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Abstract 


The article reconstructs the history of the "behavioral sciences" label, from scattered interwar use 
 through  to  the  decisive  embrace  of  the  newly  prominent  Ford  Foundation  in  the  early  Cold  War. 


The  rapid  uptake  of  the  label,  the  article  concludes,  was  the  result  of  the  Ford  Foundation’s  1951 
 decision to name its social science unit the “Behavioral Sciences Program” (BSP). With Ford’s en-
 couragement, the term was widely adopted by quantitative social scientists eager to tap the founda-
 tion’s  social  science  funds.  The  label’s  newness  and  its  link  to  the  gigantic  foundation’s  initiative 
 generated much suspicion and resistance as well. 



Keywords 


Behavioral sciences, Ford Foundation, Cold War 


There  are  few  behavioral  scientists  today.  But  as  recently  as  the  1950s  and  1960s,  self-identified 


“behavioral scientists” occupied the elite ranks of American social science. The rapid uptake of the 
 label was the result of the Ford Foundation’s 1951 decision to name its social science unit the “Be-
 havioral  Sciences  Program”  (BSP).  With  Ford’s  encouragement,  the  term  was  widely  adopted  by 
 quantitative social scientists eager to tap the foundation’s social science funds. The label’s newness 
 and its link to the gigantic foundation’s initiative generated much suspicion and resistance as well.  


This paper reconstructs the label’s career from scattered interwar use through to Ford’s embrace. 


Existing  histories  trace  the  term  back  to  psychologist  James  Grier  Miller’s  Committee  on  the  Be-
 havioral Sciences at the University of Chicago. The term, however, was already in limited circula-
 tion by the mid-1930s, deployed in distinct but overlapping ways by political scientist Arthur Bent-
 ley and psychologist Clark Hull.  


Drawing on Ford Foundation archives, the paper draws connections between Hull, Miller, and Hull 
student  Donald  Marquis,  who  played  a  pivotal  role  as  the  key  social  science  planner  at  Ford.  For 
Marquis, the label was a layabout alternative, an encumbrance-free near-neologism that could, on 
the one hand, avoid the recurrent conflation of “social science” with “socialism” by anti-New Deal-
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ers  in  Congress,  but  also  signal  a  linguistic  break  with  the  speculative,  unscientific  legacy  that  al-
 legedly remained a drag on social scientific progress. The term quickly became a flash-point around 
 which clashing visions of postwar social science were organized. 


The  “behavioral  sciences”  label  has  largely  escaped  historical  scrutiny,  especially  relative  to  other 
 postwar  formations  like  “cybernetics”  and  “systems  science”  with  which  the  term  was  complexly 
 entangled. One reason for the neglect is that the “behavioral sciences” term was never coherently 
 defined, in part due to internal Ford politics. From the beginning the term had no stable referent, 
 and was often used generically as a substitute for the more common “social sciences” designation. 


Throughout the postwar era, moreover, Miller clung to an idiosyncratic definition centered on his 


“living systems theory.” 


Even so, the “behavioral sciences” did refer to a more-or-less distinct intellectual agenda, centered 
 on  enthusiasm  for  cross-disciplinary,  team-based  research  employing  quantitative  methods.  The 
 Ford  Foundation’s  1950  “behavioral  sciences”  christening,  moreover,  put  a  name  to  a  movement 
 that was already underway, with roots in World War II. Many of the social scientists who had mo-
 bilized for war service had returned to their campuses with the good-faith belief that the owl of Mi-
 nerva was set to take flight. Though federal funding fell off initially—the social sciences struggled in 
 vain  to  win  a  prominent  place  in  the  planned  National  Science  Foundation—the  heated-up  Cold 
 War  of  the  late  1940s  brought  substantial  military  and  State  Department  spending.  The  massive 
 Ford investment began in this period too, backed by some of the same Cold War exigencies. 


The social scientists on the receiving end of government and foundation funding constituted a new 
 elite that would, in the early 1950s, start calling themselves “behavioral scientists.” Based on their 
 wartime  service,  these  scholars  were  far  more  sanguine  about  the  potential  scientific  yield  from 
 problem-based  team  research  than,  say,  quantitative  enthusiasts  from  the  interwar  years.  They 
 were  also  more  likely  to  embrace  general  theory,  mathematics,  and  modeling  than  their  interwar 
 counterparts.  Bound  by  interwoven  funding  streams,  wartime  service,  and  excitement  about  the 
 near-term potential to uncover general laws, the social scientific elite of the early postwar years was 
 already in gestation when Ford proposed its “behavioral sciences” label. 


If the intellectual coordinates were in place first, why bother with a name that was tacked on later? 


The paper argues that the history of Cold War social science—a good deal of it, at least—is suspend-
 ed in language. Terms like the “behavioral sciences,” in short, do more than designate. They are the 
 raw  material  that  scholars  use  to  fashion  their  intellectual  self-concepts.1  As  tokens  of  allegiance, 
 labels help to organize academic space into distinguishable (and simplified) groupings. Descriptors 
 like “behavioral sciences” provide, to those who don the labels, orientation and membership—and 
 for dissenters something similar, an identity-affirming contrast. Some terms, “behavioral sciences” 


included, have messy backstories and connotative associations that linger to significant effect.  


The  “behavioral  sciences”  label  is  an  especially  rich  case,  given  its  supernova-like  arc:  sudden 
 prominence  followed  by  slow  decline.  The  term’s  fortunes,  moreover,  were  yoked  to  the  Ford 
 Foundation’s  BSP,  which  skittish  trustees  shuttered  in  1957.  With  Ford  sponsorship  effectively 
 withdrawn,  the  term’s  strategic  value  to  fund-seeking  scholars  waned  even  as  the  label  remained 
 prominent throughout the 1960s. In other words, the history of the “behavioral sciences” term im-
 plicates  a  mix  of  overlapping  factors:  funding  and  the  Cold  War,  certainly,  but  also  intellectual 


1 On the importance of intellectual self-concepts for academic identity, see Gross (2008), ch. 1. 
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commitment.  In  that  sense  the  now-orphaned  term  reflected—and  also  reinforced—the  curious 
 blend  of  opportunism,  genuine  excitement  and  geopolitical  resolve  that  characterized  American 
 social science in the early Cold War. 


The  sudden  and  widespread  adoption  of  the  term  is  testimony  to  the  enormous  influence  of  pat-
 ronage,  at  least  in  this  instance  and  within  the  relatively  narrow  context  of  nomenclature.  Other 
 scholars  had  promoted  the  “behavioral  science”  moniker  before  Ford,  but  the  term’s  remarkable 
 1950s purchase was the direct result of the foundation’s surprisingly insouciant language choice. So 
 successful was Ford’s lexical alternative that scholars unconnected to the foundation were already 
 employing the phrase without comment—as authorless doxa—by the early 1950s. For two decades 
 the label served as a viable rival to the established “social science” terminology. By the time Ford 
 withdrew its funds in 1957, moreover, the term was already sufficiently lodged to thrive without the 
 foundation’s  sponsorship.  It  was  only  with  the  waning  of  what  Hunter  Heyck  has  recently  called 
 the era of “high modern social science” in the 1970s that the label’s hold began to weaken.2


The article proceeds in four parts. First, I trace the term’s early history to political scientist Arthur 
 Bentley and psychologist Clark Hull. Next, I detail the debate that led to the adoption of the term at 
 the Ford Foundation in the late 1940s and early 1950s. The article then turns to frequency-of-use 
 data from Google Books Ngram Viewer and JSTOR, to help establish the foundation’s major role in 
 propagating the term. In the paper’s last section, I track the term’s medium-term durability in the 
 face of often virulent criticism, even after the Ford crutches had been kicked away in 1957.  



I. ‘The So-Called Social Sciences’: Arthur Bentley and Clark Hull 


When the Ford Foundation launched the “behavioral sciences” terminology into wide circulation in 
 the early 1950s, the phrase was received as a heavy-handed neologism. Ford did not, however, coin 
 the term. Political scientist Arthur Bentley (1870–1957) had already peppered his writings with the 


“behavioral  science”  label  more  than  15  years  before  Ford’s  adoption.  With  no  apparent  link  to 
 Bentley, Yale psychologist Clark Hull (1884–1952) was also using the label as early as 1940, a full 
 ten years before Ford.  


