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Sperry contends that we can legitimately hold that science can address the
realm of the subjective. And since cognitive values are an important subset
of ideas formed by the complex interaction of the environment and our in-
nate and learned cognitive structures, scientists can study, on the one hand,
the developmental and environmental origins and maintenance of values,
and, on the other, their role in effecting behaviors.

But Sperry’s undoing of the fallacy only partially bridges the gap between
fact and value. The alleged gap between fact and value may be conceived
in various ways. One type of gap is explanatory. Science can explain facts
but not values. This is the gap that Sperry’s mentalism, if correct, removes.
Insofar as values are ideas which cause us to do what we do and insofar as
science proves itself able to understand and explain our behaviors in terms
of values, the explanatory gap can be bridged. Such explanations, however,
belong to a geneaclogy of morals and ethical behavior.

But that is not sufficient. For one could grant to Sperry that the behavioral
sciences can give a causal account of how values of either the non-cognitive
or cognitive sort bring about human behaviors while maintaining that these
sciences are unable to give any rationale for why they do so. In other words,
one may grant that a scientific explanation could show how ideas cause
behaviors without showing why values motivate behaviors. Sperry needs to
bridge the motivational as well as the explanatory gap.

In order to build a bridge over the motivational divide, it will be helpful
to look in more detail at the explanatory patterns involved in Wilson’s and
Skinner’s proposals for their respective sciences of values. There are good
reasons to hold that both the evolutionary and operant patterns of explana-
tion upon which these sociobiological and behavioral theories are built are
teleological rather than causal in character (Rottschaefer, 1980a, 1980b, 1982a,
1982b). I take causal explanations to be aimed at finding the necessary and/or
sufficient antecedent conditions of a behavior given certain background assump-
tions. Teleological explanations, on the other hand, are in terms of the con-
sequences of the phenomenon to be explained (Ringen, 1976; Wright, 1976).
Such explanations have been called by some teleonomic to distinguish them
from teleological explanations in terms of conscious purposes (Mayr, 1974).
In the case of evolutionary explanations, traits and behaviors are explained
by means of their contributions to the fitness of an organism (Brandan, 1981;
Mayr, 1974). In the case of operant explanations, behaviors are explained in
terms of the reinforcing effects of behaviors (Ringen, 1976). And Skinner (1971,
1974) makes it clear that operant effects are themselves ultimately grounded
in the genetic makeup of the organism (Smith, 1983). Such explanations of
behavior are accounts of why an organism does what it does, not how, because
they refer to consequences rather than antecedents as explanatory. As a result,
they can be invoked to explain the motivational capacity of what Sperry calls




32 ROTTSCHAEFER

non-cognitive values. Moreover, there is a natural extension of this ex-
planatory pattern from non-cognitive values to cognitive values. Cognitive
behavioral theorists as well as cognitive psychologists generally offer explana-
tions in terms of the cognitively held goals of agents and not merely in terms
of the causal antecedents, cognitive or otherwise, of behaviors (Bandura, 1986;
Dennett, 1981; Rottschaefer, 1982a, 1982b). For it is the anticipated conse-
quences of one behavior rather than another that can lead to the choice and
execution of one of several proposed behaviors by a cognitive agent. Thus,
if we supplement Sperry’s causal account of the role of values in bringing
about behaviors with a teleological account, it seems that, in principle at least,
the behavioral sciences can explain not only how values cause behavior but
why they motivate them.

But this bridge does not seem to take us far enough either. For even if we
grant that the behavioral sciences can explain not only how ideas influence
behaviors but why, the gap Sperry needs to span concerns moral agency.
We are still left with the task of accounting for the prescriptive and justificatory
role of values. Sperry needs to bridge the prescriptive-justificatory gap.

This task leads us naturally to Sperry’s second suggestion for understanding
and dissolving the problematic character of the fact/value dichotomy. Sperry
(1983, p. 22.; p. 50; p. 73ff) believes that this thesis on the hierarchic character
of values and the role of first ethical principles in determining subordinate
principles in the value hierarchy allows us to do this. He claims that the prime
value determinants of our behaviors are the basic values embodied in our
first ethical principles, principles that deal with the ultimate meaning of life,
thus, with human nature and its relationships with cosmic forces, living and
non-living. In Sperry’s view, the most adequate source for such principles
is our best current scientific knowledge rather than religious authority, in-
tuition or mysticism. Consequently, the values that prescribe and justify what
we do are to be drawn from such scientifically based principles. Sperry is not
particularly concerned with the justification of particular ethical norms, for
instance, prohibitions against murder or cheating. Nor does he attempt to
support in any but a cursory fashion the several versions of a first ethical
principle that he proposes. He usually argues in support of such principles
by claiming that they represent best current scientific knowledge.

