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The Guadalajara Biannual Symposium on the Science of Behavior is a 

continuing effort to bring together specialists from various disciplines (e.g., 
psychology, philosophy, biology, anthropology) to discuss scientific, conceptual, 
philosophical, and theoretical issues that arise from the scientific study of 
behavior. Previous symposia in this series have dealt with issues such as 
development, psychology of science, behaviorism, social behavior, and the 
evolution of behavior, among others. Traditionally, the talks have been published 
in one form or another, mostly as edited books or as special journal issues. The 
seventh symposium (Guadalajara, México, February 25-28, 2002) was called 
Behavior as the Subject Matter of Psychology: Philosophical and Theoretical 
Issues. 

It goes without saying that the subject of behavior analysis (or, more 
generally, behavior science) is, well, behavior. Equally obvious, however, is the 
polysemic character of the term “behavior,” which leaves considerable room for 
conceptual analysis of that assertion. Behavior as a subject matter thus raises a host 
of philosophical and theoretical issues whose resolution and even formulation are 
not so obvious. The seventh symposium brought together specialists interested in 
some of those issues. This time, the talks are being published as a special section in 
this issue of Behavior & Philosophy. 

Peter Harzem opens with an essay on the history of behaviorism as the 
philosophy for scientific psychology. A major point in his analysis is that we 
would have had a better psychology and behaviorism today had Watson and the 
other early behaviorists paid attention to Edward Titchener’s criticisms of 
behaviorism. Then, David Leary traces the historical path through which the term 
“behavior” came to name a scientific concept and psychology’s subject matter, 
especially within comparative and functional psychology à la James and Dewey. 
He suggests that behaviorism never quite percolated comparative psychology, and 
that much can be learned from James’ and Dewey’s functional psychology. In the 
third paper Richard Kitchener argues that a closer reading of Rudolf Carnap’s 
writings unveils a strong naturalistic stance toward epistemology, which would 
require a reexamination of the relationship between neobehaviorism and logical 
positivism. In the fourth contribution Emilio Ribes-Iñesta argues, among other 
points, that “behavior” is not a technical term and that a first step toward making it 
one is to reconsider Aristotle’s concept of the soul. 
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José Burgos offers an exercise in the systematic metaphysics of behavior as 
an elucidation of realism about behavior, the thesis that behavior exists objectively. 
A consequence of his analysis is that a nontrivial formulation of realism about 
behavior involves rejecting type behaviorism. François Tonneau attempts to 
revitalize neorealism, the doctrine according to which consciousness is in the 
environment, not in the brain (or, more generically, “inside the head”). He counters 
several possible objections to his formulation of neorealism and argues that it is at 
least as plausible as (and in some respects even more plausible than) brain-
consciousness identity theories. Peter Killeen analyzes Skinner’s three-term 
contingency model by applying a combination of statistical decision theory and 
Aristotle’s four-cause account. He shows how, despite Skinner’s Russellian talk of 
repudiation of causality, his theory instantiates causality. 

In his paper, Berent Enç offers a general criterion of how to exclude wayward 
causal chains from a strictly causal account of rational behavior. His main point is 
that wayward causal chains do not serve the function of goal-directed behavior-
producing systems, even if they result in the goal. Fred Dretske uses the distinction 
between triggering causes and structuring causes to distinguish between mental 
representations as structuring causes and biological events as triggering causes of 
behavior. Costall argues that cognitivism and mechanistic behaviorism share 
certain basic assumptions, most notably the stimulus–response and environment–
organism dualisms. These assumptions, submits Costall, are problematic in that 
they exclude organisms from nature. To return organisms to nature, he proposes to 
reconsider the kind of organism–environment mutuality found in Darwinian 
theory. William Timberlake asks whether or not the operant contingency is 
sufficient for a science of purposive behavior. He acknowledges the central 
importance of the operant contingency to the contemporary science of behavior, 
but he also argues that there is considerable room for improving it, both as a 
definitional system and an empirical procedure (especially in relation to his notion 
of “tuning”) and in its relation to other theoretical notions and approaches such as 
establishing operations, behavioral momentum, predictive (Bayesian) empiricism, 
causal strengthening, selection by consequences, and reinforcement history. In the 
last contribution John Staddon explores the possibilities that evolutionary 
epistemology (which he takes as a generalization of C.S. Peirce’s pragmaticism) 
provides for arguing that the alleged fallacious character of the so-called 
“naturalistic fallacy” (what ought to be morally can be derived from what is 
scientifically) can be substantially minimized, if not excised. 

We would like to express our gratitude to Emilio Ribes-Iñesta, not only for 
having organized the present symposium but also for having initiated and 
maintained the series throughout the years. His energy, dedication, and 
contribution to the development of a science of behavior in México are second to 
none. We are also indebted to the Executive Chancellor of the University of 
Guadalajara, Ricardo Gutiérrez-Padilla, for his generous financial support, without 
which the event would have been impossible. We also wish to thank John Staddon 
for lending Behavior & Philosophy as a publication forum and all the contributors 
for their patience and dedication throughout the organization and realization of the 
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event and the review process. Finally, we want to express our sorrow for the 
sudden and premature passing away of one of the contributors, Berent Enç, which 
occurred during the editorial process. His defense of identity theory (among other 
ideas) will certainly provide much to talk about in the coming years. He will be 
sorely missed. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 