Neither Bentley nor Hull is credited with inventing the term. Instead, existing histories mistakenly 
 trace the label’s origins to James Grier Miller’s late 1940s plans for the Committee on the Behav-
 ioral  Sciences  at  the  University  of  Chicago.3  One  reason  is  that  Miller,  on  behalf  of  the  Chicago 
 Committee, claimed credit for the “behavioral sciences” terminology. “To refer to the biological and 
 social  fields  involved,”  he  wrote  in  1955,  “we  coined  the  term  ‘behavioral  sciences’”  (Miller  1955: 


513).  A  number  of  tributes  and  obituaries  repeated  the  erroneous  assertion  after  Miller’s  2002 
 death (Pickren 2003: 760; Harris 2003: 227; Swanson 2007). 


But  Bentley  and  and  Hull  were  already  using  the  term  in  the  late  interwar  years.  Both  scholars 
 turned  to  “behavioral  science(s)”  because  they  found  the  prevailing  “social  sciences”  catch-all  to 


2  Heyck  argues  that  post-war  social  science—with  its  embrace  of  mathematics,  modeling,  general  theory,  and  systems 
 conceptions—constituted a “high modern” era (roughly 1955–1975), itself rooted in a broader and older set of social and 
 intellectual changes that Heyck labels the “organizational revolution.” See Heyck (2014) and Heyck (2015).  


3  Berelson  (1968),  43;  Crowther-Heyck  (2005),  154;  Hammond  and  Wilby  (2006),  431;  Somit  and  Tanenhaus  (1982), 
183. A partial exception is Senn (1966), 110, 113, which mentions Hull’s 1943 use. 
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have problematic connotations. Both Bentley and Hull, moreover, sought to signal the distinctive-
 ness of their respective intellectual projects.  


Neither scholars’ deployment of the term caught on at the time. Instead, these early uses constitut-
 ed a kind of linguistic time-capsule. Post-war scholars, averse to “social science” for their own intel-
 lectual  and  strategic  reasons,  would  go  on  to  pluck  the  pre-existing  but  dormant  “behavioral  sci-
 ence”  label  among  alternative  candidates  also  already  in  limited  circulation—including  “human 
 relations,” “social relations,” and “human resources.” 


ARTHUR BENTLEY COINS “BEHAVIORAL SCIENCE” 


Though Hull’s use of the “behavioral sciences” label was probably the direct antecedent to post-war 
 adoptions, Bentley introduced the term first. In his 1935 book Behavior, Knowledge, Fact, Bentley 
 repeatedly  referred  to  “behavioral  science”  to  designate  his  idiosyncratic  vision  for  the  study  of 
 man.4  


Bentley was a committed neologizer. A curious figure in the history of American social science, he 
 is  normally  remembered  as  a  political  scientist  despite  his  repudiation  of  the  discipline  (Kress 
 1970). Bentley earned his doctorate from Johns Hopkins in 1895 after studying with Georg Simmel 
 and  Wilhelm  Dilthey  in  Germany  (Menand  2002:  379–380).  Like  many  other  social  scientists 
 trained in the late 19th century, he initially identified as an economist (Ward 1981: 222). His 1908 
 book The  Process  of  Government was  neglected  by  the  then-emerging  discipline  of  political  sci-
 ence, but later helped seed interwar interest in groups and pluralism (Hale 1993: 2). In the 1950s, 
 The Process of Government was embraced by David Truman and other quantitative political scien-
 tists as a key proto-behavioralist tract.5 (I address the complex overlap between “behavioralism” in 
 political science and the broader “behavioralism sciences” below.) 


In  his  own  lifetime  Bentley  was  estranged  from  organized  academic  life.  He  fell  into  depression 
 after  publishing The  Process  of  Government,  and  soon  retired  to  an  Indiana  fruit  farm  where  he 
 spent  the  rest  of  his  life  (save  a  brief  stint  at  Columbia  in  the  1940s)  writing  with  promiscuous 
 range on philosophical and social scientific problems (Kress 1970). His main project, arguably, was 
 developing  an  original  philosophy  of  social  science,  the  context  that  gave  rise  to  the  “behavioral 
 science” terminology. 


Bentley,  like  Harvard  philosopher  Alfred  North  Whitehead,  regarded  the  relativity  revolution  in 
 physics as a crucial watershed for academic inquiry in general. He rejected the imitative scientism 
 of many interwar social scientists who sought to mimic the natural sciences with verifiable, quanti-
 tative  methods.  Instead,  in Behavior,  Knowledge,  Fact  and  follow-up  work,  he  asserted  that  the 
 validity  of  any  given  science  rested  on  the  internal  consistency  of  its  own  categorical  schema. 


Mathematics  was  an  exemplary  model  of  formal  consistency,  but  only  a  model:  each  science  re-
 quired its own categorical system. 


4 Bentley (1935). Of course, there may be uses of the term that predate Bentley. My comprehensive, full-text search in-
 cluded Google Books, JSTOR, and PsycARTICLES. 


5 Truman (1951); Hale (1993), 2–3. An excerpt from Bentley’s book was published as the second chapter in the leading 
behavioralist reader Eulau (1956). Owing to Bentley’s influence on interwar pluralists and post-war behavioralists, Bevir 
positions  Bentley’s  1908  book  as  pivotal  in  the  discipline’s  shift  from  “developmental  historicism”  to  “modern  empiri-
cism”: Bevir (2012), 61–63, 134–136. 
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“Behavioral science” was Bentley’s self-conscious neologism for his recast science of man, designed 
 to distance his approach from the more common “social” and “psychological” labels.6 The book is 
 filled with an absurd-seeming parade of new terms chosen, he explained, to free his scheme from 
 the  lexical  baggage  of  prevailing  academic  language.  Bentley  rejected  the  idea  of  static  facts  and 
 social  entities,  and  insisted  instead  on  a  processual—his  word  was  “transactional”—ontology.  The 
 task of “behavioral science” was to systematize its own categories into an internally coherent sys-
 tem—the only knowable truth about human life in a relativistic world. 


Though Behavior,  Knowledge,  Fact  was  well-received  by  philosophers  of  science,  Bentley’s  1935 
 book  was  ignored  by  contemporary  social  scientists.7  It  probably  did  not  help  that  the  book’s  key 
 section was presented in the form of a dialogue. He was, moreover, bucking the pronounced empir-
 icist orientation of interwar social science. If anything, his philosophy of social science was ahead 
 of its time, anticipating the full-fledged analytic realism of Talcott Parsons after the war.  


Indeed,  even  as  Parsons  was  working  with  Edward  Shils  and  others  on  the  late-1940s  Carnegie-
 funded work summarized in Toward a General Theory of Action, Bentley published a high-profile 
 book with John Dewey, Knowing and the Known.8 Dewey’s concept of “trans-action” (elaborated 
 in Experience  and  Nature)  had  been  a  major  influence  on  Bentley,  and  Dewey  claimed  that  his 
 1938 Logic was influenced by Bentley’s Behavior, Knowledge, Fact (Ward 1981: 224). In their 1949 
 collaborative book, Dewey and Bentley argued for a post-Newtonian “transactional” epistemology 
 largely  consistent  with  Bentley’s  earlier  work  (though  shorn  of  analytical  realism).  Notable  is  the 
 authors’  insistence  on  new,  unencumbered  terminology,  prominently  including  “behavioral  sci-
 ence.”9


The  collaboration  with  the  famed  philosopher  was  a  career-capping  vindication  for  Bentley,  and 
 soon enough his 1908 book would get rediscovered by Truman and other behavioralists. Even so, 
 the Dewey-Bentley book was not a major factor in the postwar vogue for the “behavioral sciences” 


label. By 1949 the post-war adoption of the label was already in motion, and none of the relevant 
 figures cited Knowing and the Known as inspiration.10 The more direct link to Miller, Marquis, and 
 the Ford Foundation was probably Clark Hull’s use of the term at Yale in the early 1940s. 


CLARK HULL AND THE YALE INSTITUTE OF HUMAN RELATIONS


Clark Hull, the neo-behaviorist psychologist, arrived at Yale in 1929, the same year that the univer-
 sity opened its ambitious, lavishly-funded Institute of Human Relations. Hull was the central intel-
 lectual figure in the Institute’s mid-1930s crisis-driven overhaul after an amorphous and ineffectu-
 al  first  five  years  of  operation.  Under  Hull’s  de  facto  leadership,  the  Institute  embarked  on  a  re-
 markable  15-year  effort  to  generate  a  unified  theory  of  social  life.  Though  dominated  by  experi-
 mental psychologists like Hull, the initiative was characterized by an organized division of theoreti-


6 Part III of Behavior, Knowledge and Fact elaborates his categorical schema. See the excellent summary in Ward (1981). 


7 See Ward (1981), 224. George Lundberg, the sociologist and quantitative evangelist, did review the book enthusiastical-
 ly: Lundberg (1936). 


