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to comb his own hair, we can explain this act by saying that he performs it because be finds
it reinforcing to do so, or because of the reinforcement provided by behaving like a person
who is “reinforcing” (cf. 164). Similarly, an automatic explanation is available for any othe;
behavior. It seems strange at first that Skinner pays so little attention to the literature o
latent learning and related topics, considering the tremendous reliance that he places on the
notion of reinforcement; I have seen no reference to it in his writings. Similarly, Keller ang
Schoenfeld, in what appears to be the only text written under predominantly Skinneriay
influence, Principles of psychology (New York, 1950), dismiss the latent-learning literature iy
one sentence as “beside the point”, serving only “to obscure, rather than clarify, a funds.
mental principle” (the law of effect, 41). However, this neglect is perfectly appropriate iy
Skinner’s case. To the drive-reductionist, or anyone else for whom the notion “reinforce.
ment” has some substantive meaning, these experiments and observations are important (and
often embarrassing). But in the Skinnerian sense of the word, neither these results nor any
conceivable others can cast any doubt on the claim that reinforcement is essential for the
acquisition and maintenance of behavior. Behavior certainly has some concomitant circum-
stances, and whatever they are, we can call them “reinforcement”.

Tinbergen (op.cit., Chapter VI) reviews some aspects of this problem, discussing the pri:
mary role of maturation in the development of many complex motor patterns (e.g. flying,
swimming) in lower organisms, and the effect of an “innate disposition to learn” in certain
specific ways and at certain specific times. Cf. also Schiller, Instinctive behavior 26588, for
a discussion of the role of maturing motor patterns in apparently insightful behavior in the
chimpanzee.

Lenneberg (Language, evolution, and purposive behavior, unpublished) presents a very
interesting discussion of the part that biological structure may play in the acquisition
of language, and the dangers in neglecting this possibility.

From among many cited by Tinbergen, op.cit. (this on page 88).

Cf. Lashley, In search of the engram, Symposium of the Society Jfor Experimental Biology
4.454-82 (1950). Sperry, On the neural basis of the conditioned response, British journal of
animal behaviour 3.41—4 (1955), argues that to account for the experimental results of Lashley
and others, and for other facts that he cites, it is necessary to assume that high-level cere-
bral activity of the type of insight, expectancy, etc. is involved even in simple conditioning,
He states that “we still lack today a satisfactory picture of the underlying neural mechanism’
of the conditioned response.

Furthermore, the motivation of the speaker does not, except in the simplest cases, corres-
pond in intensity to the duration of deprivation. An obvious counter-example is what Hebb
has called the “salted-nut phenomenon” (Organization of behavior 199 [New York, 1949})
The difficulty is of course even more serious when we consider “deprivations” not related
to physiological drives.

Just as he may have the appropriate reaction, both emotional and behavioral, to such utter-
ances as The volcano is erupting or There’s a homicidal maniac in the next room without any
previous pairing of the verbal and the physical stimulus, Skinner’s discussion of Pavlovian
conditioning in language (154) is similarly unconvincing.

Mill, A system of logic (1843). Carnap gives a recent reformulation in Meaning and synonymy
in natural languages, Phil. studies 6.33—47 (1955), defining the meaning (intension) of 2
predicate “Q” for a speaker X as “the general condition which an object y must fulfill n

order for X to be willing to ascribe the predicate ‘Q to y”. The connotation of an expres

sion is often said to constitute its “cognitive meaning” as opposed to its “emotive meaning’
which is, essentially, the emotional reaction to the expression.

Whether or not this is the best way to approach meaning, it is clear that denotatiofy
cognitive meaning, and emotive meaning are quite different things. The differences ai¢
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often obscured in empirical studies of meaning, with much consequent confusion. Thus
Osgood has set himself the task of accounting for the fact that a stimulus comes to be; a sign
for another stimulus (a buzzer becomes a sign for food, a word for a thing, etc.). This is clearly
(for linguistic signs) a problem of denotation. The method that he actually develops for
quantifying and measuring meaning (cf. Osgood, Suci, Tannenbaum, The measurement of
meaning [Urbana, 1957]) applies, however, only to emotive meaning. Suppose, for example

that A ]lglates both Hitler and science intensely, and considers both highly potent’ and “active”,
while B, agreeing with A about Hitler, likes science very m iders it

rather ineffective and not too importan;. Then A may ass};gn 122}::;}:1}::?3%1}:1(111 ?‘scc(;:::ci?’l ihlett
same position on the semantic differential, while B will assign “Hitler” the same position

as A did, but “science” a totally different position. Yet A does not think that “Hitler” and

