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KIM RODNER

The problem of motivation in social psychology has had
a long and involved history; numerous theories have been
advanced to account for motivation yet none commands univer-
sal assent. Apparently the aseessment of individuval moti-
vational theories is not 1itself adequate to settle the gen-
eral question of motivation in social psychology. A new
approach is required in which individual motivational theories
are placec¢ in classes which share common structural char-
acteristics. So placed the Jjustification of motivational
theories may then be assessed in general. If positilve assess-
ment 1s forthcoming, empirical testing of motivational theor-
ies may then proceed with greater clarity and direction, but
if poslitlive assessment is not forthcoming it will be unnec-
essary to proceed to the testing of individual motivational
theories.

Four classes of motivational theory 1n soclal psychology
are examlined: theories of global correlation, theories of
identification, theories of legitimation, and theories of
non-motivated purposive systems. The first group--theories
of global correlation--comprises a wide range of theoriles
which postulate a fundamental "push mechanism" or basic
source of motivational force; the second group--theorles of
identification--suggest that identification of a socilal
actor with a role constitutes the motivation of that role;
the third group--theories of legitimation--stress the role

of vocabularies of motive as functioning in role preformance;
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KIM RODNER 2
and finally, the fourth group--theories of non-motlivated
purposive systems--stress the role of self-regulative home-
static systems and the position of teleological conceptlons
in accounting for motivationm.
Having presented the classes of motivational thecry
the analysis moves on to the development of an explicated
model of the logic of empirical science and the nature of
teleology. Such an analysis 1s drawn from the lliterature
of modern empiricism and is employed to attaln agreement
on the nature and meaning of the logic of sclence. Prob-
lems treated include such toplcs as the nature and manner
of concept formation, the structure of scilentific laws, ex-
rlanation of "facts" by concept and by law, and the explana-
tion of laws by more general laws; it also includes an analysis
of the role of theory, the meaning of initial conditions,
and the structure of classificatory systems, prediction, and
generalization in empirical science. In a further section
the preblem of teleological or self-regulating systems 1is
examirned and the meaning of teleological explsnation assessed.
Against this background of sclentific analysis the four
classes of motivational theory are then cast, and it 1s in
terms of such analyslis that the general justification of
motivational arguments may then be assessed, It 1s found
in each case that the classes of motivational theory examined
are elther redundant of explicated law statements or that

they involve categories which appear to have no empirical
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significance. Furthermore such categories suffer from vague-
ness so that objective assessment of them is nearly impossible,
It is concluded that on the basis of the total investigaticn
motivational thecry is duplicative and repetitious of the
general construction of explarations in science, and that
where this might appear otherwise no empirical meaning can

be assigned to the varlous claims that motivational theories
either covertly or overtly make. If some further significance
is intended, then 1t is incumbent upon the proponents of

mcSivational theory to develop 1it.
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A CRITIQUE OF MOTIVATIONAL THEORIES IN SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY

Ereface

Mctivational theories in social psychology address
themselves to the question of what it is that sompels an
actor to social action. To make this initial statement
more precise considersble attention would have to be given
to the word "compels" and in so doing the investigator
would be called upon to critique motivational theories. He
would attempt to assess their relative claims in accounting
for social action and he would do so by first considering
the justification for motivational theory in general, and
secondly, once the first consideration was answered in the
affirmative, by attempting to empirically test particular
motivational theories.

The concern ¢f the rresent undertaking is to examine
the Jjustification for motivational theories in general.
For if such Justification 1s called in question we need not
proceed to the secoaé consideration. Therefore it should
not be expected that in a study such as this detailed con-
sideration of the pros and cons of any particular motivation-
al theory will be encountered. To be sure we shall find
that in at least two classes of motivational theory--that
of identification and legitimation--a more or less detailed
presentation will ensue, but in these cases this is simply
because these positions have a limited number of adherents

so that the broad methodological classes into which they



fall, and which alone merit our attention, are classes of
one or two members sach. As for the rest we shall find
numerous adherents both inside and outside sociology and
soclal psychology and our treatment will necessarily take
on a somewhat more generalized form.

When we consider the broad limits motivatlional theories
embrace it 18 not surprising that they occupy a significant

place in the literature of social theory.l

This is especially
obvious when it 18 realized that many sorts of theories are
by some considered anything but motivational, while by
others they are taken as exemplars of such theory. 1In
order to cover as much ground as possible what we shall do
in this thesls 1s frame a set of categories of sufficient
abstraction to cover the many and various theories which
concern us. We shall not malntain that the éonoepts cover-
ing these classes are the only set of concepts useful in
motivational analysis, or that indeed they are even fruilt-
ful for every sort of concern which an author might enter-
tain, Generalized concepts require, so far as we can see,
especlally one characteristic in sclience, and that is that
they be fruitful in organizing our understanding of an area
of experience. Other investigators may cut the corpus of
motivational thought differently, since this will always
depend on the purposes and alms of their investigation. 1In

other words we are not suggesting that our present under-

taking is the only approach to motivatlional consideratlioms



in social psychology and elsewhere; what we would hope to
claim ig that for our purposes it is adequate. And our
purpose is, we may repeat, to critically examine the justi-
fication of motivational theories when considering human
social action.

The classes of motivational theory that we choose to
oritique appear to us to be iaadequate because of (1) certain
fundamental methodologioal* misconceptions which they embody
or, (2) because they seem to involve certain unnecessary
redundancies which suggest but do not fulfill the logical
requirements, of a sclientific explanation. Our purpose
will be to point out these two inadequacies wherever they
ocour in the discussion of our general classes of motiva-
tional theory.

To accomplish this end we propose to coritique these
theories on the one hand against a background of the basioc
structure of scientific explanation and on the other in
terms of the analytical work that has been done concerning
the foundations of functionalism and teleological systems.
Such a critique concerning the logical adequacy and justi-
fication of motivational theorizing should, if its results

are positive, lay the foundations for empirical testing of

.By methodology we mean the "logic of science", its abstract
structure and not any empirical techniques employed in con-
firming or disconfirming hypotheses.



rarticular theories. On the other hand if the results
prove negatlive it should, by that token, obviate the necess-
ity of further consideration of particular motivational
theories falling under our generalized classes. The latter
result would have been achieved by virtue of having called
into question their very necessity. In short, it would
seem unlikely that the sclentist consider the empirical
testing of a theory which 1s elther unnecessary or logically
corrigible.

Part I of this thesis will concern itself with a broad
Presentation of the four major classes of motivational
theory as we conceive them. These four classes we shall
call the theories of "global correéelation®, "identification®,
'1egit1mation', and "non-motivated purposive systems®. The
first class--theories of "global correlation"--are not
strictly social psychological, but many of them falling
within this class have been employed, indeed still are
emplpyed, ir soclal psyohology and therefore some gener-
alized category capable of handling them was necessary.

The last class of theories--theories of "non-motivated
purposive systems"--is primarily sociological and social--
psychological but at the same time it has and i1s being em-
ployed to explain a broader class of events, mainly aspects
of blological behavior. Nevertheless it 1s certainly funda-
mental to our considerations as it comprises the general

framework of structural-functionalism in present day
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soclology. The two remaining classes of theory--the theory
of identification and the theory of legitimization--are
today centrally contending for social-psychological consider-
ation since in some ways they meet most fully the require-
ments specifled by ourrent social thought.

Part II of this thesis will develop in sone detall the
logical foundations of scientific explanation and the
logical foundations of functional or directively-organized
systems. Against this combined background we will then be
able to assess the claims of the various classes of motiva-
tional theory. This will provide us with a fairly detalled
and yet at the same time general framework against which
to oritique our theories. The importance of this is seen
when 1t 18 realized that much of what we will have to say
will depend upon what we pean by a scientific explanation
or prediction and what we have in mind when we talk about
the functional relation of a social or biological system.
Since traditionally a certailn amount of vagueness surrounds
these notions the specification of our vocabulary and the
referrents to which it applies must be delimited.

Finally, in the conclusion of this thesis we may hope
to reap the results of our effort. It is in the conclusion
that the actual task of deducing the consequences of Pert
I and Part II taken together will occur. And it is in this
section that we will suggest the broader implications of
this oritique of motivational theories.



It may be remarked before beginning Part I that the
footnotes are lntended as an integral part of the total
thesis. This is especilally true in Part I and only to a
8lightly lesser extent in Part II. The footnotes are in-
tended to act as further substantiation of the points dis-
cussed, but even more they are intended as a necessary
addition to the bare outlines developed in the text. The
nature of our subject 1s such that hundreds of pages could
be devoted to illustrative digressions which would be fruit-
ful and convincing when so developed. We have attalned
econonmy only by the means of employing the footnotes to
suggest the avenues that might be explored in various
classes of motivational theory. We feel that any attention
devoted to them will add much weight and meaning to the

necessarily brief presentation in the text.



PART I--CLASSES OF MOTIVATIONAL THEORY

Global Correlations

The first class of motivational theory to which we
direct our attention 1is what, following Lazarsfeld, we may
call the theories of "global correlation®™. This particular
class comprises & very large and disparate group not all
of which we can even hope to indicate. Furthermore this
class, more than the others, contains theories not all of
whlch have always been considered motivational. Neverthe-
less they gan be so considered and as such merit our
attention.

When we employ the phrase "global correlation®” we have
in mind those motivational theories that attempt to take
some falirly limited aspect of experience and correlate it
with some very general or broad area of experience, the
latter generally being that which they wish to explain.In
particular, when dealt with gg motivatiomal theories they
essay an account of the motivations involved in the second
or bread realm of events. This second area 1s most often
human behavior and at times even aspects of animal behavior
depending upon how far the author feels it 1is necessary to
explain motivations in nature.

This initial statement is quite abstract but it does
8erve to indicate the general framework or formula for this

Class of theorles. It 1s from the tie up of some limited,
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falrly definite area of experiencs with some other unlimited,
fairly indefinite area that we derive the name "global corre-
lation™. Two examples may serve to concretize these matters.
Freud's book Civilization and Its Discontentsg, presents
Freud's theory of culture.l It presents a picture in which
the essential motive force or more simply motivation in
the creation of human culture derives from the correlation
of cultural productivity with a fixed source of biological
or libidinal energy. There is here a global correlation
between the entire, literally global, production of culture
in all 1ts manifestations and the relatively limited and
falirly definite blological energy of the human system,

The second example is found in A. L. Kroeber's motiva-
tlonal theory of culture change. This theory is found in
Kroeber's Anthropology and may be called the theory of
"labile structure'.u In this theory Kroeber correlates a
fairly fixed and limited "play impduse” with the motivation
of large segments of social and cultural change. A con-
crete manifestation of this theory is to be found in his
study of dress style5 and of the Hawallian Islander's
"oultural fatigue" as manifest in the overthrow of their
rellgion.6 The play impluse is correlated with the global
manifestations of social-cultural change.

These two examples should suffice to indicate the
general formula for a theory of motivation involving global

correlation. However to make it even more succinct perhaps



it will help to summarize it with the aid of a diagram.

GLOBAL CORRELAIE
that which is motivated: broad, general
and falirly unspecified

Nexus of Correlatlon 2;;51/74

more generallzed explana /

<UB-COCRELAIE
that which does the motivating: narrow,
limited, and fairly specifiled

Jt will be noted that the connecting arrows in the
paradigm are splayed. This suggests that in motivational
theories of our first class there is a global correlate that
is broad, general, and vaguely uvnspecified (in Freud cultural
production, in Kroeber cultural change). This 18 connected
with a sub-correlate which 18 narrow, limited, and clearly
specified (libido, play impulse). The manner in which this
is correlated is referred to as the nexus of correlationm,
and really amounts to a demand for an even more general
correlation under which the first global correlate and its
sub-correlate can be subsumed 1i.e., the "reason" (wider
correlation) libido is correlated with culture production
48 that the frustration of libidinal expression forces
sublimation which in turn is manifest in the form of culture
productivity, or the "reason” the play impluse 1is correlated
with culture change 1s that normative patterns of response

fix and thus frustrate the normal release of lablile energy
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and correspondingly result in cumulative explosions and
altered culture.

It 18 not necessary that there be nexus of correlation
in any theory of global correlation, but in point of fact
they have often been developed and in many cases are felt
to be the key points by which the theory lives or dies. The
reason for this seems to be that they offer an "explanation”
of the first correlation and thus confer upon it this
additional confirmation.’

Having thus characterized the general nature of this
class of motivational theories it 1s useful to indicate the
range of 1its development. To a considerable extent Kenneth
Burke 1n his more recent writing on motivation summarized
thls matter. It 1s not our intention in utilizing Burke's
research to subscribe to any of his conclusions or general
reflections on the subject of motivation, but he does aid
us in pointing out motivational theories of global correla-
tion 1n areas where they are not generally acknowledged.
This is useful for 1t helps us appreciate the mercurial
quality of this class and it suggests a certain ambiguity
in regard to them which will prove vital in their Jjusti-
fication.

As Burke has commented: *"A purely historical survey
(of motivational theory) would require no less than a
universal history of human culture; for every judgment,

exhortation, or admonition, every view of natural or super-
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natural reality, every intention or expectation involves
assumptions about motive or cause."8 In the Grammar of
Motlveg and the Rhetoric of Motives Burke has provided us
with a chronicle of such theories. Burke proposes that
in discussing them we consider a pentad of categories into
which they may fit. He comments: "In a rounded statement
about motives, you must have some word that names the act
(names what took place, in thought and deed), and another
that names the ggene (the background of the act, the
situation in which 1t occurred); also, you must indicate
what person or kind of person (agent) performed the act,
what means or instruments he used (ggency), and the pyur-
ngﬂg.n9
Taking these categories--not necessarily in the order
glven--as the basis for discussing motivational theories
of global correlation we find that "scenic" motivational
theories are generally some variant of environmentalism.

The work of Semple10 11

and Huntington™" are outstanding in
the area of geographio determinism.l2 Arnold Toynbee's
work employs this dimension largely in his discussion of

the "genesis of civilization'.13 The "frontier thesis"

14 16

as employed by Webb, Parrington,l5 and Owen Lattimore
are varlants of the same basic scheme. So too is the still
viable field of geopolitlcs.l7 One may even consilder in
this category Sheldon's theory of somatic types wherein

the physical environment of the body becomes the motivator
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of diverse acts related to personality.18

Marxism and
most utoplan soclalism were scenic in the sense we employs
actions are explained in terms of economic situations
(scenes), to produce "good” people they must be provided
with "good” environments.l9 In American ecomomic thought
Veblen's notion of "the cultural incidence of the machine
process” 1s another variant of this conception.zo In
anthropology if an author chooses to account for human
soclal action in terms of "technlques”21 or "man and his

n22 on *man the maker®<> then agaln human social

works
actlion is accounted as motivated by such techniques, or
works, or fabrications.

We might go on at great length but mention of a few
of the more important applications should suggest that
this type of global correlation is fairly common and cer-
tainly still 1n evidence today. With many motivational
theories of this first type 1t has not always been the
case that their authors considered them "theories of
motivation®. Nevertheless it does no violence to common
usage to speak of the economic relations of production as
motivating the ideology as a class. In fact, if an in-
vestigator were to avold discussion of economic and social
Btructure and fccus instead upon social persons within
economic structure we would expect that just such a mention
of motives would appeart that 1s, if he acted as soccial

psychologlist rather than structural sociologist or



13
macro-economist.

"Agency” motivational theoriles--the second sub-type
of global correlation--are the sorts of theories found in
sophistated discussions of the role of language in human
thought, the upshot of which is roughly that without it
there 18 none. Biologists such as Julian Huxleyzu that
look upon human culture as an agency of biological survival
and anthropologists that think in terms of technological
determinism hold to similar thoughtways. The point here
1s that they focus pot upon a general background or scene
whence spring--in scme manner--soclal sets, but they rest
their attention instead upon a global correlation between
the means or agencles and the social acts they make possible,
There may be some overlap between scenic and agency theories
but the difference is pronounced in certain area. This
18 no where better exemplified than in the recent studies
of linguistic structure and concept formation exemplified
in the work of Kluckhohn,25 Whorf,26 and Hoijer.27

There are a number of global correlations that center
upon the social actor ("agent®) himself rather than the
scene or agencles agalnst and in terms of which he sets.
Voluntarism has a long history in Germany28 and 1s certainly
represented in Francez9 and England3° as well. Nor are
representations lacking in the social sciences. Karl

Mannheim's discussion of "creative elites™ in }Man and
Seclety ln an Age of Regopstruction leans far out in this
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direction,31 as does Joseph Schumpeter in his propensity

to stress the role of unusually creative entrepreneurs in
the process of capitalist expansion.32 Any great man
theory 1s orientated in the same direction. A correlation
18 attempted between a small segment of the human resources
in a population and the gamut of cultural production: men
are motivated to act because of their netures ("genius will
out”) or because of the acts of such great men.33

When we consider the "act"™ itself as a category of
global theorizing we find that it is under-represented
today but was a steady source of motivational theorizing
in the past. Today representations ars to be found among
the exlstentialists who consider that the "Act” to be
self-creative and that little that came before or will
come after can modify 1t.3u Mysticism in general has pro-
duced motivational theories that correlate "pure workings®
or "pure acts” with cultural creation especially in the
realm of legal and value production.35

Our last type of global correlation involves theories
that concelve of motives as flowing from the goals or pur-
poses that persons entertain. These are generally what
are called teleological theories; we learn in these theories
of such conceptions as "entelechies", "intensities of
satisfactions”, "elan vitals"™, "progress", "ends in view",
and "goal directed behavior®". It 1s still a viable form

of theory though in rather disguised circumstance in present
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day thinking. We shall pay close attentlon to it latter
on for it differs from our other globel correlates in
certain respects, forming a class by 1tse1f.36

So much for theories of motivation of the first class.
In concluding thls sectlon the following quotation from
the recently published Handbook of Social Psychology 1s
noteworthy of the sort of orléntation that has produced
the numerous global correlations we have so briefly reviewed.
Gardner Murphy in speaking of the problem of social motiva-
tion says: "The problem could fairly be reduced to a
simple form of asking what it 1s within us that disposes
toward social action, in contradistinction to what it 1is
that determines the kind of action we take. Our psychologilocal
theories assume for the most part that although the organism
consists largely of devices for adjusting to (the) environ-
ment...there 1s always room for the question: what makes
the thing work? Attention will first be given to the
biological sources of motivation; thereefter we shall

attempt to show the ways in which these energles are elab-

orated and develcoved into sogisl mmﬁa-"37

ddentification

The second class of motivational theories that require
our attention have only a limited number of adherents; all
of them are within the social sciences and especlally

soclal psychology. It 1is tempting to refer to this second
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class as the extreme sociological position for it does
have the characteristic feature of avoiding what has often
been referred to, especially in discussions of motivational
theory, as "reductionism in the social sciences."38 Reduc-
tionism is not our concern here but it may be suggested
that the approbrious application of this term has most
often been applied to theories of global correlation, theories
that might well teke the foram indisated in the quotation
from Gardner Murphy in the paragraph above. Our second class
of theories, the theories of identification avoid reduction-
ism as that term 1s generally employed.

A major statement of the thsory of identification 1is
to be found in an article by Nelson N. Foote entitled
"Identification as the Basis for a Theory of Motivation®.3?
A somewhat similar statement by a co-author is to be found
in Leonard S. Cottrell's and Nelson Foote's adentity and
In&gzngzagnal‘ngpgxgngg.uo What is of interest in this
latter work is not the broader theory concerning the role
of the family in society but the theory of identification
that forms part of the conceptual apparatus. In addition
to these efforts there is the important section on moti-
vatlion to be found in the introductory text entitled Social
Psychology co-authored by Alfred R. Lindesmith and Anselm
L. Strauss.ul Professor Strauss also has a volume on

identification that has rot yet been publflshed.'42
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The theory of 1demtification, following Foote, may be
briefly summarized as follows. Role theory has suffered
from its inception from the lack of an account of motivation.
Apparently the phrase "from its inception” refers to the
early theorists such as Cooley, Dewey, and Mead. "Roles as
such do not provide their own motives."ll}3 Foote points out
that attempts to overcome this difficulty have resulted in
regourse to the expedient of eelecticism. Electic theories
Foote argues "all share the postulation of motives as pre-
dispositions, purportedly inferred from behavior'uu (global
correlations are the sorts of theories he refers to). But
this has difficulties as far as Foote is concerned in that
1t suggests an infinite regress on the one hand and fallacious
c¢ircularity on the other. With these comments Foote dismisses
nearly all other forms of motivational theory.

