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... A proposition states a relationship between properties of nature. The propo-
sitions we shall use will avoid cach of two extremes. On the one hand, they will
not take the form of saying merely that there is some relationship between the
properties, that x is some function of ¥, for logic is unable to draw any definite
conclusions from propositions of this sort. Nor, on the other hand, will they take
the form of saying that x is a definite function of ¥, such as x = log y, for the
data rarely justify any such precision. Instead they will take the form of saying
that, for instance, as x increases in value, so does y {or in the case of some of the
propositions decreases), without saying how much v increases. Propositions of
this form do say something, though obviousiy they say it pretty crudely. They
arc only approximate truths, but an approximate truth is far more valuable than
no truth at all. If even our general propositions take this form, the conclusions
in logic we are entitled to draw from them cannot be of a higher degree of pre-
cision. Luckily the propositions to be explained arc as crude as the general ones.
Though certainly a science, social science is certainly not an cxact science.

THE SUCCESS PROPOSITION
“In the beginning was. the act,’ said Goethe. . ..(We] shall be much mote inter-

ested in fHicn’s actions. than-in-their attitudes, especially if attitudes do.notlead
to action. Wc arc sick of a social science in which men are always “oricnting”’
or indéed “orientating” themselves to action, but never acting. Yet we shall not
be concerned with all the actions of men. Qur propositions will not refer to reflex
action, such as the familiar knee jerk, but will refer to what Skinner [1938) calls
operants and we might call voluntary actions to distinguish them from reflexes,
which are clearly involuntary. Qur first proposition relates a man’s [or woman’s)
action to its success in getting a favorable result. In classical psychology it is
called “the law of effect.”” Because we believe anather name will make its mean-
ing more obvious, we shall call it the sugeess proposition.
We may state 1t as follows:

L For all activas-taken by persons, the more often a particular action of a
person is rewarded, the more likely the person is to perform that
actiof. . T o . :

The proposition in itsclf says nothing about the reasons why the person pet-
formed the action in the first place. In the case of an experimental animal [ike
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a pigeon, its repertory of innate hehavior scems to include a tendeney to explore
or investigate its environment by pecking at the objects within it. The psychol-
ogist may have so arranged its cage that the motion of a metal key will relcase
a grain of com te the pigeon. If, in the coursc of exploring its cage, the pigeon
happens to peck at the key and thus get the com to eat, the probability that the
pigeon will peck the target again will increase, Not until then will the psychol-
ogist be able to usc the pigeon’s tendency to repeat its action for the purposcs of
further experimentation. The same sort of behavior 1s characteristic of men. What
the success proposition says is that, whatever be the reason why a person pet-
forms an action, once he has in fact performed it, and the action has proved sue-

cessful—-the result has for the person what we shall latey call positive value—
then the person is apt to repeat the action,

The tesult of an action is what follows it. The success proposition holds good
even if success was not, in the cyes of some informed obscrver, caused by the
action but was rather a matter of chance. Much of the magic men have performed
has been maintained by fortuitous success, cspecially when success is much de-
sired and alternative means of producing it arc not known. After all, rain usually
does follow the magic of rainmaking—sooncr or later.

The proposition may sound as if it said that an action were caused by its
result, which is absurd to those of us who do not believe in teleology. But it does
not say that. What we obscrve is a sequence of at least threc cvents: 1] a person’s
action, which is followed by 2} a rewarding result, and then by 3] a repetition of
the original action or, as we shall see, by an action in some respects similar to
the original, It is the combination of cvents 1 and 2 that causes cvent 3, and since
the former two precede the latter in time, we arce saved from teleology. It 1s nat-
ural to call the original sequence of three cvents a learning process, and thercfore
the general propositions we shall usc are often called the propositions of “learning
theory.” We believe this to be a mistake, since the propositions continue to hold
good long after the behavior has in every ordinary sensc of the word been learned.

The fact that a person’s action has been rewarded on one occasion makes it
more probable that he will repeat it on the next oceasion, If there are many such
occasions, the probability that he will perform the action will vary directly with
the frequency with which it has been rewarded, and we have deliberately cast
the proposition so that it takes this form. Remember that we are particularly
concerned . . . with the process by which social behavior gives risc o relatively
enduring social structures. Without repcated social actions thete are no enduring
social structures,

“The proposition implies that an increasing frequency of reward leads to an
increasing frequency of action, but it is obvious that such an increase cannot go
on indefinitely. It has built-in limits, as we shall sce Jater when we consider sa-
tiation. The proposition also implies that the less often an action is rewarded,
the less often it is apt to be repeated. At the extreme, if an action once rewarded
is never rewarded thereafter, a person tends in ttme never to perform it at all. In
the technical languapge of behavioral psychology, it cventually becomes extin-
guished. But the time required for extinetion may he very long indeed, and a
single occasion on which the action is rewarded may be cnough to reinstate it
at full strength.

Let us now consider some gualifications of the success proposition. The
shorter the interval of time between the action and the reward, the more likely
the person is to repeat it—the more likely, to use the language of cveryday life,
he is to “sec” the connection between his action and its reward. If we wish a
person to learn, we shall do well to reward his correct responscs promptly. This
is the principle on which “teaching machines” are based. The rcason why we do
not use ordinary language but a proposition which merely sums up the facts is

Tt embody assumptions about human behavior that

|1
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arc not always justilied. Thus prompt reward is apt to make action more probable
even _.m the person does not “see’”’ the connection between his action and jts re-
ward in any conscious scnse. The greater, morcover, is the value of the reward
the more likely is the person to make the connection, but we shall have much
more to say about that value later.

