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Ontology is the discipline that studies Being, and one would 

suppose that the empirically-oriented scientist must in principle have 

some interest and something fundamentally at stake in such matters. 

He does. But the philosopher's interest in Being is not the same as the 

scientist's interest in what is the case. "Being 11 is philosophers' jargon, 

and ontology is a philosopher's game, and neither has been found to be 

particularly apropos from a scientific point of view. I agree. Accordingly, 

in delineating what is of interest and what is at stake scientifically, I 

shall talk not about Being or Existence but about reality, reality concepts, 
\ 

and the real world. It does not come to the same thmg. 

At the present time it has become essential for behavioral 

scientists to deal with reality and reality concepts explicitly and systema­

tically rather than by simple intuition or by "letting George do it. " 

Traditionally, George has been the ontologist, the epistemologist, the 

philosopher of science, the physicist, and a variety of others, and the 

current state of the art in behavioral science directly reflects that 

intellectual default. Fortunately, there appears to be no difficulty in 

principle in regard to this necessary task. And it appears, also, that a 

full appreciation of the necessity is likely to follow, rather than to precede~ 

a detailed under standing of how the requirement can, in fact, be met
1
not 

merely in principle but in practice. The primary purpose of this pre­

sentation is to contribute to such understanding by dealing explicitly and 

systematically with reality and reality concepts in a scientifically 

viable way. 

It is essential to deal with reality explicitly because it has an 

essent ial relation to science, and it is essential to deal with it systema­

tically because the relation is neither single nor simple. 

As soon as we begin to consider what connections there are between 

the real world and the social institution of empir i cal science. at least 

three .fundamental sorts of connection--methodological, substantive, and 



2 

historical--come readily to mind. These connections make a difference 

at all levels from basic methodology to theorizing to experimental pro­

cedures, to analysis and i nterpretation of data. Because of this, it is 

difficult to imagine how we could have an intellectually responsible 

behavioral science or a methodologically sound one or a substantively 

adequate one if we could not deal effectively with these connections within 

the scope of that science. T o be sure, this is an unprecedented require­

ment to place on a science; but, then, it is hardly a feat of daring today 

to suggest that obviously a behavioral science would have to take a form 

which was unprecedented in some major respects if it were to be a 

science and not merely an agglomeration of behavior-manipulating and 

explanation-constructing techniques and practices. 

The methodological, substantive, and historical connections 

between science and the real world are characterized briefly as follows: 

A. THE METHODOLOGICAL CONNECTION 

There is a difference between what is real and what is merely a 

possibility, and between what is factual and what is merely conjectural. 

Likewise, there is a difference between facts that could not be otherwise 

and facts that must be discovered to be the case. These differences 

correspond to differences in the methodological status of the linguistic 

expressions wherewith realities, possibilities, facts, and conjectures 

are expressed. For there is a corresponding difference between a state­

ment that is true and one that is not, between a conclusion which is mere 

guesswork and one which is supported by the relevant facts, and between 

a conclusion which is merely consistent with the facts and one which is 

supported by the facts. 

These differences cannot be read off from the statements them­

selves. Although there are some linguistic conventions for making parti­

cular status assignments to statements, no statement can simply confer 

a particular status on its elf. Thus, "It is certain that such and such" 

and "It has been experimentally demonstrated that such and such" 


















































































































































































































