However there have been intimations of at least two
other soclologically significant attempts to account for
motivation. In the 1956 edition of Social Psychologv
Lindesnith and Strauss, comments Foote, included a section
on "Morale and Social Structure”.h5 The conception there
developed is tantamount to the essentials of Foote's theory
of identification. Lindesmith and Strauss conceive of
motivation as esseatially equatable with morale, which 1is
to say, an individual performs social functions "and he is
wllling to do so because he idemntifies his own essential

interest with that of the party"ué or social group. And
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should this fall to happen, that 1s: "When a social structure
fails to elicit the minimal alleglance necessary for 1ts
proper functioning, then we speak of poor morale. Presumably
there are different kinds of morale, depending on the kind
of group structure, but essentlally, 1t comes down to a
lack of effectlive coordination because of dlscrepant in-
dividual aims.“u7

Foote's analysis follows similar lines but more fully
develops the position. By a motivated act he means any
problematic consciously chosen course of action. "We take
motivation to refer to the degree to which a human being,
as a participant in the ongoing soclal process in which he
necessarlly finds himself, defines a problematic situation
as calling for performance of a particular act, with more
or less anticipated consumations and consequences, and
thereby his organism releases the energy appropriate to per-
forming 1t."48 As contrasted with situatlions involving
physiological processes and long habituation, Foote asks
that we contemplaté the "game”. He notes that such a game
as, say, baseball 1is composed of roles and statuses. De-
fined behavior accompanles each position and the task of
the player is to learn the behavior overtly related to his
roles and to learn covertly the role behavior of the others.
Foote sees 1in this conception of the game the exempllicatlon
of anomie. This 1s the stage in which Mead left the analysis

and supposedly according to Foote role performance would be
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apathetic and generally lack-luster. He continues: "Now
by contrast, corsider a ball game like last year's World
Series, when the Dodgers came up against the Yankees. The
roles and statuses are the same, as are the rules of the
game."*? But in fact what a difference. "And what 1s the
nature of the difference? It 1s the fact that the empty
bottle of role and status suddenly has a content. That
content is not drives, tensions, energy or needs (mot, in
other words, a theory of global correlation); it is jdentitv
.+ «Except for the speclal identify which gives value to
their ensulng activity the behavior of the players would
be mere rote--a perfect example of anomie',5°

Identity, in Foote's theory, is concerned with this
extra something, "that which makes the thing work®". It
is the process, so far as we can make out, whereby the
learned behavior which 1s the role is taken in an affirmative
manner. One might say that it 1is a sort of ®"role expertise”,
induced under the impetus of ®"ultimate socisl values™. It
is a rather complicated phenomena as we see when Foote
suggests that: "To interact intelligently with another,
he (a person) must learn correctly to anticipate the responses
of that other--that 1s, to empathiz2. But implicit role-
taking 1s no metaphysical transmigration of consclousness.
It requires playing sub-overtly the role appropriate to the
ldentity of the other 1n the situatiom, as accurately as

one can read off that identity. In role-playing experinents,
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a person may disclose the great range of this latent reper-
tolre. The reason he limits his real or realistic behavior
to a select few of all the roles he has learned 1s that he
knows and defined only these certaln ones as his gwn. And
he can only ascertain which role is his in each situation
by knowing who he is. Moreover, he must know who he is
with considerable conviction and clarity, if his behavior
1s to exhibit definiteness and force, which is to say degree

w51

of motivation. This last phrase "definiteness and force"”

1s here seen to be what 1s geapt by the identification
theory of motivation. A theory of motivation, in other
words, has the job as Foote sees it of accounting for this
"definiteness and force®™ and not for the particular content
of the roles and statuses themselves,

Continuing, Foote comments that, "We mean by Jddentifi-
cation appropriation of and commitment to a particular
identity or seriles of 1dent1t1es."52 So 1t 1s by a prccess
of plgeon-holing, of classifing, that social interaction,
at leest at this level of abstraction goes on. "The common
man 1s always classifying thus. And to make things harder
for the soclal psychologists, his classifications vary with
time and place, as identitles are elaborated and re-determined
«+«If the regularities in human behavior are organized re-
sponses to situations which have been classified more or

less in common by the actors in them, them names motivate

behavior. It is by analysis of the function of language,
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and especlally of names as ascribed to categories of people,
that we can dispense with predispositions and yet maintain
a theory of motivation subject to empirical t:es‘t;...."53

For Foote identities are the key to motivation, yet
most identitlies are "habitual and taken for granted".Su
However in problematic situations doubt of identity may
occur; if that happens "action is paralized". Such con-
slderations lead Foote to the question of how it is that
"one acquires and gets commited to particular identities®.
His answer is simple, "...the compulsive effect of 1dentifi-
cation upon behavior must arise from absenece of alternatives,
from unquestioned acceptance of the identities cast upon
one by circumstances beyond his control (or thought to be).
From the point of view of the experiencing individual,
however, the process 1s bound to seem much less like a pro-
cesgs of limitation to a few among infinite possibilities
than a process of disoovery.'55

It follows from this that identity is 13ggng§§6 and
being learnedl it tends to be conservative, for it acts as
the filter through which further experience 1s interpreted,
”...We can only mobilize for our next act when it or its
elements can be construed as similar to acts which have
gone before."5? It follows then that identity according
to this account 18 the source of "value"” in the face of
Albert Camus' "benign indifference of the universe”. Value

must be looked upon as something which is "discovered 1in
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experience not conferred upon it from without”.58 For,
"without the binding tread of identity, one could not evalu-
ate the succession of situations. Literally, one could
say there would be no value in living, since value only
exists or occurs relative to particular identities--at
least as experienced by organisms which do not live in the
mere present, as animals presumably do, devoid of self and
unaware of impending death. Moreover, it 1s only through
identification as the sharing of identity that individual
motives become soclal values and soclal values, individual

motives.”59

It should be possible to summarize the theory of identil-
fication more precisely if, at this point, we present a
diagram such as we employed in discussing theories of global

correlation.

IDENTIFICATIONS-=ccccnea- YALUES
speclalized expectations involving
commitment to statuses and roles 1i.e.
role expertise.
A\ 1\ ﬂ\ ANANPNAANNAAN
ABSENCE of
alternatives;
and learning of
soclal roles
mediated by
significant
others

1 /
AND STATUSES
generalized expectations
There are a number of features to note about this

relatively simple schematization. First of all the connecting
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arrows in this dlagram, 1n contrast to the fan pattern in
the dlagram of global correlation, suggests that there are
different identities appropriate to different roles and
statuses. There 1s a match between the elements of one
area and the elements of the other. This 1s rather unlike
the situation 1in global correlations in which from some
limited source sprang entire social and cultural worlds.
Secondly, the manner in which thils matching developes 1is
abetted by the lack of alternative soclial roles and is
structured by the significant groups which socilalize the
new recrult. At the bottom of the schematization this fact
1s suggested agaln by the use of the word "available",
and 1t 1s also suggested in the middle section that the
initial situation in acquiring social roles and statuses
18 by the process of learning them. They are mot built
into us nor are they resultants of "basic energy® etc.

At the bottom agailn the use of the phrase "generalized
expectations® suggests that roles and statuses are merely
the first approximation to the acquisition of role behavior,
and this 1s confirmed in the comment at the top where we
learn that ldentification involves "commitment®™ via the
acquisition of gpecialized expectations, a kind of "role
expertise”™, Thls too 18 learned, beinz alded by the
limited number of complete absence of alternatlveg open to
the social person in life situations. In fact from the

point of view of organization theory this "expertise"
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appears to be the empirically meaningful kernel about
which discussion of "informal®™ as opposed to "formal®
structure revolves. It 1s only that we have approached it
from the point of view of role theory while structuralists
approach it from the perspective of organization.

The *theory of 1dentification seen in this summary
paradigm avolds the derivations of "culture®™ or "soclety"”
from any single source. Identification 1s a characteristic
learned response of roles but 1t 1s not itself generative
of them. Another feature of this theory that emerges 1is
that problems of identification occur especially :n soclally
uncertain situations. Traditional behavior is traditional
precisely because such identification problems are not
especlally important. And this is more apt to be the case
in opaque social situations, situations in which the actors
cannot readlly distinguish the various expectanciles involved.
As such the more complex socletles would seem the most
logical candidates to examine for problems of identlity.

Yet the fact that this 1s not slways the case suggests

that there may be other mechanisms at work which modify
this situation. Such considerations form a natural trans-
ition to the examination of our third class cf motivational

theories.

Legitimation

OQur third class of rotivational theories have a more
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extensive representation of authors than did the theories
of identification. Among the especially prominent are
agaln Lindesmith and Strauss, and alsé Hans Gerth, C.
Wright Mills, Howard S. Becker, and James Carper. 1In
addition we may agailn note that Kenneth Burke developed,
in an early work (Permanence and Change) a conception very
similar to the theories we shall now delineate. Imn fact
Burke's position was directly involved in the conception
developed by C. Wright Mills as early as 1940. It may
prove useful to review Burke's nosition at this point.
Burke writes: "A man informs us that he 'glanced back
in suspicion'. Thus, suspicion was his motivation. But
susplcion is a word for designating a complex set of sign
meanings, or stimulil not wholly in consonance with one
another., The concoctlion is somewhat as follows: danger-
signs ('there 1s something ominous about that fellow');
social signs ('I don't want to make a fool of myself if
there 1s nothing wrong, but I could just glance back along
the pavement as though I had dropped something'), etc.

By his word 'susplicion' he was referring to the situation
itself--and he would invariably pronounce himself motivated
by suspicion whenever a similar patterm of stimull recurred.
Incicently, since we characterize a situation with reference
to our general scheme of meanings, it is clear how motives,
as shorthand words for sltuatlions, are assigned without

60
reference to our orientation in general.”
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This conception of motives terds to see them as merely
the verbal expression standing for complex patterms of
interaction; they are symbols‘of'symbols. If a person gives
suspicion as a motive then he is really summarizing a pro-
cess of symbolic interaction which he 1s about to under-
take. This position of Burke's 1is actually idsntical to
that of the other authors in this section, only its impli-
cations remain to be developed.

It 18 noteworthy that motivations conceived of in the
foregoing manner are situated; they arply to actual social
occurences and will be as numerous and varied as those
sltuations. Furthermore, such motives would of course be
relative and a verbal manifestation meaningful in one
situation may not be meaningful in another. Thus "sus-
plcion” may be a legitimate summary of a situation probable
in a complex urban environment; it may be quite the other
extreme 1n a small face to face village of late 19th Century
W1Bcon81n.61 Which 1s to say that there probably is mo
patterns of expectation relative to which the summary word
®"suspicion® may attach when men walk down the streets of
such a village.

Gerth and Mllls have developed a theory of motivation
that 1s essentially the foregolng. However they have pro-
ceeded somewhat further 1n ascertaining the social usage
of such motives, or summary words. They suggest a dichotomy

between "opaque®™ and "transparent® social structures and
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thelr various constituent situations on the one side and
the corresponding vocabularies of motive on the other. In
a simple soclety "a single vocabulary of motives may be
used by.a person for all his roles, or at least he will
use the same motives in speaking of the same conduct pattern
to his wife and to his neighbor, to his working mates and
to the village head. His children will learn these same
homogeneous vocabularies of.motive. And these vocabularies
of motive are not likely to be questioned, for they are
used in public, 1in private, and when alone, and their
chances of being integrated firmly and smoothly with the
psychic structure of the character will be high".62 Things
are somewhat different in the case of the industrial
metropolis. "In an industrial metropolis, the person is
confronted with a variety of roles and situations. Not
only is there a typical split between his more intimate
roles but the differences between any two intimate roles
or between any two public roles may be very wide. Different
motives may be employed for roles involving one's wife and
for those involving one's acquaintances on the commuter
train”.63 Therefore a "...person will internalize many
vocabularies of motive which may very well be in conflict.
Then the individual must keep one set of motives secret
from the other, for they may appear 'silly' to some, even
though ‘beautiful’ to others. He compartmentalizes not

only his conduct but also his reasons for it, and insofar

6
as he cannot do this, his motives may be in conflioct.” b
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But why would such a dichotomy exist between industrial
metropolls and isolated village. Gerth and Mills answer
that the situations of the latter village are "transparent®”
that 18, they tend to be such that every member of the
soclety understands what 1is going on and 1s able to at
least implicitly respond to it. Such persons understand
the functions and "meaning® that interactions performed
by every member of the society have and therefore it 1is
only to be expected that the vocabularies of motives (such
as "suspicion") are commonly shared and commonly employed
insofar as such situations are actual.

In contrast i1s the complicated social interaction of
the "industrial metropolis®™. Such interactions are for
Gerth and Mills apt to be "opaque"™, in that it 1s difficult
or often impossible to grasp even a small number of roles
adequately relative to the range available. The sltuat-
tions and accompaning roles are so numerous and diverse
that 1t i1s often impossible to ascertain the functlons and
soclal meanings that are attached to various types of ex-
pected behavior. In such interactions, such diverse social
worlds, there may arise the need to leglitimlze situatlons
that are not commonly comprehended. This will be all the
more the case in situations that are actually in con’lict,
and they are more apt to be in societies undergoing rapid
cultural and social change.

The vocabularies that result in such situations will
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tend to reflect the interests of groups engaged in the
soclal sltuation in question, and they will reflect it in
such a way as to legitimize such behavior. This is why to
one set of persons in one social world motives may appear
"s8illy” while to another set in a different world they may
appear "beautiful®.* There arises the fact, say Gerth
and Mills, that in such situations different vocabularies
of motives will be employed in different situations, as
well as the fact that the ssme socilal acts may have a
different vocabulary of legitimation depending upon the
soclal perspective in terms of which it is orientated.
Motives in such cases are not "underlying forces" or "pre-
dispositions” or "drives™ found in theories of global
correlation, nor are they the "role expertise®™ that may
come with the learning of specialized expectations, rather
they are social legitimations of a verbal form in "opaque”
interactions.

But are we to assume that "transparent® socleties have
no such legitimating "motives”? * As spelled out by Gerth
and Mills this is largely correct, for what they are saying
18 that in such socleties a large segment of behavior is
mere rote, people simply do not think to question or even

speculate about i1t. And where in transparent societies

*Seet T. Shibutanis "Reference Groups as Perspectives",

Amer. Jour. of Soclology, vol. 61, #3, Nov. 1955.
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such vocabularies of motive do exist then they are con-
slstant throughout and shared by all members as a common
source of normative reinforcement. Motives in such inter-
actions are reinforcing to the in-grcup rather than legiti-
mating to the out-group. This is of course a relative
matter and no soclety may be expected to exhibit eilther
extreme without qualification. However it is not our
purpose in thls section to discuss concept formation.

Gerth and Mills sum up their position in the follow-
ing manner. "When a person confesses or imputes motives,
he 18 not usually trying to describe his social conduct,
nor 18 he merely stating reasons for it. More usually he
is trying to influence others, to find new reasons which
will mediate the enactment of his role--and in so trying
to influence others, he may often influence himself. The
verbalization of motives for an act 1s itself a new act;
At i3 3 phase of role plaving which lines up the role with
or against the expectations of others.65

Lindesmith and Strauss hold a position very similar
to that of Gerth and Mills as one aspect of their general
theory of motivation. In this respect they hold that motives
and the imputations of motivatilon are essentially functional
in gaining legiltimation of social acts.66 Howard S. Becker
and James Carper independently maintain a similar conception
of motivation. However Lindesmith, Strauss, Becker, and

Carper do present rather incisive differences from the
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over-all position of Gerth and Mills especlally when we
agk the question of how it 1s we explain identification,

& point they have in common regarding the theory of identi-
fication. For the moment howevar let us take a careful
look at the Becker and Carper position on the legitimating
character of motives.

In thelr article entitled "The Development of Identi-
fication with an Occupation"6? the major limsaments ere set
forth. Becker and Carper list several factors or mechan-
isms that are involved in developing identification with
an occupation. The occupation in this case is that of a
university professor in three different academic depart-
ments; the mechanlisms involved are “peer and informal
groups” as instrumental in the acquisition of "occupational
1deology"; the "apprentiship situation® and the concommitant
development of "interest and skill®™; and the "formal
academlc structure".68 These are factors that are instru-
mental in forming identifications. They have, so to speak,
a dual aspect. On the one hand there are the "visable"
soclal positions and definitions supporting them; in addition
there are the internalized vocabularies of motive that go
with an occupational identity. It is this vocabularyof
motives that serves in the process of acquiring identities
as a legitimating factor. Identification with the role
of professor evolves via the objective mechanisms of

apprentishlp, peer groups, and formal academic structures.
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It evolves vlia the verbal or internalized avenue manifest
in vocabularies of motive appropriate to the evolving
situations. In short as in the Gerth and Mills position
such vocabularies are functional in that they tend to
legitimate the newly acquired behavior among competing

avallable roles.

Again it may be useful to attempt to dilagram this

third class of motivational theory:

OPAQUE SOCIAL INT
from perspective of several sub-
groups wilthin on-going system

EXPRESSION of NAADAANADNANA AN
vocabularies
instrumental
103., (fu-nc- /
tional) in

promoting role
performance

>

VOCABULARIES OF M
internalized locus, verbally manifest,
short-hand expression of interaction
As in the dlagram on identification we note that the

arrows connecting the personal manifestations wlth the
soclal structure are not splayed out as they were in the
global correlates. Thls indlcates that there 1s a one to
one correspondence between acts on the one hand and the
vocabularies which stand as shorthand expressions of them.
This would be the case in the theory of legitimation almost
by definition since such vocabularles are summary state-

ments.

In summary the theory states that in situations of
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competition, conflict, or poor communication where the
functions of particular roles do not command society-wide
consensus, summary vocabularies (apparently by gere itera-
tion) may serve to legitimate what may otherwlse be called
in qUestion. They serve to defend, enhance, abet situationms
by providing legitimating schemes for evaluating socilal
acts. The schemes are words standing for the situation

in question (as "suspicion®) and insofar as they promote
interaction they "motivate™. Nevertheless they are only
another wey, so to speak, of performing the interaction in
question. The several authors taking this stand wish to
distinguish 3learly between such functions vocabularies

of motive may serve and the older, more traditional notion
of motives as causes of social acts. On the other hand these
writers do equate the notion of motive with that of RUrpose.
Motives as they conceive them may be tacught of as purposes.
This interesting conjoining may be summed up by the follow- .
ing quotation from Lindesmith and Strauss: "Purposes or
motives, as we have said are formulated. This means that
they arise 1n communication and are either partially or
fully stated in words. When thought of in this manner,
motlves do not exist in a mysterious nonverbal realm such

as "the unconscious®™. As Mills says, 'Motives are of no
value apart from delimited societal situations for which
they are appropriate vocabularies. They must be situated

+«ee.Motives vary in content and character with historical
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epochs and societal structures".69 And from Gerth and

Mills we have the following: "Avowals and imputations of
motives seem to arise in 1nterpersonal situations in which
'purposes' are vocalized and cerried out with close refer-
ence to the épeech and actions of others."70

In the foregolng passages the equation of motive with
purpose suggests that the purpose of an act, that 1is, its
motive, is the function that that act serves in an on-golng
social system. It should now be clear why Gerth, Mills,
Becker, and Carper are well disposed to this particular
position. They are interested in analyzing the interrela-
tions of social phenomena and they are thus interested in
the functlion that vocabularies of motive serve in such
systems. Thus the equations of motlive with purpose seems
a logical one given this position. In Lindesmith and
Strauss we find the same interesting equation, apparently
they think of the two terms as simply interchangeable. Such
considerations suggest the final class of motivational

theories with which we will concern ourselves.

Non-motivated Purpogive Systen

The title of thils final section on motivational
theories may seem to be a contradiction in terms. Actually
it comprises an interesting and diverse group of theories
and forms the logical transition to the secord part of thils
thesls.
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The present section however concerns itself much less
With motivational theorles than it does with certain
singular ways of asking questions. Properly considered it
covers a great literature in modern sociology and it will
be impossible therefore to give anything more than an
outline presentation. As we suggested in the last section
deallng with theories of legitimation several theorists
equate motives with purposes: the motives that compel
soclal action are the purposes that an actor entertains.
Yot to talk of the purpose of an actor 1s to employ a tele-
ological vocabulary, one that involves some attitude re-
garding future states of affairs toward which an actor or
system 1s orilentated. Systems that involve "future states
of affairs” as slgnificant elements or variables are tele-
ological systems.71

Our final group of theories are those that involve
such concerns 1n explaining the motivation of social acts.
For our purposes teleological theories refer to ggy such
use of teleological categories, whether it be that of
equating motives wlth purposes as Gerth, Mills, Lindesmith,
Strauss, etc. have done or even the more subtle usage
employed in the "functioénalist®™ vocabulary. With regard to
the first group it seems straight forward enough to assume
that if a person asks for a motive such a motive is a pur-
pose, the purpose that the person in question has in per-

forming an act. That is, the act 1is performed with scme
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end in view. Now to speak this way may seem natural enough
for human beings, thoﬁgh it must be remembered 1; does not
make sense to ask for the motive or purpose a bridge has
in spanning a river or the purpose a river has in wearing
down a mountain. We often refer to the "false” imputation
of purpose in the natural world as a fallacy, "the pathetic
fallacy"™.

Yet it seems to be the case that this fallacy does
not apply to human imputations of purpose. Between running
water and steel spans on the one hand, and human beings
and perhaps the higher mammals (many would rule them out)
on the other, the divliding line between purposive behavior
and "mere events” occurs. ' So much for considerations of
meaning; what really interests us in the present context
1s that this final class of motivational theories 1is tele-
ological. Because of this it in some ways crosscuts all
of the categoriles of motivation we have discussed, while
in others, such as the present class, it forms the sub-
stance of such theorizing. In the first group it forms
a perspective or accepted framework in terms of which the
theorist orlentates hls questions, in the latter it Jg
the theory. These statements will become more obvious when
We analyze in Part II the nature of such systems.

For the moment we must note that theories concerned
with teleological systems refer to them variously as "pur-

posive systems", "adaptive systems", "homeostatic or
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self-regulating systems™, ®"boundary malntaining systems",

or "directively organized systems". All these phrases refer

to the same set of phenomena. i‘odern exponents form a

guard of honor 1n contempory social science: Talcott Parsons,72
Robert. K. Merton, > Clyde Kluckhohn, ' E. A. Shils,’5 Philip
Selznlck,77 Abba Lerner,78 Werner S. Landecker,79 and in

80 Norbert Wiener81 to mention

other flelds Walter Cannon,
only a few. The list could be greatly extended to cover
many fields rangling from biology to switching theory, from
psychiatry to control systems and communication theory.
This fact should serve to stress the point that such a
group of theorists partake more of an engulfing perspective
than an actual theory as such. We employ the phnase "en-
gulfing perspective” mainly because it 1s engulfing and be-
cause we wlsh to indicate something more general than any
particular theory, a difference which will lead us to
question whether 1t 1s a legitimate perspective at all.

If we explore this conception further we find that,
for instance, to ask what a man's motive is in going to
work we may be told that it serves a purpose, to attain
money, or achleve status, or occupy time. The motive in
this case 1s the purpose, and that is only another way of
saying that such motives or purposes serve functions, either
in malntalining a soclal system, or in maintai‘ning an in-
divlduals personality system. Thls conception has nothing

to do with the functional legitimation of acts such as
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Gerth and Mills discussed but instead refers to the role
that an act or series of acts has in maintalining an on-going
system. In other words to speak of "purposive systems",
"motlivated systems”, "adaptive systems", "teleological
systems”, or "boundry maintaining systems™ 1s really to
refer to functional systems. In any discussion of teleo-
logical entities the terms "purpose”, "motive", and "func-
tion" are synonyms.

