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The "control mechanism” view of culture begins with the r
assumption that human thought 1s basically both social

and publfc---that {ts natural habitat is the house yard,
the marketplace, and the town square. Thinking consists
not of “happenings in the head" (though happenings there
and elsewhere are necessary for {t to occurg but of a
traffic in what have been called, by G.ll.Mead and others,
significant symbols---words for the most part but also
gestures, drawings, musical sounds, mechanical devices
1ike clocks, or natural objects like jewels---anything,

in fact, that 1s disengaged from fts mere actualfty

and used to impose meaning upon expericnce.

C. Geertz, 1966. The impact of the concept
of culture on the concept of man. In J.

Platt (Ed.), New Views of the Nature of Man.
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2 Kent State University political science department; his letter
THE INTERBEHAVIORIST 1s excerpted in the {ssue you read. [ must confess that I am
both compelled and repuised by the application of the term to
Editor: . our publication. “Underground" has an air of adventure and
. College intrigue assoctated with 1t, and in that sense I 1ike to think
+ Ronald G. Heyduk, kenyon Colleg of us as doing something "uﬁderground." Also, it is fair to
A fate Editors: say that some premises of interbehaviorism {particularly the
ssog ; : M. Cone, Assistant Director, Division of Retardation, Rhode Tdea that physiological reductionism has no place in psychology)
on?SIaﬁd ' border on heresy in the larger psychological comnunity. How-
Michigan University ever, to the extent that the Jabel “underground" imples that
;au} L‘ 23?2§j°§€a5255§¥3er51tygof New York, Plattsburgh those with interbehaviorist Teanings are a wild-eyed group of
oel H. ’ i misfits brandishing a similarly misfit and anti-intellectua)
doctrine, the label is far off the mark. Interbehaviorism is
rooted firmly in the soil of Aristotelian naturalfsm, and draws
The Agora 1ts sustenance from {deas that are respected both without and
. 1 , wote within the psychological community (though ?ot so much within
“thinking" revealed in this {ssue's cover q the more scientific psychological community). As for fnter-
Thetconiip:zglzg;t::nig: naturaligm with the view of “hearing” expressed behaviorists, they are, for the most part, a not-so-wild-eyed
gontzgsfollowing excerpt from a pamphlet entitied "How do you hear?", pre- but enthusfastic group of philosophically-orfented research
ared b Warner/Chilcott Pharmaceuticals as a child patient aid: psychologists comnitted to the belief that empirical psychology
pare Y ; Yanals would derive many benefits from the adoption of an fnteractional
the cochlea, the vibrations are changed into nerve sign mode of doing fts business.
igich g0 to the hearing center of the brain. Ang the bzain
says "Oh, I know that sound, 1t's a barking dog.” Or, That Your responses to the editor's characterization of our enterprise, whether in
soznd is'a train whistle.” And, that's how we hear! the form of emendations or elaborations, would be welcome.
to a child's £ x % }’
, a laudible attempt to provide a simple answer
Iﬂa??izncgﬁﬁw do we hear?" Tails because the brain {5 transformed fromfa
. ticipant bodily organ into an entity endowed with the capabilities for In the Summer 1978 {ssue of The Psychological Record, the following open letter
22:ivit§ of whole organisms. Rather than answerfngat?e Q?egngﬂ Fg:$g;s?he appeared, reprinted here with the editor's permission:
s new, more puzzling, and insoluble que : ‘
3ﬁ3°3$t§ﬁa§x?la23§1831:2ls$n the hearing center that hears the barking dog To reach the age of 90 is 1n ftself notable. To be professionally

and the train whistle? And by what process does that object hear? Such

roductive for more than 60 of the 99 ears since the benchmark
mystical treatments of perceiving and thinking far outnumber naturalistic p y "