The @%Dm« with which_the person performs the action depends also on
:.:..... ﬁWlmﬁldwm.m:-Erﬂmrl..ﬂmﬂu.wﬁ.ﬁ.m&...n.cwdnw, {On this matter see especially Ferster and -
Skinner, 19577 Fora given total number of rewards within a given period of time
it Hccrm as if man, like an experimental animal such as a pigeon, will repeat mm
ac tion _.cmm often if it is rewarded regularly —for instance, if it is rewarded every
time it is performed— than he will if it is rewarded at irregular intcrvals of time
or at irregular ratios between the number of times he performs the action and
the ECEU.Q of times it is rewarded. Furthermore an action once regularly re-
warded 15:\ when the reward ceases, become extinguished sooner than one qn.\\w
warded irregularly. One reason why people are willing to work so hard at gam-
bling, fishing, or hunting, even vhen they have little success, is that such actions
are characteristically rewarded irregularly. Indeed the tendency to repeat an
action more often if its reward comes irregularly may have arisen in animals
including the ancestors of men, because of its survival value. If one depends mom
onc's moon_ on activities such as fishing and hunting, one had better not give up
too easily if one is unsuccessful, but persist. The tendency implies that animals
will do just that. , A

. ..H;nccmr we take note of these relationships subsidiary to the success ?.on.-
osition, we shall have little more to say about them. They do not render mnvalid
the success proposition itself. Even in its crude form, the latter holds good over
a2 wide range of behavior, In gross and in a first approximation it will serve us
well in explanation, . ,

- We ,ﬁ_“mﬁma the success proposition as if it applied to a single kind of act and
asingle kind of reward at a time: the higher the absolute frequency of the reward
the higher the absolute frequency of the action. It is both truc and convenicnt to
stare the proposition in this way. But men, like other organisms, arc not usually
50 constrained that they can perform one kind of action and one OHDF‘. Alternative
kinds of action, which get men alternative rewards, are open to them. In this casc
we may be less interested in the absolute frequencies with which they perform
actions m,ma receive awards than in the relative frequencies, or how they distribute
Em:. actions among alternatives. The success proposition implies thar the rela-
tive frequencies with which a man performs alternative actions should equal the
relative frequencies with which the actions are rewarded. This proposition
Hrc.cw& plausible, has not been experimentally demonstrated for men. But Herrn'
stein (1971) has demonstrated it experimentally for pigeons. . .. . -

THE STIMULUS PROPOQSITION
We turn now to the second of our general propositions—bhut remember that they
are "our” propositions only in the sense that we use them and not that we dis-
covered them. This proposition concerns the effect on action of the circum-
stances attending it. Since in many accounts of operant or voluntary behavior
these ,,._Gn:amhﬂ circumstances are called stimufi, we call this the stimulus
proposition. T
© - We may state it as follows:
1. if in the past the occurrence of o particular stimulus, or set of stinui,

fias been the occasion on which a person’s action has been rewgarded,

milar'the present stimuli are 10 the past ones, the

then the more $imil

more likely the person is lo perform the aclion, or some similar action,

now,

Y A - 5
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in formulating their theories some psychologists include the reward of the action
itself among the stimuli, referring to it as a reinforcing stimulus. We believe it
is confusing to do so. It is true that the sight of some object that we have coveted
and obrained carlier is a stimulus to our cfforts to obtain it again; but it is the
sight of the object, not the success In obtaining it, that is the stimulus. If we
confuse the two, proposition 1T would seem to say the same thing as proposition
I, whercas they really say something different. .

Proposition II says that the reappearance of the circumstances attending suc-
cessful action make more probable the repetition of the action. Thus a fisherman
who has cast his line into a dark pool and has caught a fish becomes morc apt
to fish in dark pools again. The conncction between the stimuli and the action
is subject to both generalization and discrimination. If our fisherman has heen
successful in a dark pool, he may come to fish more often in any pool that is to
some degrec shady. Indced his action itself may generalize. If he has been suc-
cessful at one kind of fishing, he may become prepared to try other kinds and
even other rclated sports, such as hunting. On the other hand, he may learn to
fish only under very specific conditions of water, light, and shade, provided he
has been successful under these but not ander other conditions. In this case, the
stimuli that govern his behavior have become highly discriminated. Should the
conditions under which success is alone possible become complicated, they may
not establish themselves at all as stimuli for his action. He is, as we say, unable
to recognize them. As in the case of reward, the temporal relationship between
stimulus and action makes a difference: if the crucial stimulus precedes the
action by too long a time, the actor may not make the conncction, The greater
the value of the reward, the more scnsitive to stimuli the person may become
__so much so that if the value to him of a Potential reward is very high, he may
become oversensitive and, until corrected by failure, respond to irrelevant stim-
uli. Finally, alertness to stimuli or attentiveness to stimuli is itsclf an action
which, like any other kind of action, a person may perform more often if it has
brought him reward. All of these relationships should be looked on as subsidiary
to the main stimulus proposition.

In social behavior persons and their attributes become erucial stimuli. Did
this person, rather than another, reward a man’s action? If he did, his identity
was onc of the circumstances attending successtul action, and his prescnce on
some new occasion is a stimulus making it more likely that the man will once
more direct similar action toward him. Docs this person display the cold blue
cyes that a man’s father did when the father punished him long ago? Then the
grown man may show some slight tendency to avoid such a person. In human
social behavior, what complicates the stimuli even more is the fact that they are
largely verbal. The use of language sets the behavior of men further apart from
that of animals than docs anything else, The same general propositions apply to
the behavior of both, but within these propositions the complexity of the stimuli
available to men in their interaction with cach other makes possible a higher
order of complexity in their behavior.