8 Parsons and Shils (1951); Dewey (1925); Dewey (1938); Dewey and Bentley (1949). See also Dewey and Bentley (1964). 


9 The term, and the general insistence on new terminology, is also prominent in Dewey and Bentley (1947). 


10  Bernard  Berelson  did  later  refer  to  the  Dewey-Bentley  book  to  establish  the  term’s  legitimacy  at  the  time  of  Ford’s 
adoption, but—in the absence of other evidence—the claim comes off as an ex-post facto justification, Berelson (1968), 41. 
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cal  labor  that  mixed  Hull’s  learning  theory  with  psychoanalysis  and—later  and  less  resolutely—


social and anthropological theory.11


As early as 1940, passing references to the “behavioral sciences” began to appear in the Institute’s 
 published work. Institute scholars later considered labeling their unified theoretical approach “be-
 havioral  science,”  but  could  not  agree.  Instead  the  Institute’s  published  summaries  employed  un-
 wieldy  terms  like  “the  unified  science  of  behavior  and  social  relations”  and  even—half  in  jest—


“lesocupethy” (from LEearning, SOciety, CUlture, and PErsonality THeorY).12  


Still, the “behavioral sciences” language was in relatively wide circulation at Yale. Donald Marquis, 
 the architect of the term’s embrace at the Ford Foundation, was a member of Hull’s circle in these 
 years. It is likely, though far from certain, that Marquis inherited the term from Hull and the Insti-
 tute.  Casting  about  in  the  late  1940s  for  an  alternative  to  “social  science,”  Marquis—on this theo-
 ry—seized on a lexical remnant from his Yale years. 


The Yale Institute, founded in 1929, was successor to a near-decade’s worth of initiatives and pro-
 grams at the university, most funded by Rockefeller philanthropies.13 When James Rowland Angell, 
 the functional psychologist and past president of the Carnegie Corporation, was named the univer-
 sity’s president in 1921, he set out to recast Yale as a research university in the mold of Chicago or 
 Johns Hopkins. His plan involved expanding Yale’s professional schools and integrating them with 
 university’s then-languishing Graduate School (Geiger 1986: 203–206). In the early 1920s, Angell 
 helped  secure  grants  from  Rockefeller  philanthropies  for  an  Institute  of  Psychology  (founded  in 
 1924)  and  a  new  Department  of  Psychiatry  and  Mental  Hygiene  with  an  unusual  social  science 
 mandate.14 In 1926, Angell began talks with Rockefeller officials to expand the Institute of Psychol-
 ogy to encompass the “fundamental problems of behavior” (Biehn 2008: 30). Soon two profession-
 al school deans, Robert Hutchins in Law and Milton Winternitz in Medicine, took an avid interest 
 in  the  idea  and  spearheaded  an  application  for  an  “Institute  of  Human  Behavior”  to  serve  as  the 
 research hub of a sprawling Human Welfare Group to include most of the university’s professional 
 schools,  social  science  departments,  and  biology  programs.  In  1929  the  newly  merged  and  reor-
 ganized  Rockefeller  Foundation  awarded  Yale  an  enormous  10-year,  $4.5  million  grant  to  much 
 fanfare and press attention.15


The prominent involvement of the Law School’s Hutchins, who left in 1929 to become president of 
 the  University  of  Chicago,  is  curious.  Hutchins’  advocacy  for  the  planned  Institute  was  coupled 
 with published calls for a reimagined legal training that stressed the importance of “scientific data” 


and the study of “individual behavior and social behavior in all their aspects” (see Morawski 1986: 


228  and  May,  1950:  46–47).  At  Chicago  in  the  1930s,  however,  Hutchins  would  go  on  to  aggres-


11 On the Institute’s history, see the superb treatment by Morawski (1986). Mark May, the Institute’s director from 1935 
 to 1960, provides a detailed narrative in the appendices of May (1950), 35–70. A revised version appeared as May (2012). 


12  Anthropologist  George  Peter  Murdock  (1949:  377)  proposed  “lesocupethy”  for  the  Institute’s  “emerging  unified  sci-
 ence,” adding, “Perhaps it will irritate some reader into proposing a more satisfactory name.”  


13 On the Institute’s 1920s labyrinthine history of forerunners, and its early years, see Morawski (1986), 225–232; May 
 (1950), 35–61; Biehn (2008), 22–33; and Viseltear (1984). 


14 Angell was well-connected in the foundation world. He was a trustee of Rockefeller’s General Education Board, which 
 seeded the new Psychiatry Department (Biehn 2008: 31). The Institute of Psychology was funded by the Laura Spelman 
 Rockefeller Memorial’s Beardsley Ruml, who had been Angell’s assistant at Carnegie (Geiger 1986: 149). 


15 On the application process and negotiations with Rockefeller, see especially Morawski (1986), 227–230; Biehn (2008), 
30–33; and May (1950), 39–40. 
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sively challenge the university’s quantitative social scientists, leading to several high-profile depar-
 tures (Dzuback 1991: 172–174). In the early 1950s, Hutchins—by then a Ford Foundation’s associ-
 ate director—was the chief internal critic of the foundation’s planned BSP.  


In its first five years, Yale’s new Institute of Human Relations—“Behavior” was dropped from the 
 title on the objection of an unnamed dean16—was a failure on its own terms. Plans for interdiscipli-
 nary research were thwarted by the Institute’s funding structure (direct disbursements to individu-
 al departments and programs) and by senior scholars’ apparent indifference (May 1950: 54–61). In 
 1935  the  Institute  was  overhauled,  with  support  from  Rockefeller  officials.  Administration  and 
 funding were centralized under a director, psychologist Mark May, while the Institute’s ties to oth-
 er,  chiefly  biological  units  were  largely  severed.  Clark  Hull,  with  May’s  support,  soon  emerged  as 
 the central figure in an Institute now dominated by experimental psychologists.17


Under Hull’s leadership, an aggressive and coordinated theory-building initiative began, centered 
 on  weekly  seminars  and  multiple-author  research  projects.  From  the  beginning  the  group’s  goal 
 was a unified science of human behavior on the model of the physical sciences. Hull furnished both 
 the theoretical framework and philosophical underpinnings. He had elaborated his neo-behaviorist 
 learning theory in a series of papers from the early 1930s, on the conviction that the theory could 
 be  expanded  to  cover  human  behavior  in  general.18  He  also  established  at  the  center  of  the  Insti-
 tute’s  approach  his  nomothetic  and  deductivist  philosophy  of  social  science—resembling,  but  de-
 veloped independently of, European logical empiricism.19


The Institute’s mid- to late 1930s theory-building included a highly organized effort to absorb and 
 operationalize psychoanalytic theory into Hull’s schema.20 Later, the group incorporated social and 
 anthropological  theory,  yielding  a  “unified”  four-theory  synthesis.21  But  the  core  of  the  Institute’s 
 theoretical  project  was  always  Hull’s  learning  theory.  In  the  late  1930s,  Hull  began  to  lay  out  his 
 fully  elaborated  theory  of  behavior,  first  in  the  co-authored Mathematico-Deductive  Theory  of 
 Rote Learning (Hull et al. 1940) and then in his magnum opus, The Principles of Behavior (Hull 
 1943). Both books include prominent references to the “behavioral sciences.” 


Hull’s  core  claim  was  that  a  mechanistic  account  of  conditioned  habits  and  adaptations  could  ac-
 count  for  purposive,  creative  behavior,  without  recourse  to  “the  old  idealistic  philosophy  and  its 
 various  modern  attenuations.”22  His  long-held  view  was  that  a  set  of  logical  postulates,  tested  by 
 experiments,  could  describe  overarching  laws  of  behavior.  In Mathematico-Deductive  Theory,  he 
 moved  to  express  those  laws  in  terms  of  symbolic  logic.  The  book’s  elaborate  equations,  in  fact, 
 were explicitly modeled on Alfred North Whitehead and Bertrand Russell’s Principia Mathemati-


16 Morawski (1986), 229. The dean complained that “behavior” was too Freudian. 


17 May, accounts suggest, was Friedrich Pollock to Clark Hull’s Max Horkheimer. On the dominance of psychology—the 
 only social science department physically housed in the Institute building—see Morawski (1986), 220; and May (1950), 
 54. 


18 The best treatment of Hull’s theory of behavior, as it developed in the 1930s and 1940s, is Mills (2000), 83–122. 


19  On  Hull’s  philosophy  of  social  science,  and  his  intellectual  history  more  broadly,  see  Smith’s  excellent  (1988),  147–


256. 


20 The most prominent published result was Dollard (1939). 


21  The  four-theory  synthesis  was  championed  by  anthropologist  George  Peter  Murdock,  and  featured  in  the  Institute’s 
 summary publications. Murdock (1949); May (1950), 4–27. 