How does the adaption of such scientifically based principles help us to
overcome the prescriptive-justificatory gap? Sperry’s discussion of the causal
role of cognitively grasped values does not, I believe, answer this question.
For the bridging of the prescriptive-justificatory gap requires more than ac-
counts of how values influence behavior and why they motivate. It demands
an explanation of how values make a behavior morally requisite and an
understanding of why a behavior is what it ought to be. One way to fulfill
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these requirements that accords with Sperry’s intent is to introduce a
naturalistic principle that bridges the prescriptive-justificatory gap. If we con-
ceive of the goal of ethical practices to be individual and social human fulfill-
ment, then we can argue that knowledge of what counts for such fulfillment
depends on a knowledge of human capacities and that the latter knowledge
is best found in what Sperry has called the behavioral sciences. Sperry’s various
formulations of first ethical principles fit this suggestion that values are things
that fulfill human potentialities. Reference to whether or not actions and prac-
tices fulfill these potentialities can serve both to give prescriptive and
justificatory force to ethical norms and principles.

Since my intent is the limited one of fitting Sperry’s proposal about values
into a larger naturalistic project for ethics, I shall not here attempt to ex-
amine the justification for the introduction of such a principle nor its merits
relative to other approaches to metaethical justification (Edel, 1980; Hudson,
1970; Richards, 1986a, 1986b; Ruse, 1986). However, it should be noted that
the sources for the justification of the principle need not be exclusively scien-
tific nor non-scientific. Put more positively, the sources of such a principle
can be found in ordinary knowledge, scientific theory, and philosophical reflec-
tion (Edel, 1980; Held, 1984). Moreover, the naturalistic principle I have pro-
posed for bridging the prescriptive-justificatory gap is formal in the sense that
neither human potentialities nor their fulfillment have been specified. How
are we to identify these potentialities and their fulfillment so that particular
behaviors and more general moral principles may be prescribed and or justified
to the degree that they allow for the actualization of these potentialities?
Following Sperry’s proposal for a science of values, such knowledge will come
in its best form from the sciences, from biology, psychology and the social
sciences (Flanagan, 1984; Held, 1984). This is not to say, I believe, that other
cognitive sources are entirely excluded. It seems entirely consonant with
Sperry’s program that ordinary experiential knowledge plays an intrinsic role
in the acquisition of knowledge about human capacities and their actualiza-
tion. Moreover, Sperry believes that religious traditions, shorn of super-
naturalistic beliefs, are also a valuable source of ethical wisdom. But even
if we grant that Sperry’s proposals for the metaethical justification of scien-
tifically based value claims require the sort of naturalistic principle that I have
proposed, much remains to be done both in elaborating a scientifically based
naturalistic ethical system and examining its merits relative to other systems,
both naturalistic and not.

Conclusion

Roger Sperry’s proposal for a science of values, based as it is on his thesis
of mental emergentism, overcomes the criticisms leveled against similar reduc-
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tionistic sociobiologically and behaviorally based proposals for making ethics
scientific. It does so because it recognizes from the perspective of the neuro-
sciences the crucial role of the mental in any account of the genealogy and
justification of values. Supplemented by non-reductionistic sociobiological
and behavioral accounts of values, as well as contributions from the social
sciences, it opens up the possibility of an account of the origin, development
and maintenance of values ranging from the genetic to the socio-cultural.
With the assumption of the naturalistic principle that human values are to
be identified with what fulfills human capacities, Sperry’s proposal allows us
to argue that the behavioral sciences, broadly interpreted, provide us with
the most adequate knowledge of these capacities and how they can best be
fulfilled. I have not here attempted to defend such a principle. My concern
rather has been to show how Sperry’s proposal for a science of values fits
within and contributes to a more general project for a scientifically based
naturalistic ethics. '

References

Bandura, A. {1986). Social foundation of thought and action: A social cognitive theory. Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc.

Brandan, R.N. (1981). Biological teleology: Questions and explanations. Studies in the History
and Philosophy of Science, 9, 181-206.

Brewer, W.F. (1974). There is no convincing evidence for operant or classical conditioning in
adult humans. In W.B. Weimer and D.S. Palermo (Eds.), Cognition and the symbolic processes
(pp. 1-42). Hillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Bunge, M. (1963). Causality. Cleveland: Meridian Books.

Bunge, M. (1980). The mind-body problem: A psychobiological approach. Elmsford, New York:
Pergamon Press Inc.

Churchland, P. (1986). Neurophilosophy: Toward a unified science of the mind brain. Cambridge,
Massachusetts: MIT Press.

Dennett, D. (1981). Why the law of effect will not go away. In D. Dennett (Ed.), Brainstorms:
Philosophical essays on mind and psychology (pp. 71-89). Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT Press.

Edel, A. (1980). Exploring fact and value: Science and value. New Brunswick, New Jersey: Trans-
action Books.

Erwin, E. (1979). Behavior therapy: Scientific, philosophical and moral foundations. Cambridge, England:

Cambridge University Press.