Such a conjunction of terminology may seem difficult
to absorb at first encounter, tut a moments reflection will
confirm the fact that the functionalist vocabulary 1is quite
teleological, referring as 1t does to the role played by
certain select elements 1n the maintenance of on-going
wholes and in the attainment of selected ends. Calling
attention to such a conjunction of meanings (purpose-motive-
function) is important in that it allows us to discuss the
nature of systems to which such terms apply in a general
context and apply findings of recent work in the analysis
of such entities to any argument of this form.82

Even so it may seem i1diosyncratic to think of the
authors we have listed in this sectlon as motivatlonalists.
But if we are correctly understood 1t makes as much sense
to call them motivationalists as functlionallists and vige
versa. As for the other meanings of motivationt as global
correlation, as identification, as legitimation we will

find that the very problems these theorists po3e when they
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seek a "theory" of motives 1s 1tself teleological. Tele-
ological conslderations therefore form a framework thet is
in many respects an ernest of motivationalists generally,
and becsuse of this it warrants our careful attention.

Our present class of motivational theories 13 then a
venerable one being largely co-extensive with structural-
functionalism in soclology. To ask for the motive of a
soclial act 1is to ask for the purpose, which 1is only another,
though cryptic way of asking for the function that that act
serves.

Yet even if "functionalism™ were a non-existeat per-
spective-~for it 1s a perspective and not a theory as we
shall see--even 1f this perspective did not exist we should
still have to construe the fourth class of motivational
theories along these lines. Thils 1s necessary because
somewhere along the line we are going to have to scknow-
ledge all those instances in which motives stand as purposes
or causes or generators of soclial action. And furthermore
we are going to have to acknowledge the fact that such
causes or generators serve functions in soclal and personal
systems. Such usage 1s.fairly common even if not graced
wilth theoretical status and it must be taken into account.
We are face to face ﬁith such matters if we recall Gardner
Murphy's comment "there 1s always room for the question:
what makes the thing work?". The fact that a theorist may

analyze social and personal systems into numerous inter-
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connected elements exhibiting lawful regularity and then
8t11l ask the question "what makes it go"™ suggests that
teleological thinking is not dead.

In ending this section let us again attempt a simple
scﬁematizatlon. It will not be as complex as the former
paradigms since thls class of theorles 1s nothing more

than a way of asking questions:

\§

ENDS
sub and final of
personal and soc-

1al systems
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of attainment

mechanisms for the attain-
ment of "ends"

Agaln the arrows indicate that there is a one-to-one
correspondence between the mears, the functiors, and the
ends of "functionally conceived systems”. How one accounts
for so-called dysfunctions and the extent of a particular
function is another problem. As we shall see, these are
really pseudo problems but for the moment seemingly real.
According to one reasonable construal, for every means
employed there 1s a Eorrespondirg function which it serves
in the attainment of social ends; and like %"situated motives"

the diagram indicates that this function is unique in each

case. The point being that we thereby avoid the negative
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connotations of "reductionism®™ by avoiding any universal
predispositions or push mechanisms.

Such a conception 1s one of great generality. It
suggests that since motives and functlions are equatible
when we speak of any functional system we have already
sald everything there 18 to say about motivated systems.
However 1f this 1s the case then when we employ such a
scheme our job 1s done, there can be no further problem of
"what makes the thing work". On the other hand if this 1is
denled and some further "cause" 1s felt necessary, the
position can only be maintained Af some independent sense
can be made of teleological conceptions which is not already
glven in the explication of functionalism and teleology
which we are about to develop. If teleology and thereby
functionalism turn out to be merely an alternative render-
ing of the "logic of explanation" then there 1s no question
of motivation. For motivation in the present context to
prove viable there must be some independent sense made of
i1t which 1s not capable of analysis in terms of the general
structure of empirical science. We will attempt to show
that there 1is no such additional meaning, that such systems
are not peculiar, and that therefore teleology (and function-
alism) are without independent status in motivatiomal
theorlizing and in science generally. Our point in this
thesis 1s going to be that concerns of this sort are un-

necessary concerns, that they resolve themselves into one
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of three categories: ststements of lawful regularity,
statements of purpose nd function which in turn are re-
placeble by law statemense, and finally redundancy state-
ments.

It 1s in this sense then that the title of our present
section, "Non-motivated Purposive System” must be evaluated.
It 1s not a contradiction because the "purposive system" in
this case refers to systems that "appear®™ to possess char-
acteristics or propertles that distinguish them from systems
that spanned straits, such as bridges, and systems that
wWwear down mountalins, such as streams. Actually, as we shall
show there is no such distinotion to be made. By the same
token the phrase "non-motivated" refers to the fact that
once such &n analysis 1s provided considerations of moti-
vation in any sense become dubious.

This 1s not a new conception; Lundberg has intoned
for such a handling of motivation for years. One is re-
minded of Nelson Foote's uneasy treatment of Lundberg's
comment that "there 1s no more justification scientifically
to seek the motives of a man who runs down the street than
there 18 of paper which blows down the street....au Lund-
berg 1s not fooled by the motivational argument in any
gulse but on the other hand he has not fully provided for
its dismissal. However,'this is hardly his fault since
certain aspects of the necessary research have only recently

been published. His exhortatlons that sociology become a
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"natural sclence” are actually a salubrious corrective in

an area often cloaked by confusion.
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METHODOLOGY AND TELEOLOGY

Ihe Loglc of Explonation
It 1s commonly held that there are many kinds of

explanation. The process of knowing 1is supposed to con-
sist of several types of experience: scientific, intuitlve,
mystic, aesthetic, descriptive, and so forth.1 It is not
our purpose to argue these matters in this thesis. When
e speak of knowledge, scientific knowledge, we will mean
knowledge trat has the logical structure of the sort we

are gbout to develop. Thils type of knowledge 1s only an
explicit rendering of what sclentists implicitly assume.
The other sorts of "knowing"™ have been senerely challenged
and, as far as we can see, are wlthout foundation, but that
will not be our concern here.?

Before we begin 1t 1s worth noting that for our pur-
poses 1t wlll not be necessary to investigate the area of
theory construction as such in this exposition (the word
theory 1ls here used in the technical sense as a speclalized
construct in the explenatory scheme of empirical science).
The relation between theory and law statements has recently
been clarified by some of the advanced students of modern
analysis, and the work of R. B. Braltnhwalte stands out as
perhaps the most concliss statement dealing with thils vexing
problem.3 Nevertheless law statements are, for our purposes,

sufficient to explicate the nature of motivation and tele-
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ological systems. Therefore the reader 1is urged to dis-
count the casual use of the word “theory"™ as it has appeared
in this thesis. There 1s a common usage of the word "theory”
which seems to refer to any very general sort of explanation
whether of conceptual, lawful, or truly theoretical form.
When we speak of motivatlional “theory” we mean that term

to be taken in this manner.

We may begin our analysis of the logic of science by
noting that when we speak of concepts (as apposed to pre-
cepts) we have in mind not particular definite events but
"kinds7. We take the world to be composed of an indefinitely
iarge number of particulars each one in some sense possessed
of propertles or characteristics not shared by any other
particular: we refer to each particular as a unique event.u
Supposedly 1f we but had the patience we could attain closer
ard closer approximation to a complete description of such
particulars by listing all of the characteristics it
possessed. While this may, for certaln purposes, be what
we wish to do it 1s seldom what we do in sclence. The
reason for this 1s that one of our aims in science 1s to
achieve general knowledge regarding broad classes or kinds
of events. To be sure sclence occasionally concerns itself
with particulars as in the case of geology. Yet even while
the geologist 1s concerned with a unique and supposedly
particular event (the earth) he assumes that the regularities

he establishes relative to it would hold for any "silmilar
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planet®”. Now this amounts to saying that he is interested
in "kinds®™ not particulars. Let us briefly see what this
entalls.

The scientist 1s concerned with general knowledge and
he attalns such generality by the use of abstraction. The
distinction between abstraction and generalization 1is
roughly that generality 1s a predicate that applies to
Statements; 1t involves some use of gquantification (existen-
tially quantified: "some®, "a few", "most®™, "many", etc.;
universally quantified: *"all", “every" etc.). Abstractiom
on the other hand is roughly a predicate that applies to
entitles and 1t refers to gharacteristics those entities
possess.5 In order to generalize over large areas it is
necessary to abstract. This entalls the selection of certain
characteristics, qua characteristics, and subsequent attempts
to establish universally general relations between them (in
the case of statlistlical regularities or conjunctions: exis-
tentially general).

Now gopcepts may be looked upon as statements formed
by constant conjunctions6 of such abstract characteristics.
Thus the concept "gold" constantly conjoins several abstract
characteristics in a universally quantified manner, that
is, in a general statement of the form: all gold is yellow,
has a certain measure of ductility, a metric of weight per
cubic volume and so forth., The same may be said for the

concept "folk". The abstract properties or characteristics
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that are constantly conjoined in this concept include
"isolation®”, "limited population”, "strong primary rela-
tions", "non-literate”, ”homogenéouély shared culture" and
so forth. These constant conjunctions consist then of
abstract properties held universally. Whatever the nature
of the "actual world®™ really is ("what really is real®™) may
at least be 1gnored by science and still obtain results.
Whether in fact 1t 1s even meaningful to speak of concrete
particulars or complete descriptlions of "things as they
actually are® 1s open to question. At any rate so far as
we are concerned it need not detain us.

There 1s however an aspect of scientiflc activity
that may seem to be cruclally concerned with just such
particulars qua particulars; this 1s the reputed interest
sclentists have 1n facts. Now the opposite of abstract 1is
generally considered to be "concrete™ and the alternative
to general, "singular". Facts are, for the purposes of
sclence, singular statements which may be either concrete
or abstract. Facts refer to true states of affairs in the
world. They may be entirely specific as when we seek the
explanation of an individual occurence or event; they may
make reference to a single glasg (still singular) of entities
as when we ask for the explanation of a class of laws
(Kepler's three laws of planetary motion). They are not
the substance of science as 1s often assumed but they do

form the verification basis upon which 1t rests.7
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If we turn to scientific laws we find that they too
are "constant conjunctions” or "invariant relations" as
between entities. But in this case the entities which
they conjoin are the concevts of which we have Just spoken.
Laws are statements that must be true, while lawlike state-
ments may or may not be true even though they have the
logical structure of conceptual conjunctions. Also we
must note that a further requirement of laws is that they
be, like concepts, universally quantified. This restric-
tlon must be revised in the light of statistical laws but
for our purposes we will consider it accurate enough. Thus
if law statements in science are universal conjunctions of
kinds of events what doeé it mean to say we explain some-
thing by means of laws 1n empirical science.

First of all let us be very clear of what we mean in
talking about explanations. When we are asked to explain
something, generaliy we are asked "why", that 1s, for a
"reason™ or "cause” or "determinant” of the event in ques-
tion. Often this usage 1s opposed tc "merely descriptive
statements™ or "statements of fact™. It is not always
easy to know just what someone has in mind when they make
this distinction or employ any one of the above terms.

Very often the use of "description" as opposed to "ex-
planation” refers to a'psychological difference; 1t suggests
the "feeling" of comprehension that an individual may obtain

in being given an explanation. Feelings of psychological
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ease or understanding or unease and lack of understanding
are perhaps lmportant but of no concern to us. All that
we are interested in 1s the logical structure of explana-
tion whether or not in any particular case the explsmation
1s accompanied by feelings of comprehension. When a person
asks a "why" question as opposed to a request for descrip-
tion we take this to mean a question that distinguishes
between concepts and laws. This point requires further
comment .

When we oclassify we are conceptualizing; so if a person
asked "why" we called 12th Century Japanese social structure
"feudal® we should take thig "why® question as a request
for the abstract characteristics which comprise the concept
®"feudal®. These would then be compared to the Japanese
instance and the social structure labeled (olassffied)
feudal if it possessed these characteristics. The same
would hold for the classifications of fish, birds, plants,
atoms, compounds, rocks, communities, and so forth. Gen-
erally we refer to such a process as desoriptive or defi-
nitive and while it may at times satisfy a "why” question
very often something more is indicated. In a moment we
shall see what this something more is, but for the present
let us investigate the conceptual or classifictory ex-
pPlanation a little further.

We said that we have explained an event (in a perfectly

good sense of the term) when we have shown that event to
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be a member of a class of similar events. For what it 1s
worth psychologically we probably reduce our burden of
thought as we see generallity emerge from particularity.

As we h=2ave sald this 1s the process of classification that
1s a necessary nart of language snd explanation. But

as everyone knows there are good classifications and

there are bad classifications. Actually the distinction
between good and bad classifications has been gilven an
objective meaning; to understand this meaning helps us to
understand the nature of classification, cconcept forma-
tion, and laws in science. A classification is "good"
when 1t 1s a "natural classification"; it is "bad" when it
is an "artificial classification".8 Tre distinction 1is
objective and refers to the fact that some classiflications
of phenomena allow us to explain and predict a rather
modest range of events that are not already included in
the basis of the classification (the defining characteristics
of the classification) while others go further. Thus in
the case of animals and plants classified in terms of thelr
adult ghape we have an instance of an "artificlal" classi-
fication, Opposed to this the "natural” classification of
animals according to thelr method of reproduction on a
phylogenetic scale. In the case of "shape" we can predict
and explain very little ahbout the life and hablts of a
creature classified on this basis. To be sure we can tell

in advance a few things about the mode of support or perhars
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locomotion but that 1s all. Contrast this to the phylogen-

etic classification. On the basis of a few crucial char-
acteristlics, especially reproductive and physiological char-
acteristics a competent blologlist can derive an almost
indefinite number of generallzations about the living
creatures in his classification. Not only can he tell the
medlum in and through which the form moves, but he can
tell as well the probable method of rearing, the sorts of
reproductive structures, food habits, end the structures
that must be present if the creature in question 1s to
ad just to the various environments and ranges of climate
available.

Conceptual explanation can, after all, provide us with
a significant body of knowledge. Classifications into
kinds or types by use of abstract characteristics 1is infor-
mative. It allows us to predict and explain and depending
upon how well the defining characteristics that go into
its basis were chosen it wlll give us more or less Informa-
tion. But generally concept formation goes apace with the
discovery of laws in science and cannot be dissocliated from
it. Medleval herbalists' classifications of plants accord-
ing to the "doctrine of signature” suggests one type of
concept formation. The defining basis consisted of the
resemblance of a plant part (seeds, flowers, stems, roots,
leaves) to a part of the human anatomy. The law stated

that insofar as an aspect of plant anatomy resembled an
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aspect of the human anatomy then that plant would be useful
in curing the diseased area. As it turned out this rela-
tion did not hold and a new basis was discovered. Concept
formation and laws can never be dissoclated from one another.
Furthermore concept formation will depend upon the focus

of interest of the classifier: "ow we will cut up the

world will depend upon what we want to know, that is, what
we are interested in.’

So much for facts and concepts. We suggested a few
pages back that whlle conceptual explanations were common
and useful in sclence as in 1life they are not the only
import of a "why" question. Classification is closely re-
lated to what 1s commonly called dessription. The other
.meaning that "why” questions suggest is more generally
thought of as a "true” explanation. A person may be satis-
fied (we employ the psychologically orientated illustrations
as heuristic alds only) with the suggestion that tre com-
plex social structure he has been studying in Jepan 1s a
feudal system. As well, an individual may be satisfied
wlth being told that the radiator of the car he is now
Viewling--a radiator from which a large icicle 1s protruding
~--1s of the class of phenomenon that burst under the reqgui-
site conditions. Certalnly many children will accept this
sort of explanatlion. If a child asks why it is that babiles
are so thirsty end 1s told that it i1s the nature of babies

to be thirsty, this explanation will often satisfy them.
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Wha% the child has received in this case 1s a conceptual

or classificatory explanation. However the student of
Japanese soclety may remain unmoved by our rsply that he

1s studying a type of feudal soclety; the chagrined viewer
of the burst radiator may be unimpressed by our classifica-
tion of his radlator as one of a large class of objects
that burst (especially if he 1s a denizen of the equatorial
reglons visiting the north); and finally the child too may
counter with the further question as to why it should be
the "nature” of babies to have thirst. It behooves us to
give, at this point, careful consideration to the nature

of these requests.

"Why" requests of this second sort are generally
requests for explanation by general law. As 1s well kmown
laws not only form the basis of science but its ultimate
goal as well. Systems of them form the criteria of coherence
which we shall shortly dliscuss. General laws are often
spoken of as generalizations or universal generalizations.
There 1s however some suggestion of uncertalinity regarding
the question of whether general laws are the same sorts of
things as generalizations. Of late this distinction has
been clarified, as we shall see, by the analyses of R. B,
Braithwaite, but for the present we will use the two terms
as simply synonyms.10 If laws or generalizations form the
basis and the end of scientific investigation we must ask:

What 1s the nature of a general law?
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As we have suggested they too are constsnt conjunction
statements. They are statements asserting some sort of
invariancy between classes of events--as we have already
seen. Therefore they are conjunctions of concepts. Gen-
erally they take the form--they have the form even though
the scientist may neglect to always phrase them in Jjust
this manner--"Everything that 1s of class or kind A is
also of class or kind B".11 Or more simply: Every A 1is
B". Examples of laws (whether true or not) are the follow-
ing: 4in constant volume gases 1lncrease thelr pressure as
their temperature increases™; all Sierran big trees ccour
at elevations of 5,000 to 8,000 feet above sea level”; "in
situations of perfect competition supply equals demand™;
"the angle of reflection of light from a dense surface 1s
equal to the angle of incidence®"; "it 1is a universal fact
that suilclide rates in a soclety are proportional to the
index of anomie™; "the degree of systematization found in
the literary and oral tradition of a people will depend
upon the degree to which thsy are politically centrallized®™;
and so on and on. In order to qualify as a lawful statement
the proposition must be true but it need not be metrically
stated. It 1s easy to see trat qualitative (and quantitative)
statements of this sort cover a class of great magnitude.

Nevertheless they all possess the abstract form of
“Everything that 1s of kind A 1s also of kind B" and this

plus their truthfulness 1s all that is requ'red to be laws
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in science.

Now even though laws have thils form and even though
the number of laws in science 3s extremely vast there 1is a
1limit to them. This llmit is interesting and will aid us
in comprehending the nature of scientific explanetion.
Eugene Wigner hes prescribed a criterion of "limit”™ to
what he proposes we call "our science". Wigner adopts as
Fis basis of "our sclence" all the scientific knowledge
that men have actually learned at any particular time.

For our purposes it is better to denote by science all that
1s contained in the literature of science.

Now what 1s contained in the litsrature is rather vague
but it does suggest that there 1s some lmowledge that never
Tinds its way intc sclentific books. Such simplistic laws
as "redhot objects burn®, "the movement of air is experi-
enced by us as wind", "water conducts current®, "grass
clumps 1f not grazed", "earthworms come to the surface at
night®”, "trout like earthworms", and so forth are examples.
Such rather simple and imprecise laws (not so simple for a
chlld first learning them) could be made more precise but
st1ll not find their way into the scientific literature.

It 1s not that they are not laws but rather that they are
not of sufficient scope to warrant our concern.12 In fact,
we shall see that most of these laws are already accounted
for by more general laws. Nevertheless just what laws

wlll be included 1In "our science” 1s not a highly precise
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matter., Some of them wlll be considered too obvious or
well known to warrant inclusion, some will not, and the
boundary between the two realms will always be shifting as
long as science 1is viable.13

Now that we have at least a suggestion of what a law
amounts to we must ask how the second "ahy" que3stion is
to be taken. It, Jjust as the first, 1s a request for
explanation. How does a law explain? A law explains in
exactly the manner in which a concept explains, that 1s,
by subsﬁmption. When we explaln an event we subsume it
under a lawful regularity. If we wish to explain why it
1s that the 12th Century Japanese system was Feudal we do
so by subsuming this particular class event (this member
of the class of feudal entities) under a general law of
feudal systems. We may know of no such law at present but
1f and when 1t 1s discovered 1t will provide the explana-
tlion required. For instance, suppose that you were able
to substantiate the hypothesls that feudal systems develop
whenever structures of central authority disintegrate in
agrarian soclety. If this hypothesis were substantiated
(were a law) then we should explain the Japanese system
by subsuming it under our law. Of course, if it was the
case that the Japanese system had all of the abstract
characteristics that feudal systems have and yet did not
have a disintegrated central authority then 1t would not

be a true law or true explanation, but that i1s not the point
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at 1lssue here.

Similar explanations may be given in the instance of
the burst radiator and the thirsty baby. The law that
water expands when 1t freezes and the law stating the
relative strength of radlator materials may both be evoked
to explain why this particular radiator burst. So too may
thls baby's thirst be explained by the law that certaln
types of organisms (generally mammals) require water intake
of such and such amount, which itself rests upon laws of
mammnalian physlology, and so on.

All of this may be easier to grasp i1f we detall an
iliustration thet we have used above. Actually Carl Hempel
had done most of the Job for us and we will now quote at
some length from hls interesting paper: "The maln functlon
of general laws in the natural sclences 1s to connect
events in patterns which are usually referred to as gxpla-
patlon and prediction. The explanation of the occurrance
of an event of some specific kind E at a certain place and
time consists, as 1t 1s usually expressed, in indicating
the causes or determininz factors of E. Now the assertlon
thet a set of events--say, of the kinds Cl’ Cz""’ Cn--
have causged the event to be explained, amounts to the state-
ment thet according to certaln general laws, a set of events
of the kind mentioned is regularly accompanled by an event
of kind E. Thus, the scilentific explanation of the event

in question consists of
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(1) a set of statemernts asserting the occurrence of

certain events C;..., Cn at certain tilmes and
places

(2) a set of universal hypotheses (laws), such that

(a) the statements of both groups are reason-
ably well confirmed by empirical evidence
(requirement of truth),

(b) from the two groups of statements the sentence
asserting the occurrence of event E can be
logically deduced.

In a physical explenation, group (1) would describe the
initial and boundary conditions for the occurrence of the
final event; generally, we shall say that group (1) states
the determining conditions (latter called antecedent or
initial conditions) for the event to be explained, while
group (2) contains the general laws on which the explana-
tion 1s based; they imply the statement that whenever events
of the kind described 1in the first group occur, an event

of the kind to be explained willl take place.