The crucial variable in the stimulus proposition is obviously the degree of
similarity between present stimuli and those under which an action was re-
warded in the past. Yet similarity may not vary along a single dimension but
along many, and indeed it may depend on a complicated pattern of measures. The
ways in which persons discriminate among, or generalize across, combinations
of stimuli is the subject of the field of psychology called perception or cognition.
So various and so many are the findings in this field that in this book we shall
only state the stimulus proposition, though we shall feel free to use more specific
findings ad hoc to cxplain particular cases. The real intellectual danger is not
that the findings are complex but that some social scientists should belicve per-
ception and cognition to be essentially different from other behavior and thus
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require a &_moansﬁ type of explanation. They arc not essentially different. The
ways in a_i:nr men perceive and think are just as much determined by the results
they achieve as are other kinds of behavior,
Yet we do not wish to appear so rigidly behaviorist as to deny reality to some
Wmcncm‘ww_w mnrﬁr*nr c%:um_uao: Ummmm a large part and which arc of great importance
social behavior. Qur view o 's¢ e 21 g i >
e e 98] these processes has been greatly influenced by
- Men, like many animals, often imitate the behavior of others of their kind
Imitation o.m athers naturally rcquires some degree of obscrvation of their behav-
ior, We believe that a tendency to imitate others is genetically inherited and not
:._.::m:w _mu:_%a through operant conditioning. Yet, whatever its origin, a man
will not persist in performing an action he has imitated unless that mcﬂ.c,:, ci‘.,:-
tually brings him reward. If it is successful in bringing him reward, e will not
only _un. apt to repeat it but also to adopt imitation as a mn:ﬁ.m:Nnm form of be-
havior. Then his practical success will support the genetic tendency; and the per-
sons he has imitated will become stimuli in whose prescnce he will e especially
likely 10 carry out imitatve actions again. ) )
Evidence is also accumulating that men can learn to act in a certain way
even s.rn”:, at first, the reward they get from the act is only vicarious. Suppose
that a child sees another child put a box against a wall and use it to climb suc-
cessfully out of his yard. At the moment, the first child has ne occasion for climb-
ing a wall himself, but if he docs have such occasion later, the evidence suggests
that he is much more likely to look for a box than he would have been if he r\:w
not observed the other child, even though he has yet received no reward EEmc,:
Naturally he will not go on repeating the action unless sooner or later he is UQ.“
sonally rewarded for performing it, but the initial stimulus to the action m,w the
observed success of the other child, not his own. This kind of learning has been
nm__,ma model fearning. The success of any one action originally modeled on the
action of another may lead to a generalization of modeling behavior. As Bandura
and Walters put it {1963:5): “Maost children develop a generalized habit of match-
Ing the responses of successful models.” They cannot help developing at the same
time a wnﬂcqmzmn@ habit of observing those who are successtul, or indeed mm ob-
wwwqwﬁmmwﬂmﬂmwo discover whether they are successful. The matching presupposcs
If we did not accept the reality of model learning, we should be hard put to it
to account .. ,.ma the effect of a man’s behavior not only on the others with
whom _._.n is in immecdiate contact but also on members of an audience, who take
no part in the social behavior themselves but only watch it. ‘ )

THE VALUE PROPOSITION: REWARD AND
N PUNISHMENT
In proposition I we stated the effect of the success of an action in obtaining a
teward on the probablity that a person will repeat it. In speaking of the reward
we assumed that the value to the person of the result of his action was mﬂnmﬁnm
ﬂrm.z zero—that is, he was not indifferent to it nor did he find it actually pun-
ishing. But ﬁ,rc praposition had nething to say about how rewarding the person
found it, This variable, the degree of reward, we shall now bring in and nmb it
value. The value in question is always that of a given unit of reward, no matter
how that unit be defined, since, as we shall sce, the values of successive units

may change. The gross cffect of this variable upon behavior
the value proposition: F tor may be expressed by

likely he 1§i0 perform the action,

Il The more valuable to a person is the result of his action, the more

The variable, value, may take cither positive or negative values (now -
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in the mathematical sense of the term). The results of a person’s actions that
have positive values for him we call rewards; the results that have negative ones,
punishments. The zero point on the scale is wherc the person is indifferent to
the tesult of his action. The proposition implies that just as an increase in the
positive value of the reward makes it more likely that a person will perform a
particular act, so an incrcase in the negative value of the punishment makes
it less likely that he will do so. And by an obvious extcnsion of the stimulus
proposition, if the occurrence of a particular stimulus was the occasion on
which an action was punished, the recurrence of the stimulus on a new occasion
makes it less likely that the person will perform the action. All of this is obvious
enough.

Any action that has the tesult of allowing a person to avoid or cscape pun-
ishment is rewarded by that result, and the person becomes morce likely to per-
form the action, Thus there are two classes of reward: intrinsic reward and the
avoidance of punishment. Similarly, there are two classcs of punishment: intrin-
sic punishment and the withholding of reward.

The use of punishment is an inefficient means of getting another person to
change his behavior: it may work but it seldom works well. On the other hand,
it may give great emotional satisfaction to the man who does the punishing, and
that is something not altogether to be despised. Punishment may be cnough when
all that is required is that the person stop doing something. Even then, i his
action has otherwise hrought him valuable reward, it will soon reinstate itsclf
unless the punishment is often repeated and severe. Much maore cfficient as a
means of eliminating an undesirable activity is simply to let it go unrewarded
and thus cventually become extinguished, but applying this method sometimes
takes strong nerves. Supposce we wish to stop a child’s crying, when we suspect
he cries only becausc it gets him attention. The best thing for us to do would be
to ignore him when he cried. But a mother often finds it heart-rending to carry
out a policy like this. What if there really were something wrong with him?

Punishment or its threat is still less efficient when it is used not just to stop
a person from doing something but to get him to perform a particular action.
Then we punish him if he does not perform the action. The difficulty here is that
punishment makes rewarding any action that allows him to avoid or escape the
punishment and not just the one we have in mind. Accordingly, we must also
he prepared to punish or otherwise block off all avenues of escape except that
one. Doing so is apt to prove a costly business, especially if we add the cost of
surveillance to determine whether he is really doing what we wish him to do.
Punishment, moreover, is apt to produce hostile emotional behavior in the person
punished, and we must be prepared to cope with it. ... To get a man to perform
an action by rewarding him if he does it, rather than by punishing him if he does
not do it, avoids thesc costs—but then the positive rewards may not be available.
We must face the fact that positive rewards arc always in short supply. Accord-
ingly, while recognizing its disadvantages, there are times when we shall use
punishment, for lack of anything better, as a means of controlling behavior.