“science” are synonymous or that they have the same reference, and A and B may agree

precisely on the cognitive meaning of “science”. Clearly it is the attitude toward the things

(the emotive meaning of the words) that is being measured here. There is a gradual shift in

Osgood’s account from denotation to cognitive meaning to emotive meaning. The confusion

is caused, no doubt, by the fact that the term “meaning” is used in all three senses (and

others). [See Carroll’s review of the book by Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum in this

number of LANGUAGE. ]

Most clearly by Quine. See From a logical point of view (Cambridge, 1953), especially Chap-
ters 2, 3, and 7. ’ P T
A method for characterizing synonymy in terms of reference is suggested by Goodman, On
likeness of meaning, Analysis 10.1-7 (1949). Difficulties are discussed by Goodman, On s,ome
differences about meaning, ibid. 13.90—-6 (1953). Carnap (op.cit.) presents a ve,ry similar
idea (§6), but somewhat misleadingly phrased, since he does not bring out the fact that onl
extensional (referential) notions are being used. ’
In genera.l, the examples discussed here are badly handled, and the success of the proposed
analyses is overstated. In each case, it is easy to see that the proposed analysis, which
usually has an air of objectivity, is not equivalent to the analyzed expression. To t;ke just
one example, the response I am looking for my glasses is certainly not equivalent to the
proposed paraphrases: “When I have behaved in this way in the past, I have found my glasses
fmd‘have then stopped behaving in this way”, or “Circumstances have arisen in which I am
1ncl1n<'ad to emit any behavior which in the past has led to the discovery of my glasses; such
behavior includes the behavior of looking in which I am now engaged.” One may loz)k for
one?’s glasses for the first time; or one may emit the same behavior in looking for one’s glasses
as in looking for one’s watch, in which case I am looking for my glasses and I am looking
Jor my .m(ztclz are equivalent, under the Skinnerian paraphrase. The difficult questions of
puf'posweness cannot be handled in this superficial manner.

Sklnner. takes great pains, however, to deny the existence in human beings (or parrots)
of any mn’ilte faculty or tendency to imitate. His only argument is that no one would
Suggest‘an innate tendency to read, yet reading and echoic behavior have similar “dynamic
propert.les”. This similarity, however, simply indicates the grossness of his descriptive
categories,

In the case of parrots, Skinner claims that they have no instinctive capacity to imitate
but only to be reinforced by successful imitation (59). Given Skinner’s use of the word “rein—,
lf)(:‘cefx(;entt"’, it is c}llifﬁcult to perceive any distinction here, since exactly the same thing could

said of any other instinctive behavior. For ex rher - scienti
that a certain bird instinctively builds a nest in :Xjel?‘tiii’ ‘:?31;61;: ‘:Zgllglsimi? téskti Wou'}d Sa‘y
minology (equivalently) that the bird is instinctively 1'einforc,ed by buildiz ot in tel'—

( \ g the nest in this
?:/a)'f. One is therefore inclined to dismiss this claim as another ritual introduction of the word
reinforce”. Though there may, under some suitable clarification, be some truth in it, it is
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difficult to see how many of the cases reported by competent observers can be handled:i¢
“reinforcement” is given some substantive meaning. Cf. Thorpe, op.cit. 353 £; Lorenz, Kiny
Solomon’s ring 85-8 (New York, 1952); even Mowrer, who tries to show how imitation might
develop through secondary reinforcement, cites a case, op.cit. 694, which he apparently believes,
but where this could hardly be true. In young children, it seems most implausible to explaiy
imitation in terms of secondary reinforcement.
Though even this possibility is limited. If we were to take these paradigm instances serj.
ously, it should follow that a child who knows how to count from one to 100 could learn
an arbitrary 10 x 10 matrix with these numbers as entries as readily as the multiplication
table.

Similarly, “the universality of a literary work refers to the number of potential readers inclined
to say the same thing” (275; i.e. the most “yniversal” work is a dictionary of clichés and
greetings); a speaker is “stimulating” if he says what we are about to say ourselves
(272); etc.