22 Hull, quoted in Smith (1988), 156. 
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ca, though Hull required the help of a Yale logician to make sense of Whitehead and Russell’s sys-
 tem.23  


Hull’s turn to symbolic logic and mathematical expression was intended, at least in part, to produce 
 an aura of scientific authority. As Laurence D. Smith discovered, Hull had once privately admitted 
 that scholars are “impressed by the mere external appearance of rigor” in his equations: “This is a 
 factor  of  considerable  importance  in  the  matter  of  propaganda.  I  shall  certainly  heed  the  evident 
 moral  by  emphasizing  this  aspect  when  I  write  up  the  system  as  a  whole.”24  In  that  sense  Hull’s 
 mathematical  expressions  prefigured  the  manner  in  which  the  “behavioral  science”  phrase  would 
 be worn, in the postwar years, as a breastplate of scientific rigor. 


Mathematico-Deductive  Theory (1940)  employs  the  “behavioral  sciences”  phrase  just  twice.  In 
 both cases, Hull is making a qualified prediction that his deductive approach could be successfully 
 applied  throughout  the  social  sciences.  In  place  of  “social  sciences”  language,  he  substitutes  “be-
 havioral sciences,” though in the second instance with a mid-phrase parenthetical, “behavioral (so-
 cial) sciences”—apparently to signal his synonymic intent (Hull et al. 1940: 12, 305). 


In  a  conference  paper  delivered  the  same  year,  Mark  A.  May  (the  Institute’s  director)  repeatedly 
 invoked  the  “behavioral  sciences”  phrase.  Appealing  to  Hull’s  formal  logic  approach,  May  argued 
 that the “common problem” of the behavioral sciences is to “understand, control, and predict hu-
 man behavior at all levels and in all complexities.”25 May predicted that a “general theory of behav-
 ior,”  once found, will “serve to unify the behavioral sciences as the biological theories have unified 
 the structure of the medical sciences and as the theories of physics and chemistry have tied togeth-
 er the structure of the engineering sciences.”26


In Principles of Behavior (Hull 1943), Hull issued an even more forceful call for the ascendent “be-
 havioral  sciences”  to  surpass  and  supplant  the  traditional  “social  sciences.”  Hull  first  invokes  the 
 term to assert the unity of science: the difference between the physical and behavioral sciences, he 
 writes, is “one not of kind but of degree—of the relative amount of the figure still embedded in the 
 unhewn  rock.”  As  long  as  behavioral  scientists  maintain  a  “consistent  and  rigorous  objectivism,” 


they can aspire to match the progress of physics (Hull 1943:, 28). 


The “behavioral sciences” label—along with “behavior sciences”—appears occasionally throughout 
 the book, but moves to center stage in the book’s rousing conclusion. Hull asserts that the “system-
 atization of the behavior sciences” requires fellow scholars to embrace the “incomparable technique 
 of symbolic logic” and “precise mathematical statements.” He applauds the “increasing tendency, at 
 least  among  Americans,  to  regard  the  ‘social’  or  behavioral  sciences  as  genuine  natural  sciences 
 rather  than  as Geisteswissenschaft”—evoking  the  late  19th-century  German Methodenstreit.  Hull 
 praises the “growing practice of excluding theological, folk, and anthropomorphic considerations,” 


in favor of “explicit and exact systematic formulation, with empirical verification at every possible 
 point.” There is “good reason to hope,” he adds, that “the behavioral sciences will presently display 


23 Smith (1988), 165. See Whitehead and Russell (1910). 


24 Hull, quoted in Smith (1988), 168–169. 


25  Mark  A.  May,  “Coordination  of  the  Sciences  of  Behavior,”  paper  presented  at  the  annual  meeting  of  the  American 
 Sociological  Association,  Chicago,  December  1940,  box  11,  folder  11,  Mark  A.  May  Papers,  Ms  1447,  Manuscripts  and 
 Archives, Yale University Library, New Haven, CT: 11. Thanks to Dennis Bryson for sharing this manuscript. 


26 Ibid., 12. For an excellent account of May’s IHR directorship, see Bryson (2015). 
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a  development  comparable  to  that  manifested  by  the  physical  sciences  in  the  age  of  Copernicus, 
 Kepler, Galileo, and Newton” (Hull 1943: 399–400). 


With increasingly martial rhetoric, Hull reminds his readers that the task will be “arduous and ex-
 acting.”  Behavioral  scientists  must  “not  only  learn  to  read  mathematics  understandingly—they 
 must learn to think in terms of equations and the higher mathematics.” Expect fierce resistance, he 
 warns, from traditional scholars:  


The so-called social sciences will no longer be a division of belles lettres; anthropomorphic intui-
 tion and a brilliant style, desirable as they are, will no longer suffice as in the days of Williams 
 James  and  James  [sic]  Horton  Cooley…  There  will  be  encountered  vituperative  opposition  from 
 those who cannot or will not think in terms of mathematics from those who prefer to have their 
 scientific pictures artistically out of focus, from those who are apprehensive of the ultimate expo-
 sure of certain personally cherished superstitions and magical practices, and from those who are 
 associated with institutions whose vested interests may be fancied as endangered. 


“Hope lies,” he concludes, “as always in the oncoming youth” (Hull 1943: 400-401).  


Hull’s history-on-the-cusp narrative anticipates postwar rhetoric, which similarly consigned “spec-
 ulative” social science to a discredited past. Indeed, the Ford Foundation’s adoption of the “behav-
 ioral sciences” label was intended to signal the same kind of break with a pre-scientific legacy. For 
 Hull, as for Ford, a new science called for a new name. 


Hull  continued  to  use  the  term  (along  with  “behavior  sciences”)  until  his  1952  death.27  Neverthe-
 less,  the  label  did  not  catch  on,  even  within  the  Institute.  In  the  late  1940s  Institute  scholars  did 
 consider “behavioral science” as an overarching label for their four-theory synthesis, but ultimately 
 rejected the term. “Behavioral science” was judged to be too psychological, with “too strong a con-
 notation of behaviorism.” (The fear was prescient: The mistaken conflation of “behavioral sciences” 


with  “behaviorism”  would  go  on  to  plague  the  label  in  the  1950s  and  1960s.)  Institute  members 
 dismissed  other  candidates—“human  relations,”  “social  relations”  and  even  “social  science”—for 
 the opposite reason: slighting psychology. Hence the half-serious proposal for “lesocupethy” (Mur-
 dock 1949: 377). 


By this time, the Institute was already in decline. Key figures had left campus for war service, and 
 many—including  Marquis—took  up  posts  at  other  universities  after  the  war.  Rockefeller  funds 
 dried up in 1949, followed a few years later by Hull’s death.28 Most of Hull’s “laws of behavior” were 
 undercut  by  subsequent  empirical  work  even  as  his  brand  of  neo-behaviorism  fell  out  of  favor 
 (Baars 1986: 60-61). 


To  a  remarkable  extent,  the  Yale  Institute  prefigured  the  values  and  practices  of  early  Cold  War 
 social  science:  claims  for  the  unity  of  science,  interdisciplinary  team  research,  aspirations  to  use 
 mathematics and build general theory—even the physics envy. Though its intellectual influence was 
 arguably weak, the Institute did serve as an organizational model for cross-disciplinary projects in 
 the postwar years. Talcott Parsons, James Grier Miller, and the Ford Foundation planning team all 


27 E.g. Hull (1944), 129n5 (as “behavior sciences”); Hull (1950), 83 (as “social or behavioral sciences”); Hull (1951), 2, 6, 
 116. 


28 In 1939, the Rockefeller Foundation had awarded the Institute a greatly reduced ($700,000) 10-year terminal grant. 


Morawski (1986), 239–240. The Institute did receive a BSP grant in the early 1950s that funded an interdisciplinary team 
of five post-doctoral researchers, leading to Logan et al. (1955). 



(10)Pooley, The “Behavioral Sciences” Label 


studied the Institute precedent while preparing their own high-profile initiatives at Harvard, Chi-
 cago,  and  the  foundation.29  The  Institute’s  most  important  legacy,  arguably,  was  its  diaspora  of 
 distinguished psychologists, including Ernest Hilgard, Robert Sears, O. Hobart Mowrer, Neal Mil-
 ler, and Marquis himself—all of whom would serve as APA president.30  


Marquis, who earned his PhD at Yale in 1933, taught in (and, after 1941, chaired) the Psychology 
 Department before leaving for Washington war service. Since the Institute’s reorganization in 1935, 
 he had been an active, though lesser, member until his departure from Yale. 


