor-
oughly discussed that term, based on the
ultimate criterion of survival (Skinner,



ON RADICALIZING BEHAVIORISM 15

1971). To take this option will not guar-
antee our-or our culture's-success, but
it may very well be our greatest hope.

CONCLUSION
The underlying concern of this paper

has been with certain of those practices
of our culture which either continue to
evolve along ethnocidal and genocidal
pathways or which simply diminish the
quality of life for the majority. The prin-
cipal focus has been on the general failure
of our discipline to build fully upon B.
F. Skinner's contributions to the under-
standing of these problems. The orga-
nizing theme has centered around the
term "radical." I have argued that "rad-
ical" properly qualifies Skinner's brand
of behaviorism in three senses: (1) of or
pertaining to roots or origins;fundamen-
tal; (2) thoroughgoing or extreme; and (3)
favoring drastic political, economic, or
social reforms. Following these three
meanings of "radical," I have attempted
to: (a) suggest that immediate sources of
our failure include an overly conserva-
tive common treatment of radical be-
haviorism simply as a philosophy of sci-
ence, and an essentially exclusive reliance
upon principles derived from the analysis
ofbehavior in our interpretations of cul-
tural practices; (b) trace these immediate
sources to some of their historical roots;
(c) contrast relevant aspects ofthe history
ofbehavior analysis and the perspectives
of some behavior analysts with those of
evolutionary biology and most biolo-
gists; and (d) call for social reform by
arguing for a conceptualization ofradical
behaviorism as a thoroughgoing world
view that should include cultural analysis
as a major component, and that should
incorporate more fully certain principles
and concepts from cultural evolutionary
theory.5

5 I have used the term "cultural evolutionary the-
ory" quite generically here, and intend that it refer
also to views other than Cultural Materialism and
disciplines other than cultural anthropology. For
example, it should be taken to include the Veblen/
Ayres theory ofinstitutional economics, as recently
and provocatively analyzed by Glenn (1985).

Calls for social reform, while often
perversely entertaining to make, and even
to hear, are perhaps even more often ig-
nored-for various reasons. I do not know
whether the present call will be followed
or ignored, but I can think of several rea-
sons why rejection might be a likely out-
come. Foremost among these is the struc-
ture ofthe academic setting within which
a majority of us work. That setting has
fostered a view that emphasizes bound-
aries which are commonly said to de-
marcate the biological, behavioral, and
social sciences. Perhaps a prerequisite for
the sort of interdisciplinary integration
advocated here is the recognition that
these boundaries are not necessarily in-
herent in the intellectual interests of the
disciplines themselves: Many ofthem are
instead artificial barriers constructed by
territorial gatekeepers of academe who,
unfortunately, often have been more suc-
cessful in fracturing the lines of nature
than in identifying natural lines of frac-
ture. The radicalizing ofbehaviorism will
require the dismantling ofthese barriers.

Dismantling these barriers will neces-
sitate our taking certain specific steps. We
will have to read and publish in journals
and other periodicals outside of our
mainstream. We will have to develop
functional alliances with those represen-
tatives of the social sciences with whom
we share compatible views on the most
important aspects of method, epistemol-
ogy, and theory. We will have to be pre-
pared to dispense some reinforcers by way
of offering our specialized skills in the
service of the special interests of others,
as well as to receive the reinforcers ob-
tainable from them. We will have to de-
velop educational programs for our stu-
dents that will facilitate their developing
along more radical lines than have many
of us who perhaps have become longer
in tooth than of vision. To take these
steps we will have to arrange our im-
mediate environments-mostly within
departments of psychology-in such a
manner as to promote the offering of
courses not often considered to be "fun-
damental" in either psychology or be-
havior analysis, and arrange for the re-
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ceipt of at least occasional professional
rewards as a consequence of these ac-
tions. After these steps have been taken,
or concurrently with them, we can plan
to develop centers, institutes, or depart-
ments outside ofpsychology (but not nec-
essarily divorced from it) which would
be based upon a common acceptance of
causation by selection as the fundamen-
tal organizing principle.
These steps, which are far from being

all encompassing, are just the first we can
take as we move into our young adult-
hood. We must accelerate our efforts to
insert ourselves and/or our students into
the economic infrastructure and the po-
litical, educational, legal, and economic
structures of our society if we are to
maintain an environment in which rad-
ical behaviorism, biological evolutionary
theory, and cultural evolutionary theory
can come together and transform their
shared knowledge about, and concern for,
the way things are into realizable pro-
grams for the way things could be. Young
adulthood has always been this way: It is
a time of challenges, of realization that
the comfortable world of our childhood
was possible only because ofthe struggles
and hard won campaigns of those who
preceded us; it is a time for firmly grip-
ping the torch passed on from one gen-
eration to another, for maintaining the
gains inherited, and for working to ensure
the existence of the next generation; it is
indeed both the best and worst of times,
but it is-above all else-a time to take
the responsibilities for designing the fu-
ture.
As I began this paper by quoting the

opening lines from A Tale ofTwo Cities,
I cannot resist the temptation to finish
by paraphrasing its ending -even though
the conclusion thus stated may be more
strongly worded than it otherwise might
be: It would be a far, far better thing that
we do than we have ever done; it would
be a far, far better place that we go to
than we have ever known.
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