The things that men find rewarding—their values—are infinitely varied.
Some of them are innate—that is, genetically derermined and therefore shared
by many men, such as the value sct on food and shelter. Even some social values
may be innate. It now looks as if men had evolved from apes that hunted in packs
in open country. As a result, we seem today to be more “social” in our behavior
than our cousins, the present anthropoid apes, just as wolves, who hunt in packs,
are more “social” than their cousins, the jackals. Men could hardly have main-
tained pack behavior if they did not find social life as such innately rewarding,
But this is speculation, and in any event, the capacity to find reward in social
interaction must be highly generalized, not tied down to specitic kinds of social
reward.
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What makes values infinitely varied is that, besides being born in men and
animals, they can also be learned. A valuc is learncd by being linked with an
action that is successful in obtaining a more primordial value. (See especially
Staats and Staats, 1963:48-54.] Suppose a mother often hugs her child—and get-
ting hugged is probably an innate value—in circumstances in which the child
has behaved differently from other children and, as the mother says, “better.”
Then “behaving better” than othiers s a means to a rewarding end and is apt to
hecome, as we say, “rewarding in itsclf.” In other words, it is an acquired value.
The reward may generalize, and the child may be well on the way to sctting a
high value on status of all kinds. By such proccsses of linking, men may learn
and maintain long chains of behavior leading to some ultimate reward. [ndeed
apart from obvious anatomical differenees and the use of language, the chief dif-
ference Detween the behavior of men and that of other animals may lic in the
capacity of men to maintain longer chains relating, as we say, means to ends. For
the animals the ultimate reward cannot long be postponed, if the sequence of
behavior is not to fall to picces. And even for men the ultimate reward must
come sooner or later. Note that the process by which values are acquired and
linked to one another is the same for men as for other animals, but the number
of links that can be put together in a chain is greater for the former than tor the
latter. As usual, the differences are not differences in kind but in degrec.

Since different individuals may encounter different circumstances in the
course of their upbringing and thus acquire different values, men are apt to bhe
more unlike one another in their acquired than in their innate values. Yet there
are some values that men in particular kinds of society would have difficulty in
not acquiring. These are the so-called generalized values, good examples of which
are money and social approval. The act of fishing can be made more probable
only by its success in getting a rather specific reward, that is, by the catching of
fish—though sume men seem to usc fishing only as an excusc tor daydrcaming
or admiring the scenery. But money and social approval can serve as rewards for
a wide variety of actions and not just for some single kind. It is for this reason
that they are called generalized values. . ..

So numerous are the valucs men can acquire, and so varied are the circum-
stances in which they acquire them, that it is idle to make any general statement
about which ones they will hold. But if the particular values held by particular
individuals in particular circumstances are known or can be reasonably mferred
from the attendant circumstanees [if the values in question can be taken as given
—and they often can be)] then this variable can certainly be uscd in accordance
with our propositions ta predict or account for other aspects of behavior. But let
no one talk abott human values in abstraction from the past history and present
circumstances of particular men.

Tn spite of ali this talk about rcwards, the reader should never assume that
our theory is a hedonistic one, concerned only with matcerialistic values. The
valucs 2 man acquires may petfectly well be aitruistic. All our theory asks is that
the values in question be a man’s own values, not those that somcbody else
thinks he ought to have, A man’s success in obtaining altruistic values has just
the same effect on his behavior as his success in obtaining cgotistical ones: he
becomes more likely to perform the actions that have proved successful, what-
ever they may be. My sisters and T once knew a woman who set a high valuc on
doing good to others, including ourselves. People sometimes say that virtuc like
hers is its own reward, that no external reward, no change in the behavior of
others, is necded to maintain it. We soon discovered that this was not true in her
case. Her high-minded behavior did require an external reward, and it was nothing
less than our willingness to allow her to do good to us. Strangely enough, we
were sometimes unwilling, and then she got as angry as the most materialistic
of women deprived of the most material of goods. The language she used was
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more likely to disguise her anger, but we soon became aware that it was anger
just the same. We suspect that the same sort of thing may be true of other persons
who hold altruistic values, which docs not in the least mean that we must be
cynical about them or admire them less. They are out to help wthers, and why
should the fact that in so doing they also reward themselves be held against them?

THE BEPRIVATION-SATIATION PROPOSITION
It is something to know what a man finds rewarding or punishing, what his val-
ues, positive or negative, are. But the value proposition {111} is not really concerned
with what a person’s values are. It is concemed rather with how valuable they
are, how valuable a person finds a particular reward in comparison with other
rewards. This question in turk must be divided into two separate ones. First: Is
the same kind of reward more valuable on one occasion than on a different oc-
casion? Docs a person find catching fish morc rewarding, for instance, this mom-
ing than he will this afternoon? Sccond: Is onc kind of reward more éEmEm than
a different kind on the same occasion? Does, for instance, a person this afternoon

%\:a catching fish morce rewarding than the results of working in his garden?

¥ first question. We may state it as follows:

What we shall call the deprivation-satiation proposition deals only with the

IV. The more often in the recent past a person has received a

particular reward, the less valuable any further unit of that
reward becomes for him.

If a man has received the reward often, he is beginning, as we say, to be satiated
with it. Its valuc for him decreases, and by the value proposition {IlI}, he becomes
less apt to perform an action that is followed by this reward. The propesition
emphasizes the “recent past” because there are many rewards with which a man
can only temporarily be satiated. Food is the best example. If, on the other hand,
a man has learned to value a particular kind of reward, but has recetved it only
rarcly in the recent past, we say he is deprived of it. For him, its value increases
and by the value proposition he becomes more apt to perform an action that is
followed by this reward. .

Obviously the deprivation-satiation proposition is not very precise uz_a states
only a very general tendency. What constitutes the recent past within which dep-
rivation or satiation takes place must be different for different kinds of rewards.
Foad can satiate men quickly, but it soon recovers its value. Most persons are
not so casily satiated with money or status, if indeed they ever can be whoily
satiated. The reason is that these are generalized rewards, which can be used to
obtain a large number of more specific ones. Unless a person is satiated with all
the things that money can buy, he will not be satiated with money itscif,

As for the second question—whether one kind of reward is more 4&5_@_0
than a different kind on the same occasion —we can state no general proposition
that will help us to answer it. We can only try to deal with particular cases. The
number of possible comparisons is infinite, and in each casc we must rely as best
we can on the accumulated cxperience and knowledge that men have of other
men and even at times of our own knowledge of particular persons. We know,
for instance, that a man caught out in a chill rain without a coat is likely for the
moment to set a relatively high value on shelter compared to other rewards, but
that even then he would stay out in the rain if seeking shelter meant losing his
lifc. Again, we know that a man who is new to his job is likely to set a relatively
high value on getting good advice on how to do it. At the other extreme, there
are preferences, differences in value, which are far from obvious. Thus we arc
told that the Chinese, faced with a choice of drinks, do not like milk and far
prefer tea. It is easy to say that they have been taught to like tea and not milk,
but that is not reaily an answer to the question. Why should they have been
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taught the preference? The ultimate answer may lie in differences hetween the
traditional agriculture of China and that of the West, Yet if we have some con-
fidence that we know what the values of 2 man or of a group of men are, even
if we donot know why they hold these values —if we can take their values as
given in given circumstances—we can, with the help of our general propositions,
make some good bets on what their other behavior is apt to be.