Similarly, consider Skinner’s contention (362-5) that communication of knowledge or facts
is just the process of making a new response available to the speaker. Here the analogy to
animal experiments is particularly weak. When we train a rat to carry out some peculiar act,
it makes sense to consider this a matter of adding a response to his repertoire. In the case of
human communication, however, it is very difficult to attach any meaning to this termina-
logy. If A imparts to B the information (new to B) that the railroads face collapse, in what
sense can the response The railroads face collapse be said to be now, but not previously, avail-
able to B? Surely B could have said it before (not knowing whether it was true), and known
that it was a sentence (as opposed to Collapse face railroads the). Nor is there any reason to
assume that the response has increased in strength, whatever this means exactly (e.g. B may
have no interest in the fact, or he may want it suppressed). It is not clear how we can char-
acterize this notion of “making a response available” without reducing Skinner’s account of
“imparting knowledge” to a triviality.

332. On the next page, however, the s in the same example indicates that “the objest
described as the bay possesses the property of running.” The difficulty of even maintaining
consistency with a conceptual scheme like this is easy to appreciate.

One might just as well argue that exactly the opposite is true. The study of hesitation pauses
has shown that these tend to occur before the large categories — noun, verb, adjective; this
finding is usually described by the statement that the pauses occur where there is maximum
uncertainty or information. Insofar as hesitation indicates on-going composition (if it does
at all), it would appear that the “key responses” are chosen only after the “grammatical
frame”. Cf. C. E. Osgood, unpublished paper; Goldman-Eisler, Speech analysis and
mental processes, Language and speech 1.67 (1958).

E.g. what are in fact the actual units of verbal behavior? Under what conditions will a phys-
ical event capture the attention (be a stimulus) or be a reinforcer? How do we decide what
stimuli are in “control” in a specific case? When are stimuli “similar”? And so on. (Tt is not
interesting to be told e.g. that we say Stop to an automobile or billiard ball because they are
sufficiently similar to reinforcing people [46].)

The use of unanalyzed notions like “similar” and “generalization” is particularly disturbing,
since it indicates an apparent lack of interest in every significant aspect of the learning ot
the use of language in new situations. No one has ever doubted that in some sense, language
is learned by generalization, or that novel utterances and situations are is some way similat
to familiar ones. The only matter of serious interest is the specific “similarity”. Skinner has,

apparently, no interest in this. Keller and Schoenfeld (op.cit.) proceed to incorporate these -
notions (which they identify) into their Skinnerian “modern objective psychology” by defining
two stimuli to be similar when “we make the same sort of response to them” (124; but when
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are responses of the “same sort”?). They do not seem to notice that this definition converts
their “principle of generalization” (116), under any reasonable interpretation of this, into a
tautology. It is obvious that such a definition will not be of much help in the sL:udy of
language learning or construction of new responses in appropriate situations.

The problem of serial order in behavior, in Jeffress (ed.), Hivon symposium on cerebral mech-
anisms in behovior (New York, 1951).

There is nothing essentially mysterious about this. Complex innate behavior patterns and
innate “tendencies to learn in specific ways” have been carefully studied in lower organisms

Many psychologists have been inclined to believe that such biological structure will not have.
an important effect on acquisition of complex behavior in higher organisms, but I have not
been able to find any serious justification for this attitude. Some recent studies have stressed
the necessity for carefully analyzing the strategies available to the organism, regarded as

a complex “information-processing system” (cf. Bruner, Goodnow, and Austi,n A study of
thinking [New York, 1956]; Newell, Shaw, and Simon, Elements of a theory’ of human

problem solving, Psych. rev. 65.151-66 [1958]), if anything significant is to be said about

the character of human learning. These may be largely innate, or developed by early learn-

ing processes about which very little is yet known. (But see Harlow, The formation of
learning sets, Pgych. rev. 56.51-65 (1949), and many later papers, where striking shifts in the

character of learning are shown as a result of early training; also Hebb, Organization of
behavior 109 f£.) They are undoubtedly quite complex. Cf. Lenneberg op.cit., and Lees, review

of Chomsky’s Syntactic structures in Lg. 33.406 f. (1957), for discussion of the topics
mentioned in this section.