Illustration: Let the event to be explained consist
in the cracking of an automobile radiator during a cold
night. The sentences of group (1) may state the following
initial or boundary conditions: The car was left in the
street all night. 1Its radiator, which conslsts of iron,
was completely filled with water, and the 1id screwed on
tightly. The temperature during the night Aropped from
39° F. in the evening to 25° F. in the morning; the air
pressure was normal. The bursting pressure of the radiator

material is so and so much. =-=Group (2) would contain

empirical laws such as the following: Below 320 F., under
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normal atmospheric pressure, water freezes. Below 290 F.,
the pressure of a mass cf water increases with decreasing
temperature, if the volume remains constant or decreases;
when the water freezes, the pressure again increases. Finally,
this group would have to include a quantitative law con-
cerning the change of pressure as a function of its temper-
ature and volume,

From statements of these two kinds, the conclusion
that the radlator cracked during the night can be deduced
by loglcal reasoning; and explanation .of the considered
event has been established."lu

While the quotatlon from Hempel makes specific reference
to the physical sclences it does so only because the para-
digm of explanation will then be shown to apply to all
sciences and even areas not thought of as scientific (see
title). In fact this was the intention in writing the

article.15

Now from this 1illustrative passage several facts emerge.
First and most obvious is the fact that the "Hempel paradigm®
(1f we may call it that) is the same as the naradigm we
have been developing. This suggestion is reinforced by the
appeerence several years later (in collaboration with Paul
Oppenheim) of a long study in the "logic of exnlanation”
following exactly these lines though with greater refine-
ment and depth.16 Also in this lat er study there appears

a long footnote the import of which shows that this paradigm
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is not 1idiosyncratic but really an explicit formalization
of what a great number of eminent writers (from Mill and
Pearson on) have had to say on the subject of explanation.17

A scheme such as we have developed--really only a
summary of the Hempel-Oppenhelm paradigm (hereafter referred
to simply as the H-O paradigm)--is then, what is meant by
explanation in empirical science. This 1s an snalysis of
what 1s golng on when an event or a lasw 1s explained. So
far as we can see, and so far as competent writers have
been able to see, explanation consists of this sort of
structure (logically) and nofing more.

The second thing that we notice in examining the
passage quoted above 1s that in addition to category #2,
the category of general laws, Hempel has still another set
of stetements (sentences he calls them) stating "determining
conditions®. The determining conditions figure into all
wmodels of explanation. They take a varlety of names of
which the following are the most prevalent in the liter-
ature:s "antecedent conditions", "boundry conditions™,
"inltlal conditions", "state conditions™, occasionally
"parameters” when somewhat incorrectly employed, and some-
times "state descriptions” or merely "descriptions". The
statement of these conditlons is as important as the laws
themselves for the process of explanation. Let us 1illus-
trate what 1s meant by these varilous deslgnations.

Suppose that there has just occurred an eclipse of the
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sun by the moon and we ask an astronomer for an explana-
tion of Jjust this event (not of eclipses in geperal for
which general laws would be sufficlent). What we want to
kmow 1s why thils eclipse at thls tiwe. To answer our
questlon the astronomer needs two sorts of statements:
he needs of course the general laws stating the regularities
of motion of the satelites about the sun (Kepler's laws)
and perhaps certain laws stating the behavior of large
bodies generally (Newton's laws). But he also, in addition,
needs 1lnitial or antecedent conditions relative to the
solar system. The initial or antecedent conditions consist
of such statements as 1) the relative positions of the
earth, moon, and sun one to another at some arbitrarily
selected time (t). Coupled with these statements or "state-
conditions®™ must be 2) numbers describing the relative
velocity of the earth, moon, and sun, one to another. All
of these statements we call initial, boundary, antecedent
or determining conditions. They are also often called
descriptions of the state of a particular system at some
specifled time. Such statements of conditions or state-
conditions of a system allow the scientist to apply laws
to particular situations. They are not asnects of laws
as such, but they are necessary if the laws are to be
applied to events for explanation. They are always relative
to some kind of event that we wish to explain. In the case

of the eclipse the particular initial conditions that we
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wlll choose will be selected in terms of our desire to
explaln Jjust thils event and no other. All of this 1s very
obvious anc¢ 1s generally summed up in the adage that we
must know the nature of our subject (the facts) before we
can hope to explain what went on. Every detective story
operates identically; the detective must first "get the
facts™ (i.e., initial conditions of the crime) ené then
drawing on the "laws"” of human behavior (cultural and social
regularities) the sleuth can deduce, in classical H-0
paradigmatic fashion the probable hypotheses to be tested,
that is, the probable explanations.

So far, in drawing out the implications of what it
means to explain something, we rave sald nothing about pre-
diction. Ideally when we explaln an event we should be
able to predict it as well. 1In fact the analysis we have
Just made of the explanation of solar eclipses suggests
that it 1s 1dentical to what we might do in a prediction.
These indications are in fact correct, for as many authors
have observed explanation and prediction have an 1dentical
logical structure;18 the sole difference between them 1is
a pragmatic one. It rests on the purposes at hand. Karl
Popper has summarized this nicely in his famous The Open
Scelety and Its Eggm;es,19 and J. W. N. Watkins, an economist,
in full agreement with Popper puts the matter even more
succinctlys "It has been established by Professor Karl R.

Popper that the formal structure of prediction is the same
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as that of a full-fledged explanation. In both cases we
have (a) initial conditions; (b) universal statements (i.e.,
general laws); and (c) deductive consequences of (a) plus
(b). We explain a given event (c¢) by detecting (a) and
postulating and applying (b); and we predict a future event
(c) by inferring it from some given (a) and postulated (b).""
However whille the two processes are only pragmatically
disjoined Watkins feels that the distinction 1s a useful
on2 particularly, troush not exclusively, in the social
sciences. He notes ",..even the soclal sclentist who can
provide a full fledged (in contradistinction to what is
more often the case In the social sciences: Hempel's
"explanation sketch", an incormrlete statement of the laws
and initiel acnditions) of a past event will run into
difficulties if he tries to predict similar events, because
they will occur 1n & system which 1s not i1solated from the
influence of factors which he cannot ascertain beforehand.
The Astronomer Royal can prepare a Nautical Almanac for
1953 because he 1s predicting the movements of bodles in
a system isolated (for his purposes though never absolutely
isolated 1.e., from cosmic radiation or stellar dust) from

extraneous influences, buil, the Chancellor of the Exchequer

#J., W. N, Watkins, "Ideal Types of Historical Explanation”,

Regdings in the Prilo of Sciepce, H. Flegl and M.
Brodbeck, New York, 1953, pp. 723-724.
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cannot prepare an Economic Almanac for 1953 because, even if
he possessed sufficlent knowledge to explain completely
the 1951 level of prices, production, investment, exports,
etc., his predicticns of future levels would undoubtedly be
upset by unforseeable, world-wide disturbing factors, the
effects of any of which might be cumulative.”20 This
ldentical sitvation of course holds for meterology and also
for aspects of geology (certainly a physical science); the
geologlist cannot predict earthquakes though he certainly
has no trouble explaining them. Actually in this situasion
the social sciences seem better off.

The upshot of this discussion 1s that prediction and
explanation differ in no important respects. Therefore
when we speak of explanation in this thesis it will be
understood that we mean prediction as well. Also it should
be noted that Watkin's suggestions regarding isolated
systems 1g 1tself merely pragmatic in intent. As Bertrand
Russell has remarked21 the end of science 1s not the
explanation of isolated systems. The elucidation of isolated
systems gerves as a means. We 1solate so that we may dis-
cover with ease the laws operative in a simplified system.,
The final aspiration of science may reasonably be construed
as the total lawful explanation of every phenomenon that
compels our attention. Nevertheless there is strong reason
to belleve that explanations of this sort would prove so

complex that we simply could not handle them (except in
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principle). After enough tests have besn performed to verify
a universal theory it would probably not find much further
use except 1n challanging further theorizing. Pragmatically
there 1s some Jjustification for being concerned with isolated
systems; they limit our focus of attention and to that

extent increase our precision in limited explanation and

predictlon.z2

Thus far we have talked almost exclusively of the ex-
planation of "events". However events, that 13 simpnle
occurrences, are not the only entities that we explain in
the world. We have seen that both concepts and laws explain
by subsurption. But what they explain may be "events",
that 1s "facts” such as an eclipse or a business cycle, or
suicide, or, on the other hand trey may explain gother laus.
Now to explain a law 1s not the same thing as to explain
events. Lawe are universal statements that are true
(general statements universally quantified). To explain
lsws we do not require initial, boundary, or antecedent
conditions. Since a law 1s not an event occurring in the
actual world it may be explained simply by subsuming it
under a more general law. Thus 1t 1s that Kepler's laws
of planetary motion and Gallleo's laws of falling bodies
were subsumed under Newton's laws, and in turn Newton's
laws were subsumed under Einstein's laws.23 In blology
this process occurs constantly. The lMendellan laws of

plant hybridization were subsumed under Mendel's own rather
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simple genetic theory ("theory of unit characters”) and
1t in turn has been subsumed under a more advanced statls-
tical ‘l:lneory.m+ Natural selection has been "explained”
that 1s,; subsumed under laws of genetic mutation and the
laws of heredity.25 The laws governing embryological
maturation have been subsumed (hopefully) under the biochem-
ical theory (laws) of ”organizers".26 Such explanations
also occur in the social sciences though they are far less
precise. For instance, supprose that Durkheim were correct
in asserting that anomlie is inversely proportional to the

27

degree of soclal cohesion. Suppose also that culture-wide
guantifications of cohesion were obtained and that they

bore this out. This law might then be explained by a more
general law connecting indexes of soclal interaction in
later 1life with indexes of social interaction in the first
10 years of life. The law beilng something to the effect
that relative degrees of early interaction are connected
with a necessary degree of adult interaction. If thess
interaction levels are disparate the soclal consequences

are manifest as sulcide or some anomic equivalent. Frankly
we do not know of any such law, but it 1s certainly clear
that if we had one such as this it would serve as an ex-
planation of Durkheim's law. Or taking Michel's theory

of democratic organization we notice that the author himself
provides the wider regularity by noting that the abrogation

of perogative to a leader rests finally upon an even wilder
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econ ric basis: that once in power soclal differentliation
and status considerations tend to pervert the purpose of
organization. So we might say that some form of the Marxilan
situation 1s the more general theory used to explain Michel's
position. Some economists often try to explain the laws
of business cycles by reversion to psychological states of
the individual aztors.28 Institutional economists are often
concerned with similar types of explanations resulting from
the engulfing normative structure in which economic rela-
tions develop. Social psychology may be regarded as largely
concerned with attempting to frame a series of laws that
explain the laws of large scale institutional analysis,
though many soclologlists have theilr fingers in both piles
and 1t is not always obvious that they are conducting a
dual study.29

Such conslderations inclidentally provide additional
information on the nature of ”reductionism".Bo Legitimate
"reduction”™ occurs in sclience when we explain one set
of laws (with their specilalized conceptual basis) by another
set of laws (with a wider conceptual basis). Nothing is
wrong with this procedure. In fact it is what we mean when
we talk of the empirilcal "unification of science®™. Empirical
scientific unification envisages a situation in which all
the speclal sclences arrange themsz1lves within a hierarchy
of deductive reletions constituting our knowledge of the

world. This goal has not been achieved yet but it 1s one
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which science entertains as a hoped for goal. It should
be distinguished from the "formal unification™ of science
which 1s what we have been discussing and 1s a matter of
fact. All science has the same formgl structure; the
methodological "language" of sclence 1s uniform. And 1t
therefore makes sense to speak of reductionism as legiti-
mate within the formal unity of sclence. Reductionism 1s
spurlous and pernicious insofar as it empirically suggests
but cannot attain the derivation of one branch of science
from another. In other words what is generally labeled
reductlionism in the nefarious sense c¢f the term denotes
any attempt to explain the laws of one science by an in-
adequate theory from another. The meaning of reductionism
in this latter sense is the same as that we apply to any
unconfirmed theory.31

Therefore 1f we adequately explain events we do s> by
subsuming them under laws, and 1n the weaker or conceptual
sense by subsumption under class terms. Laws themselves
are explained by subsumption under more general laws. And
these laws must be true or we are "reducing" in the spurious
sense of the term. Finally in any science we eventually
hope to attain the most general laws of that science and
our explanation stops. The "most general"™ laws of any
sclience are relative of course to time and place, for they
may be replaced by still more general laws at some other

tine or place. Nevertheless scilentiflc explanation does
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cease somewhere at any particular time. This does not mean
that there 1s something faulty about it, or as Whitehead
rather foolishly maintains, that it shows the world to be at
bottom "l1rrational and arbitrary”.32 To ask of sclence,
that 1is, éf explanation more than it ever offered 1s a
childish response to the necessities of logical analysis.

In summary we notice that our rather simplified model
follows the H-0 paradigm closely., To exblain events we
elther confer upon them class membershlp by conceptual
placement or we deduce them by employing initial conditions,
general laws, and appropriate formal manipulations. Such
deductlons constitute the *traditional hasis for the dis-
tinction that exists between description and explanation.

To then explain lasws we deduce them from stlll more general
laws. We have mentioned the fact that the term "law" and
”generaiization" are closely related. Since these notions
are not, as commonly used, construed ags referring to the
same thing, and since we will find some use for this dis-
tinction 1t 1is important that we now distingulish the grounds
upon which this difference of usage rests. R. B. Braithwalte
in his extremely important full scale study of scientific
explanation has hit upon what seems to be the basic differ-
ence. A generalization 1s a statement of the form "Every

A 1s B" where the gyldence for this statement is instances

onlve. ‘A law statement 1s of the form "Every A is B" where

this statement 1s deduced from a generalization as yell as
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baving liastances which stand for it. Thus every inductive
generalization such as "All crows are black” has instances
standing for it. Perhaps one has seen 500 black crows and
then inductively infers that "All crows are black™. That
ls, there are 500 instances standing as verification for
this induction. Now suppose we discover the following more
general law (which so far as we can tell 1s not true but
still will serve to indicate our point) "Every bird that
evolves in dark coniferous forest conditions will be black”.
For 1t we also rave instances supposedly garnered from in-
spectling ccniferous forest faunas. However it 1s now clear
that from this more general proposition we can deduce the
less general law that "All crows are black" by the addition
of the premise: "Crows evolved in coniferous forests™. The
latter we take to be a law; the former we take to be a "mere"
generalization. And the reason we do so 1s because we feel
that the "law®™ is more fully confirmed; not only does it
have instances substantiating it but it is deduced from a
generalization which 1tself has instances.33

We have mentioned the requirement of coherence in
emplrizal sclence and we now ses more clearly what this
amounts to. The criterion states that laws in empirical
science are mutually reinforcing, and for them to be mutually
reinforcing or coherent they must either be the highést
level law of that science from which deductions can be made

to lower level laws, or such laws must be deductive conse-
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quences from some higher level law. It takes only a moments
reflection to see that coherence 1s really only another way
of stating a highly valued goal of science: that the laws
of science--and eventually all sclence concelved as the
totallty of knowledge--should come to form vast pyrmidal
hypothetical-deductive systems. At the top occur the most
general laws, at the bottom the least general (often referred
to as common sense statements). The entire structure 1is
related logically by the rules of deductive inference, it
1s related empirically by the criterion of verification.

Finally we come to the question of theories 1n the
strict sense. Theories actually form the final pinion of
sclentific explanation and we must say a word about them.
At the highest level they are what "explain®" laws in the
strict sense. However, as we suggested they are not the
only entities that explain laws. Laws are legitimately
explained by more general laws. BRut in some advanced areas
of sclence-~-though not all scilences--theories are construc-
ted which perform the explanatory--subsumptive--task.
Strictly speaking the work "theory™ should be reserved for
a very speclal sort of construct in science. Theoretlcal
terms have traditionally been recognized as such: 1ion,
atom, wave-function, gerne, energy-levels, organizers, libido,
instinct, etc. One thing we note about theoretical terms
is that nore of them are simple observables. All require

that we observe imputed effects of their operation. Thils
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fact has given rise to a full scale controversy as to the
"ontologlcal status of theoretical entities” out of which,
in part, grew the precept that meaningfulneés was related
to testibility, at least in principle. As 1t turned out
the "in principle® restriction came to mean either "until
we have the technical mean to perform the test” as in the
case of the "other side of the moon"; or i+ came to mean
contextual confirmation, as in the case of theoretical
entities. By contextwal confirmation we mean that while
we may never be able to confirm a true theory by direct
observation we can confirm deductions from that theory.
Also we can say, with Braithwaite, that the meaning of
theoretical terms derives from thelr context in a theory.
Nevertheless the problem 1s extremely involved and requires
considerably more space tham is avallable in a study such
as this. Richard Bevan Bralthwalte's splendld analysis
(often cited in this thesis) of theories in his book
Sclentific Explapation will prove an admirable guide.

We have suggested these considerations because even a
thumbnail sketch of the "logic of explanation® must at
lesst mentlion the role of theories. Nevertheless for our
purposes we do not need to draw upon any more difficult an
explanatory entity than the Hempel-Oppenhelm paradigm of

laws in scientific explanation that we have outlined
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Teleologicgl Systems and Their Analvsisg
' In our presentation of the various classes of motiva-
tional theorles we found that at least one of them involved
some mentlion of teleological and functional concerns. And
in the discussion of "non-motivated purposive systems” we
also saw that the concepts "motive", "purpose”, "function”
were interchangeable. We must now provide ourselves with
a schema which analyzes the systems to which such concepts
refer.

There exlsts today several alternative analyses that
deal with teleological or directively organlzed systems.
Some of these analyzes are of a falrly low degree of ab-
straction. They attempt to discuss actual systems, blological,
physical, soclal in terms of fairly concrete elements. They
attempt to show what 1t is about such systems that makes
us think of them as purposive or teleological and how this
i1s to be understood in terms of empirical science. On the
other hand there 1s a fairly large number of logical con-
structions whose aim 1s rot to examine the structure of
any particular system but to ascertain the general character-
istics common to all such systems. In short such sttempts
enalyze teleology in terms of logical varlables; and it
1s of course the nature nof such variables that they may
take any number of concrete constants as long as they ful-
f11ll the general requirements of that variable.

It is in particular the latter sort of analysis that
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interests us in our discussion of teleological systems;
for if we can understand the abstract logical relations
Involved in teleological systems then we can evaluate
teleological clalms to ascertain whether or not they possess
characteristics unique to such systems. The amount of
interest aroused by the moderm analysis of teleology 1s
lmpressive, and before we attempt to present the logical
structure of such systems shorn of all concrete reference
we may at least mention a few of the more prominent writers
in this field and the basic position they occupy. As a
matter of fact it 1s useful in examinling the question of
teleological syétems and teleological explanation to
approach it in terms of Increasing abstractness. After
this very brief review of major investigators of teleological
and (by the same token) functional systems, we will then
examine in detall the fully formalized conceptions of
Ernest Nagel.

Among the major writers 1ln this field an early investi-
gator who did more to illustrate the nature of such systems
than to analyze them was Walter Cannon, authcr of the
theory of "homeostasis* the import of which was to show
the complex self-regulative effect of physlological organ
systems.Bu Today mnodern physical sclence exponents include
Norbert Wiener, Jullien Bigelow, and Arturo Rosenbleuth and
the theory of control systems or cybernetics.35 These

authors and their followers are interested in establishing
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analogles that will amount to homologies between self-
regulatlive or self-controlling blological systems and
certain fundamental physical or mechanlical devices such as
error-correcting computers snd so forth. The most general-
1zed notions to which they attailn however are essentially
those of universal physical laws (entropy or the second law
of thermodynamics) and not formel analysis. These con-
ceptions hinge upon a construal of life systems as revers-
ing the second law by employing part of the energy of a
36

system to control the system.” Jacob Bronowski follows

in the same v2irn with his analysis of computer machines and
"sclence as foresight".37 Again his analysis rests upon
elther biological categories or very general rhysical prin-
2iples.

Two writers partially bridge the gep between concrete
analysis and formal systems. G. Sommerhoff, a mathe-
maticlan, 1s concerned with certain types of varlables and
the notlion of self-regulative or purposive behavior. In
rart his study 1is bilologically orientated, but in part it
suggests the possliblility of general, abstract conceptlions
that may be handled by the notations of formal mathematics.38
More detalled and more sophlsticated 1s the analysls of
Ross Ashby.39 We encounter here purely formal presenta-
tion which is illustrated by reference to blological analogles
(the homostat). Two other authors do achieve the stripped

abstract system we seek, By so dolng they demonstrate the
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necessary foundations involved in such systems and disallow
the possibility of confusion often suggested by assuming
that what holds for blological systems need not hold for
social systems and what holds for social systems need not
hold for adaptive machlnes. In this conmection we mentlon
again the work of Brailthwaite and his study of "variancy
fsystems"l+0 and finally the intensive 1investigations carried
on by Ernest Nagel in directively-organized systems, tele-
ology, and the formalization of functionalism.t

It would be impossible and unnecessary to expand each
of these poslitions in the space avallable without distorting
the intention of the present investigation. In addition
to the men that we have mentioned there are of course many
other 1investigators in this field. But at this point it
seems most frultful to develop the conceptions of Ernest
Nagel rather fully for they provide us with the soundest
foundation for discussing the implications of such systems.

The reader's induvlgence 1s requested regarding the
length of the following quotations from Nagel's article
Teleological Explnration and Teleological Svsteuns. While
it may seem unduly long it will prove far shorter thaa eny
attempt to render it in non-technical terms. Teleological
considerations are not the least difficult of the perplex-
ing problems of sclence, nor 1s their analysls the most
simple. The already dense nature of Nagel's prose frankly

belies further condensation as the reader will see. We
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begin with a genersl cheracterization of teleological
systems 1n which certain complicating features have not
been introduced. These features will be introduced after
tre general presentation.

"With the romestasis of the temperature of the hunan
body before us as an exemplar, let us now state in general
terms the structure of systems which have a goal-directed
crganization. The characteristic feature of such systems
1s that they continue to manifest & certain state or property
G, or to develop ' in the directior' of attaining G, in the
face of arelatively extensive class of changes in their
external environments or in some of their internal parts--
changes which, if not compensated by internal modifications
in the system, would result in the vanishing of G or in an
altered direction of development. This feature can be
formulated more precisely though schematically as follows.