We have begun by scparating the two kinds of questions about relative val-
ues. In the end we may have to bring them tegether again, so that we do net leave
the different values of the same reward at different times wholly unrelated to the
different values of different rewards at the same time. In general, a man‘s satiation
with a particular reward renders all his other rewards relatively more valuable
to bim. Moreover, it may turn out that the values can be placed in some kind of
rank order, or hierarchy, of values, such that unless a man is first satiated with
a particular kind of reward, the next higher kind in the hicrarchy will have little
value for him. Or rather, to bring in the sugcess proposition {1}, the man, if not
actually satiated, must be pretty sure of getting enough of the first kind before
he can set much store by the next {see Maslow, 1954). Thus unless a man knows
where his next meal is coming from, he is unlikely to set a high value on some
other reward such as status: he can forgo status more easily than he can food.
Americans arc said to set a high value on demaocratic processes. Would they do
so if democracy got in the way of their getting enough to cat? One may guess
that democracy would be the loser, but {ortunately most Americans have not had
to make the choice. There are some intangible and ideal rewards on which men
will set a very high valuc—but only if other “lower” needs are being met. We
can only raise the question herc. We know too little about the ways in which
mcen rank values in a hierarchy of this sort.

COST AND PROFIT

One reward is an alternative to another when it is not a perfect substitute for the
other in the sense in which two nickels are usually a perfect substitute for a dime.
Now that we have brought up the question of alternative rewards, we are in the
pusition to go back to the value proposition {II1) and restate it in a different, and
sometimes more useful, form. Indeed there may be more than onc such form.
Some actions that get a man reward necessarily incur him punishment at the
same time. Thus if a fisherman is to get a successful day’s fishing, he may have
to scramble through thickets or wade into a puol and get soaked to the skin. We
may go cven further and argue that, since the withdrawal of a reward is itsclf a
punishment, most actions must incur punishment. For when a man chooses to
perform onc of two alternative actions followed by two altcrnative rewards, he
necessarily withdraws from himself or, as we shall now say, forgoes the reward
to be gotten from the action he did not perform. Thus the fisherman who scram-
bles through thickets to cast his fly in a secluded pool forgoes the reward he
would have received from any alternative action that would have gotten him out
of being scratched.

Following the economists, we shall say that the cost of any action performed
is the forgone reward of an alternative action not performed. There may, of
course, be several altematives, though never an infinite number of them. We have
in mind the best alternative, the one that would have brought the most valuable
reward. And we shall call the excess of the reward a person gets from an action
over the cost he incurs his profit or net reward from the action. . . .

Since reward tends to increase the frequency with which a man performs an
action and cost, being a punishment, tends to decrease it, we are now in a position
to reformulate the value proposition by saying: the greater the profit a person
receives as a result of his action, the more likely he is to perform the action. The
reformulation docs not bring in anything essentially new, it merely makes' ex-
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plicit the effect of alternative rewards forgone and incidentally, we belicve, con-
forms to the intuitive notions men have concerning what determines their
actions.

A still better formulation may be one which puts the matter in terms of the
relative frequency at which men perform alternative actions. At the risk of gross
oversimplification, let us suppose that a man can perform two alternative actions,
1 and 2. The frequency with which he performs one let us call A, and the fre-
quency with which he performs the other, A,. Similarly, the value of a unit of
reward that he receives from one is V, and the value of such a unit that he receives
from the other is V,. Then according to the value proposition (11T}, if the frequen-
cies with which the actions are rewarded are equal:

A, _V,

A,V
Profit has been defined as V,—V, in the casc of action 1, that is, as its reward
less its cost, the forgone value of the alternative reward, and as V,—V, for actien
2. As V, and V, tend toward equality, the profit of either action tends toward
zero, which now must be looked on as the profit of either action refative to that
of the other. Under this condition, equation {1] does not imply that the man will
ceasc to perform either action but only that he will perform one just as often as
the other; in this sense, he is indifferent between the two.

If a particular kind of action is repeated in successive units, cach with its
associated units of reward and cost, and if the value of the reward of successive
units decreases {as 1s usual in satiation|} while their cost increases {as, for instance,
in fatigue), then the science of economics would say that a man would maximize
his tatal reward from this kind of action if he stopped repeating it when the value
of the reward from its latest unit just cqualed the cost associated with that unit.
Or, marginal cost should egqual marginal return. But this statement helps little
in explaining or predicting human bchavior in the cascs, not often studiced by
cconomics, in which action does not meet these conditions and men cannot as-
sess the value of successive units of reward and cost in money but only by far
grosser processes. In this book we need not assume that men try to maximize
their rewards. For us they need not be maximizers but only meliorizers. They do
try to make their rewards greater. Whether they ever really try to make them the
greatest possible is another question, and onc which it would be exceedingly dif-
ticult to answer.

The value proposition, in the present way of putting it, implics that the prob-
ability of a man’s performing one action rather than another depends only on
their relative values, on the cxcess of reward over cost, and not at all on the
absolute values of either. It implies that if the profit is the same, the probability
remains the same whether the costs and rewards are absolutely high or low. At
extreme values this does not remain true. If the value of the reward of an action
is very high, but the cost is very high too, especially if both the reward and the
cost are uncertain, then a man may be overcome by anxiety and “freeze up”—
he may be unable to perform any action at all. An example of extreme values
waould be a great prize that can only be obtained at the risk of great danger. Never-
theless the value proposition, as stated now in terms of the relation betwceen
reward and cost, holds good in its crude way over a wide range of values, and if
we do not press it beyond its limits it will serve us well.