founding of Wundt's laboratory is especially remarkable. Two

and as long as this {s facets of Kantor's contribut haracterize his work. Fi
:2aly::: °zn§?§r23f§ §¥$ggllflgd]ggrzhgbgzze;eggg?;ing and thinking will mort w:tg hfstor?gz?rp:r:ggczivg ;g"ﬁaﬁ :;:ggg;egeagainggrthe peﬁiﬁéive
f:eﬁ te;ve them farther from than closer to the understanding of those even' and contfnuing spiritistic influence upon the sciences, particu-
¢ larly psychology. He has been fnsistent that 1n all scientific
LA behavior the scientist needs to differentiate between construct
College with no previous exposure to interbehayioris the ?Z%"?ﬂa’iﬂi“ﬁé?grﬂi‘é¥3.','3’2%32"{'liilﬁ,t“}i‘,ké??‘uﬁﬁgdﬂl?’of
A colleague at Kenyon Co ng The Interbehaviorist and subsequently responds * Papers and books he also originated and elaborated the interbehay-
read the Spring 1978 issugl? tien seemed very "specialized" and q“eSt‘°"‘"? foral viewpoint, a naturalistic approach offering a framework for ’
b% zgm?egﬁln?aEZ?t"zggeggroug: pﬁblication" is an accurate one. F°‘]°"'"? v studying and un&erstanding the whole spectrum of psychological
zhe gitor‘s reply, written after some hard thinking about who interbehavio events. e avoided both dualism and the newer neurologizing while
ar: ind what The Interbehaviorist is trying to do: emphasizing the role of cultural conditions in the development of
1 apprectated your note concerning The Interbehaviorist and am very 33’3“&2523“13';oni'in'lﬁ?iebﬁi"ﬁﬁa‘t’t?irr§€l?§§s~-?§§230§2§y5’°f,‘35'353“‘
hapgs that you took the time to read 1t. [ hope that {““r"gﬁnogsa thus, with something 1ike benign neglect, left certain areas minf-
with some of it is neither an index of OverSPeCfﬂi‘Zat'°“c‘ear]y mally treated. Claiming to fi11 this vold, many current writers
Tack of clarity of expression. While t:e pgtl;::tégge :0 say to the sgim open}y to ewbrace men:alismdor ngt tobcompre?end tha: :heir
soneral peychological comminty (and to a Targer acadenlc comuntty, Tn 2001 tton bo bie bereiacing and perhaps burgeoning mysticisn.
n fact) than most specialized publications I read. As forltter_ sclentific world through The Principia Press which he still heads,
"underground publication," that was a label affixed to IDE&F%&%"bf tl founding of this journal, The Psychological Record, and teachin
13

his many students. Dr. Kantor, we mark your day this August (8?. con-

ditor of a kindred publication, Steve
e by e e gratulate and thank you, and wish you many happy returns!

Irvin S. Wolf
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In the same issue of The Psychological Record are two additional items of
interest to those who follow the distinguished career of Dr. Kantor: an
article entitled "Cognition as events and as psychic constructions” based
on a lecture he delivered at Wichita State University on April 13, 1978;
and an unusually detailed review of his Psychological Linguistics book by
David Herman,

*® * *

Two other items relating to Dr, Kantor:

The third volume of Krawiec's serfes of autobiographtcal sketches (The
Psychologists) contains a reference to Kantor in an unlikely place: the
36¥nt autoblography of J. B. and £. Louisa Rhine. They note that while
they were graduate students in biology at the University of Chicago in the
1920s, Louisa Rhine took a course under Dr. Kantor and they were both im-
pressed by behaviorism and more generally by attempts to develop “an all-
inclusive mechanistic philosophy of Vife" {p. 185) devoid of any super-
natural elements. [t s easy to see how Kantor's developing system would
have impressed the Rhines {in this regard; we might speculate that, in
addition, interbehaviorism's message that a psychologist must be open to
events unencumbered by presuppositions and constructs was recalled by them
in their subsequent ploneering work in parapsychology, when they bravely
and steadfastly pursued objectivity in a "taboo" area.