Let S be some system, E 1ts external environment, and G
some state or property which S possesses or 1s capable of
possessing under sultable conditions. Assume for the
moment--this assumption will presently be relaxed--that E
remains constant in all relevant respects, so that 1its
influence upon S can be ignored. Suppose slso that S
1s analyrable iInto a structure of parts, such that the
activitles of a certain number of them are casvally relevant
for the occurrence of G. For the sake of simplicity,
assume that there are just three such parts, the state of
each of which at any time can be specified by a determinate
form of the complex predicates "A", "B", and "C", respec-
tively; numerical subscripts will serve as indicators of
such determinate forms. Accordingly, the state of S at
any time ceusally relevant to G will be expressed by
specializations of the matrix "(A ByCz)". One further
general assumption must now bYe maée eXplicit. Eesch of these
state-variables (they are not necessarily numerical variables)
can be assigned any determinate values that are compatible
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with the known character of the part of S whose state it
specifies. In effect, therefore, the states which can be
values of ”Axﬁ must fall into a certain class K,; and there
are correspondling classes K, and K, for the othér two state
varlables. The reason for this resdtriction will be clear
from an example. If S 1s a human body, and "A," states the
degree of dilatlion of peripheral blood-vessels, it is ob-
vious that thils degree cannot exceed some maximum value;

for it would be sbsurd to suppose that a blood-vessel could
acquire a mean diameter of, say, five feet. On the other
hand, the possible values of one state-variable at a glven
time will be assumed to be indenend=2nt of the possible
values of the state variables at the same time. Accordingly
any combinatlion of values of the state variables will be a
permissable speclalization of the matrix "AsB Cz)", provided
that the values of each variable belong to thg classes K,,
Kg, and Ko respectively. This 1s tantamount to saying that
the state varlables which are stipulated to be causally
relevant to G are so postulated as to be capable of having

values at a given time which are mutually independent of
one another.

Suppose now that if S 1s in the state (AgBoCo) &t
some given tlme, then S eilther has the property G, or else
a sequence of changes wlll take place in S in consequence
of which S wlll possess G at some subsequent time. Call
such an inltlal state of S a "casually effective state with
respect to G", or a "G-state"™ for short. Not every nossible
state of S need be a G-state: for one of the causally
relevant parts of S may be in such a state at a given
time, that no combination of possible states of the other
parts will yleld a G-state for S. Thus, suppose that S
1s the human body, 5 the property of having an internal
temperature lying in the range of 97° to 99° F, Ax again
the state of peripheral blood-vessels, and B, the state
of the thyroid glands; it may happen that B,’assumes a
value (e.g., corresponding to acute hyperac¥1Vity) such
that for no possible value of A, will G be realized. It
1s also conceivable that no possible state of S is a G-
state, so that in fact G 1s never realized in S. For
example, 1f S 1s the human body and G the property of
having an internal temperature lying in the range 150° to
160° F, then there is no G-state for S. On the other hand,
more than one possible state of S may be a G-state, though
only one of them will be actual at a given time; but if
there 1s more than one possible G-sgtate, we shall assume
that the one which 1s realized at a given time 1s uniquely
determined by the actual state of S at some previous time.
In short, we are assuming that S 1s a deterministic system
wlth respect to the occurrence of G-states. The case in
which there 1s more than one possible G-state for S ir of
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particular releﬁance to the present discussion, and we must
now consider it more closely."4?2

We now have a generel characterization of the major
assumptions and a simplified system. Vhat we need 1s to
gradually compllicate this scheme so that it willl be sdble
to handle the complex systems that actually occur (biological,
social, physical); also it will be necessary to relax some
of the earlier assumptlons. What we want in other words 1is
to arrive at a system that can make compensations for a
series of internal end eventually external changes--boundary
maintalilning systems, as Parson's would have it. Nagel con-

tinues as follows:

"Assume agaln that at some time t,, S 1s in the G-state
(AOBOCO). But suppose now that a change occurs in S so
that in consequence A, 1s caused to vary, and that at time
t; subsequent to t, tge state variable "A " has some other
value. Which value it will have at t,; will depend on the
particular changes that have occured In S. We shall assume,
however, that there is a range of possible changes, and
that the values which "A," may have at time t, fall into
some class K', (a sub-class of K,) which contains more
than one member. To fix our 1ideas, suppose that A; and
A, are the members of K'A; and assume further that neither
(ﬁlBOCO) nor (A B,C,) nor (A,B C_ ) 1s a G-state--that 1is,
a varlation 1n io alone would £ake S out of a G-state.
Accordingly, . if the changes mentioned thus far were the only
changes 1n the state of S, S would no longer be 1n a G-state
at time t;. Let us, however, make the contrary assumption.
Assume S to be s¢ sonstituted that if A, is caused to vary
so that the valne of "A," at time t;3 fagls into X',, there
will also be further compensatory changes in the vglues of
some or all of the other state variables. More specifically,
these further changes are stipulated to be of the followlng
kind: Aif K'nns 1s the class of sets of values which "By" and
"C_" have at time t,, then for each value of "Ax” in K
there 1s a unique set in K c such that S contirues to be
in a G-state at time t,; bu% these further changes un-
accompanlied by the first mentioned ones would take S out
of a G-state--that 1s, 1f at time t1 the state variables
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of S have a set of values such that two of them belong to
a set in K'p~ while the remaining one 1is not the corres-
ponding membér of K',, then S 1s not a G-state. For
example, suppose that i1f A_ 1s changed into Ay, the iritial
G-state (AoBoCo) 1s changeg into the G-state (A41B;C;) with
(AB1C1) not a G-state; and if A, 1s changed into A3, the
inftial G-state is changed into the G-state (A,B1C.J, with
(AoB1Co) not a G-state. Tn this example, K'; Is tRe class
(A1A5), and K'se the class of sets ((By, C3), (Bé’ ng),
with Aj corresponding to (B3,C;) and A5 fo (By, Cg)."43

We now have all of the elements of our system and a
speclification of the speclializations that they may take.
The system elements and sub-elements may be elabemated
to any degree of coumplexity that 1s desired; the degree
depending mainly upon the complexity of the system under
consideration and the complexity of the "end” or "goal"
or simply "event"™ that must be explained. As the system
stands it 1s not, perhaps, obvious how it 1s to be appllied.
For this we need some definitions based upon the purely
formal aspects and a slight further complication. In so
doing we willl ses how it comes to grips with actual prob-
lems of directively-organized systems and how an explication
cf teleological terms 1s possible without reconrse to non-
erpirical entities or to any conceptiom not developed in
the "logic of ekplanatlon". Nagel contlnues:

"We now introduce some definitions, based upon the
above discussion. Assume S to be a system satisfylng the
following conditions: 1) S can be analyzed into a struc-
ture of parts, a certain number of which (say three) are
causally relevant to the occurrence in S of seme property
or feature G; and the causally relevent state of S at any
time can be specified by means of a set of state-varlables.

These state-variables at any given time can be &ssligned
values independently of each other, though the possible
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values of each variable are restricted to some class of
values. 2) If 3 i1s in a G-state at some time t_ during
period T, and a varlatlion occurs in one of the state para-
meters (say "A") such that this variation alone would take

S out of its G-state, then the possible values of this
parameter at time t; subsequent to t, but still in T fall
into a certain class K'p. Call this variation a "primary
variation®™ in S. 3) If the state parameter "A" varies in
the indicated manner, then the remaining parameters also
vary so that their varlation alone would take S out of 1its
G-state, and so that thelr possible values at time t; con-
stitute sets belonging to a class K'gp.. L) The elements of
K'p and K'pp correspond to each other in a uniquely recipro-
cal fashion, such that when the state of S is specified by
these corresponding values S 1s in a G-state at time t;.
Call the variations in S which are represented by the members
of K'pr the "adaptive" varlations in relation to the vari-
ations represented by members of K',. When these assumnp-
tions hold for S, the parts of S that are causally relevant
to G will be said to be "directively organized”, if the
reference to T and G can be taken for granted. This defini-
tion can be easily generalized for a larger number of state-
variables, and for the primary variation of more than one
state-variable; but the present incompletely general de-
finition will suffice for our purposes.

"It will be clear from this account that 1f S is
directively organized, the persistence of G is 1n a certain
sense independent of the variations (up to a point) in any
one of the causally relevant parts of S. For although it
1s the state of these parts which by hypotheses determine
the occurence of G, an altered state in one of them may be
compensated by altered states in the other parts of S so
as to preserve S in its G-state. The stfucture or char-
acter of so-called "teleological” systems 1s therefore
expressed by the indicated conditions for a directively
organized system; and these conditlons can be stated, as
we have seen, in a manner not requiring the adoption of

teleology as a fundamental or unanalyzed category. What
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may be called the "degree of ¢irective organization” of a
system, can also be made explicit in terms of the above
analysis. For the property G is maintained in S (or S
persists in its development which eventuates in G) to the
extent that the range of K'A of possible primary varlatilons
1s assoclated with the range of induced compensatory changes
K'ge such that S 1s preserved in 1its G-state. The more
irclusive the range of K', that 1is assoclated with such
compensatory changes, the more is the persisteance of G,
independent of varlations in the state of S. Accordingly,
on the assumptlon that it 1s possible to specify a measure
for the range K'p. the "degree of directive crganization®
of S with respect to varlations in the state-parameter A
can be defined as the measure nf this rsw.v\;-,ﬂ'e."M’L

We now see, as McCulloch has put 1t,u5 what the em-
prical significance of "purpose™ or "directive-organization”
in systems amounts to, and we have seen that the nature of
such systems does not involve us in any unique or unanalyzable
categories. It remalns only to relax the restriction that
Nagel placed on the environmental (E) phenomenon for the
purposes of expositlion to give the full picture of such
systems. Functionallsm should now appear as a varlant in
the vocabulary of teleological systems; the difference
being that the purposive vocabulary stresses ends toward
which glements of systems contribute; functional yogabu-
darles stress tre elements of systems that contribute to
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these ends (in Nagel's scheme the state-variables and classes
of values they may take). Functlionalism also will be elu-
cidated by relaxing the environmental restriction. Nagel
concludes the formal analysis thusly:

"We may now relax the assumption trat the external
environment has no influence upon S. But 1n dropping this
assumption we merely complicate the analysils, without intro-
ducing anything novel into it. For suppose that there 1is
some factor in E which 1s causally relevant to the occurrence
of G in S, and whose state at any time can be specified by
some determinate form of the state-variables "Fw". Then
the state of the system S' (which includes both S and E)
that 1s casvally relevant to the occurrence of G in S is
specifled by some determinate form of the matrix ”(AxB CZFW)";

\r
v

and the discussion proceeds as before. However, 1t 1ls gen-
erally not the case that a variation in any of the internal
parts of S prodvces any significant variation in the en-
vironmental factors. What usually 1s the case 1s that the
latter vary quite independently of the former; that thsy

do not undergo changes whilch compensate for changes 1in the
state of S; and that while 2 limited range of changes in
them may be compensated by changes in S so as to preserve

S in some G-state, most of the states which environmental
factors are cspable of sssuming cannot be so compensated by

changes in S. It 1s customary, therefore, to talk of the

"degree of plasticity" or the "degree of adaptability"” of
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organic systems in relatlion to their environment, and not
conversely. However, 1t 1s possible to define these notions
wlthout reference to organic systems 1in particular, in a
manner analogous to the definitlion of "degree of directive
organization" already sugzested. Thus suppose that the
variations in the environmental state F, comnpensated by
changes in S so as to preserve 5 in some G-state, all fall

into the class K'_3; then Af a measure for this class 1s

”.Lj

avallable, the "degree of plasticity"” of S with respect to
G in relation to F can be defined as the measure of K'F".u6
We have now seen the formal structure of directively-
organized systems and we have sampled a few implications of
such analysis. It should be clear that it 1is of no impor-
tance how tne empirical construal or application of these
formal relations 1s spelled-out, the particular mechanisms
that may be blologically involved or socially required are
of importance only 1in the concrete applications of the
schene.
But we nust now note an important point, mainly that
i1t 1s only our parochallism that confers upon such systems
whatever priviledged status they possess. It makes as much
sense to employ teleological or functlonal vocabularies as
to avoild them 1n favor of a non-teleological physicalist
vocabulary. For understood in Nagel's terms there 1s nothlng

that ultimately separates the two pnenomena except our

particular focus and point of interest. One might quite
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truly say why look upon a kitten, for instance, as a special
sort of system different from the world around it. Consider
the atoms and molecules and compounds that comprise the
animal and we ara forced to concede that from this point of
view nothing in fact separates the "kitten" complex of matter
from any other complex of matter. Besides, when does the
“food" or the "oxygen" it requires cease to become "food"
and "ailr" and start to become "kitten" and vice versa with
the waste products of the "kitten". From one perspective
there are simply a series of lawful orcurences which explain
the events 1n question. There are no "natural® entitles in
the world just as there are no "un-natural® entities. In
short, functlional systems, purposive system, motivated systems
--all of them rest upon a focus of attention and, in the
last analysis, upon parochalism in the perspectives that we
as selective (i.e., valulng) creatures entertain. They are
inevitably tied up with what we are interested in and cannot
be dissoclated from 1t.u7 It 1s much like asking whether
for a fox living in settled farm country there are any ™on-
natural"” objects.

Such systems employ a vocabulary that is acceptable if
properly explicated, but which must not carry the traditional
overtones of hidden "push mechanisms" or "unique onroperties
not found outside such systems™. Thls suggests that there
i1s good reason for dropplng such an 1diom; it adds nothing

new to the discussion of systems and 1t i1s often gullty of
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confusion. It doeg make sense to talk of the functlorn that
a stream has in the degradation of a mountain system, or the
functions of degradation generally, but then all that we find
ourselves affirming in thls rather peculiar usage 1s that
there 1s a general law stating an invariancy to exlist between
running water and steep gradlents on the one hand, and the
process of erosion on the other. Thus too, we may say that
the function of the lungs 1s to oxygenate the blood and re-
move C 2. We might even say rather loosely that the purpose
of the lungs is to do this. But how much less confusing it
would be to say that there 1s a general law stating a regular-
1ty of conjunction between lurgs and oxygenation-Cy2 levels.
In short, our explication of the entire functional or tele-
ological conception is indicative of the redundancy of such
systems at best and thelir confusing and metaphysical sugges-
tiveness they confer at worst. Let us review these findings
now in a more preclse and detailed mwanner.

First, Nagel's scheme 1s neutral as regards the partic-
ular mechanism that will be employed in the empirical analysis
of a particular system. The vocabulary may be biological,
or 1t may be physical or soclal. We should expect that "3"
in a biological system would be an organism or complex of
organisms (blota), "E" to be the geographical and climatic
conditions or the internal body chemistry, and "G" the
property or state of fooc getting, searching behavior,

maintenance of internal temperature, reproduction, and so
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on. In the case of a physical system "S" would comprise,
for example, a thermostatic control system, "E" the variafions
of temperature in a furnace or home, and "G" the property
or state of maintaining corstant temperature. Finally in
the case of social systems or sub-systems (3) we might have
an environment (E) consisting of a threatening "ext.2rnal
proletariat" or a new system of warfare (the phalanx or the
British Square), and the property of continu@nce (G) repre-
senting the persistence of S system, or more specifically:
malntainance of political authority by effective monopoly
of the means of force. In short, with regard to this first
point Nagel has achleved the goal of formal analyslis by pro-
viding us with a system of abstract variables into which we
may "plug® any and every concrete aspect of a teleological
or functional system--be that system socilal, blological, or
physical.

Secopnd, the system he develops 1s so abstractly general
that it seems to suggest that it may be aprlied to almost
any system whether or not it 1s usually considered teleological
or functional. To this Nagel would answer a qualifiedi yes.
Trhe distinctions that most writers have maintained are
supposed “o divide such systems from the rest of the physical
world (the world of "mere events") aprear to be so vague sni
imprecise that if there is something that universally differ-
entiates between teleological and functional systems on the

one hand and non-telecnlogical systems on the other 1t remailns
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to be demonstrated. Nagel has shown what the clalms of
such writers can be meaningfully said to consist, if there
1s more to 1t than this it remains for the claimants to
specify,

Ihird, i1t appears that from time to time what was once
considered teleological or functional is re-classified
into non-teleological categorles. "Nature abrors a vacuun”
and the doctrine that physical objects "sought their own
levels™ were once laws of sclence; 1t was obviously teleological
to talk in this manner. We now classify such statements as
simply general law formulations. The same shift has, as we
suggested, occurral in biological science since Darwin. As
rclence advances 1t seems to steadilly eschew such usage
though as we have seen there 1s nothing ultimately wrong
vith maintaining the older vocabulary as long as it is
explicated.

Tourth, whille the trend of science has been in the
directlon of law statements the system developed by Négel
does have the virtue of conceptualizing features that seem
to have been on men's minds when they first suggested tele-
ological explanations. Not every system possesses teleological
features 1in an obvious manner, that 1is, not every system
invites--however adequate--the use of teleological terms.

And the qualified yee that Nagel gave to questlon #2 suggests
that some do not possess them at all., Nagel notes that

an osclllating pendulum may be thought of as a teleological
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system even if 1t 1s seldom so considered. The harmonic
oscillations of the pendulum are related to the gust of wind
that moves the pendulum originally. Nevertheless, the gust
of wind (force) "E" and the oscillations of the penduvlum
"G" are pot independent of cne another, as is the external
temperature and the human body temperature, but irstead are
causally related. Yet in a more subtle sense this is also
so for the homeostasls of temrerature beyond g gertain
pojnt; 1t is the relative complexity, and the point of
interest that seems to produce the necessary "opaqgueness"
leading to the imputation of purpose--and motlves--in such
systems. Nagel's scheme at least has the value of formal-
izing tre pragnatic, 1f not absolute, difference,

Fiftr, the reason then that teleological explanations
persist 1is asNagel suggests, because "teleologlcal explena-
tiouns focus attention on the culminations and products of
specific processes, and upon tre contributlons of parts of
a system to 1ts maintenance. Trey view the operatlions of
things from the perspective of certain selected wholes to
which tre things belong; and they are therefore concerned
with properties of parts of such wholes only in so far as
these properties are relevent to some complex features or
activities assumed as characteristic for those wholes. Non-
teleological explanations, on the other hand, place chief
emphasis on certain conditions under which specific pro-

cesses are inltiated and persist, and on the factors upon
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which the continued operations of glven systems are contin-
gent. They represent the inclusive behavior of a thing as
the operation of certain selected constituents into which
the thing 1s analyzable; and they are therefore concerned
wlth features that are related to the assumed clraracteristis
cf those constituents. The difference between teleological
and non-teleological explanations, as already suggested 1is
one of emphasls and perspective in formulation."u8

Sixth, our final peint 1s that the criticlsm that in-
vestigators focus on "wholes" or teleological systens in
spite of the fact that they are now known te he without in-
dependent étatus, and that therefore such investigations are
redundant, turns out to be a two edged sword, It is true
that tﬁere 1s no inherent terminus in events. As Nagel
enggests white blood cells are parts of the system "blood
strean®™, of the system "human body®", and of the "solar system”,
as well as the universe. There 1s no arblitrary reason that
one should be judged any more "natural®™ or "real" than an-
other, therefore the focus upon "wholes" or "culminations”
“or "ends" does seem pointless. But says Nagel this is too
étrong a position, for just as there are no inherent termini
in nature so there exlist no reason that any particular seg-
ment may not be studled. Human beings may dictate according
to interest and value what will be studied and how the cake
of the universe will be sliced, but this 1s neither true or

false since values are never true or falsz. The laws soO
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formulated are true or false but the entities and interests,
the subjects we choose to investigate are simply given by
our particular focus of attention. Thus we may decide to
study the system labeled “"white oak tree" but we might as
well have settled on the system "passage of water molecules
X; ¥V, X, 1In the water cycle”. In this latter case we might
have found that molecules X,y,X, passed into the root hairs
of the system, which for other purposes, we choose to label
"white oak tree" and that after moving up through the bole
they passed out into the alr through the stomata of the oak
leaf. From there trhey formel into a cloud and rained upon
the earth. Either system 1is legitimate, there are no "nat-
ural entities™ and apparently no limit to independent vari-
stion.

And what we have seld regarding teleological or adaptive
systems goes equally and co-extensively for functional theory
and functional analysis. Functional enalysis is, as we have
suggestad, merely a variant of the genre. It is sometimes
held that functional analysis 1s a theory, or at least that
it 1s a perspective in terms of which one theorizes. It is
of course nothing of the kind. As our analysls has shown
it 1s a scrt of double edged blas; human interest (culturally
defined) and the purpose of investigation (also culturally
defined) bid us select this and rnot that as a unit of study,

by convention we adopt a functional vocabulary and for no

other reason. Functionalism is sinmply another way of talking
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about statexents of law. It places the "functional theorist”
in the strange and rather enbarrassing poéitinn of promul-
geting a Mtheory" or "perspective” which states that the
sclentist 1is interested in discovering lawful regularities
in society and biology. Wnile this cannot be denled it 1s
certainly no news. However when a functional investigation
spells out grecific cornnections of a functional nature in e
socisty cor in an organism then we have something of scientific
worth to consider, not merely a statement of one of the
goals of scilence. Example: 1if the blologist suggests that
biological systems are functional systems or if the sociologist
or anthropologist suggests that the proper theory of socilety
end culture 1s a functional theory then he i1s merely assert-
Ing that we must seek lawful ccnnsctions prohebly extant in
such systems. Thils of course is the leading proviso of
scilence, that the world 1is not mere chaos. To make such a
statement is not to utter nonsense but 1s certainly program-
matlc in terms of an 1deal that Las be2n around for several
centuries and should stir no emotion., On the other hand to
state that the function of the liver 1s to maintain proper
blood chemistry, or that the functicn of ideology 1is to
legitimize power l1ls to make a substantive claim. But this
claim may as well be made in the more generalized language
of scientific explanation, mainly law statements. That 1is,
we assert a law to the effect that "if the liver is in proper

working order the blood will maintain a constant property”
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or "if a position of power is to be maintesined there must
be a legitimating ideology™. Presented in these terms there
is no chance of mistaking the import of the claim. There
1s no chance of imputing special characteristics or "entele-
chles™ to directively-organized systems. Nevertheless 1if
we are clear as to our claims we may employ the idiom of
teleology in explaining any system, for such vocabularies
are translatable, that is tantamount, to generalized concept-
lons explicated in the previous section on the "loglc of
evplanation™. And this is important: many disciplines es-
peclally sociology and anthropology are apparently convinced
that such perspectlves add something to our knowledge. As
we have shown they do not. We do not wish to deplete the
vocabulary of these sclences as long as they recognize the
ultimate poverty of such conceptions.