As I have already suggested, Marquis may have carried the orphaned phrase with him to the Ford 
 Foundation. It seems reasonable to conclude that he was at least exposed—in published work and 
 in discussion—to the “behavioral sciences” label while at Yale. The fact that the term failed to gain 
 purchase at the Institute may, ironically, have enhanced its appeal to Marquis and the other Ford 
 planners. Here was a term mostly unencumbered with the freight of past associations, save a wel-
 come residue of scientism. A phrase too closely identified with the Hullian project, after all, would 
 have been disqualified by its particularity.31 Instead Marquis and his colleagues at Ford had at their 
 disposal a layabout term, abandoned and forgotten, to put to their own uses.  


Still,  it  is  impossible  to  know  for  certain  how  Marquis  came  upon  “behavioral  sciences.”  He  may 
 have  independently  invented  the  term,  or  else  borrowed  it  from  his  friend  James  Grier  Miller’s 
 Chicago  initiative.  He  could  have  picked  it  up  from  Bentley’s  published  work,  or  even  from  a  few 
 other scattered uses—unconnected to Bentley or Hull—that were beginning to appear in 1946 and 
 1947 in the published literature.32  


Marquis later claimed that he, or perhaps Miller, had coined the term. In a 1972 Ford Foundation 
 oral  history  interview,  Marquis  was  asked  about  the  label’s  origins.  Ford’s  use,  he  admitted,  “was 
 almost simultaneous with James Miller at Michigan [sic] who was also looking for this same class 
 of areas, and he will probably say that he thought of it.” 


“I’ll  probably  say  I  thought  of  it,”  Marquis  continued.  “He  and  I  are  very  close  friends  and  were 
 interacting much at that time, so I don’t know which is accurate.”33


We  know  that  neither  man  originated  the  term,  but  its  path  to  Ford  in  the  late  1940s  remains  a 
 partial mystery. Far easier to establish is the Foundation’s outsized role in propagating the label. 


29 On Parsons, see Lagemann (1992), 168; on Miller, see Fontaine (forthcoming). 


30 Of the Institute’s younger generation of celebrated psychologists, only Carl Hovland and Leonard Doob finished their 
 careers at Yale. 


31  Indeed,  the  Yale-era  book  that  Marquis  co-authored  with  Ernest  Hilgard  cited  Hull  frequently  but  did  not  endorse 
 Hull’s full-fledged theory of behavior: Hilgard and Marquis (1940). 


32  The  philosopher  of  science  Charles  Morris  (1946)  used  the  singular  “behavioral  science”  label  in  his  synthesis  of 
 pragmatism  and  logical  empiricism.  Arthur  Bentley  was  among  Morris’s  chief  critics.  See  Reisch  (2005).  In  1947,  the 
 philosopher  Wilfrid  Sellars  also  used  “behavioral  science”  in  apparent  connection  with,  but  without  direct  citation  of, 
 Morris  (Sellars  1947:  197,  202).  On  Sellars’s  engagement  with  Morris’s  book  in  these  years,  see  Olen  (2012),  146–156. 


Generic  uses  of  the  “behavioral  sciences,”  with  no  cited  link  to  Bentley,  Hull,  or  even  Morris,  also  first  appear  in  1947. 


See, for example, Harper (1947a), 297; Harper (1947b), 82; Curtiss (1947), 315, 317; Burns (1947), 156. 


33 Oral history interview of Donald Marquis, 27 October 1972, Ford Foundation Oral History Project, Ford Foundation 
Archives (hereafter FFA), Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, NY: 8. 
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II. ‘Becoming More Scientific all the Time’: The Ford Foundation and the 



‘Behavioral Sciences’ 


During  the  war  and  into  the  early  postwar  years,  the  behavioral  sciences  remained  a  stowaway 
 term. The intellectual movement that “behavioral sciences” sought to name, after all, predated the 
 Ford Foundation. Its roots were in shared World War II service, which furnished for many campus-
 bound scholars a sense of methodological and intellectual excitement. 


Even before Pearl Harbor, social scientists were flocking to Washington to service a fast-expanding 
 morale and propaganda bureaucracy.34 The networks formed through overlapping collaboration at 
 over  two  dozen  government  and  military  agencies—cross-pollinated  by  frequent  re-assignments 
 and  the  spread  of  new  methods—in  essence  brought  the  post-war  behavioral  sciences  into  exist-
 ence.  Virtually  every  important  figure  in  the  post-war  social  sciences—certainly  among  quantita-
 tively oriented psychologists, political scientists, and sociologists—served at some point in the fed-
 eral government’s wartime propaganda effort.  


The  quantitative  social  scientists  of  the  early  postwar  years  were  optimistic,  but  wary  about  pro-
 spects  for  continued  funding.  Genuine  excitement  about  wartime  methodological  innovations—


best exemplified by Edward Shils’ heady survey of the postwar landscape (Shils 1948) —was tem-
 pered  by  persistent  doubts  internal  to  the  disciplines  and  among  key  foundation  figures.  Social 
 scientists’  confidence  was,  if  anything,  anticipatory:  excitement  about  incipient  technical  break-
 throughs and emerging generalizations. They harbored no illusions about public or Congressional 
 esteem. After halting attempts to tout wartime achievements on the model of Vannevar Bush’s 1945 
 Science:  The  Endless  Frontier,  they  emerged  from  the  debates  surrounding  a  proposed  National 
 Science Foundation chastened by dismissals not just from conservative Congressional quarters but 
 from  key  figures  in  the  natural  science  establishment  (Klausner 1986).  In  the  first  few  postwar 
 years, federal funding had slipped back to stingy pre-war levels, and grant-making by Carnegie and 
 Rockefeller—although significant—could not make up the difference (see Solovey 2012 and Solovey 
 2013). 


Though not yet fully expressed, a set of intellectual “family resemblances” linked early postwar so-
 cial scientists to one another, with roots in the shared war service. These included (1) an embrace of 
 new and established quantitative methods; (2) a preference for abstract, often formal, general theo-
 ry; (3) faith in mathematics as a key social science tool; (4) enthusiasm for cross-disciplinary team 
 research, (5) often organized around applied problems which, however, were deemed conducive to 
 theoretical and substantive progress.35


When heightened Cold War tensions in 1947 and 1948 convinced military and government officials 
 to,  in  effect,  re-mobilize  the  wartime  morale  and  propaganda  networks,  social  scientists  who 
 shared these convictions found themselves in a stronger patronage position. The Ford Foundation 
 would soon provide more funds, along with the “behavioral sciences” label itself. 


34 On the Rockefeller Foundation’s investments from 1939 through 1941 in propaganda and morale activities that were, 
 at the time, politically unacceptable for the Roosevelt administration, see Gary (1996). 


35 The best summary is Crowther-Heyck (2005), ch. 5. 



(12)Pooley, The “Behavioral Sciences” Label 


ROWAN GAITHER’S STUDY COMMITTEE AND THE MODERN FORD FOUNDATION


The Ford Foundation’s decision to establish a “Behavioral Sciences Program” originated in Ford’s 
 late 1940s transformation from a minor regional philanthropy into the world’s largest foundation. 


To guide the transition, Ford commissioned a study team led by H. Rowan Gaither to plot a vision 
 appropriate to the foundation’s new wealth and national stature. Gaither’s committee of academics 
 quickly concluded that the social sciences should be Ford’s main focus. From the beginning, how-
 ever,  committee  members  expressed  discomfort  with  the  prevailing  “social  science”  terminology. 


Their  meetings  in  1948  and  1949  coincided  with  dramatic  and  fast-developing  Cold  War  escala-
 tions.  The  geopolitical  backdrop  was  a  decisive  influence  on  their  overall  plans,  but  also  affected 
 word choice. Conservatives in Congress, and even some natural scientists, had repeatedly conflated 


“social  science”  with  “social  reform”  and  “socialism.”  Committee  members,  already  eager  to  pro-
 mote the quantitative and “scientific” end of the social science spectrum, cast about for alternative 
 language.  After  considering  a  number  of  candidates,  the  foundation  ultimately  settled  on  “behav-
 ioral sciences.”  


The “behavioral sciences” choice solved two overlapping problems: (1) the term could not be con-
 fused for “socialism,” and (2) signaled an intellectual break with a “speculative,” pre-scientific so-
 cial science past. There were other advantages: (3) the label was judged more palatable to potential 
 participation  from  biologists  and  other  non–social  scientists,  and  (4)  inclusive  of  those  psycholo-
 gists  who  remained  resistant  to  the  “social  science”  moniker.  It  was,  however,  the  first  two  bene-
 fits—cover  from  the  “socialism”  charge  and  the  linguistic  mark  of  intellectual  leave-taking—that 
 proved decisive for Ford’s embrace. 