For an action to incur cost, an alternative and rewarding activity must be on
hand ta be forgone. Unless a real alternative is open to a man, so that he is able
to forgo it, his action costs him nothing, and he is apt to perform it even if the
absolute value of its reward is low. Great captains try to arrange, if they can, that
their soldiers shall have ne alternative to fighting the enemy, as Cortez did when,
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before his advance into Mexico, he burnt his ships behind him. Nor should we
overlook here a special and weighty kind of cost. If a man has chosen a certain
course of action, and it is one that will take time to accomplish—if he has, as
we say, committed himself to this course—one of the costs he incurs, one of the
values he fargaes, is that of availing himself of other opportunities, which might
turn out later to be even more attractive, but which are incompatible with his
chosen course. As Marshal Foch, the generalissimo of the Allied armies at the
end of World War I, put it: "One should not scll one’s freedom of action except
for a high price.”

+ The value proposition, some scholars argue, must, if it is valid, imply that
a man can rank all his values on a single scale. In fact, cfforts to get a man to
do just that by means of a questionnaire of some sort often results in inconsis-
tencies: the man will rank value A higher than value B, and B higher than C, but
then rank C higher than A. Whatever may happen in the abstract and in answer
to aquestionnaire, the issue is not one of great importance in real life. Again, for
cxample, once the fisherman has gone off to fish and lefe the camp far behind,
once he has committed himself to fishing, he cannot casily go back to the camp
and play bridge, cspecially i others, his possible partners in bridge, have made
the same choice he has made. It is idlc then for him to compare the rewards of
fishing with those of playing bridge. The only choice now open to him may be
between fishing in one pool and fishing in another. The fact that 3 man never
has to choose among all his values but only between those open for him to gain
at a particular point in time makes it casicr for others, including social scientists
like oursclves, to predict his behavior, For many purposes, indced, we only need
to know which of two or three rewards has the greatest value for him. We necd
not know, if indeed we could possibly find out, just how much greater it is. This
characteristic of human behavior may, on the other hand, make trouble for the
man who is doing the choosing. Once 2 man has committed himself at g scries
of choice points to particular courses of action, he may find himself in the end,
even if he chose the better alternative at every point, in a position ke would not
have intended or preferred if he eould have forescen the whole sequence from the
beginning. Nothing in the human condition leads to greater tragedies than this. . ..

THE AGGRESSION-APPROVAL PROPOSITION

So far we have had nothing to say about the emotional behavior of men, and thus
have left out much that makes them human. A fuller psychology than ours pre-
tends to be would include several propositions about cmotional behavior, among
the most important of which would be statements about the causes and eftects
of anxiety. But . .. in order to keep the treatment as simple as possible, we shall
introduce only one proposition about emational behavior, the only one we shall
badly need in order to explain the {indings about social behavior. . . . This prop-
osition we call the aggression-approval proposition and we can perhaps state it
most conveniently by dividing it into two parts, one concerned with aggression
and the other with approval.

The first part is usually called the frustration-aggression hypothesis [Miller
and Dollard, 1941} - T

Va, When a person’s action does not receive. the reward he expected, or

receives punishment he did not.expect, he will be angry; he becomes

more Tikely o perform aggressive behavior, and the results of such
behavior become more valuable to him

Let us now comment on each clause of this complicated proposition.
When a person does not get what he expected, he is said to be frustrated. A
purist in behaviorism would not refer to the expectation at all, because the word
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seems to refer, like other words such as “purpese,” to a state of mind. Yet if we
did not use it we could only replace it by a long circumlocution, without any
offsctting gain in rigor. Nor need the word refer only to an internal state; it can
refer to wholly external events, observable in principle not just by the person
himself but by outsiders. What a man expects to get by way of reward or pun-
ishment under a given set of circumstances (stimuli) is what he has in fact re-
ceived, observed, or was told others recerved, under similar circumstances in the
past; and none of these things arc private events confined within the individual's
head. This is what we shall mean by the word expeciation. . .

When a man is frustrated, he is apt to feel some degree of the emotion we
call anger. Again, a purist in behaviorism might not refer to anger in his version
of the proposition but only to the aggressive behavior; we keep the anger in so
that we may not do too great violence to the common sense of men, Men show
that the cxpericnce of anger has much the same meaning for all of them through
the ease with which they can communicate o others the fact that they are angry.
No doubt the more valuable to a person is the reward he expected or the more
painful the punishment he did not expect, the greater is his frustration and hence
his anger.

When a man is frustrated, he is apt to perform aggressive actions. These are
actions that attack, break, hurt, or threaten the source of the frustration, whether
the real source or what the man perceives it to be. If for any reason the real source
cannot be attacked, almost any target will do in a pinch. The target may of course
be an inanimate object. We do not kick a stuck door just becausc a kick will help
to open it, for it usually will not. We kick the daor tn order to hurt ic, But [here|
we are naturally much more interested in human sources of frustration and tar-
gets of aggression. In anger, moreover, the suceessful results of aggressive action
reward a man as they would never have done without the anger. When we are
furious at someone and hit him, the sight of his wincing under our blow becomes
intensely rewarding,

In our first four propositions we were dealing with voluntary or, as the be-
haviorists call it, operant hchavior. Operant behavior and ¢motional behavior
such as aggression differ in the initial conditions that make their appearance more
probable. Nao previous stimulus can automatically get a man to perform an op-
crant the first time. He must just happen to perform it, even as a matter of chance,
and be rewarded by it before he wiil perform it again. Only after he had been
rewarded will the attendant stimuli begin to get some control over his action.
Aggressive behavior can, on the contrary, be automatically produced the first
time by a stimulus —thc failure of an action to get the expected reward. In this
respect, its initial release by a stimulus, aggression resembles a reflex like the
familiar knee jerk.