Cedric A. Larson provides the following comments about his acquaintance
with Dr. Kantor:

I am working on the biography of the late Dr. John B. HWatson
., {1878-1958) and this is the centennfal year of his birth. I
have been on this project for a number of years, but am now
devoting most of my time to ft. Several years ago (I think it
was in the year 1964), and I have the interview in my files, I
had an interview with Dr. Kantor about John B. Watson when he
was teachtng a summer school course in & coliege near Washington.
lle was most cooperative and gave me a long interview. He had
once taken a summer schoo) course under Watson early in the cen-
tury at the University of Chicago. I have five or six of his
books, and he has sent me many reprints of his articles. I
recognized him immediately at the 1977 A.P.A. convention in
San Francisco at the Hilton Hotel, and talked briefly with him.
lits nephew had brought him there, and although he was close to
90, his conversation and his mind were alert. I wrote him later
in Chicago and he sent me more reprints., He is a remarkable man.

L4 * *

Since Rosenthal's pioneering experimental work in the early 1960's, much atten-
tion has been given to the problem of bias in psychological research. Recently,
T. X. Barber (1976), in his book Pitfalls in Human Research, has criticized much
of this earlier research on grounds that i1t takes a too simplistic and narrow
view of the problem of bias in empirical fnvestigatfons. He argues that the re-
searcher is intertwined with the events being observed at all stages of the in-
vestigatory process; thus, instead of focussing attention solely upon "experf-
menter effects” (biases introduced while the experimental procedure 1s being
carried out), the investigator must be equally attentive to potential trouble
spots earlier (the inftfal conceptualization and designing of the study) and
later (data recording and analysis) in the investigatory sequence. Those fa-
miliar with the interbehavioral approach may recognize that the naive attitude

about investigatory bias that Barber wishes to overcome derives from an
unsatisfactory model of the researcher's relationship to the psychological
events being studied, one wherein the researcher is viewed as set apart from
the events being observed. In contrast, the interbehavioral conception is
that the researcher is an inextricable part of the sequence of investigatory
field events constituting the planning, implementation, and data manipulation
of an experiment (see cover design). Thus, adoption by psychological investi-
gators of an interbehavioral view would serve as the hest antidote to the sort
of inattentiveness to bias that concerns Barber in his book.

* &

This fssue features contributions from Noel W. Smith and Edward Blewitt. Our
former editor's contribution {s a chart that shows the chapter correspondences

. between two texts that survey the domain of psychology from an interbehavioral
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I survey and Pronko's Panorama of psychology.

perspective: Kantor and Smith's, The science of psychology: an interbehavioral

Smith writes that "the two texts
armonfze very well and some readers may want to try using them together.”

Blewitt {s a Ph.D. candidate at University College, Cardiff, Wales, U.K. who
describes himself as “carrying out research into the descriptive analysis of
behaviour-environment relatfonships with developmentally retarded persons.”

In this issue appears the first installment of a paper he wrote while an under-

graduate at the Unfversity of Wales at Bangor.
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The Necessity of Soclal Control:
A Critical Review of B. F. Skinner's Science and luman Behavior

Edward Blewitt
University College, Cardiff

If one looks at Skinner's publishing history 1t will be seen that his first
book, The Behavior of Organisms (1938), is one of empirfcal research, while
his second, Walden Two {1948), 1s a utopfan novel. This contrast gives us

a good {ndication of the aspects of psychology that have interested Skinner,
and which he finds {mportant. Skinner's interests }ie not only in carrying
out psychological research but also 1n applying the principles formulated

in the laboratory to the problems of modern society. Indeed, as the years
have passed the socfal fmplications of psychological research -- developing

a technology of behaviour change -- have occupied an increasingly {mportant
part of Skinner's published works. It {s mainly through the social appli-
cations that the “experimental analysfs of behavior" (Skinner's not partic-
ularly descriptive term for his approach) came to the public's attention, at
least in the United States. Unfortunately, Skinner's work is still largely
unknown to the lay public in the U.K., a sad indictment of British psychology,
which seems reluctant to emerge from academic {solationism and enter the arena
of social reality,

It 1s in Sclence and human behavior (1953) that the synthesis of laboratory
research and Tts soclal TmpTications is best represented. I will deal with
only two aspects of this synthesis: (1) the application of a scientific
approach to human behaviour; that {s, the problem of determinism in human
behavior; (2) the application of the findings of a sclentific psychology to

‘the problem of social contrel.