One filnal comment remains to be made. Systems investi-
gated by scilentists such as individual organisms, specles,
socleties, and cultures come into and go out of existence.
It may seem puzzling that the teleologlical regularities
found 1n such systems should be universally translatable
into law statements. The reason why this may seem puzzling
1s that supposedly laws are universal and true, which means
true here, now, and always. Does it not seem strange, then,
that the regularities of laws of a soclety should come irto
exlstence and pass out of existence as that soclety comes

into and passes out of being? It may seem so at first but
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in fact there 1is no problem. Zilsel has noted that laws to
be laws need only hold so long as the systems to which they
apply exist.h9 Ten to the tenth power years ago astronomers
tell us that there were no solid bodies in the universe,
clearly then there existed no laws of solid bodies. If
agaln the bodles that make up the universe should become
gaseous ther=2 would be no laws of 3sclid bodies. This does
not mean that whille in existence the laws were not genulne.
It merely sugges-fs a fact about the systems to which we apply
laws. Laws, to be laws need hold only so long as the systems
to which they apply exist. The situation i1s 1dentical for
social and biologilecal systems.

In closing we may review our findings in Part II. We
have presented an outline sketch of the foundation of modern
sclence as elucidated by modern analysis. We first investi-
gated the "logic of explenation”". Ve fornd such a "logic"
to be the basic structure of 8ll science regardless of
speciflc content and interest. The formulatioa centered
around the notions of "fact", "concept", "generalization",
"laws", and "theory"; and we also found that the difference
between explanatlon and predictlon was merely a pragmatlc
one centering around our purposes at hand. This foundatlon
included a simplified statement of the criterion of mean-
ing, as sclence, by its own precept and percept has spelled
it out. To be meaningful in empirical science statements

must be of lawful form capable of being tested (at least in
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principle) and coherent within the corpus of scientific

knowledge. Finally, in this section, we were at pains to
analyze the teleological mode of explanation and the nature
of functlonal systems. We saw that in doing this we could
draw upon a number of authors all of whom fell into one of
two camps:s those that thought rather concretely in terms
of perticular systems such as organlisms, and those that were
primarily interested in the abstract structure of such
systems independent of any particular concrete manifestation.
We spelled out the implications of such analysis and found |
that there was nothing about such systems that could not be
stated in the censiderably less loaded langusge that we
employed in our analysis of the logic of explanationm.

Our final task 1s to apply these findings to the
construal of meaning trat we developed for our four types

of motivational theory.
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Cﬂ\fﬂr TToOT A
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Cur intension in this final section 1s to deduce the
implications of the two sectlions that preceded it. Ve will
try to show how the 4dnvestigations carried out in Part II
of this thesis relp us to evaluate the general claims of
motivational theories. /In doirg this we hope to clear away
some of the ambiguity and vagueness that has surrounded
motivational theories in the past. Rut in a study such as
this we cannot expect to come up with final answers on
questlons of motivation; wkat we can expect 1s that we may
energe with a clearer idea of what 1s involved when an
author proposes a motivational theory esnd just what it 1is
that such a theory may be expected to do. If that much 1is
accomplished then our goal will have been reached.

Taking our first cless of motivational theories what
can we say about them on the basis of the second part of this
thesis? Using a concrete example it 1s c¢lear that such a
treory of global correlation as, for instance, A. L. Kroeber's
theory of "lesbile structure® (Discussed on page 8) 1s not
necessarily a motivational theory at all. That is, global
correlations such as thils are really statenents of general
law connecting two conceptuval areas of experlence: that
dealinz with social and cultural change and that fealirg
with the "play impulse"™. "Zrange" and "play impulse" are
concepts as we understand them in this theory they have been

tentatively linked in the manner indicated by the Hempel-
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Oppenheim paradigm of sclentific explanation. Such a linkage

amounts to a statement of general lasw and need not mention
motivations at all. It 1is however the case that the motiva-
tional vocabulary employed in discussing global correlations
(as in Burke's case) 1s legitimate if cne understands pre-
cisely what 1s meant by it. There 1s no necessary reason
why the vocabulary developed in the explication of scientific
explanation should triumph over that of motivational cate-
gories. Cne problem that it does create however 1s that in
using notivational categories in place of law categories
(when discussing such theories) the theorist offers the
possibility of mistaken identity. It 1is often the casse

that the mere use of sich a vocabulery is instrumental in
suggesting that there 1s somethlng glse, something besldes
the simple conjunctions of concepts into lawful form. This
something else 1s, 1t seems to us, responsible for much of
the nonsense that surrounds mctilvational thinking. CSpeak-
ing loosely, when we ask for the motives that compel social
actlion we tend to think of them as inside the actlon pushing
or driving him onward--Foote's "predispositions"--or we
think of them as being external forces operating in the

same manner: both types have representetives as we have
seen in the th=acries of global correlation. 3But to ask

such questions 1s often to create spurious problems. As
sclentists all we are leglitimately interested in 1s pre-

dicting and explalning human behavior; and to predict and
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explain such behavior all thrhat is necessary 1s that individual
instances of 1t be subsumed wunder general laws, for this
1s what is meant by an explanation or prediction. Instead,
to lead the chase after "fcrces" or "internal compulsions”
is to miss the point completely unless all that is maintained
by the use of such termg amounts to an alternatlive rendering
cf the vocabulary we have develcped., The fact that this 1is
pot always what is meant, and the fact that much of the
general quest for motivational theories originates in a
search for this "something else"™ 1s no better seen than in
the following passage from Kenneth Burke: "It 1s not our
purpose to import dialectical and metaphysical concerns into
a subject that might otherwise be free of them, On the
contrary, we hope to make clear the ways in which dialectical
ané metaphysical lssues pegessarily figure in the subject
of motivation. Our speculations, as we Interpret themn,
should show trat the subject of motivations is a philosophic
one, not ultimately to be solved in terms of emnirical
science".5o

Such a passage as this suggests something about the
nature of motivational theory in general, especlally as
regards theorles of global correlation. It suggests that
since there have been so meny motivatioral theories, perhaps
there is ng theory that 1s really adequate. Perheps, in
fact, there is something about motivation that 1s ultinately

enigmatic. This 1s suggestive simply because 1f we look
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at the tremendous range of such theories, as Eurke has done,
and have seen that no single orz 1s adequate then perhaps
there 1g "something else” going on that is simply part of
the "nature of man" or "motivations™ and not cecpable of being
elucidated by empirical sclence. And even if we do not
care to go as far as Burke would go we still end up asking
the question (from this point of view) "what makes the thing
work?"

But from our perspective one thing 1is certaln, questlons
of thils sort never arise. What we set out to do 1s devise
a body of knowledge that will enable us to explain and pre-
dict soclal actlion. We do this by means of substming par-
ticular social acts, and even laws gcverning soclal acts,
under other laws of wider compass. The question of what
makes the thing work never arlses simply because having
established our laws or regularities we have said all there
1s to say regarding such action. Such an ellmination of
global correlations by law statements has at least the
advantage of never suggesting more than 1t states. Ve
know wlth somre preclsion what we mean by concepts and
laws in sclence and they carry few amblguous and vagve over-
tones. The same cannot be sald for the motlivational theorles
of global correlation.

Second, in our schematization of theories of global
correlation we had a category which we labeled "nexus of

correlation”™ and which we suggested was really the request--
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whenever it was present in such a theory--for an even more
general correlation. Using the exanrple drawn in the section
from Freud's book Civilization and Its Disggnt§g§§5l we
first notice that a global correlation was posited between
basic energy and culture. The nexus of correlation in this
case amounts to an even more general regularity under which
the first correlation may be subsumed. It is on this pci;t
that Freud's theory really arouses interest for here he “ex-
plains®™ vhy libido and culture should be correlated at all.
In this case the wider correlation is contained in the
theory of repression and sublimation. Now it 1s often the
case 1n theories of global correlation that more general
correlates are really the key point of interest for the
theorist, but we see here agaln that a more general corre-
lation is merely a request for a more general law than the
first. It differs in no respect from the structure of the
first except that it 1s more general and can subsumed
the former. Thus a linkage 1s establlished between frustra-
tion of energy and its expression in other areas, and from
such a law it 1s possible to deduce the first law that there
1s a correletion between 1libido and culture.

Incidentally this latter point is important in that 1it
manifests the distinctlon between generalizations and laws
as developed in the "logic of explanation". We see here
an exemplificatlion of that distinction: the more general

law has only instances thet stand for it (Freud and others
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supposedly observed many jnstances of frustrated 1libidinal
energy being subliminated). But a less general law connec-
ting 1libido to culture not only has instances in its favor
but in addition there 1s the fact that it 1is deduced from a
more general law. Such a slituation is important in the con-
firmation of such theories for it adds additlional evidence
for the lower level correlationm.

We see again thén that there is nothing sald by motiva-
tional theorles of global correlation that is not sald by
explicating such theories in terms of the logic of explana-
tion. We may ask therefore what our justification is in
calling such theories motivational? Why attach to them a
speclal category as though they assorted something not
already asserted by a fully explicated methodological
scheme?

Finally, we have sald nothing about the empirical con-
firmation of such theories. Needless to say Freudilan
theory and Kroeber's theory of labile structure (for in-
stance) are far frqm being confirmed by the necessary ob-
servatlion statements. And thlis is also so for other theories
of global correlation. Csographic determinism, Sheldon's
theory of somatic types, frontier theory, and so forth are
not theories that commonly attract large scale endorsement
among the knowledgable sclientlists of the world. Thls alone
is perhaps enough to indicate that as theories of motivation

they are suspect. But it is not and has not been our concern
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1n this thesis to empirically challenge motivational thought.
It was felt that we can do a more satisfactory job by demon-
strating cervailn deficliencies in the methodological apparatus,
in the tyranny of words, and in the area of concept formation.
It may well be that few if any of the global theories can
be confirmed. That 1s to say that few if any of these
general laws wlill stand the test of experience. Neverthe-
less 1f they do it only indicates that we now have a general
law relating to an area which before we do not comprehend.
Whether we would still want to call this a motivational
theory is an open question but if we did then it should
carry few if any of the connotations that it possessed in
the past.

Whern we turn to our second class of theories, those of
ldentification we find further reason for taking a critical
attitude. In the first place we note that identities are
learned. Toote cites, for instance, the game of baseball
and illustrates what he means by identification by con-
trasting two sorts of teams: a World Series team and a
spontaneously formed team that has never played together.
Naturally he notices a difference and he attributes it to
identification. The former team members are identified with
thelr roles, and the latter are not, this supposedly makes
the difference.

Such a positioa would seem to make sense until we

examine what the varlious authors, including Foote, mean by
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identification. It turns out, as we have suggested, that
identities like any aspect of role behavior are acquired by
learning them; in fact it turns out that to speak of identity
is merely a manner of affirming the performance of role
expectations with "definiteness and force". Such "definite-
ness and force" apparently derives from the acquisition of
"expertise", which is certainly learned and not mysterious-
ly given. But if identification i1s learned--by the theorist's
own admission--then does it not merely constitute an aspect
of the role in question? 7Ts it not merely the case that

the distinction Foote notes between the two baseball teams
derives from the fact that one team has mastered its role
expectations and the other has not: that the World Series
team possess "definitehess and force®” simply because it

knows the game in detaill (even to the point of knowing

the idiosyncracies of the other players) and has acquired
the formal and informal expectations incumbent upon its
members while the other team has not? As to why one group
should do this so much better than another Foote himself

has given the answer when he stressed tre limited alterna-
tives avallable to an actor in soclety. Some men acquire
role expertise and others do not simply because the life
s@ﬂéaglons (class, status, values) lead them in one direc-
tion or another. Yet if all identification amounts to 1is
this acquisition of informal and subtle aspects of roles

then what has become of identification as a basis for a
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theory of motivation? Tp be sure men do acquire such ex-
pertise but 1s anything galned by calling it a theory of
motivation? After all it is merely an aspect of role, ac-
quired and sustained as rnles are acquired and sustained and
there 1s nothing about it that "motivates®™ soclal action in
any other way than ordinary role behavior.

We are again confronted with the fact that we wish to
explain and predict human behavior and to do this we must
subsume such behavior under general laws. Role theory--
adequate or not--attempts such a subsumption and all that
Foote, Strauss, Lindesmith, Becker, and Carper have added
to it 1s to call our attention to certain informal aspects
of role theory that had not apparently been given their Just
preposition. Foote's (et. al.) stressing of these informal
role expectations may be useful and it may even be that we
Wlsh to retain for it the name "idertification®. But what
hls statements regarding identifica:ion as a basis for a
theory of motivation can mean escapes us.

It would seem that overtly or not Foote and company
have that "something else" in mind which we mentioned seems
to lurk in the hinterland of most motivational thinking.
What that "somethlng else” 1s we do not pretend to know but
1t seems to be the sort of thing that has engendered so
many of the typical motivational questions. "What makes
the thing go" 1s 1ts prototype and this sort of question

we have seen 1s without foundation. Nonetheless the attentive
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reader cannot help but gain the impression from a careful
reading of motivational literature that some additional
thing 18 implied beyond simple law statements. And if this
1s so what alternative 1s there for a theorist but to attempt
to discover 1t? Half the job in science 1is constructing
the right questions. The presumption is very strong that
motivational theorists have not been overly successful at
this endeavor.

Second, there is a point closely related to the first:
what does it mean to explaln identification itself? To ask
this question 18 to approach from another angle the error
that Foote seems to embrace. Why are there identitiles at
all: what 18 their explanation? To a certain extent Foote
has answered thlis question in his discussion of the manner
in which soclal persons acquire new identities but we get
an even better picture from the revealing article of Becker
and Carper that we already mentioned in another context.

The article "The Development of Identification with an
Occupation® reveals in point blank form the manner in which
ldentities ars to be explained (the wider regularity under
which they are to be subsumed). As we have noted this
article deals with the acquisition of iientity in the role
of university professor. How do Becker and Carper explain
it? Simply by noting the social agencies (institutions)
responsible for the acquisition of appropriate role behavior

(role expertise). They note that "peer groups" (other graduate
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students) and "informal groups"” (parties, cliques, coffee
discussions) are in part responsible. The student acquires
the norms and expectations from them that are requisite to
the future role. Also from the apprentiship situation of
the student with the professors other clues of expected and
expectable behavior are learned. Finally from the formal
academic structure certain over-all and generalized expec-
tations are acquired. But this 1s merely the point we have
been making: 1identification far from being a theory of
motivation 1s a goncept referring to informal aspects of
roles. In many ways identification is the obverse side of
discussions relating to "informal organization®. The wider
generalization or law that Becker and Carper subsum identi-
fication under turns out to be some form of learning theory,
as manifest by the fact that all three areas in which the
incipient academicien acquires identity are simple learn-
ing situations. They "explain" identities by showing how
they are learned which only underlines the fact that identities

are aspects of roles.

What it can mean to call this position a motivational
theory is then, to say the least, puzzling. At best it
explains how persons acquire "definiteness and force” in
role situations. If that is the theory then good enough
but let us be sure that 1s the theory. Even the most
casual reading of the literature reinforces a directly

opposite impression; we wlsh to combat the suggestion of
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“something else” that i1s implied im such theories, and we
feel certain that if the type of analysis we have developed
were generally avallable such theorists would be far from
willing to grant that gl]l they meant was what we have
indicated. Yet if there is some additional import to their
position then it is for them to develop it, as far as we
can see such 18 not the case.

We may in fact hazard a normative suggestion. Social
psychology would be in a better position to frame compre-
hensive theory if the motivational category were simply
dropped. As in the case of theories of global correlation
there seems to be far more to be gained from a depletion of
vocabulary then from mafﬁtaining the present ambiguities
inherent in it. It would seem more plausible to avoid all
mention of motives, at least as regards theories of global
correlation and identification, and employ a fully explicated
system of explanatory categories such as we have developed
or some variant of it. Ambiguity 18 at least minimal in the
latter while this is not the case in the former.

Turning to our third class of motivational theories we
confront a somewhat different problem. So far as we are
concerned there is nothing methodologically amiss in the
theory of legitimation. It is in fact the case that the
term "motive®™ is often employed as Gerth and Mills (et. al.)
employ its to indlcate how words as shorthand expressions

for situations, may function in the promotion of role behavior.
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One thing however must be noted, mailnly that motives as
here employed bear little resemblance to rnctives as causes
ofsocial aotlop. There 1s nothing wrong with stressing the
legitimating nature of motives 1if the empirical evidence
bears this out, since in all cases their authors clearly
recognlze them for what they are. Since they are merely
symbols of symbols 1t may appear strange that they can aid
in the legitimation of roles but that 1s not a point we will
argue. Whether the evidence indicates an affirmative or a
negative pronouncement regarding this theory is not our
concern, at least not in this thesis.

The only point we wish to make is that when a theory
of motivations 1s purposed, such as the present one we must
be careful to evaluate what we are getting. The traditional
connotations of motivational theory have been to suggest
that if you possessed a theory of motivation then it was
possible to get at the causes or push mechanisms that made
men act. In this sense it was a truly general theory cross-
cutting time and place. The thecry of legitimation clearly
can do nothing of the sort since by definition motives are
merely generalized symbols standing for situations. At
dest they "motlvate™ in the manner in which language is
supposed to motivatet as symbolic interaction.

And finally even thlis manner of speaking might better
be reduced to law statements i1f ambiguity 1is going to be

the price that is paid for maintaining the old motivational
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vocabulary. We wonder frankly whether any of the authors
espousing the legltimacy position would have bothered with
it 1f they understood clearly what they were saying. For
all they are saying is that symbols aid and in fact reinforce
the process of social interaction. This may be an important
law however stated bnt it sounds very much like old hat in
sociology. Indeed the presumption is that Mill's early dis-
oussion of "situated motives" 2 might never have seen the
light of day had 1t not been graced with the trappings of a
"theory of motives™. Seen in its true light the theory of
legitimation hatches a mouse, and but for the traditional
aura that motivational arguments have attracted it might not
have seemed worth the effort.

Such a perspective incidentally suggests that the theory
of idemtification, and that of legitimation are largely
redundant. They add nothing that is not in some way accounted
for 1n other theories except by developing a vocabulary that
duplicates the meanings already extant. Perhaps it is amus-
ing to play such word games but 1t hardly seems likely that
it can attract serious attention once it is realized what
is going on.

We turn finally to the last class of motivational theory
which we investigated, theories of non-motivated purposive
systems. In presenting this class of theories we allowed
ourselves a few critical remarks which formed a transition

to the second part of this thesis. Let us now see what
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those remarks amount to.

In the first place we commented that teleological con-
slderations form a general "perspective” of almost all
motivational theorizing. What do we mean by such a state-
ment? It 1s difficult to really pin down what is meant by
a "perspective”, but roughly what we think 1t irdiocates 1is
that certaln very general unanalyzed, often unacknowledged,
categorles limit the sorts of questions that an investigator
puts to nature. Such a perspective existed (and perhaps
st1ll exists) in physics from the time of Newton to that of
Einstein. Theorists during that period took it for granted
that there existed an absolute space and an absolute time
in and against which relationships among bodies could be
measured. Until toward the end of the 19th Century no one
really consldered questioning this assumptiont 1t acted as
the almost unconscious starting point for all theory.53

A similar position, essentially teleological in nature,
is what we have in mind when we speak of a general per-
spective against which theories of motivation have their
being. It strikes us that the "something else” (that
elusive and incohate suggestion that motivationalists make)
has as 1ts basis a teleologiocal rerspective. It is diffi-
cult to pin down the statements that exemplify such attitudes
but the mere search for "motives” to begin with (as opposed
to explanations and predictions) is indicative. For when

an lnvestigator makes the seminal decision that a theory of
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motives 1s pecesgary he is always asking some variant of the
purposive question.

However the important point for us is not so much this
unanalyzed perspective as it 1s the actual theory that employs
it. Teleology is the theory of any and all theorists that
are concerned with purposes, motives, or functions that
soclial actors entertain or perform in soclal systems. As
a functionallist i1t 1s possible never to mention motives or
purposes, but in fact it 1s seldom avoided. Any reference
to "ends in view”, "future states of affairs towards which
an actor of system is orientated”™, or even "goals™ involves
its author in teleology. And insofar as such states of
affairs are employed to account for why an actor acted as
he did then some form of motivation is involved. Further-
more functionallsm as we have seen is often itself consider-
ed a generel theory of society (often called an "approach®
--whatever that may be taken to mean). It should be clear
that directively-organized systems such as Nagel analyzed
do have characteristics that distingulsh them from non-
directively organized systems; however the distinction is
not absolute since it rested upon the focus of attention--
culturally induced--that the investigator entertains. 1In
other words Nagel's general analysis of such systems estab-
lished that teleological systems or functional systems are
merely variant vocabularies describing the connectedness of

our world. They are adeequate vocabularies for dealing with
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a range of experience--if properly understood--but in
every way they are ultimately interchangeable with the
explicated and unambiguous vocabulary that has bacome
standard form in discussing the logic of explanation. Tele-
ology and functionalism far from being theories turn out
once agalin--in the most charitable estimate--to be simply
redundancies.

It 1s with some irony then that the present writer
views the utterances of such a "functional” theorist as
Talcott Parsons. Parsons is extremely partial to the notion
of "system” by which he clearly means functional system.sh
He seems to feel that it must form one of the basic categories
of his entire theory. It is unfortunate that so much effort
should have been devoted to so small an idea, especlally
when 1t turns out to be simply a way of talking about one
of the aims of science--the discovery of lams. Nor is
Parsons alone; most functional;ats who devote themselves to
functional theory as such fall into the same error. In
short we are confronted in much of sociology's truly general
theory not wiih theory at all but with a hope disguised as
theory.

Thls suggests, we trust, the extremely general pene-
tration éeleOIOglcal conslderations have in sociologys
they often form the backdrop for motivational theories, and
they penetrate the basis of funotionalism. Yet we have seen

from Nagel's exhaustive analysis that teleology is duplicative.
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Several motlvational authors--as we have seen--established
connections between motives, purposes, arnd functions but
they have not provided us with a theory of motives any more
than the other investigators we examined.

