
of legislation. The latter does not appear, 
in anything like its modern form, prior to 
seventeenth century England, and then only 
to regularize systems of taxation. “It was 
from the need to obtain consent to taxes,” 
says the author, “that parliamentary in- 
stitutions arose.” He concedes that the im- 
plicit Law was inadequate; that it had to 
be interpreted, defined, perhaps even en- 
larged to meet the needs of expanding gov- 
ernment. But in no case could this “new 
law,” or legislation, replace the old. Indeed 
“new law” is actually a contradiction in 
terms, if we agree that “the c!d !aw is the 
true law.” 

In the name of democracy, says Hayek, 
there has now for several generations been 
constant effort to “socialize” the law, so as 
“to direct private activity towards particu- 
lar ends and to the benefit of particular 
groups.” This “will-0-the-wisp” of unattain- 
able “social justice” has led governments 
to treat the citizen and his property as ob- 
jects of ever more complicated and often 
contradictory administration. “And the 
predominance of this interpretation has be- 
come one of the chief causes of the progres- 
sive transformation of the spontaneous or- 
der of a free society into the organization 

If “ideas have consequences,” as Richard 
Weaver told us, then the results of Hayek’s 
severely unemotional thinking could be 
enormous. For what he is doing, at least by 
inference, is to undermine the brazen idol 
of democracy, now so thoughtlessly wor- 
shiped throughout the allegedly “free 
world.” Parliamentary democracy, as gen- 

popular government in which freely-elected 
representatives respond to the majority 
will, whether rational or suicidal. If “there 
are no absolutes,” as the Supreme Court 
blandly declared some years ago, then there 
is no reliable limitation to what legislation 
may attempt, and therefore, no limit to the 
potential confusion of the human condition. 

Though baldly put, this is a viewpoint 
well worth pondering in the bicentennial 
period, when the safeguards against the 

I of a totalitarian order.” 

I 

I erally understood, is simply a system of 

I 

I 

dangers of democracy, as carefully con- 
structed by the founding fathers, are being 
conveniently forgotten. They knew, as Plat0 
warned in The Republic ages since, that un- 
bridled democracy is all too apt to degener- 
ate into dictatorship. Hayek repeats that 
warning in this hard-hitting book. Hope- 
fully he will not delay in producing the 
forthcoming volumes of his trilogy. They 
are foreshadowed as T h e  Mirage of Social 
Justice and The Political Order of a Free 
Society. In their English version these 
should be very carefully translated, since 

L u l  y VUlulllG unfortunately suf- 
fers in places from a rather heavy and tur- 
gid Germanic style. 

Reviewed by FELIX MORLEY 

thc introduc&--- 

Summa Contra Skinner 

The Pseudo-Science of B. F. Skinner, 
by Tibor R. Machan, New Rochelle, 
N .  Y.: Arlington House Publishers, 
1974. 224 pp. $9.95. 

B. F. SKINNER’S NAME leaves a bad taste 
in the mouths of many who (find it difficult 
to deal with his doctrines dispassionately. 
It is very much to the credit of Professor 
Machan, then, that he manages for the most 
part to preserve a n  air of neutrality 
throughout this critique of Skinner’s doc- 
trines. This is especially so since Machan, 
above all else, wants to rescue the concepts 
of freedom and dignity from the dungheap 
of Skinnerian reductionism. 

With considerable care Machan shows 
that Skinner’s claims of scientific precision 
and exactitude are wildly exaggerated. In- 
deed, “Skinner is proposing a theory of sci- 
ence and a theory of man, not in his capaci- 
ty as a scientist but in his r61e as an intel- 
lectual layman who has inherited a certain 
view of science.” As a result, “we must un- 
derstand that the Skinnerian announcement 
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of faithfulness to science and dependence 
on scientific method is highly specious and 
unsubstantiated.” 

The two major systematic shortcomings 
of Skinner’s pseudoscience, according to 
Machan, are (1) the unquestioned commit- 
ment to the model of physics as a paradigm 
of all knowledge, and (2 )  the occurrence of 
the “blowup fallacy-taking the picture 
of sculptors and clay, or trainers and 
pigeons, and imposing it on an entirely dif- 
ferent relationship, namely, human beings 
vis-h-vis other human beings.” The first 
shortcoming results in “a drastic category 
mistak-nfusing different sorts of prob- 
lems, conflating areas that do not belong 
together.” This same idea is expressed later 
by Machan when he admits of Skinner that 
“in some circumstances his methods are 
helpful.” He cautions us, however, that 
“what is not to be confused with a partial 
defense of Skinnerism (and behaviorism) 
is full regard for it as a world-view by 
which to make sense of human &airs in 
toto.” The second major shortcoming of 
Skinnerian behaviorism “involves a logical 
error in jumping from conclusions about 
rats, pigeons, chimps, or porpoises to peo- 
ple.” One is reminded here of Konrad 
Lorenz’s leap from his studies of geese to 
conclusions about man’s aggressive “in- 
stincts.” 

Machan’s critique is particularly telling 
with respect to Skinner’s insistence upon 
reducing human behavior to “operational 
analysis of mentalistic terms.” In a word, 
Skinner’s notion of “operant conditioning” 
is simplistic in that 

Skinner wants to show that everything 
we do, even our selection of goals, aims, 
and purposes, is caused by the environ- 
ment. But since he cannot explain the 
first phase of operant behavior, he fails 
at his task significantly. 