Flanagan, O. (1982). Quinean ethics. Ethics, 93, 56-74.

Flanagan, O. (1984). The science of the mind, Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT Press.

Fulmer, G. (1976). Skinner’s values. The Journal of Value Inguiry, 10, 106-118.

Gardener, H. (1985). The mind’s new science: A history of the cognitive revolution. New York: Basic
Books.

Graham, G. (1977). On what is good: A study of B.F. Skinner’s operant behaviorist view.
Behaviorism, 5, 97-122.

Held, V. (1984). Rights and goods: Justifying social action. New York: The Free Press.

Hocutt, M. (1977). Skinner on the word “Good”: A naturalistic semantics for ethics. Ethics, 87,
319-338.

Hudson, W.D. (1970). Modern moral philosophy. London: Macmillan.

Kazdin, A. (1978). History of behavior modifications: Experimental foundations of contemporary research.
Baltimore: University Park Press.




SPERRY’S SCIENCE OF VALUES 35

Kitcher, P. (1985). Vaulting ambition: Sociobiology and the quest for human nature. Cambridge,
Massachusetts: MIT Press.

Klee, R.L. (1984). Micro-determinism and concepts of emergence. Philosophy of Science, 51, 41-63.

Lumsden, O., and Wilson, E. (1981). Genes, mind and culture: The coevolutionary process. Cam-
bridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press.

Mayr, E. (1974). Telological and telonomic: A new analysis. Boston Studies in the Philosophy of
Science, 14, 91~117.

Popper, K.R., and Eccles, J.C. (1977). The self and its brain. Berlin: Springer-International.

Pugh, G. (1977). The biological origin of human values. New York: Basic Books.

Richards, R.]. (1986a). A defense of evolutionary ethics. Biology and Philosophy, 1, 265-292.

Richards, R.}J. (1986b). Justification through biological faith: A rejoinder. Biology and Philosophy,
1, 337-354.

Ringen, J. (1976). Explanation, teleology and operant behaviorism: A study of the experimental
analysis of purposive behavior. Philosophy of Science, 43, 223-254.

Ringen, J. {1986). The completeness of behavior theory. Behaviorism, 14, 29-39.

Ripley, C. (1984). Sperry’s concept of consciousness, Inquiry, 27, 399-423.

Rottschaefer, W. (1980a). Fulmer’s Skinner and Skinner’s values. The Journal of Value Inquiry,
10, 106-118.

Rottschaefer, W. (1980b). Skinner's science of values. Behaviorism, 8, pp. 99-112.

Rottschaefer, W. (1982a). Is there a values expert in the house? Contemporary Philosophy, 12, 11-15.

Rottschaefer, W. (1982b). Psychological foundations of value theory: B.F. Skinner’s science of
values. Zygon, 17, 293-301.

Rottschaefer, W. (1984). Review of Roger Sperry’s “Science and Moral Priority.” Zygon, 19, 242-247.

Rottschaefer, W. (1985). Evading conceptual self-annihilation: Some implications of Albert Ban-
dura’s theory of the self-system for folk psychology. New Ideas of Psychology, 2, 265-282.

Rottschaefer, W., and Martinsen, D. (1984). Singer, sociobiology and values: Pure reason versus
empirical reason. Zygon, 19, 159-170.

Ruse, M., (1986). Taking Darwin seriously: A naturalistic approach to philosophy. New York: Basil
Blackwell.

Schwartz, B., and Lacey, H. (1982). Behaviorism, science, and human nature. New York: W.W.
Norton and Company.

Singer, P. (1981). The expanding circle: Ethics and sociobiology. New York: New American Library.

Skinner, B. (1971). Beyond freedom and dignity. New York: Alfred A. Knopf.

Skinner, B. (1974). About behaviorism. New York: Alfred A. Knopf.

Smith, T. (1983). Skinner’s environmentalism: The analogy with natural selection. Behaviorism,
11, 133-153.

Sperry, R. (1969). A modified concept of consciousness. Psychological Review, 76, 532-536.

Sperry, R. (1980). Mind-brain interaction: Mentalism, yes; Dualism, no. Neuroscience, 5, 195-206.

Sperry, R. (1983). Science and moral priority: Merging mind, brain and human values. New York:
Columbia University Press.

Sperry, R. (1986a). The consciousness revolution: Roots and meaning. Manuscript in preparation.

Sperry, R. (1986b). Macro-versus micro-determinism. Philosophy of Science, 53, 265-270.

Wilson, E. (1975). Sociobiology: The new synthesis. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard Univer-
sity Press.

Wilson, E. (1978). On human nature. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press.

Wimsatt, W. (1976). Reductionism, levels of organization, and the mind-body problem. In G.
Globus and I. Savodnik (Eds.). Consciousness and the brain (pp. 205-267). New York: Plenum.

Wright, L. (1976). Teleological explanation: An etiological analysis of goals and functions. Berkeley:
University of California Press.




