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, .the psychological investipat:tve event constitutes the interbehavior of the 
with a behavior segment or psychological event • • •  Just as the event investigated is 
ed by the interbehavioral history of the organiSm and object' so the investigator is 
enced by his antecedent intellectual background." - - J. R. Kantor 

A Toast 

The soul may be a mere pretense, 
the mind makes very little s�nse 
So let us value the appeal 

Cltl't 
Of that ';vhich we11 taste and feel. 

Piet Rein (Grooks, MIT Pres�_:l,9_§_§_}__ 

NEWS AND NOTES 

It is a primary hope that the inauguration of 
this Ne"t:sletter will help to promote an inte·­
rest in the development and dissemination of 

ective approaches to psychology and will 
facilitate efforts toward that end, especial­
ly in communication and coordination. You 
are invited and urged to send in any perti• 
nent i.nformation, questions, requests) etc. 
as indicated in the prospectus. 

***** 

The design of the Newsletter is an adaptation 
of one in Kantor's "Toward a Scientific Ana­
lysis of Motivation,n Psychological Record, 
1942, 5, 225-275. The accompanying quota­
tion is from the same source. The indication 
of media was omitted and the arrow off center 
in the vertical segments and "field" is no­
where to be found. If you can bear with 
these inaccuracies until the supply of face 
sheets is used up, we can make the correc-

rtiotlS or use an entirely new design that any­
one is willing to provide. 

***** 

Rollo Handy is correcting galley for 
his new The Measurement of value . He argues 

"for constru:i,ng vaJ_uation as a fi'2 process 
involving both the organism and the en\ruon·� 
ment, and against views that to 

account for valufng transactions i:a terms c7,f 
the person isolated from an environmental 
setting or that postulate a supernatural or 
nonnatural locus for values'• (personal com= 
munication). Examination copies of Pronko s 

new Panorama of Psychology can be obtained 
from Brooks/Cole, 10 Davis Drive, Belmont� 
Calif. 94002. (This book has met with over� 
whelming enthusiasm by my students--ed.) 
Lundin's Personality: �Behavioral Approach 
Macmillan, 1969, ·is an interbehavioral­
operant approach. 

***** 

Stan Ratner reports that Michigan State 
versity has a graduate program in compara� 
tive psychology with heavy emphasis in inter 
behavior of organism as illustrated in Denny 
& Ratner's Comparative Psychology, rev. ed* 



State University of New York at Plattsburgh has a two-year school psychology program 
(M.S.) with emphasis on scient.i.st :first and practitioner second with exposure to :i.nter­
behavioral and operant approaches; M.A .. in experimental and personality.,.clinical pro,. 
bably fall 1970. Also faculty opening in experimental and in personality. 

***** 
' 

The second annual meeting of The International Society for the History of the Behaviol'.ral 
and Social Sciences (ISHOBSS) will be held at the University of Akron; home of the 
psychology archives. Information on the meeting iS available from Dr. John A., Popple .. 
stone) Department of Psychology, University of Akron, Akron, Ohio 44304 and on merii&er­
ship from Barbara Ross, Psychology Department: 003� University of 'M.assachusetts�Boston, 
100 Arlington Street, Boston, Mass. 02116. Several persons iriterested iri. interbeha:v'ioral 
psychology are associated with the organization. It would be a good opportunity for 
those of us in the East and Midwest to meet. Date: May 8·10, 1970. 

-If**** 

Among the inclusions in the next issue will be a criticism of the establ:i.shment <OJt the 
Newsletter and an argument that a distinction between interbehaviorism and behaviorism 
is mythical-�an account of the awards gi.veri by tl:ie Division of Clinical .Psychology of 
the America.n Psychological Association in 1968 to two interbe:haviorar psychologiSts� 
Jerry Carter and Julian Rotterw�the telegram sent to Dr. Kantor by the part:i.cipants of 
the summer conference (below) and his reply. 