The Ford Foundation, created in 1936, was for its first decade a relatively small, Detroit-based re-
 gional philanthropy. This all changed in 1947, when Henry Ford’s death left the foundation with 90 
 percent  of  Ford  Motor  Company’s  stock.  With  the  dramatic  recovery  of  Ford  Motor’s  fortunes  in 
 the immediate postwar years, the foundation instantly became the world’s wealthiest philanthropy 
 by far, with an estimated $417 million in assets by 1951 (compared to the Rockefeller Foundation’s 


$122 million and Carnegie Corporation’s $170 million) (Sutton 1987: 52). 


In  the  fall  of  1948  Karl  Compton,  Ford  trustee  and  president  of  MIT,  recommended  H.  Rowan 
 Gaither to preside over a Study Committee charged with generating a plan to recast the suddenly 
 gigantic foundation. Gaither, an attorney who had served as Compton’s assistant at MIT’s wartime 
 Rad  Lab,  had  just  led  the  process  to  recharter  what  had  been  Project  RAND  into  the  nonprofit 
 RAND  Corporation.  He  remained  chair  of  the  Air  Force-funded  think  tank  throughout  the  Study 
 Committee period (Kaplan 1991: 60–62; Smith 1966: 56–60). 


Gaither soon recruited the Committee’s six members, all academics and each charged with repre-
 senting  a  topical  “division.”  For  our  purposes  the  key  selection  was  Donald  Marquis,  who—along 
 with  Gaither  and  his  staff  assistant  William  McPeak—were  the  pivotal  figures  in  the  foundation’s 
 social science thinking and “behavioral sciences” word choice.36


36  In  addition  to  Marquis  (social  science),  the  other  five  committee  members  were  Thomas  Carroll  (business),  Peter 
Odegard  (political  science),  Charles  Lauritsen  (natural  science),  Francis  Spaulding  (education),  and  T.  Duckett  Jones 
(health). A seventh member, Yale’s William DeVane, was later named to represent the humanities, in response to public 
complaints about the Committee’s neglect of the humanities. Gaither, “Activity Report for the Period Ending January 31, 
1949,” 31 January 1949, folder 19, box 2, series I, 20003, FFA: 12. 
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DONALD MARQUIS AND EARLY COLD WAR SOCIAL SCIENCE


As  in  the  case  of  Gaither,  it  was  Compton  who  recommended  Marquis.37 A  year  earlier  Compton, 
 also chair of the military’s Research and Development Board (RDB), had recruited Marquis to chair 
 the RDB’s new social science section, the Human Resources Committee.38


In these years Marquis’s career was in the ascendance, owing in part to his multiple connections to 
 the military’s emerging constellation of Cold War social science projects. During the war Marquis 
 had  led  the  Office  of  Psychological  Personnel  before  accepting  the  chair  of  Michigan’s  struggling 
 psychology  department.39  He  successfully  revived  the  department,  helping  to  bring  Kurt  Lewin’s 
 group dynamics team to Michigan in 1948 and later helping James Grier Miller to reconstitute his 
 stalled behavioral sciences project as Michigan’s Mental Health Research Institute (Capshew 1999: 


195–198). 


1947  was  an  important  year  for  Marquis.  He  was  appointed  chair  of  the  Human  Resources  Com-
 mittee, elected president of the American Psychological Association (APA), and awarded a $10,000 
 Carnegie grant to produce a “fresh appraisal of the place and functions of the social sciences” (Car-
 negie Corporation 1947: 32). He was one of just two psychologists—the other was Hull—to attend 
 the Cold War–drenched Project RAND “Conference of Social Scientists” in 1947 that led to the es-
 tablishment  of  RAND’s  Social  Science  Division,  directed  by  Hans  Speier—who  would  soon  join 
 Marquis in 1951 as a consultant-planner for the BSP. (Bernard Berelson, the future BSP head, was 
 also in attendance.)40  


Throughout his Ford Foundation service Marquis was an active participant in Cold War psycholog-
 ical warfare research, at the RDB, as a member of Project Troy, and as a consultant to the Psycho-
 logical Strategy Board (Needell 1993: 401–408; Lucas 1996). 


Marquis  delivered  his  1948  APA  presidential  address,  “Research  Planning  at  the  Frontiers  of  Sci-
 ence,” just three months before joining the Ford Study Committee. The address, a heady manifesto 
 for postwar quantitative social science, served as a blueprint for his Study Committee work. He laid 
 out a six-stage process—“scientific method in its full and complete form”—for coordinated, cross-
 disciplinary team research, citing Hull’s work as an example. Noting that the military branches are 


“now the biggest customers for research of all kinds,” Marquis counseled psychologists to seize the 
 opportunity with an “increased number of large and well planned research programs” to contribute 


37 Oral history interview with Donald Marquis, 27 October 1972, Ford Foundation Oral History Project, FFA: 1. 


38  The  many-hatted  Compton  was  also  on  RAND’s  board  (Cochrane  1979:  21–22;  Lowen  1997:  197–199).  On  Marquis 
 and the Human Resources Committee, see Simpson (1996), 57–59; and Lanier (1949): 131. 


39 Marquis (1944) reported on an Office of Psychological Personnel survey that documented the massive mobilization of 
 psychologists for war service. 


40 Conference of Social Scientists [R-106] (1948), 20. The conference’s verbatim transcript shows that Marquis was an 
 especially active participant. He called for a public opinion study of Americans’ goals and values: “[S]uch a study seems to 
 be  absolutely  basic  for  any  planning  of,  not  mere  propaganda,  but  what  can  one  get  away  with  in  national  policy,  and 
 what are the best approaches” (118). Later he proposed an opinion study to identify “the extreme pro-Russian group” in 
 the  U.S.  population  (123),  and  endorsed  a  proposal  by  Harold  Lasswell  for  a  compendium  of  anti-Marxist  arguments: 


“People have recognized the need for it ever since Marx threatened our stable institutions” (161). For an excellent history 
 of  the  conference  and  RAND’s  Social  Science  Division,  see  Bessner  (2015).  Speier’s  Washington-based  Social  Science 
 Division, Bessner shows, dissented from the quantified systematicity prevailing at RAND’s Santa Monica headquarters—


notably including the institute’s Economics Division, based in California. Speier and his Washington colleagues were far 
more  open  to  historical  analysis  and  close  textual  reading.  The  relative  ecumenism  of  RAND’s  Social  Science  Division, 
established in 1948, may help explain why the unit never adopted the “behavioral sciences” language. 
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to the “growing integrated body of scientific knowledge.”41 In Ford memos and statements Marquis 
 inserted passages from this address word for word, and the Study Committee’s final report would 
 bear its verbal stamp.42


SOCIAL SCIENCE BY ANOTHER NAME


Beginning  in  late  1948  and  into  spring  1949,  the  Committee  convened  for  four  three-day  meet-
 ings.43 Though Gaither and his small staff were frustrated by Committee members’ posturing and 
 lack  of  focus,  the  meetings  did  produce  an  early  and  surprising  consensus  that  the  Ford  Founda-
 tion’s mission should center on the social sciences.44


The  decision  was  apparently  reached  at  the  Committee’s  second  meeting  in  January  1949.  Notes 
 from the meeting report a “strong and virtually universal feeling” that “the place to work is in the 
 social  sciences.”45  Throughout  the  spring,  the  social  science  focus  was  justified,  obliquely  but  un-
 mistakably, by the Cold War context; the Berlin Blockade ended just days before the Committee’s 
 final meeting in May.46


In justifying the social science recommendation, committee members also repeatedly cited the like-
 ly  exclusion  of  the  social  sciences  from  the  planned  National  Science  Foundation.  At  Marquis’s 
 suggestion,  the  Committee  commissioned  a  funding  report,  completed  by  sociologist  John  Riley, 
 that concluded as expected that the social sciences were grossly underfunded.47


The  Committee’s  consensus  on  social  science  was  tempered  by  unease  with  the  prevailing  “social 
 science”  label.  Notes  from  the  January  meeting  hasten  to  stress  that  the  “term  ‘social  science’  is 
 used  here  in  its  true  sense,  however,  and  is  not  narrowly  restricted  to  a  few  disciplines.”  By  this 
 broad definition, the notes continue, “the social sciences are in the middle of all disciplines, from 
 business to health.”48 In his official “Business Division” report, Committee member Thomas Carroll 


41 Marquis (1948a), 430, 433–435, 438. A companion paper published the same year stressed similar themes, including 
 the six-stage research process (Marquis 1948b: 412–413). 