Yet in another and more important respect aggression differs from a reflex.
A retlex cannot be learned —one cannot learn to do a convincing knee jerk—but
aggression can be learned. That is, an aggressive action, originally purcly emo-
tional, can become voluntary. Whatever the conditions of frustration that led a
man to perform an aggressive action in the first place, if in fact his aggression is
followed by a reward, wholly apart from the satisfaction of his anger, he becomes
more likely to perform it again, just as if it were an ordinary operant. As we all
know to cur cost, aggression may pay, and if it does will be repeated. Many men
and groups use aggression simply as an instrument for attaining practical results,
In their case, the aggression may create the anger, not the anger, the aggression.
But by the same token, a man may come to perform aggressive actions less often
if they have not been successful or have actually resulted in punishment. He may
learn to get his outward aggression, if not his inward anger, under control. Or he
may still attack but may learn to displace his attacks from targets that respond
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with punishing reprisals to less dangerous ones. In this book aggression and the
like will be trcated as if they were, at one and the same time, both emotional
and voluntary activities,

Let us now turn to the second part of the agyression-approval proposition.
We have long helieved that the special cmphasis psychologists have placed on
the first pare, thae is, the frustration-aggression hypothesis, has tended to give a
one-sided view of the emotional behavior of men since it has pointed only to
their negative cmotions. But if they can be frustrated and hate, they can also be
fortunate and love. Let us thercfore propose with some diffidence the following
as the second part of the aggression-approval proposition:

Vh. When a person’s action receives reward he expecied, especially a
greater reward than e expected, or does not receive punishment he
expected, he will be pleased; he becomes more likel v to perform
approving behavior, and the results of such behavior become more
valuable to him,

If the reader is not altogether happy with the words pleased and approving which
we have usced in the proposition —and we confess we are not altogether happy
ourselves—let him find his own opposites to emgry and aggressive.

Many of the comments that we have made about the first part of the prop-
0sitlon we may repeat, mutatis mutandis, for the second part. Two points are of
particular importance. First, though men often give what we call their sponta-
neous admiration to others who have provided them with unusual reward, they
obviously can also lcarn to give approval to others simply as an instrument for
getting further reward from them, apart from the expression of the admiration
itsclf. Approval can become such an instrument because many men find the ap-
proval they receive from others rewarding, just as they find aggression punishing.
In short, approval like aggression may become a voluntary as well as an emotional
action. In later chapters we shall have a great deal to say about approval as one
of the most important rewards of social behavior, Second, if what was once an
uncxpected and unusual reward becomes by repetition an expected and usual one,
the person’s original emotional reaction will tend ta decline in strength, which
need not mean that he will cease to use approval instrumentally, . ..

THE PROPOSITION AS A SYSTEM OF PROPOSITIONS

Now that we have stated the gencral propositions . . . we must make one or twa
comments on the sct of propositions as a whole. We have stated cach proposition
baldly, without qualifications, without adding the escape clause that each holds
good only under the condition that “other things are equal.” The rcason we have
done so is that what these “other things” are and wherc they arc “equal’ are
determined for each proposition by the other propositions in the sct. The effects
that would be predicted by anv one of the propositions mav in concrete cases.
be masked or modified by the etfects of uther propositions in the set. That 13, the
set must be taken as a whole system of propositions.

Let us offer just one crude illustration. The success propasition (I} says that
the more often an action is rewarded, the more often a man will perform it. But
this relationship certainly does not always hold good in real life. For if the reward
tomes often enough, the valuc the man scts on a further unit of it will, by the
sattation proposition (IV}, decline, perhaps cven to the extent that he is indifterent
to it for the time being. But as the value of the reward decreases, then the man,
according to the value proposition {I1f}, becomes less likely to perform it and not
more likely. What follows from the three propositions taken together is that a
man will perform an action at the fastest rate when the action is rewarded only
just enough to keep him slightly deprived of it. If he werce wholly deprived, it
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would mcan that his action was utterly unsuccessful in gutting the reward; and
complete lack of suczess icads to inaction fust as much as satiation does.

THE HISTORICITY IMPLIED BY THE PROPOSITIONS

The propositions impiy, if we did not know it alrcady, that the past history of
men makes a big difference to their present behavior, and not just the recent past
but often the past of long ago. A man’s past history of success, of stimulation,
of the acquisition of values all affect the way he behaves now. The choices he
madc in the past may still be limiting the opportunitics available to him today,
or he may perceive them as limiting; hence the great weight attached to a man’s
early experience by all schools of modern psychology. The ill effects of some early
cxperiences may of course be overcome, but it may be difficult to do so—therc
is something to be overcome.

The cffect of past expericnce éxtends beyond the history of individuals to the
history of socicties. Since children learn much of their behavior and values from
parcnts and other members of the older generation, the past culture of a society
tends to perpetuate itsclf. We need not belicve that a soclety maintains itself by
teaching its members just those actions it is prepared to reward, just those values
it is prepared to satisfy. If a child acquires at his mother's knee a value like in-
dependence, he may, when he grows up, try to change his society radically instead
of preserving it. Indeed we know that old values and actions whose success in
attaining these values were lecarned long ago may, in new circumstances, lead to
radical, unforescen, and quite unintended social change. ... Yet there is always
some tendency for past behavior to maintain itself, at least in the sense that every
new gencration has to start from something that already exists; it can never make
a whoelly fresh start. Indeed the men of the past may, in pursuit of the values of
their time and by its methods, have created institutions to which their descen-
dants arc committed, at lcast to the extent that they cannot change all their
institutions at once. Past institutional commitments have the same effect on
::M history of societies that past choices often have on the history of individ-
vals. . ..

This may be a uscful point at which to enter a warning. Although the general
propositions we shall use are often called the propositions of “learning theory,”
we are far from believing that men are equally likely to lcarn anything in the way
of behavior, provided only that they cncounter in the social and physical cn-
viornment the appropriate stimuli and rewards. They do not, so to speak, start
life as biank sheets of paper on which the environment can readily writc whatcever
OCCUrS to it to write in the way of learning. Not only their experience but their
genetic endowment—not only nurture but nature, to use the ncat antithesis—
detcrmines what they learn.

It is not a question of which is the more important, nurture or nature, though
that was the question psychologists asked themselves for several decades. The
real guestion is Low the experience of men interacts with their genctic
inheritance. . . |

THE RATIONALITY PROPOSITION

We have less need to bring in past history in cxplaining some kinds of behavior
than athers. In order to understand this point let us begin by looking ar a prop-
osition that in cffect sums up the first three of our propositions, those concerncd
with success, stimuli, and value. {As for the last two propositions, the deprivation-
satiation proposition {IV) states one of the causes for a changeé in the value of a
reward and the aggression-approval proposition {V) states the conditions under
which the results of certain kinds of actions become valuable.} The proposition
has been called the principle of rational choice ar the rationality proposition.
(Sce, for instance, Harsanyi, 1967.] It may be stated as follows:
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VL Iz choosing between alternative actions, o person will choose
that ohte for which as perceived by him at the time, the value. Y,
of the result, multiplied by the probability, P, of getting the
result, is the greater.