THE POSSIBILITY OF A SCIENCE OF HUMAN BEHAVIOUR

One of the most influential explanations of human behaviour is that each
individual fs totally free to decide whether to follow the ways of God or
the ways of Satan. The modern assault on the concapt of free will came as
a consequence of the application of the methodology of the natural sciences
to behavioural phenomena. The extension of sclentific methods has not been
without its critics: the resultant conflict fs an example of the more gen-
eral conflict existing between Aristotelian and Galllean modes of thought
(see Lewin, 1931). ,

The Aristotelian model tends to be anthropomorphic and inexact, abounding

in normative concepts taken from ethics. For example, the "hig est" forms

of motions occur only in heavenly movements, such as the stars, whereas the
earthly world is endowed with motfon of inferior types. When Galflean and
post-Galilean physics disposed of the distinction between heavenly and earthly,
and thereby extended the domain of natural law, 1t was not due only to the ex-
clusfon of value concepts but also to a different interpretation of classi-
fication. For Aristotelian physics the membership of an object to a given
class was of critical importance because the class defined the essential
nature of, and determined the Hkely behaviour of, the object. For the
Aristotelian the environment played a part only in so far as it may give

rise to disturbances or modifications of the motion which follows from the

It fs tmportant to distinguish the Aristotelfanism of Aristotle from
the Aristotelfanism of the Christian interpretation of Aristotle. In the
following we speak of the latter, not the former,
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nature of the object itself. For Galtlean physics, on the other hand,
the motion of an object depends on the relation of the object to the
environment. This does not mean that the nature of the obfect becomes
Insignificant, only that the contextual situation assumes as much im-
portance in determining the motion as the nature of the object. It {s

only by examining the concrete whole, which comprises the object, the
environment, and the mode of interaction, that an event can be understcod.

Aristotelian classes were defined as the sum total of those characteristics
a8 group of objects has in common. This definition largely determined the
Aristotelian concept of lawfulness and chance, For the Aristotelian those
things were Tawful which occur without exceptfon. Also, those were lawful
which occur frequently, Excluded from the class of the conceptually in-
telligible, then, were those things occurring infrequently or only once.
The source of this conception may be that for Aristotelfan physics not all
physical processes possessed the lawful character ascribed to them by post-
Galilean phystcs. In post-Galilean physics, with the elimination of the
distinction between lawful and chance events, the necessity also disappeared
for proving that the process under consideration was lawful. Instead, the
question to be asked became what are the particular lawful relatfonships
between the various factors which make up the event. For Aristotelian
physics, on the other hand, 1t was necessary to have a criterion to decide
whether or not a given event was lawful, Because the regularity with
which similar events occurred in nature was used as such a criterfon, the
domain of Aristotelian sclence was limited to those events that were cer-
tified by repetition, and thus Aristotelian science was limited in fts
ability to understand complex, chaotic, and unintelligible phenomena of
nature. The Aristotelian conviction that it s impossible to wholly com-
prehend the individual case encouraged, in addition, a certain Taxity in
inquiry: a satisfaction with setting forth mere regularities, requiring
validity "in general® or “on the average” only. The complexity of nature
makes 1t unreasonable to require complete, exceptionless validity. The
Aristotelian ascribed to the proverb that "the exception proves the rule":
exceptions are not counter-arguments so long as their frequency 1s not too
great. For post-Galtlean physics, however, exceptions are not taken lightly
and are valid disproofs, even though they are rare (cf. Popper's falsif{-
ability criterion of science In his The Logic of Sclentific Discovery,
1959).  In summary, the Aristotelian concept of sclence was static, re-
sulting in 1ittle sclenttfic advancement. By way of contrast, there is

no 1imit to the range of application of Galilean science and this led to

a rapid development and accumulation of sctentific knowledge.