REPORT 

The Summer Community of Scholars 
,June 1.6�21$ 1969 

The Emerging Role of Interbehavioral Psychology 

Excerets from the printed program!� 

Psychologists working in teaching, research, and applied setti.ngs will meet toge .. 
tl'ner for a week of semiri.ars and lectures related to their interest in interbehavl.or<'il 
approaches that underlie their diverse peciilit:i.es. The seminars are !or the purpose 
of exchanging ideas around" Some topiC Ot special interest to the discussion lea.der o:f 
the day. The leader may open with a short, tentatJ.ve paper or a. talk (15 to 20 minutes) 
on an are<!!l. of research in which he is currently involved. The lectures and seminva.rs a:r:'e 
open to all interested persons. 

Noel W. Smith» Coord::!:nator 
St$.te University College of Arts and Scienc.es 
Plattsburgh, New York 

Sponsored with support :from 
Miner Center 

!nterbehavioral psychology was formulated fifty years ago by J.R. Kantor who 
st: :U:l continu:i.ng its development. He has often been decades ahead of his colleagues 
in such topics as motivation� instincts, intelligencep language behaviorj) phys:i..olog:i"' 
cal psychology, perception� covert or implicit behavior; numerous logical problems of 
psychology, and even what const:i.tutes psychology. Inter behavioral psychology has been 
a rather subtle but definite influence and within the past decade has shown signs of 
rapidly increasing importance as evidenced by the number of books and papers rel<U::ed to 
or utilizing this approach and the rise in citations; the compatibility with operant 
conditioners is especially significant. 

The basic assumption of interbehavi.oral psychology is that the datum of psychol"ogy 
is the organ:i.sm interacting or interbehaving with a stimulus object via media of cmx"' 
tact in some particular setting or context. These factors together make up the inter'" 
behavi.oral field. Psyc,hological activity then is not localiZable in nor reducible to 
any single organ nor even the entire organism but is constituted by the entire field 
of events. There is here neither "empty or?;.a.nismH not physiologica1reducti.onism. 
Nor is there any postulation o£ special. powers such as "mind!' or··· '1wlJJ:11 or animistic 
brain powers that reside inside the organism nor assumptions o! vectors or fo·.rces otrt­
side the organism that control it. Neither is there any borrowing of analogies from 



i1millltl'1im1�:te ITii\\�JA:.hins ©:r comp�ter:s n©r from phy:sics9 chemistrys or biology. Rather� the 
treated ,as the development of complex but concrete intert1M:::tion1El 

o:r.g.aniS£lm and thrCJ>ugh t;he vari.ous media of contact» such as light and �Sound 3 

n.n d1.mension:s. 

Ea.ch the particip:!:�.nts: iJn the program will p:r.esen.t: his own specia,lized area of 
'iV'ithi:n the od.entation of interbebavioral psychology. 

Participants� Samuel Campbell, Texas Technological University; Paul Fuller, tear/ 
Coo$ Grand Rapids� Mich.; Louise Kent� Program Director, Fort CtUllter State Home� 

� Mich.; Neil Kent� Western Michigan University$ Wayne Lazar, Institute of Animal 
» Rutgers University; Paul Mountjoy, Western Michigan University; Noel Smith1 

State University of New York at ,Plattsburgh. Formal papers� Wayne Lazar��A comparison 
s©Jme «:»f the theoret:.:lcal positions of J .. R. Kantor axid T .c � Schneirl.i:l.; Louise Kent .... A 

Kem\t�DJri.an analysis of language and its implications for· �:i.rst language acquisition; 
Mountjoy--.Ani'!ll\S!.lbehavior technologies and the history of psychology; :Paul Fuller .. 

mTJhe relat:ionshi,p between :interbehavioral psychology and system engineering. 