42  See  “Staff-Committee  Memorandum  No.  4,”  27  December  1948,  folder  1,  box  1,  series  I,  20003,  FFA:  3;  Marquis, 


“Report of the Social Science Division,” January 1950, FFA: 10–15; and Gaither et al. (1950), 95–96. 


43 For a more detailed account of the deliberations, see Pooley and Solovey (2010), 202–215. 


44  On  Gaither’s  frustration,  see  Gaither,  memo  to  McPeak  and  Dyke  Brown,  28  April  1949,  folder  25,  box  3,  series  I, 
 20003, FFA; and Gaither to Thomas Carroll, 20 April 1949, folder 23, box 2, series I, 20003, FFA. 


45 “Notes for Discussions with Trustees,” 14 January 1949, folder 19, box 2, series I, 20003, FFA: 2. The social science 
 focus remained constant throughout the four meetings. In the fourth and last, the minutes conclude that the final report 
 will  “indicate  the  importance  of  operation  in  the  general  area  of  the  social  sciences.”  “Staff-Committee  Memorandum 


#14,” 12 May 1949, folder 1, box 1, series I, 20002, FFA: 6. 


46 Notes prepared for Gaither’s presentation to Ford trustees at their April 4 meeting—on the same day the NATO Treaty 
 was ratified—refer to the “war of idealogies [sic], protracted period of armed truce… Stresses and strains upon our politi-
 cal  and  economic  strength  extend to  roots  of  our  democratic  concepts:  the  dignity  of  man  and  freedom  of  thought,  ex-
 pression,  worship  and  opportunity.”  “Notes  on  Mr.  Gaither’s  Report  to  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  The  Ford  Foundation, 
 Meeting of April 4, 1949, in Detroit,” 4 April 1949, folder 20, box 2, series I, 20003, FFA. 


47 “Staff-Committee Memorandum No. 8,” 15 January 1949, folder 1, box 1, series I, 20003, FFA: 3; “Activity Report #2 
 (February and March, 1949),” 30 March 1949, folder 20, box 2, series I, 20003, FFA; McPeak, “Presentation of Program 
 Five,” 13 February 1950, folder 74, box 7, series V, 20046, FFA: 14. 


48 “Notes for Discussions with Trustees,” 14 January 1949, folder 19, box 2, series I, 20003, FFA: 2. 
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observed that “prevailing attitudes and some misunderstandings of ‘social research’ on the part of 
 business men create special problems of terminology and sensitivity.”49


A  key  fear  was  plainly  the  recurrent  conflation  of  “social  science”  with  “socialism,”  especially  by 
 anti-New  Dealers  in  Congress  (Solovey  2012:  410;  Solovey  2013: 44,  53;  Miller  1955:  513).  The 
 Committee’s allergic response to “social science” was closely tied to the socialism slander. As Mar-
 quis observed in his “Social Science Division” writeup, there is a “fairly common confusion of social 
 science with ‘social reform’ or even ‘socialism.’” In the report, he aggressively refutes the associa-
 tion: the “spirit” of a “total system” like Marxism is “foreign to that of the social scientist,” who is 


“more  akin  to  the  physician  …  sober,  pedestrian,  undramatic.”50  In  a  1972  oral  history  interview 
 Marquis confirmed that the Committee had worried that the “word social would be confused with 
 socialism and so for [sic] and tried to come up with something else.”51 Other accounts confirm the 
 central  role  that  the  socialism  conflation  played  in  the  foundation’s  search  for  alternative  lan-
 guage.52


The other major motivation for a new label—clearly related to the first—was the Committee’s desire 
 to signal a clear intellectual break with the body of social science they deemed speculative and his-
 torical. In an early 1948 talk Marquis had referred to the “traditional social sciences” as a “mixture 
 of  common  sense,  speculative  philosophy,  historical  scholarship,  religion,  wise  advice,  and  some 
 science.”53 The identical sentence appeared in Marquis’s “Social Science Division” report.54 Talking 
 points prepared for a presentation to Ford trustees refer to the “many shortcomings” of the existing 
 social  sciences.  “In  many  ways  they  are  not  scientific  enough…  consist[ing]  of  ordinary  common 
 sense  or  personal  views  rather  than  verified  knowledge,”  the  document  reads.  “Too  frequently” 


social scientists have proposed “some sweeping world reform which they thought good.”55


Throughout the spring meetings the Committee deployed terminological stand-ins—though not as 
 yet  “behavioral  sciences.”  Instead,  the  most  frequently  proposed  candidates  were  “human  rela-
 tions” and “social relations.”56 Both terms were already in wide circulation by the late 1940s, in part 
 due to the Yale Institute of Human Relations and Harvard’s post-war Department of Social Rela-
 tions.  Marquis  had  repeatedly  favored  the  “human  relations”  term  in  his  1948  publications,  and 


49 Carroll, “Report of the Business Division,” October 1949, FFA: 56. 


50 Marquis, “Report of the Social Science Division,” January 1950, FFA: 20–23. The metaphor of the physician—and the 
 broader  claim  that  social  scientists  can  provide  technical  advice,  but  not  guidance  on  ultimate  values—has  roots  in  the 


“liberal managerialism” of interwar social science. See Crowther-Heyck (2005), 43–47. 


51 Oral history interview of Donald Marquis, 27 October 1972, Ford Foundation Oral History Project, FFA: 8. 


52 Berelson et al., “Proposed Plan for the Development of the BSP,” December 1941, Report No. 002072, FFA: 14. In a 
 1964 talk Ralph W. Tyler, director of the Center for the Advanced Study of the Behavioral Sciences, admitted, “Another 
 reason  for  seeking  a  substitute  for  the  older  terminology  is  the  identification  on  the  part  of  some  laymen  of  the  social 
 sciences with social work and with socialism. In several situations, this confusion has had irritating consequences. One 
 way  of  avoiding  this  misunderstanding  is  to  rename  this  group  of  academic  disciplines”  (Tyler  1964:  28).  James  Grier 
 Miller also pointed to the problematic association with socialism as a key factor in his Chicago initiative’s choice of “be-
 havioral  sciences”:  “we  foresaw  a  possibility  of  someday  seeking  to  obtain  financial  support  from  persons  who  might 
 confound social science with socialism” (Miller 1955: 513). 


53 The February 1948 talk was published as Marquis (1948b). 


54 Marquis, “Report of the Social Science Division,” January 1950, FFA, 10. The only change was that scholarship was, in 
 this version, misspelled as “scholorship.” 


55 William McPeak, “Presentation of Program Five,” 13 February 1950, folder 74, box 7, series V, 20046, FFA: 8–9. 


56  Thomas  Carroll  was  already  using  the  “human  relations”  terminology  in  the  Committee’s  initial  December  meeting. 


“Staff-Committee Memorandum #4,” 27 December 1948, folder 1, box 1, series I, 20002, FFA: 4. 
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Committee member Thomas Carroll had been affiliated with Harvard Business School’s Committee 
 on Human Relations.57


Carroll—Gaither’s cousin and an especially active participant in the Committee’s deliberations58—
 soon proposed the awkward “social (human) relations” phrase.59 A lengthy memo jointly authored 
 by  Carroll  and  Marquis  in  advance  of  the  Committee’s  final  meeting  in  May  continued  to  employ 
 the “social (human) relations” language.60 That term’s obvious inadequacy prompted the Commit-
 tee  and  its  staff  to  generate  a  parade  of  increasingly  cumbersome  prospective  labels.  In  May,  as 
 Gaither prepared to brief trustees on the Committee’s social science vision, his staff floated “social 
 relations and human behavior.”61 Gaither’s late May memo to trustees referred to “human relations 
 and  social  organization.”62  As  if  to  exhaust  every  possible  permutation,  a  June  staff  memo  made 
 use of “human relations, social organization and human behavior.”63


THE GAITHER REPORT AND THE TURN TO “BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES” 


William McPeak and a hired staff writer labored on a draft of the Committee’s final report over the 
 summer. In addition to the social science focus recommended by the Committee, the draft report 
 called  for  an  expanded  program  to  include  economic,  political,  educational,  and  international  is-
 sues.  In  the  new  plan  proposed  by  the  draft  report,  support  for  social  science  shared  billing  with 
 four other named programs: Area One ( “The Establishment of Peace”), Area Two (“The Strength-
 ening of Democracy”), Area Three (“The Strengthening of the Economy”), and Area Four (“Educa-
 tion in a Democratic Society”). To designate the social science–oriented Area Five, Gaither and his 
 staff  selected  yet  another  compound  phrase:  “Individual  Behavior  and  Human  Relations.”64  Area 
 Five  was  positioned  as  a  basic  scholarly  unit  intended  to  service  the  other  four,  more  substantive 
 areas. 