The application of the Galilean concept of sclence to events other than
psychological ones is today met with 1ittle resistance. This 1s far from
being the situation when it is applied to the field of human activity,

The proposal that human behaviour is determined to the same degree as non-
human activity 1s stil} strongly opposed: the belief that the individual
has a free will, and that human behaviour is therefore capricious, main-
tains 1ts hold, both within and without the scientif{c community, In the
battle against the free will concept, Skinner has been a particularly out-
spoken leader, viewing 1t as a relic of the prescientific mode of thought,
as a concept corncealing and perpetuating fgnorance of the variables of which
behaviour 1s a function. The position that determinism occupies in Skinner's
approach to the explanation of human behaviour is shown when he writes in
Sclence and human behavior:

Science is more than the mere description of events as they
occur. It s an attempt to discover order, to show that
certain events stand 1n lawful relatfons to other events . .

But order is not only a possible end product; it is a working
assumption which must be adopted at the very start. We can-
not apply the methods of science to a subject matter which {s
assumed to move about capriciously. Science not only describes,
it predicts, It deals not only with the past but with the fu-
ture. Nor is prediction the last word: to the extent that
relevant conditions can be altered, or otherwise controlied,
the future can be controlled. If we are to use the methods
of sclence in the field of human affairs, we must assume that
behavior 1s lawful and determined. We must expect to dis-
cover that what a man does is the result of specifiable con-
ditions and that once these conditions have been discovered,
we can anticipate and to some extent determine his actions.
(Sktnner, 1953, p. 6)

If human behaviour does not exhibit cause-effect sequences, then the scient-
{fic method {s essentfally trrelevant to the explanation of the nature of
man, and scientific psychology and the other soctal sciences are permanently
barred from achieving the status they desire. To deny determinism in regard
to human behaviour §s to assert that significant lessons cannot be drawn from
the past and that man's future 1s capricious and elusive. In contrast, the
assumptfon that causal laws are discoverable in human behaviour leads to
enormous possibilities in the social control of man's soctal environment;
rules for managing social behaviour can be based on causal laws which tell

us that {f such and such is done 1t fs likely that the outcome will be this

and this.

i

Some Objections to Determinism

(1) The Hetsenberg Principle of Indeterminacy

The Hetsenberg Principle of Indeterminacy states that there are circumstances
under which it is not possible to simultaneously determine the velocity and
position of subatomic particles. The reason for this {s that any system used
to observe the particle interacts with the particle. More speciftcally, there
s an exchange of energy between the observing system and the object. Hence,
the very act of observation alters the behaviour of the particle. This ex-
perimental fact is supposed to provide scientific evidence of the reality of
free will, of the undetermined nature of behavioural events. The Helsenberg
Principle, however, does not necessarily lead to this conclusfon. That cer-
tain events appear to be unpredictable does not entail that these events are
free or capricfous. In the field of human behaviour, there may be acts to
which the principle of indeterminacy applies, but it does not follow that hu-
man behaviour is free. It is only that ft fs “beyond the range of a pre-
dictive or controlling science" (Skinner, 1953, p. 17). It may be argued
that the principle of indeterminacy 1s a testimonial only to experimental fm-
perfection. Uncertainty is, at the present stage of development, inherent

in the methods of observation and measurement, and not in nature itself.

That certain events are unpredictable now does not mean that this will always
be the case. A future technelogy may be capable of creating a means of ob-
servation that can eliminate the energy interchange between the object and
the system of observation. That such an event will eventually occur {s pre-
dicted by “Clarke's Law":

When a distinguished but elderly sclentist states that some-
thing s possible, he {s almost invariably right. When he
states that something is impossible, he {s very probably
wrong.
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(End of first instailment)
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