Some Thoughts on the Summer Community of Scholars, 1969�­
State University of New York/Miner Foundation 

Paul. Fuller 

The outst<an,d:ing impresSion I caine away with is that Miner' tnstitute provides an 
ideal sett:i.ng for conferences of this type: 'Quiet arid rustic surroundings' provide a 
min.imum diStractioris. ·FacilfHes a:re adequa.te 'but not lavish�wconduc:tve to thought� 
contemplation� scholarship, and stimulating discussiono 

There was also the overall ·impression which confirmed a contention l have made for 
over t:went:y yea.rs � Interbehaviof.al psychology provides t.he syst;ems framework in which 

effec.f::!:ve1y work in every conceivable type of behavioral field. At 
the conference were perople. studying all. types of' human and aniri'!!tl behavior problems� 
including astronauts, ants� and" falcons. There were those ln.volved iii verbal beha:vior � 

special cases of language de"velopmen't $ all phases cif cliri:i.cal psychology� executive 
�election and development� man/machine syste�, selection and training of outstanding 
gr©uJN� such as astronaut teams� and informati©n processing systems which involve command 
acnd co)ntrol.. The Interbehatvi©ral appt'(Q1ach enables the psycholr@gist t.o apprl(llach scienti .. 
JE new prl(llblems 9 new data, new comb:ln<:ttionw. 

I ·was also struck with the parallel in development o:f interbehavioral psychology 
and systems engi!:ll.eering � systems rr..anagement � and system analysis in the 1950 ° s and 

0sc Som�� tlhi�S development was influenct®d by Kelnt:or st;udents suc.h as Burt Wolin� 
John Fink and myseJ.f. 

It :i.s my opi.nion that re,cent developments in mathematics, 6pti'!'ll!il control theory, 
technol,IQ)gy and sylSltem lSlc.ience s.hould niQ)W 'be fed back to systematic p:sycholiOJgy. 

The�e techn.i.ques will further mensuration in a more detailed field anal.yds and expe .. 
r study of interbeha.viora.l field events. 



THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE ST I.MULUS J!'UNCT ION 

P. E. Lichtenstein 
Denison University 

In 1920 the behavioristic revolution w�s still very much in the air. 
Kantor was one of several psychologists who at that time saw much that was 
promising in beh�viorism. Yet Kantor already had found Watson's formula­
tion of stj.mulus-response psychology inadequate in certain respects. At 
times Watson used the term stimulus crudely to refer simply to the object 
responded to. At other times in an attempt at a more scientific formulation 
the behaviorists fell back upon the earlier mentalistic account of the 
stimulus as a physical energy impinging a receptor organ. Kantor did not 
find either usage capable of yielding an adequate account of complex beha­
vior. He therefore began to work out a functional conception of the stimulus 
correlated with a response function .. 

Stimulus functions and response functions are seen as distinct from 
biological stimuli and responses and as being evolved in the course of 
what Kantor now refers to as the interbehavioral history. Stimulus func• 
ticns are elaborated on the side of the objects or events responded to and 
response functions en the side of the organism. Stimulus functions are 
clearly C<"mnected with stimulus objects but the two must not be confused. 
Similarly response functions are not simply biological reactions or move­
ments even though without such biological participation there can be no 
psychological event. Response funct:i.ons, like stimulus funct:i.ons, are 
field components evolved through contacts of the organiso1 with stimulus 
objects. 

Kantor (1933) made an impressive defense of stimulus•response psycho­
logy in reaction to challenges to the S-R conception by such writers as 
Woodworth, 1'hurstone) and Kluver.. Kantor saw no reason to abandon the S-R 
concept but rather an opportunity to modify it along interbehavioral lines. 
This paper was deecribed by Griffith (1943) as the clearest defense of S�R 
psychology and Skinner (1938) commented that Kantor had shown the impossi­
bility of defining "a funct:ional stimulus without reference to a functional 
response, and Y!££. Y§.!_�." Even so Kantor's approach had less impact upon 
psychology than ought to have been the case. It is interesting to conjec­
ture as to why this was so and an exnmi.unt:i.on of some of the possible rea .. 
sons should be profita.bl.e. 