57 Marquis (1948a); Marquis (1948b). On Carroll’s Harvard Business School tenure, see Khurana (2007), 240. On Car-
 roll’s later, and highly successful, effort to remake business education in a behavioral sciences mold under Ford Founda-
 tion auspices, see Khurana (2007), 233–288, and the summary in Pooley and Solovey (2010), 213n13. 


58 Carroll drafted the economics section of the Study Committee’s final report, and later helmed Ford’s economics divi-
 sion.  See  Pooley  and  Solovey,  (2010),  206–207,  210–214,  222–229.  On  his  family  relation  to  Gaither,  see  Cochrane 
 (1979), 50. 


59 Carroll, “Skeletal Report,” March 1949, folder 28, box 3, series I, 20004, FFA. 


60  Carroll  and  Marquis,  “Suggested  Program  Area-  Social  (Human)  Relations,”  May  1949,  folder  26,  box  3,  series  I, 
 2004, FFA. Aside from a brief introduction written by Carroll, the document’s sections were drafted separately: a lengthy 
 write-up from Carroll and three short memos by Marquis. Marquis’s memos are suffused with a familiar mix of unquali-
 fied  scientism  and  applied  Cold  War  urgency.  He  called  for  a  “systematic  attempt  to  formulate”  principles  “in  rigorous 
 fashion,” while also nodding to heightened geopolitical tensions: “Such slowness in the acquisition of new information in 
 this area and slowness in application of what is known is tolerable in stable times. It could be disastrous in the present 
 unstable  ones.  The  deliberate  modification  of  some  aspects  of  the  behavior  of  large  segments  of  the  population  of  the 
 world may be the best answer to some of the threatening aspects of the world situation.” Ford support is vital, Marquis 
 wrote, because of the military’s fixation on short-term results, but also because “government agencies are peculiarly vul-
 nerable to charges of promoting propaganda.” Marquis, “Modification of Behavior through Education and Training,” 26 
 April 1949, folder 35, box 3, series I, 20004, FFA: 1. 


61 Dyke Brown, memo to Gaither, 20 May 1949, folder 20, box 2, series I, 2003, FFA: 2. 


62 Gaither, memo to trustees, 23 May 1949, folder 20, box 2, series I, 20003, FFA. 


63 Dyke Brown, memo to Gaither, 10 June 1949, folder 20, box 2, series I, 20003, FFA. 


64 An undated “Table to Rank Program Areas,” circulated by Gaither at some point in the summer, refers to “Individual 
Behavioral and Human Relations.” Table to rank program areas, n.d., 1949, folder 25, box 3, series I, 20004, FFA. 




    
  




      
      
        
      


            
    
        Referencer

        
            	
                        
                    



            
                View            
        

    


      
        
          

                    Hent nu ( PDF - 44 Sider - 897.84 KB )
            

      


              
          
            Outline

            
              
              
              
              
              
                              
    Bibliography
              
              
            

          

        

      
      
        
  RELATEREDE DOKUMENTER

  
    
      
          
        
            The Role of the UN Human Rights Council in the Prevention and Response to Mass Atrocity Crimes
        
      

        18   United Nations Office on Genocide and the Responsibility to Protect, Framework of Analysis for Atrocity  Crimes  -  A tool for prevention, 2014 (available

    
      
          
        
            Why is all this here? But who sleeps here? He asked for the fourth time. Et værk af Martin Erik Andersen
        
      

        Vi er rigtig glade for at vi denne gang  kan tilbyder jer, som medlemmer af  foreningen, muligheden for at erhverve  et eksemplar af to helt nye særudgivelser  af

    
      
          
        
            Taking the Museum to the Streets: Selected Papers from an International Conference
        
      

        Simultaneously, development began on the website, as we wanted users to be  able to use the site to upload their own material well in advance of opening day, and  indeed to work

    
      
          
        
            Taking the Museum to the Streets: Selected Papers from an International Conference
        
      

        Selected Papers from an International Conference edited by Jennifer Trant and David Bearman.. Toronto, Ontario, Canada: Archives &amp;

    
      
          
        
            Gender, Identity and Multiculturalism in the Context of the European Union
        
      

        What I would like to propose, is that we ta- ke  perversely,  maybe,  the  discourse  about the  crisis  of  Europe;  the  decline  of  Europe as hegemonic, as we take that as the

    
      
          
        
            View of The environmental car and its opposites - a brief history of car emission debates and regulations in Sweden 1986-2007
        
      

        It thus appears that the closure on the ECV category, defined as the government driven categorisation  of vehicles, came about parallel to the development of ethanol driven cars

    
      
          
        
            The External Collaboration Model: Introduction to the External Collaboration Model
        
      

        RDIs will through SMEs collaboration in ECOLABNET get challenges and cases to solve, and the  possibility to collaborate with other experts and IOs to build up better knowledge

    
      
          
        
            A Comparative View on ‘Battle of the Forms’ under the CISG and in the German and US American Experiences
        
      

        But instead of identifying the decisive offer and acceptance, as  the rule requires, the court stated that it would be contrary to good faith under Art 7(1) CISG to  allow the seller

      



      

    

    
            
            
      
  RELATEREDE DOKUMENTER

  
          
        
    
        
    
    
        
            Collaborative partnership on the development of tools to promote personalized communication about everyday technology. Results from a pilot study.: Brugerinvolverende redskab til dialog om teknologi, Resultater fra en pilottest
        
        
            
                
                    
                    2
                

                
                    
                    0
                

                
                    
                    0
                

            

        

    


      

          
        
    
        
    
    
        
            A Bit(e) of the Everyday- The Meaning of Meals in the New Living Units for Elderly: En bid/en lille del af hverdagen- Måltiderendes betydning i et leve- og bomiljø
        
        
            
                
                    
                    1
                

                
                    
                    0
                

                
                    
                    0
                

            

        

    


      

          
        
    
        
    
    
        
            The External Collaboration Model: Introduction to the External Collaboration Model
        
        
            
                
                    
                    13
                

                
                    
                    0
                

                
                    
                    0
                

            

        

    


      

          
        
    
        
    
    
        
            The history of Horsens
        
        
            
                
                    
                    34
                

                
                    
                    0
                

                
                    
                    0
                

            

        

    


      

          
        
    
        
    
    
        
            Aalborg Universitet Affordable housing as a niche product The case of the Danish “SocialHousing Plus” Jensen, Jesper Ole; Stensgaard, Anne Gro
        
        
            
                
                    
                    25
                

                
                    
                    0
                

                
                    
                    0
                

            

        

    


      

          
        
    
        
    
    
        
            Aalborg Universitet Timbre Models of Musical Sound From the model of one sound to the model of one instrument Jensen, Karl Kristoffer
        
        
            
                
                    
                    248
                

                
                    
                    0
                

                
                    
                    0
                

            

        

    


      

          
        
    
        
    
    
        
            Bibliotekets rødder i det fremvoksende industrisamfund
        
        
            
                
                    
                    19
                

                
                    
                    0
                

                
                    
                    0
                

            

        

    


      

          
        
    
        
    
    
        
            Bibliotekets rødder i det fremvoksende industrisamfund
        
        
            
                
                    
                    19
                

                
                    
                    0
                

                
                    
                    0
                

            

        

    


      

      


              
          
            
          

        

          

  




  
  
  
    
      
        Company

        	
             Om os
          
	
            Sitemap

          


      

      
        Kontakt  &  Hjælp

        	
             Kontakt os
          
	
             Feedback
          


      

      
        Juridisk

        	
             Vilkår for brug
          
	
             Politik
          


      

      
        Social

        	
            
              
                
              
              Linkedin
            

          
	
            
              
                
              
              Facebook
            

          
	
            
              
                
              
              Twitter
            

          
	
            
              
                
              
              Pinterest
            

          


      

      
        Få vores gratis apps

        	
              
                
              
            


      

    

    
      
        
          Skoler
          
            
          
          Emner
                  

        
          
                        Sprog:
            
              Dansk
              
                
              
            
          

          Copyright 9pdf.org © 2024

        

      

    

  




    



  
        
        
        
          


        
    
  
  
  




     
     

    
        
            
                

            

            
                                 
            

        

    




    
        
            
                
                    
                        
                            
  

                            

                        
                            
  

                            

                        
                            
  

                            

                        
                            
  

                            

                        
                            
  

                            

                    

                    
                        

                        

                        

                        
                            
                                
                                
                                    
                                

                            

                        
                    

                    
                        
                            
                                
  

                                
                        

                        
                            
                                
  

                                
                        

                    

                

                                    
                        
                    

                            

        

    