Machan aptly points out that Skinner can- 
not account for what Alburey Castell once 
called “agency,yy which is the stubborn fact 
that human beings initiate action and are 
not simply passive, as Skinner would have 

us believe. As Machan puts it, “Skinner’s 
schema fails to make sense of human be- 
havior as such.” 

One of the most interesting chapters in 
Machan’s book deals with Skinner’s claim 
that “survival is the only value according 
to which a culture is eventually to be 
judged, and any practice that furthers sur- 
vival has survival value by definition” 
(quoting Skinner). This claim leads to so- 
cial engineering, which is nothing more or 
less than the manipulation of culture by 
Skinnerian “experts.” As Machan puts it, 
“Skinner has endeavored to give scientific 
justitfication for the claim that he and his 
colleagues ought to run the culture and 
everyone’s life within it so that the culture 
will survive.” It is this claim, perhaps more 
than any other, that bothers critics of Skin- 
ner. Machan is no exception, especially 
since it is this sort of control that leads to 
the eradication of human freedom and dig- 
nity. This concern leads Professor Machan, 
in the second part of his book, to outline an 
alternative, libertarian position that is de- 
signed to restore freedom and dignity to the 
center of moral, social, and political in- 
quiry. 

The addition of a positive alternative to 
Skinnerism saves this book from the charge 
of being excessively critical. It is, on the 
whole, an attractive and thought provoking 
defense of human rights which are defined 
as “the social conditions that when estab- 
lished can/will (and do) enable people to 
go about the business of living a good life.” 

While I can readily accept most of 
Machan’s critique and stated alternatives, 
it seems to me that he overemphasizes his 
concern with the individual when he insists 
that the classical doctrine of “the common 
-or public-good” means what does 
“actually serve every person in the human 
communityy’ (emphasis mine). Since it is, 
practically speaking, impossible to find any 
policy that is in the common good on this 
view, the notion becomes a useless fiction. 
This is simply a case of throwing out the 
baby with the bath water. It is one thing 
to emphasize the primacy of the individual 
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I as against the social whole; it is quite 
another thing to argue that it is only the in- 
dividual that counts. The concern of many 
political theorists has been with the com- 
mon good as determined by the majority 
and this has been a fruitful and important 
part of classical democratic theory. Machan 
does not accept this view, however. He is 
(excessively) concerned that some people 
(the majority) will “foist their wishes on 
those who are either alone or enjoy smaller 
numbers.” In order to see the need for cau- 
tion at this point, one need only recall that 
Robert Paul Wolff employs the rejectinn Q! 

majority rule as a basic ploy in his “de- 
fense” of anarchism. Machan asks: “why 
is [the argument from the will of the ma- 
jority] any justification at all” for the im- 
position of one will upon another? The an- 
swer, of course, lies in a careful examina- 
tion of the social contract theory according 
to which each of us freely consents to ma- 
jority rule. Philosophers like Joseph Tuss- 

cial contract theory is not only relevant to 
current political discussions, but funda- 
mental to such distinctions as, say, the one 
between power and authority. 

A preoccupation with human rights can 
and does lead to an ignoring of human re- 
sponsibility. One can be suspicious of the 
Skinnerian reduction of “the common 
good” to mere survival of the culture, as 
well as the demands made upon the indi- 
vidual in the name of “the public interest” 
or “national security,” without insisting 
that such demands are never legitimate and 
the notion of the common good a bogus 
concept. It strikes me that this is a serious 
shortcoming of Machan’s libertarian view. 

On balance, however, Machan’s thesis 
and critique are quite compelling. This is 
an important book that should receive the 
careful and respectful attention of all seri- 
ous students of the contemporary scene, es- 
pecially since ours is an age whose vision 
is blurred-conditioned as it has been by 
Skinnerian “science” and scientolism gen- 
erally. 

Reviewed by HUGH MERCER CURTLER 

l 

l 

, man have persuasively argued that the so- 

The Unholy Ikons 

War on Light: The Destruction of the 
Image of God in Man Through 
Modern Art, by Margaret Elizabeth 
Stucki, Orlando, Florida: Freedom Uni- 
versity Press, 1975. 42 pp.  

A DISSERTATION is not necessarily a mere 
exercise in scholarship; it might also con- 
tain an important message. This is the case 
with the paper submitted by Mrs. Margaret 
Elizabeth Stucki for her degree of Doctor 
of Philosophy in Christian Education at 
Freedom University in Orlando. The sub- 
title reveals her theme: The Destruction of 
the Image of God in Man Through Modern 
Art. The author, a well-known and success- 
ful painter, has cleverly illustrated her vol- 
ume (the dimensions of which are three 
times the area of a normal format) with a 
number of sketches proving her point. Her 
thesis, needless to say, rests heavily on the 
Scriptures; but though her fundamental in- 
spiration is religious, one also discerns a 
very strong political significance. Indeed, 
there can be little doubt that much of mod- 
e m  art is inspired by the political Left, 
above all by the Extreme Left and the New 
Left, with roots going back to the earliest 
years of this century. 

Mrs. Stucki’s thesis is very well docu- 
mented. She insists that man has been 
created in the image of God, which means 
not only that God in a certain sense is 
anthropomorphic, but also-which is equal- 
ly important-that man is theomorphic. 
Thus whoever assails the image of man in 
an all-out radical way, whoever is anti- 
Humanist (taking the term in its classical 
connotation), whoever distorts, denigrates, 
perverts, disfigures, and vilifies the human 
body also attacks God indirectly and sides 
with the forces of darkness, with Satan 
himself. 

I t  is refreshing to encounter in our time 
a thinking person who is convinced of the 
reality of Satan, who considers him a real 
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