The traditional physiol.ogical stimulus had the characteristics of be­
ing manipulable a.nd measurable in physical terms. The stimulus could 
therefore be readily employed as an it1.dependent variable in scientific 
investigation... Stimuli. (light rays) impinge upon sensitive receptor cells 
(rods and cones) in such a manner as to initiate neural impulses which are 

carried along the opt:lc nerve to the visual cortex. As a result of brain 
action there may occur sensations or perceptions (mental activities?) and 
eventually an. effector response. This sequence assumes the operation of 
causality of a traditional "billiard ball" type. The stimulus operates in 
a pre-psychological manuer and the �:igrdf:i.cauc.e of the stimulus (in a psycho­
logical sense) is to be uuderstood by reference to the mental reaction which 
creates its sigui:fit:"ance (mentBl:ism), or in the response withonil reference 
to a menta]. G>veut (behnvJ.m:ism) • Kantor broke with tradition when he made 
the stimulus an essential part of the paychnlogical event rather than a 
p1on,.ili.ng cause. Because Kantor:'s approach involved a conception of cn.'�""nt��,,�, 
in psychology at variance with that generally ac<>Bpto,l e�nd -w.ld<::>ly h>r.tght., it 
has not had the ready acceptance that its merits should have warranted.l 
The interbehav:f.oral field and more particulArly the stimulus function have been 
poorly understood and their revo1uti.oua.ry :l.mpli...:·at:ton" too oi'tAn ignored or 
certainly not fully appt·eciat.ed. 

1 A good discussion of causation may be found in Lerner (1965). See especially 
the articles by Nagel, Mayr, and Parsons. 



The st�ulus function is, of course, a scientific construct derived 
from the behavior of an organism observed to be, or assumed to be, in con­
tact with some object or event. In a sense it is improper to discuss the 
stimulus function apart from its correlated response function since it is 
the interaction of these two factors which constitutes the central focus of 

an interbehaviora.l or psychological event. When we discuss the stimulus 
function in isolation we must regard i.t as s:l.mply an analytical abstraction. 
tn a recent formulation Ka.ntor (1959) described the psychological event by 

t he .following formula: PE = C (k, sf, rf, hi, at, md) where k symbolizes 
the uniqueness of interbeb.a.vioral fields and C that the field consists of 

the entire system of factors in interaction. Sf refers to the stimulus 
function, rf the resp,)nse function, hi the historical interbeha.vior process 
in which are generated the stimulus function and response function, at 
setting factors and md media of contact such as light or air. 

Kantor's interbehavioral event by bringing physical, biological, 
cultural, and historical factors into system represents a field approach 
to psychology quite different from traditional causal conceptions. The 
psychologic.al event is seen to consist of a constellation of interacting 
factors rather than as a mental or biolog:i.cal dependent variable caused 
by antecedert:. pb.ys� .. cal events. Kantor� by mak:f.ng the stimulus itself a 
part of the p8ychological event .J?r_ovt:.cl� �� alte!_B.i:l!:!.� to bo�.h �!!2!1 .. 

.!!ll£ beh!?�Ji.o!J .. � �Dd J?hep,Qp.�!!QJ.£C:Z.• This is a d:l.:Uicult poi.nt for many 
to grasp for re.aB ons ;ve have discurH;ed. Physicalisl:s tend to see the 
st:i.mulus function as a non .. natural:tstic factor while phenomenologists 
prefer to interpret it in terms of internal mechanisms such as the isomorph ... 
ism of Gestalt psychology. The inability to appreciate Kantor 1 s view as an 
alternative to reductionistic behaviorism and phenomenology is clearly 
revealed in a recent article by Thornton (1969) which discusses Kantor's 
interpretation of Socrates. 

Many psychologists make practical use of data from the life history 
but Kantor appears to be the first to bring history into the theoretical 
structure in a significant way. He is able to do this because he is not 
beholden to a physicalistic theory of causation. The writer (1950) has 
discussed at length the reduct..ioni.stic problem and the bias against 
genet:l.cism in psychology. 