It 1s obvious that teleological and functional analyses
cannot posslibly provide us with a theory of motives unless,
once again, all we mean by this is that they provide us
with the laws of society. And in fact they cannot even do
that as gepgeral theorles since we have seen that such general
attempts are merely manifestos urging the non-random nature
of our world. They can provide us with laws only Af they
songretely spell out the connections. How do we explain?,
by proposing hypothese to be tested, not by proposing that
we propose hypothese to be tested. The first is actual,
the latter 1s programatic.

So again we see that theories of motives are generally
ambiguous. They assert one thing by suggestion or conno-
tation and they affirm another upon analysis and careful

xamination. The same redundancy that followed us through
the other classes of motivation plagues us here again in
the teleological and functlomal camp. Might we not better
abandon the misleading vocabulary in question?

On the other hand we must be fair: perhapg motivational
theories are saying something that has escaped us; perhaps
they are asserting a meaning which we have simply missed.

Certainly the literature of motivation 1s suggestive of some
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deeper, additional meaning, and if it 1s legitimate it
should emerge. Nevertheless try as we may we can not dis-
cover 1t; at best we can refer to the "something else®
that seems to be in the minds of motivationalists when they
framed their questions. If there 1s "something else" to be
saild then by all means they should say it. If this thesis
has no other purpose it may provoke a clear statement of
what 1s really meant. But unless such a statement is forth-
coming then we are forced to the conclusion that the quest
for motives among the classes we have analyzed is chimeriocal.

The same point may be made more specifically for tele-
ological end functioral authors. Perhaps theorists employ-
ing these systems are asserting something that escapes the
author and has escaped the numerous analysts of such
systems. If so it should emerge. But the work of analysis
has been around for over 15 years and as yet no counter-
statement has been able to suggest any additional meaning.
The burden of proof rests with the pcsitive claimant. Let
him, speak. .

Sfr Considering our discussion in this thesis it 1s one of
the 1ironies of modern sociology that the weakest link in
George Herbert Mead's system of soclal psychology should
s0 often be attributed to his lack of a motivational theory.55
Why, we may conclude, did Mead have no motivational theory?
The answer seems to suggest itself that he did not need

one. Having laid out--to his satisfaction--the elements
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of symbolic interaction, he had sald everything there was
to say. Having provided for the explanation and prediction
of human interaction what could be the possible need of a
motivational theory? Whether Mead's regularities are all
or in part confirmed, the "modern”™ theorist will not help
in the least by interjecting comsiderations which Mead

himself rightly saw were unnecessary or in error.55
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FOOTNOTES

Ereface and Part I

1They occupy a prominent place in social psychology
though the reaction 1s not alwasy positive. See:t Nelson
Foote, "Identification as the Basls for a Theory of Motiva-
tion", Amer. Soc. Review, vol. 16, #1, Feb. 1951; Hans
Gerth and C. Wright Mills, Qha.:as_m and Soclal Structure
Harcourt, Brace & Co., 1953; Alfred Lindesmith and Anselm
Strauss, ﬁgglgl,Zﬁxghglggx, The Dryden Press, (rev. ed.),
1956; George Lungburg, Foundations of Soclology, The Mac-
millan Co., 1939; Gardner Murphy, "Social Motivation", in
Handbook of Soclal Psychology, Gardner Lindzey (ed.),
Addison-Wesley Publishing Co., Inc., 19543 Theodore Newcomb,
"Sociology and Psychology”, in For a Sclence of Soclal Man,
John Gillin, (edt.), The Macmillan Co., 19543 Talcott Par-
sons, "Psychology and Sociology”, in For 3 Science of
Social Man, John Gillin, (edt.), the Macmillan Co., 19543
Anselm Strauss, Ihe Sgc¢lal Psvcholocy Of George
(ed.) see esp. the introductory essay, The University of
Chicago Press, 1956.

’

2We do not intend to enter in this thesis into a dis-
cussion of "meaningfulness®™ in science. In explicating the
nature of sclentific explanation we will offer a few sugges-
tions as to our position. But it 1s important at this point
to at least state our conception. Basically our positioans
is that to be meaningful in empirical science a proposition
must be testible, it must be capable of verification. What
other types of "knowling® there may be frankly escapes us;
in this thesis we assoclate meaningfulness with tesitibily.
See: Budolf Garnap, "Testibility and Meaning”, Phllosophy
of Sclence, 3, 1936 and 4, 1937 for the basic statement of
this position. It has been somewhat modifled and refined
in the more recent literature. Seet Hans Reichenbach, “The
Verifiabi“lty Theory of Meaning", Contributloncs to the

Analvsls and Systhesis of Knowledge, vol. 80, 1951 of the

Eroceedings of the Amerlcan Academy of Artg and Sglences.

3sigmund Freud, gnd Its Discontents,
Doubleday Anchor Books, Doubleday & Co., Inc., Garden City,
New York, 1958. For the position actually basic to the
thesis developed in this bock see "Totum and Taboo" in
Baglc Writings of Sigmund Freud, Modern Library Education,
New York, 1938, A. A. Brill tr.

Halfred L. Kroeber, Anthropology, Harvourt, Brace and
Co., 1948, esp. p. 398. See also the source of much of
Kroeber's thinking in Johan Huilzinga, Homo Ludeng, Beacon
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Press, 1950. Hulzinga's theory 1s a close parallel to that
of Kroeber's. It 1s interesting also that Bertrand Russell
should pick this theme up in Unpopular Essayg where he
attempts to make the point that much of history might be
simply construed as a reaction to ennui.

S5Alfred Lewis Kroeber and Jane Richardson, Three Cen-

lurieg of Momen's Dress Fashions, University of California
Press, Berkeley, 1940.

6Alfred L. Kroeber, Anthropeolocy, Harcourt Brace and
Co., 1948, pp. 403-L405.

7The "nexus of correlation” really refers to a law of
greater generality than the original correlatlions in question.
This fact 1s of some importance for the general theory of
confirmation, especially the distinction between generaliza-
tion and law developed on pages 43-44 of this thesis.

8Kenneth Burke, The Gramrmar of Motlveg, George Bralzller,
Inc., 1945, p. xvi.

Ibid., p. x.

10E, C. Semple, The Influence of Geograchic Environ-
ment, New York, 1911.

Menaries c. Huntington, The Geographic Basls of Soclety,
Prentice-Hall Inc., 1933. Hungtinton's work is more sophis-
ticated than Semple's and as Owen Latimore noted in review-
ing Toynbee's Study of Hlstory became an important factor
in the latter's general scheme. Toynbee has often been
represented as essentlally concerned with religious systems;
the strong strain of wmotivation derived from environmental
factors 1s however equally important.

12epeterminism® is a word found at two or three points
in this thesis; 1t has earned in recent times a certailn
nefarious reputation. Whenever we employ the word we will
mean that the area of experience it is used to modify (1.e.,
®"geographic) 1s governed by lawful regularities, that 1t 1s
not random. See the sectlon in Part II of this thesis
entitled "Logic of Explanation®.

13arnola Toynbee, A Study of History, Oxford University
Press, 2 vol., 1946-1957 (abridged edition)

lhywalter Prescott Webb, The Great Plalns, Grosset and
Dunlap, 1931.
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15Vernon L. Parrington, Main Currents in Ame
Zhought, Harcourt, Brace and Co., New York, 1927-1930,

160wen Lattimore, Igner Agian Froptiers of Chinn,
Capitol Publishing Co., New York, 1940.

17Brooks Emeny, i r of World Pollitics, Foreign
Policy Association, 1956. Even the title of this work is

interesting and instructive. The older vocabulary of moti-
vation frequently employed some conception of the "mainsprings”
of human action, just as geography is here construed. Com-
pare, for instance, Jeremy Bentham's Table of the Springs

of ggglgn, Hermiss Publications, Los Altos, California,
195 L)

18W1111am Herbert Sheldon, The Varieties of Human Physigue:

dntroductlon to Constitutional Fsvchology, Harper &
Brothers, 1940. It i1s interesting to note that once the
"scenlc" element is gotten "inside”™ the human anatomy we
are more inclined to grant it the status of a true motivational
theory. Somehow common usage 1s act quite solidfied on
external environments as "motivational forces", at least
to the same extent as physiological, anatomical, and
psychological factors seem to be. In this case the question
of what 1s "in" and what is "out” may cause some trouble.

Burke construes scenic in such a way that no distinction is
made between them

19Kar1 Marx, The Germap Ideology, International Publis-
hers, 1947; and especlally see Capital, The Moderm Library,
Random House, 1906. No more fundamental picture of the
“scenlc®™ influence has been presented than the section of
Capital (chapter 10), "The Working Day”. The depiction of
the 19th Century industrial scene 1s certainly here pre-
sented with an eye to its motivational force. The same
comments apply to even so indirect a section of Capital as
the concluding Part VIII, "The So-Called Primitive Accumu-
lation®™. Here the famous thesis "...that in actual history
it 1s notorious that conquest, enslavement, robbery, murder,
briefly force, play the great part" in capital accumulation
(p. 785). Such a view is in line with the scene Marx wishes
to expose: proletariet enslaved 19th Century Europe. How
different from Henri Pirenne's thesis regarding primitive
accumulatlon. Pirenne pailnts a picture of energetic St.
Godric's beach combing establishing the initial goods of
the capitallist "carrying trade”. Also note the concommittant
role of the Viking's and north Italian merchants. How
different are the socleties that derive from these scenes:
one 18 the backdrop of an enslaved Europe, the other that
of a free Europe. In fact one could employ just such a
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notion as "the problem of primitive capital accumulation®
as an index of Burke's scenic component. Karl Polanyi's
Ihe Creat Iransformation, Rinehart and Co., Inc., 1944,

for instence, involves a mechanism of accumulation on a
vast "functional® plane. In thls case the "enclosure acts”
in England are not derived from a scenic background of
rapacious bourgeoisie, ad with Marx, nor form energetic
freebooters, as with Firenne and to some extent Schumpeter,
but instead from the "functional requirements of a whole
soclal system™. Indeed the permutations of motivationalism
are dazzling.

20rhorstein Veblen, The Theory of Business Eaterprise,
Charles Scribmer's Sons, Inc., 1940, pp. 302-373. Veblen

relied heavily upon Marx and shares many of his "scenic
components®™. Being more detached he apparently preferred
the lmpersonalized idiom of "technology®™ to the "social
relations” of production found in the "class struggle”.

2ly, Gordon Childe, Man Makes Himgself, The New American

Library, L1;951; and What Happened in History, Penguiln Books
Ltd., 1954,

“2Melville J. Herskovits, Man and His Works, Alfred A.
Knoph, New Yoik, 1948,

233. J. Forbes, Man the Maker, Henry Schuman, New York,
1950.

2l’Julian Husley, Evoluation in Action, New American
Library, New York, 1953. This fine little book presents
the blologists final view of culture, Derived from a uni-
verse of chance in a struggle to persist culture is evolu-
tiont's trrmp card, the ace in the hole for life on earth,
Thus 1t is not derivative background for personality or
soclal action but an instrument to be employed.

25C1yde Kluckhohn and Derothea Leiﬁhton, The Navaho,
Harvard Universlty Press, Cambridge, 1946, especially pp.
182-215.

20Ben jamin Lee Whorf, Language, Thought, and Beallty,
The Technology Press & John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New York,

1956.

27Harry Hoijer (ed.), Language in Culture, University
of Chicago Press, 1954. The Kluckhohn, Whorf, and Hoijer
materials taken together suggest demensions of language as
agency of the human state. Jean Plaget's The

Zanguage and
Ihought of the Child suggests even more directly the function
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of language 1f becoming human at all; 1s this sense we may
speak of language as an "agency".

28pertrand Russell, A History of Western Philogophy,
Simon & Schuster, New ¥ork, 1945, esp. see Book Three,

"Part II".

29Henri Ber son, Creatlve Fyolution, The Modern Library,
Random House, 1947. Bergson's "dure" in which all the past
1s captured in the specious present, in which nothing is
ever lost, a conception very close to Whitehead's "creative
advance®” certalnly seems to suggest a picture of the agent
as locus of motivation and reality. Especilally is this so
when concepts of freedom and creativity are included.

3%eorge Berkeley, A Iraatise Concerning the Erimciples
of Human Kpowledge, the Liberal Arts Press, 1957. At first
brush Berkeley may seem removed from the "agent” conception
of motivation, however the train of thought that conceives
of agent as motivator is present if in no other nenner than
as literal creator of anything at all. If existence 1is the
construction of mind then agent is foremost.

31Karl Mannheim, Man and Seciety in an Age of Becon-
Structlon, Harcourt, Brace and Co., 1951. This work is
concerned with growing disproportions in capitalist and
Western soclety generally. The development of "mass society"
1s spelled out in Mannheim's book in terms of the destruction
of "elites™ via the concommitant destruction of descrimina-
ting publics. It is interesting to note the similarities of
this position to that of Joseph A. Schumpeter's, Capitalism,

» 2nd Democracy and to the present context. Schum-

peter's and Mannheim's conceptualizations even employ the
same basic language in discussing elites: "breakdown of
excluslveness of elites" (Mannheim) vs. "destruction of
the protecting strata” of elites (Schumpeter). Both men,
though with different emphasis, are clearly concerned with
what they feel to be the latent rampages of modern society
if such elltes finally vanish. In other words elites seem
to take the role of "agents" or motivators for the whole of
Western society.

32Joseph A. Schumpeter, Capitalism, m,_and
Democracy, Harper & Brothers, Publishers, (3rd ed.), 1950,

33See: Thomas Carlyle, Heros and Hero Worship, New
York, 1911. Also Bertrand Russell has commented in A Hlstory

of Weatern Philosophy, "in all history, nothing is so sur-
prising or so difficult to account for as the sudden rise of
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civilization in Greece". And elsewhere he has made the
comment that without Galileo Western science would never
have developed. History must always seem of the nature of

a mirical if it consists, as it does for Russell, of events
walting around for emough bright men to utilize them. As

a historical explanation a great man theory employs agent as

force or agency, but from the agent's perspective it is he
who is in cowmmand.

34As fair a statement as any that does not attempt to
analyze the foundations of existentialism is to be found

in Jean Paul Sartre, Existentialism and Humanism, Methuen
& Co., Ltd., London, 1949,

35See the following authors for various aspects of
"pure working®” as a mystical conception. Aldous Husley,
Zhe Perennlal Philosophy, Harpers & Brothers, 1944; also
his After Many a Summer Dies the Swan, Avon Publishing Co.,
Inc., 1939. Also in the latter sections of the Grammar of
liotlveg Burke suggests that the best way to approach motiva-
tionallism 1s through the "divine act of creation® which
should be the prototype of all acts. Notice the reasoning
that leads Burke to this conclusion for it is instruc tive
of many varieties of motivational thought centering on the
"act”. Burke notes that the act is more than simply the
resultant of the other four aspects of our pentad, it re-
serves a "modicum® to itself. Burke comments "...if the
motives properly assignable to gcene, agent, agency, and_pur-
DRS¢ are already gilven, there could be novelty only if we
could also assign motives under the heading of act itself.
That 1is, there would be something new intrinsic to the act;
and this novelty would be the modicum of motivation assignable
under the heading of act rather than under the heading of
the other four terms, singly or in combination. There
must be brief be some respect in which the act is £ausa sul,
a motive of itself”, (p. 66). Such a respect is that Husley
discusses.

RBegarding these matters see Ruth Benedict, The Chry-
Santheun and the Sword, where she develops a conception
supposedly common to Zen believers in Japan to the effect
that thought and action when disciplined form a unitys
"there is no break, not even the thickness of a hair between
a man's will and his act", (pp. 228-252). And she comments
that Zen 1s looked upon as "expertness" in mental discipline.
The act in other words 1s conjoined with the will in pure
form. Such conceptlons do not have to make empirical sense
in order to be culturally effective ("real in their conse-
quences").
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36Falling under this heading would be any author that
employed a teleological or purposive vocabulary. Talcott
Parsons, Ihe Structure of Social Action, The Free Press,
Glenco, Illinois, 1949 embraces such a conception in employ-
ing “goal orientated®™ or "future states of affairs towards
which the action is orientated” in his system. Philosophers
of varlous camps have been prone to the teleological idiom;
most recently and heroically Alfred North Whitehead, Process
and Reality, The Humanities Press, 1929. %It is notable
that no biological science has been able to express itself
apart from phraseology which is meaningless unless it refers
to ideals proper to the crganism in question”, (p. 128),
which i1s to say teleological phraseology. Whitehead goes
on to apply this to a vacabulary generalized to cover the
entire universe of events and thus arrives at a conception
of a purposive universe striving for "intensitles of satis-
factions"™ in the concresesent prehensions that compose it,
(p. 127). It 1is noteworthy that Talcott Parsons has acknow-
ledged hls greatest debt to philosophy to be Kant on the one
hand, and the writings of Whitehead on the other. His tele-
ological holdovers find support in his acknowledged mentors.

37Gardaner Murphy, ®"Soclal Motivation", The Handbook of
Soclal » Gardner Lindsey (ed.), Addison-Wesley
Publishing Co., 1954, vol, 2, p. 601. Not only is this
quotatlion of interest when we consider what sorts of ques-
tions theorists are asking themselves when they think
about motivation, but it 1is also interesting that this major
compendium of recent date should employ the same basic
motivational framework as has been current for at least 75
years.

It may be worth noting that the perduring quality of
motlvational thinking 1s to be found even in so astute and
socially orientated a scientists as Harry Stack Sullivan.
For Sullivan nearly everything that constitutes the self
1s soclial. Yet he manages, apparently without being aware
of 1t, to slip in a few basic drive mechanisms from wrance
the system flows. In Conceptions of Modern Bsvchiatry,

W. W. Norton, Co., Inc., 1939, he suggests (p. 19) "Of the
very unpleasant experlences which the infant can have we may
say that there are generically two, paln and fear. Now comes
the third®. The third 1s "anxlety®™. These forces act as
sorting or selective instruments for the self within the
larger framework of personality as Sullivan conceives 1it,
They serve the same function as the o0ld style "defense
mechanlsms® in psychoanalytic theory. Gardner Murphy's

"what makes the thing work" is here answered in only slightly
disgulsed motivational vocabulary.
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38The nature of reductlionism in the eocial sciences and
sclence in general i1s involved in controversy. Unfortunately
we will have to wailt for a throughal explication until a
latter time. However, it 1s useful to make a few intro-
ductory remarks at this point. In an article on reduction-
ism which we shall fdlow in Phillip Wiener's Readings in

of Science, Ernest Nagel suggeets two aspects

of reductionism in science. On the one hand we may speak
of reducing some proposition or regularity of a science if
we subsume that regularity or proposition urder a wider
generalization, regularity, or proposition (for the moment
we are not trying to distinguish the several sorts of
entities that flgure into a scientific scheme). Thus we
may reduce Kepler's laws of planatary motion by deducing
them from Newton's mores general laws of motion and universal
gravitation. 1In the case of sociology where there are few
preclise deductive techniques we still make such deductions
on the basis of some form of "propositional calculus® deve-
loped in logic and employed in our "natural language" (Eng-
lish etc.). So if we know some well substantiated propositions
relating to the problem of bureaucratic development then
ldeally we could deduce, that is reduce, propositions whose
gererallty extended only so far as to cover the regularities
of Chinese bureaucracy from Han times to the 19th Century.
In short such reductionism is a continuous and healthy pro-
cess 1n sclence as knowledge grows and singular instances
take thelr place in broader, that is, more general contexts.

There 1s another meaning generally labeled "reductionism"
that 1s not so salubrious as that we have just mentioned.
It 1s the sort of thing that Burke rather crudely entertains
when he suggests in the Grammar that: "Its vulgar variant
ls to be found in techniques of 'unmasking', which would
make for progress and emancipation by apply materialistic
terms to ilmmaterial subjects (the pattern here being, 'X
1s nothing but Y', where X designates a higher value and Y
a lower one, the higher value being thereby reduced to the
lower one).” However this rendition of the second pattern
of reduction hardly helpad us to clarify the matter, though
it does suggest that something is fishy about it. What is
actually involved in the sort of reduction that goes on when
"mind 1s reduced to neuronic patlways", when "The social
level 1s reduced to the psychological level”, when "biology
1s reduced to chemistry" may, as we have suggested, consti-
tute an explanation of one level by another via the means
of subsumption under more general laws. However such reduc-
tionist statements may be merely programatic, there being
no theory which can realize such an explanation at time "t".
It may be that at "t®" such statements serve as directors or
indicators for future research, the end of which would be
to effect such reductions. On the other hand it may also be
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that even 1f we had a theory capable of such reduction (as
apparently we do with atomic theory in chemistry--see pPhysist

Eugene P. Wigner's "The Limits of Science", Readings in the
Phllogophy in Science, Herbert Feigl and May Brodbeck,
Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., New ¥ork, 1953) it might

still be the case that technically the derivation of one level

of investigation (the biological, social, mental) from
another level (the chemical, psychological, physiological)
would be impossible. There seems to be a certain sense in
which the various sclences that investigate our world are
simply economical duplications and re-duplications of one
another at each level of abstraction. And this seems to

be determined (that is, it seems to be that the selection
of levels 1s determined) by the shear un-economy of attempted
reductions, even programatically. In other words while we
may have no theory that, even in principle, can derive one
science or level of abstraction from another we may yet
entertain the hope of acquiring one. Well enough, but on
the other hand 1t does seem likely (as we are informed in
the case of quantum theory--op. cit. Wigner above) that
even 1f such theorles did exist the practical possibility
of derivation might itself be nearly insurmountable, except
in principle. In that case there would be strong pragmatic
grounds for malntalning each level or science with its own
unique yocabulary of terms, rather than attempting a reduc-
tion of one level to another. And in the case where no
theory exists at all, at least no theory that is adequate
even 1n principle, then clearly it 1s absurd to suggest
such reduction g priori. ’

This appears to be the status of much of motivational
thinking as we shall see. Such theories as those discussed
under the class term "global correlation™ are often so vague,
ill-formulated, and ambiguous that it is not even clear
what can be meant by them. Freudlan theory, as in the case
of Ermest Jones' study of Hamlet certainly does not spell
out how the culture (one level of abstraction) of Denmark 1is
"reduced”, that is, explained by the Freudian scheme. It
18 in no way clear how the basic energy sources and 1id impul-
ses can "account”™ for this variant of Western European culture.
Merton's suggestion that we follow W. I. Thomas' dictums
*If men define situations as real, they are real in their
consequencas” would seem to go much further in explaining
Hamlet's situation. People did believe in ghosts, and in
the Devil as decelver, Does it add anything to be informed
that an oedipus situation held Hamlet in its grip when in
fact we have the resources to explain the events in question
at the cultural level? In short we must ask how does the
basic stuff, the 1ibidinal substrate, operate such that it
can account for this, that, and the other cultural trait,
and do so cross-culturally. If the theory can not accom-
plish this--and clearly it can not--then it will not qualify
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for a useful reduction, even in principle. It may instead
exhiblt all of the most flagrant qualitles negatively
attached to the second meaning of "reductionisu®,

39Nelson Foote, "Identificatlion as the Basis for a

Theory of Motivation", Amer. Soc. Reyiew, vol. 16, #1, Feb.
1951.

hoNelson Foote, and Leonard S. Cottrell, Ideptitv and

Interpersonal Competence, The Uriversity of Chicago Press,
1955.