In so acting, a person is said to maximize his expected utility (Ofshe and Ofshe,
1970:3).. ..

Just as the rationality proposition has nothing to say about why a man per-
ceives his chances of success as high or low, so it has nothing to say about why
he has acquired certain values and not others, why he scts a higher value on one
reward than he docs on another, or why he values a particular reward more highly
on onc cccasion than he does on another. A more fully developed psychology,
and one that deals with the cffects of a man’s past history on his present behavior,
1s needed to account for these things.

Yct we must always remember that, besides what a man perceives to be his
chances of success in various actions, there are always the actual chances of suc-
cess as given by the outside world independent of his perceptions, including at
the extreme the certainty that some kinds of actions will be successful. Suppose
we have reason to believe that a man’s perceptions of the outside world are ac-
curate, that the outside world and his map of it coincide. Suppose we can assume
further that his values arc common values, values that most persons share, or
that arc common to a class of men to which he is known to belong. Then, in
explaining his behavior, we can neglect the details of his past history. . ..

Much human behavior, of course, mects these conditions and can be ex-
plained in this way. But much behavior cannot be explained by the rationality
proposition. If a man's values arec somewhat queer . . . and if his chances of suc.
cess are not given by the outside world, or at least not accurately known by him,
then the rationality proposition by itself may not help us much, Our favorite
cxampic, among the enormous number that could be cited, is the decision by
William the Conqueror (then simply the Bastard), Duke of Normandy, to invade
England in 1066. That he set a high value on the result of successhyl conquest,
becoming king of England, those of us who have some knowledge of other feudal
lords will find no difficulty in accepting. But what about the other term in the
rationality proposition, his chance of success as perceived by him? He could not
know what his chances were. As the economists would say, his condition was
one of uncertainty and not of risk. [n risk the odds on success are accurately
known; in uncertainty they are not known. Even if he were fairly surc he could
get an army and a fleet together, there remained for him the dangers of a sca
voyage, of landing on a hostile shore, and of battle with an English army under
the experienced and hitherto successful command of Harold Godwinsson, Defeat
in battle would almost certainly mean death. William’s contemiporaries might
well have judged his chance of suceess to be small. On the record, we have no
reason whatever to believe that he was a foolish man. Why then did he go ahead
with the enterprise? In trying to answer this question it is surely relevant to point
to the almost unbroken series of his military victorics over the preceding twenty
years. It is not the racionality proposition but the success proposition that will
account for the effect of these victories on his decision. Past success in military
action made his future military action mare probable. Or, as we say in ordinary
language, past success had given him confidence.

Certainly, if we keep the rationality proposition firmly in mind, we shall
never forget that human action is determined by two kinds of factors, not one.
Many persons, including many social scientists, talk as if what dctermines a
man’s action was his “motivation” alone—in our terms, the value he sets on the
resule of his action. But 2 man may be highly motivated in this sense and still
not take action, if his similar actions in the past have been uniformly unsuc-
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cessful. Again, sorae social scientists talk as if the reason why some lower-class
groups, like blacks in the United States, remain unassimilated to the larger 50-
cicty in which they live is that their values arc different from those of other
groups in the society. Their valucs may be just the same as those of the rest of
society, but if their actions have been, for whatever reason, unsuccessful 5, o
taining those values, they will turn to alternative actions. If these m:m_.:a:é
actions are successful in obtaining a different kind of reward, their mc:osn.am.
keep _&Qs as effectively cut off from the rese of society as it: their qi:mm rmm
rnn_a different all along. The rationality proposition serves to remind us that
action is determined by success and value jointly.
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It has been argued elsewhere {Friedrichs, 1970, 1972) that the 1950's witnessed
proximate consensus within American sociology over the “orthodoxy” of a
“systemic’’ image of the nature of our subject matter and that this in turn was
supported by a sclf-image in which the sociologist tdentified himself with the
value-frec stance he associated with the natural scientist {a posture characterized
as ''priestly”).

It was also suggested that, confronted by the obstinate anomaly that is fun-
damental social change, a miscellany of alternative paradigms flowered in the
196('s. They were dominated, however, by “system’s”” polar opposite—“conflict”
—and an associated self-image which identified the sociologist as an agent of
change [the latter termed, in contrast, a “prophetic” stance].

The analysis concluded with the observation that a ““dialectical” paradigm
might, for a wide variety of rcasons, ultimately inherit the field so hotly contested
by “system’’ and “conflict,” since it would appear capable of granting cssentially
cquivalent status to both as well as opening the way to a dialogical relationship
between the “priestly’ and “prophetic’” modces of self-understanding.

What was almost completely overlooked was the possibility that the two sets
of contending paradigms—"system’’ versus “contlict” and “priestly” versus
“prophetic” —might be combined as well under the acgis of a renaissant behav-
iorism. Indeed, it would appear that the latter may be in an cven better position
to inherit the claim of sociological “orthodoxy” in the larter half of the 1970,

The charismatic point of reference tor the new behavioral dispensation ap-
pears clearly to be B. F. Skinner. Psychologist though he may be, it is worth re-
calling that Talcott Parsons, orthodoxy's dominant spokesman in the 19505, was
trained and reccived his earliest appointment at Harvard not as a sociologist but
as an cconomist and that the first review symposium of the American Sociolog-
ical Association’s official jourmnal of reviews, Contemporary Sociology, focused
upon Skinner (Marweil and Boguslaw, 1972). Furthermore, the laeter’s funda-
mental posture is ably served by two of sociology’s most highly respected and
strategically placed practitioners, is claiming the allegiance of a rapidly growing
group of younger sociologists and social psychologists, and is remarkably in tune
with the cthos of a national rescarch establishment upon whose funds the major
graduate faculties (and thus graduate training) in the discipline depend.

What is in the Skinner box of tricks that glistens with such attractiveness?
From a paradigmatic point of view its fundamental strength lics in its combi-
nation of the hard, natural scientific proclivities of the scientific “priest” with