The experimental psychologist may properly ask what happens under an 
interbehav ioral point of view to the ela.borate procedures which hAve been 
developed for systemat:i.cally varying the physical stimulus (independent 
variable) and observing accurately the effect upon the subject's response 
(dep1-::nd.ent va: d.able) as han been done perhaps most clearly in the typical 
psychophysical. experiment. Kantor 1 s (1.959) anB'\il7er is clear. Procedures 
under which the stimulus object ts regarded a.s an independent variable are 
"only operat:Lonally jnsti,fied.,." "R = f (S) is ...... a pragmatic device." The 
same holds true even when additional factors such as the condition of the 
organism are taken. into account. Under controlled condi.t:i.ons certain 
regularit:i.Ew may be found in behavior. Absolute and differential thresholds 
may be est.abli.shed, effects of reinforcement schedules determined and the 
like. In sueh instances 1:he experime.ntal procedure a11d the observed regu .. 
larity may be taken as special cases fa11ing within a wj.der interbehavioral 
frame of refer ence . Nothing in such situations should be taken as a basis 
for m:lsread.i.ng the general nature of psyclwl.ogical atimu1at.ion. Uniform"' 
ities in response to physical properties of stimuli nniler rigid conditions 



of control do not negate the interbehavioral C<"'ncept of the stimulus as 
function. Outside the experimental situation behavior is generally found 
to be considerably more variable and responsive to a greater variety of 
conditions. Consequently under such conditions the physical definition of 
the stimulus tends to be J.ess useful. 2 

It is sometimes said that the stimulus function has only postdictive 
but not predictive value. How, for example» can one predict from a variable 
which is not independently observable? The clue to an answer lies i.n the 
interbehavioral history. When this (i.e. a set of previously elaborated 
sf ... rf correlations) is reasonably well understood one can predict quite 
well what the stimulus-response function for an individual will be in a 
given situation. Even small children are able to predict fairly accurately 
the effects of their own verbal behavior on their parents. 

Sti.mulus objects are important and the study of their physical$ biolo­
gical, and cultural properties often sheds light upon their role in psycho­
logical events. Stimulus functions are not synonymous with these propertiRR 
which may be regarded as independent of particular psychological inter .. 
actions. The view which makes stimulus objects into objects known or crea­
tions of the mind stems from the causal theory which is set aside by an 
interbehavioral construction. 

It has been suggested that the stimulus function is a scientific con .. 
struct which has revolut:i.onary implications. It permits the development 
of a psychology which neither reduces psychological activities to the bio­
logical responses of organisms nor holds them to be functions of an immater­
ial mind. Furthermore, it allows us to gain considerable understanding of 
complex behaviors as they de,;elop through an intricate and detailed inter� 
behavioral history. When we clitl4J to the physical or physiological defini .. 
tion of stimulus we may feel constrained to restrict investigation to those 
behaviors for which such constructs a.pp()ar most approp:�.·iate. 

2.:-For-an-interestTiigdTscussion of some of the same points see Canlpbell 
(1969). 

J? flli.IOGAA PRY 
1 .. Campbell, D.T. A Phenomenology of the Other One: Corrigible, Hypothe .. 

tical, and Critical. I.n T. Mischel, Human Action. New York, Academic 
press, 1969. pp.41-69. 

�-----

2. Griffith, C.R. frin(!_ipf§.!3,_o! _ _  Sy�t:e!Il?:t_!<;_ !'!l.YI:!'t.lolQ&Y• Urbana: Univ,. of 
Illinois Press, 19l�3. 

3. Kantor, J.R. In defense of Stimulus•Response Psychology. Psych. Rev. 
1.933, 40, 324-336, 

4. ______ _ _ ... _.. ];p._t�:rl?!:=h.�y_iO!'il.1 __ gsy<;:.ho!ogy. Granville, Ohio: The Prine ipia 
Press,l959. 

5. Lerner, D. (ed), Cause and Effect. New York: The Free Press, 1965. 
6. Lichtenstein, P.E. Psycho logy as a Genetic Science. J. G�n. Psychol. 

1950, 42, 313-332. 
7. Thornton, H. Socrates and the History of Psychology_ J. Hist. B�ci, 

1969, 5, 326-339. 
8., Skinner, B.F. !he Behavior of �nisms. New York: Appleton-Century, 

1938. 