4lp11rea Lindesmith, and Anselm Strauss, Sgocial
Psychology, the Dryden Press, 1956.

L
2Anselm Strauss, JIdentification, (unpublished manu-
script), cited in Ibid. above.

u3Foote, op. git., p. 14,
““Ih:g-

k5p1fred Lindesmith, and Anselm Strauss, Sggcial
Psychology, The Dryden Press, 1956, pp. 307-315.

461p1d., p. 308.

Y7Ipad., p. 309.

hsNelson Foote, "Identification as the Basls for a
Theory of Motivation®™, Amer. Soc. BReview, vol. 16, #1, Feb.
1951, p. 15.

u91h11., p. 14,

50Ipid., p. 16.

5¥Ih1g., p. 16.

521p31d., p. 17.

531pid., p. 17.

5“;p1g., p. 18.

55Ibid., p. 19.

56By "learned"” we refer to the fact that behavior is

subject to alteration incident upon experiencse. Clearly
there are all manner of learninz theories to choose from,
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but for our purposes it is sufficient that we merely indlcate
the broad nature of learning as opposed to some form of
blologically fixed, generally genetlc response.

57Foote, Ibid., pp. 19-20.
581p13., p. 19.
59Ibid., p. 20.

60Kenneth Burke, Permanence and Chapnge, Hermes Publi-
cations, 1954, p. 31l.

61 ’
Normen Larson, Ihe History of Neepah, (unpublished
manuscript, Neenah Public Library, Neenah, Wisconsin.

ezHans Gerth, and G. Wright Mills, Character and
structure, Harcourt, Brace and Co., New York, 1953, p. 121.

631bid., p. 122.
64;h1§., P. 122.
651h1g., p} 117, (italics mine).

66A1fred Lindesmith, and Anselm Strauss, Soc¢ial Psvchol-
ogy, The Dryden Press, 1956, p. 298ff.

67Howard S. Becker, and James W. Carper, "The Develop-
ment of Identification with an Occupation", Amer. Jour. of
Socloelogy, vol. 61, #4, Jan. 1956. It may seem singular
that we use an article dealing with "identification®™ when we
have only Just finlished our discussion of this subject.
However as we shall show the import of this article suggests
lines other than those developed by the gsuthors of "identifi-
cation theory". Also sees "The Elements of Identification
with an Occupation”, Amer. Soc. Review, vol. 21, #3, June
1956, by the same authors. And, FEoward S. Becker, and
Anslem Strauss, "Careers, Personality, and Adult Soclaliza-

tion", Amer. Jour. of Sociology, vol. 62, #3, Nov. 1956.

68Howard S. Becker, and James W. Carper, "The Develop-
ment of Identification with an Occupation", Amer. Jour. of
Soclology, vol. 61, #4, 1956, p. 296ff.

69A1fred Lindesmith, and Anslem Strauss, Sgoclial Pgscycho-
20gy, The Dryden Press, 1956, p. 305.

70Gerth and Mills, Op. cit., p. 115.
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7lFor a fair coverage of the nature of teleology and

the defining characteristics of such systems generally see
the fdlowing books and articles: in Readings in the Phil-
osophy of Sclence, Herbert Fiegl, and May Brodbeck, (edt,),
Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., New York, 1953-"Philosophy
of Organic Life”, by Moritz Schlick; "Teleological Explanation
and Teleological Systems", by Ernest Nagel; and for dis-
cussion of the supposed generic properties of such systems
see, 1n the same compendium, "The Philosophy of Science in
Gestalt Theory", by Edward H. Madden. Also in R

i1 ical Apnalysis, Herbert Fiegl, and Wilfrid Sellars
(edt.), Appleton-Cartury-Crofts, Inc., New sork, 1949, see
"Mechanical and Teleological Causation®”, by A. C. Mace;
"Explanation, Mechanism, end Teleology”", by C. J. Ducasse.
For other analyses and characterizations of teleological
systems see: Sclentific Explemation, R. B. Brailthwaite,
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, England, 1955, the
section on variancy systems (ch. 10); also the brilliant and

conclise article by Warren S. McCulloch, "Mysterium Ini-
quitatls--of Sinful Man Aspiring into the Place of God",
in Phillipp G. Frank (ed.) The VYalidation of
Theorlies, The Beacon Press, Boston, 1954, 1955, 1956,

72Talcott Parson has as a fundamental concept of his
general theory of action the notion of the "unit-act".
Action 1s the basic category of social analysis and the "unit-
act™ 1s its subdivision. The fundamental characteristic
of unit-acts 1s that they imply "ends*, which is to say "a
future state of affairs to which the action is orientated”.
See pp. 44 et passim in Talcott Parsons, The Structure of
Soclal Action, The Free Press, Glenco, 1949. And, The Seocial
=ystem, The Free Press, Glenco, 1950. Also, "Some Comments
on the State of the General Theory of Action", Amer. Sog.
Beview, vol. 18, #6, Dec. 1953.

"3Robert K. Merton, Sooial Theorv and Soclal Structure,
The Free Press, Glenco (revd. ed.), 1957.
74

Clyde Kluckhohn, Navaho Witchcraft, Harvard University,
Peabody Museum Papers, 1944. "Myths and Rituals: A general
Theory”, Harvard Iheological Review, #35. Also, "Covert

Culture and Administrative Problems®, Americau Apthropolo-
gist, #4s5, 1943,

75Edward Albert Shils, with Talcott Parsons, Toward g
Genergl Theory of Action, Harvard University Press, 1951.

76Marion Levy, The Structure of Soclety, Princeton
University Press, Princeton, 1952.
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77Pni11ip Selznick, "Institutional Vulneralibility in

Mass Soclety®", Amer. Jour. of Sociology, vol. 56, #4, Jan.
1951, And, "Foundatioms of the Theory of Organizstion”,

Amer. Soc. Review, #13, 1948.

78A. P. Lerner, Egsays in Economig¢ Analvsig, MacMillan,
London, 19533 also "Alternative Formulations of the Theory

of Interest", Ecopomic Journal, vol. #48, June, 1938. Lerner's

general Keynesian formulation and elaboration may be con-
strued 1n the vocabulery of teleology even though economists
have been loath to do so. In part one may conjecture that
this 1s because of thelr mathematical orientatlon which pro-
ceeds with contingent matters in terms of the model we shall
develop in Part II of this thesis. The fact that it 1is
possible, as with so many soclologists and anthropologists,
to construe the soclial subject matter of economics in tele-
clogical terms 1s materially demonstrated by Lerner.

?9Werner S. Landecker, "Types of Integration and Their
Measurement®, in The Language of Soclal Regearch, The Free
Press, Glenco, edt. by Paul F. Lazarsfeld, and Morris Rosen-
berg, 1955. Also, his obvious contribution, considering the
foregoing article, to Principles of Sociologv, (revd. ed.),
Bonald Freedman, Amos H,., Hawley, Wermer S. Landecker, Ger-
hard E. Linski, Horace M. Miner, Henry Holt and Co., New
York, 1956.

80walter Cammon, The Wisdom of the Body, W. W. Norton
& Co., Inc., 1939 (revd. ed.). It is interesting to note
that Parson's acknowledges thls great work in physiology
and the theory of homeostasis as a partial source of his
own soclal theorizing. It 1s equally indicative that his
stress on "system" 1is, so to speak, derived from it empiric-
ally, rather than analytilcally from more expliclt sources.

81Norbert Wiener, Arturo Bosenblueth, and Julian
Bigelow, "Behavior, Purpose, and Teleology", Philosophy of

Science, vol. 10, 1943; Norbert Wiener, Cybernetics, New
York, 1948,

82gee footnote 71l. Also, R. B. Braithwalte, "Tele-
ological explanation™, Proc. of ithe Arlstotelilan Soclety,
vol. 47, 1947; G. Sommerhoff, Analytical Bilology, London,
19503 W. Ross Ashby, Q§§1g3<ggn‘a,§zg;n New York, 1952.

83Our demonstration of this proposition will take place
in the discussion of teleological systems in Part II. How-
ever, 1t rests upon the literature referred to in footnotes
#71 and #82 and especially ca an article by Ernest Nagel:
"A Formalization of Functionalism®, in Logig Without Meta-
physics, The Free Press, Glenco, 1956. This article 1s
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especlially noteworthy in that while our analysis of tele-
ological systems lmplicitly suggests our conclusion regard-
ing functlionallism 1t does not explicitly develop this position.
Thls article however does; and 1t is well worth referring to

when considering any question of functionallism in soclal or
blological science.

8“George Lundberg, Foundationg of Sociology, The Mac-
millan Co., 1939. Also the article setting forth the general
perspective, "The Natural Science Trend in Soclology", Amer.
Jour. of Sociology, vol. 58, #3, Nov. 1952. It is inter-
esting that a general perspective 1s more at stake in Lund-
berg's writings than any particular question of the theory
of motivation. Glven one perspective, and questions of
motivation never arise, glven another and they arise all ths
time. And yet this should not be taken to mean that all
knowledge 1s relative or that we must arbitrarily select a
position and then engage in scientific investigation in
terms of that position. There are procedures that avold
these pitfalls by becoming cognizant of them and making
explicit thelr grounds. But uvatil recently the techniques
and the published accomplishment were not generally available.
In such a situation Lundberg starting from a strong--perhaps
too strong--behaviorist positlion finds no need for motivatlon-
al thinking; while many soclal psychologists and soclolog-
ists commencing from quite different positlons can think
in no other terms. Our feeling 1s that had the latter been
as chary of theilr presuppositions as they might have been
we would not have had to engage in the present correctlve
undertaking. The burden of Part II and the Conclusion 1is
to demonstrate this.

£ART II1 AND CONCLUSION

1John Dewey, and A. F. Bentley, Kpowing and the Xaown,
Oxford Press, New York, 1945,

250 that the reader may galn a more adequate lmpress-
ion of the basls of "the logic of explanation®"without undue
digression in the text itself, the footnotes have been made
rather extensive. In them will be found what amounts to an
annotated bibliography of the concerns at hand. Naturally
certain key works stand out as pre-eminently valuable. 1In
general these works are the most recent, a fact which reflects
the accumulative nature of the field and the growing pre-
clsion of its product.
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3Bichard Bevan Bralthwaite, Sclentific Explapation: A
study of the Functlon of Theory, Probability and Law in Science,
Cambridge, At the University Press, 1955. See also the
comments and difficulties envisioned by Carl G. Hempel and
Paul Oppenheim in their study, "The Logic of Explanation”,
Beadings 1p the Phllogophy of S:ience, Appleton-Crofts-Century,
New York, 1953, esp. pp. 331-343. Also for various related
aspects ses, Philipp G. Frank, The Yalldatlon of Sclentific
Iheories, The Deacon Press, Boston, 195!, 1955, 1956. For
an unacceptable but at the same time very instructive dis-
tinction between law and theory see the popular What Is

» by Norman Campbell, Dover Publications, Inc. New
York, 1952, first pub. 1921; and his technical Physigs:

Elements, Cambridge University Press, 1920, pp. 120-140,
"The Structure of Theories”.

“Henry S. Leonard, Principles of Rlght Beasou, Henry
Holt and Co., Inc., New York, 1957, esp. Part III and Part

IV "The Theory of Terms"™ and "The Theory of Definition®.

While there may be some objection to the formulation presented
in Leonard's book regerding the "existance” of "characteris-
tics"™ the formulation 1s quite adequate for our purposes.

5Ibié., pp. 190-208.

6The phrase "constant conjunction® is borrowed from
Morrls R, Cohen, and Ernest Nagel, An Introduction to Logic
angd Sclepntlific Method, Harcourt, Brace and Co., New York,
1934, p. 246 and forms one of the sub-types of "invariant
relations” that Cohen and Nagel develop. Thils book remains
a classic in sclentific method and 1s still widely read and
cited in soclological literature. It is however, like most
sclientiflic classics, badly dated and in some places now con-
sldered to be in outright error.

7Henry S. Leonard, gp. c¢it., pp. L4L-55,

8Carl G. Hempel, "Fundamentals of Concept Formation in
Empirical Science", - Encyclopedig of
Sclence, Volumes I and II: Foundations of the Unity of
Science, Vol. II, #7, The University of Chicago Press, Chi-
cago, 1952, pp. 52-54, "The rational core of the distinction
between natural and artificial classifications 1s suggested
by the consideration that in so-called natural classification
the determining characteristics are associated, universally
or 1n a high percentage of all cases, with other character-
istics, of which they are logicslly independent", (p. 53).

9Reference to "what we are interested in" or "what we
want to know" should not be construed as positioning a
residual category for explalning enigmatic aspects of human
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behavior. Obvliously studies in the soclology of knowledge
suggest how we are to explain such phrases as "what we are
interested in" or "what we want to know". We are not sug-
gesting that there 1s some faculty innate in the human being--
such as Veblen's "idle curosity®™. It should be obvious from
ideological, economic, and social studies in the history and
development of science that it is no longer necesgary to

posit residual categories in explaining the focus of inter-
est that men have at various times entertained. See, for
example, Robert K. Merton, "Science and Economy of 17th

Century England”, in Soclal Theorv and Social Structure, The
Free Press, Glenco, 1949,

10Richard Bevan Braithwalite,
At the University Press, Cambridge, 1955, pp. 300-303.

IIMOa p. 9.
121p14., pp. 293-319.
13Eugene P. Wigner, "The Limits of Science", 1in Readipgs

%n Philogovhlical Analysls, Herbert Felgl and May Brodbeck
edt.), Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1953,

lcari a. Hempel, "The Function of General Laws in
History", in Regdings in lo Analvsis, Herbert
Felgl and Wilfrid Sellars, (edt.), Appleton-Century-Crofts,
New York, 1949, p. 460,

15Ihlg., P. 459. This excellent article states in
clearer form than nearly any other brief presentation avail-
able the basic tenets of explanation in sclence, natural or
social.

1"’Carl G. Hempel, and Paul Oppenhim, "The Logic of
Explanation”, Readings ln the Philosophyv of Science, Herbert
Flegl, and May Brodbeck, Appleton-Crofts-Century, New York
1953.

1712;@., pp. 342-343 footnote. Notice the similarity
of the Hempel-Oppenheim position to the English school in
this summary statement by R. B, Bralthwaite: "Any incor-
poration of a fact--be it a particular instance of a law or
the law itself--into a deductive system in which it appears
as a conclusion from other known laws 1s, by virture of that
incorporation, an explanation of that fact or law....What
matters 1s that we know more than we did before of the
connectedness of the fact or law with more fundamental laws
covering a wider range. We have not only attalned more
knowledge of the inter-connectedness of Nature, but we hava
elso acquired the possibility of a power of making predic-

tions that was not open to us before." 1In, Sclentific
1 tion, p. 349.
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18Carl G. Hempel, "The Function of General Laws in
Fistory", Readings in Philosophical Analysis, pp. 462-3.

19kar1 R. Popper, The Open Society and Its emieg,
Princeton University Press, Princeton, 1950, pp. 443-L 3e==

"Has History any Meaning". This position is incidently
identical to that of the Hempel-Oppenhelm theory of explana-
tion and constitutes one more i1llustration of the ubiquitous
nature of the position we are trying to characterize.

207, w, N. Watkins, "Ideal Types and Historical Ex-
planation”, Readlngs An the Philosoohv of Science, Herbert
Flegl, and May Brodbeck, pp. 723-724,

21Bartrand Russell, "On the Notion of Cause, with

Applications to the Free-Will Problem", Readlngs in the
Ehllosophy of Sclence, pp. 397-3.

22Eugene P. Wigner, "The Limits of Science®, Beadings
4dn ihe Phllosophy of Jclenge, pp. 762-764.

23Cerl G. Hempel, "The Loglc of Explanation®, R
40 the Phllosoonby of Science, Herbert Fiegl, May Brodbeck.
Also seet Albert Einstein, and Leopold Infield, The Evo-
dutlon of Physics, Simon and Schuster, 1938, esp. Part I
and III; R. E. Pelerls, The Laws of Nature, Charles Scrib-
ner's Sons, New York, 1956, esp. ch. 1 and 6.

2b"I'heodosium Dobzhansky, Eyoluticn, Gepneticg, and Man,
John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New York, 1955, ch. 2, 4, and 14,

25George Gaylord Simpson, Colin S. Pittendrigh, and
Lewis R. Tiffany, » Harcourt, Brace gnd Co., New York,
1957, ch, 12, 13, 16, 17, and 18,

261p14., ch. 14.

27Emile Durkhelm, gulcide, The Free Press, Glenco, 1951,
tr. John A Spaulling, and George Simpson.

2831aney, Schoeffler, The Fallures of Ecopomics:
Dilagpogstlic Study, Harvard University Praoss, Cambridge, 1955.
The reader 1s urged to consult this work for the point in
questlion and general criticlism of 1t; but more important is
the fact that Schoeffler's book is an attempt to do for the
whole of economics--and the findings have social science
slgnificance generally--what we are attempting for only a
small sector of social psychological theorizing. Schoeffler's
work draws on much of the same critical and analytic material
as the present thesis utilizes; 1t also suggests how the im-
plications of such work extend to much wider fields.
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29Hans Gerth, and C. Wright Mills, Character and Soglal
sStructure is one of the few attempts to relate the two areas
explicitly.

30see footnote #38 for an introductory statement.

31p. F. Skinner, *Critique of Psychoanalytic Concepts”,

e Yallidation of Scientifi¢c Theories, Philipp G. Frank,
(edt.), The Beacon Press, Beston, 1954, 1955, 1956.

32p1fred North Whitehead, Sgience and the Modern World,
The New American Library, New York, 1925, pp. 19-20.

33Richard Bevan Braitrwaite, Scieptific Exnlanation,
p. 300-303.

3)"’Walt:er Cannon, The Wlsdom of tke Body, W. W. Norton,
New York, 1939 (revd. ed.).

35arturo Rosenblueth, Norbert Wiener, Julian Bigelow,

"Behavior, Purpose, and Teleology s, Philosophy of Sclience,
vol. 10, 1943; Norbert Wiener, Cyberpetics, MIT Press, 1948.

36Norbert Wiener, The Humapn Use of Humay Belings, Double-
dey & Co., Inc., 1954, see esp. the Preface: "The Idea of a
Contingent Universe".

37Jacob Bronowski, "Science as Foresight", in What Ig
S¢clience, Simon and Schuster, New York, 1955.

38G. Sommerhoff, Analytical Biology, London, 1950.

39W. Ross Ashby, Desiesn for a Brain, New York, 1952.

hoRichard Bevan Braithwaite, Sclentific Explanation,
pp. 319-340.

¥lEprnest Nagel, "Teleological Explanation and Teleolog-
lical Systems" in Readlnes in Philosophical An§11§1§= "A

Formalization of Functlonalism® in Logic Without Metaphvsics,
The Free Press, Glenco, 1956.

qurnest Nagel, "Teleological Explanation and Teleolog-
ical Systems", Beadings in Philosophical Analysis, p. 547.

“31p1a., p. sus.
uuBz.L@.-, p. 549.
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uSWarren S. McCulloch, "Mysterium Iniquitatic--0f Sin-
ful Man Aspiring Into The Place of God", in The Yalidation

of Sclentific Theories, Philipp G. Frank, (edt.), The Beacon
Press, Boston, 1954, 1955, 1956.

“6Nagel, gp. cit., p. 550.

47For the nature of "valuing" see footnote #93.
“8Nagel, op. git., p. 553.

u9Edgar Zilsel, "Physics and the Problem of Historico-
sociological Laws™ in Readings ln the Phllogophy of Sclence,
Herbert Fiegl, and May Brodbeck, Appleton-Crofts-Century,
New York, 1953, p. 720.

50Kenneth Burke, The Grammar of lotlves, George Braziller
Inc., New York, 1955, p. xvi.

5lsigmund Freud, Civilization and Its Discontents,
Doubleday & Co., Inc., Garden City, New York, 1958.

52¢, Wright Hills, "Situated Action and Vocabularies of
Motive", American Sociological Review, Oct. 1940.

53Albert Einstein, and Leopold Infield, The Evolution
of Phyvsics, Simon and Schuster, New York, 1938, ch. 1, 2.

5hmalcott Parsons, "Some Comments on the State of the

General Theory of Action", Amer. Soc. Review, vol. 18, #6,
Dec. 1953.

55George Herbert Mead, Mind, Self, gnd Soclety, The
University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1934. It is instru-

tive that Mead should have referred to himself as a "social
behaviorist®”. This we recall 1s essentially Lundberg's
perspective and in like manner he eschews motivational
theories. There 1s nothing in Mead's writings so far as we
can detect that would have led Mead in the direction of moti-
vational theorlizing. For his system starting with the per-
spective he did such questions never arose. It is doubly
ironic that later students such as Strauss should feel the
need to revise what careful consideration shows to be satis-
factory. One beglins to wonder how many times the cycle of
formulation and revision must go on before someone settles
the matter.

56anselm Strauss, (edt.) The Socisl Psvchology of George
Herbert liead, University of Chicago Press, Chilcago, 1956.
Strauss states that Mead's "...symbolic appreach prepares
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the way for a socliologically orientated motivational theory
akin to that developed by Kenneth Brake and C. Wright Mills",
(p. xv).
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