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Bul o diffovant approach can bo Laken Lo Lhe oo o ot
of hahavior than is customary today. That s to stop
thinking of the behavior stream as made up ol "respornes
which are disjunctive time-peiut eventa fnvolving speeis
Fled mantpulanda, el tooconeotve T vathor with vede
aice bo spallat conidipates A Mreapoia® b gl b
a movemoht in space of part or all of an organism. thile
it has customarily Leen record:d as a discrete ovenl-
thing, it may perhaps be hetter described positionally
by continuous field-functions...Spatial- anatomical ideas
hal been involved in discussions of rosponse "topegraphy”
flopressing the lever with a forepaw was said to be one
topography, while biting it was another), but it aiso
remained largely pictorial. fShe elaboration of a true
spatial or field measure has y~b to be successfully
accomplished.

W.N.Shoonfeld, 1972, Problems
of modern behavior thoory.
Condildional. Reflex, Vol. 7,p.é
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Another example of the frustratlug lack of awareness of Kantor's
contributions to psychology is a statement by J. Michael in
"Flight from behavior analysis"(The Behavior Analyst, 1980, 3,
1-22). Michael asserts that no text on the his tory of psycho=

logy adequately approaches the topic from a bchavioral per-
spective. Surely those who have discovered Kantor's The Sci-
entific Evolution of Psychology, Volumes 1 and 2 (Prlnc1p1a

Pregs, 1963; 1969) know otherwise. More than just a daring 3
and scholarly history of psychology, Kantor's text is also a ;
working example of his naturalistic approach to understanding
cvents (in this case, the development of psychology);: as well

as a defense of interbehaviorism on the grounds that it rep~
resents a natural and inevitable return to the Greek natura-

lism that characterized the very beginnings of Western psy=-
chology.

In recent books, two leaders of mainstream reductionistic,
atomistic psychology testify to their "conversions" to ideas
that are at the core of interbehaviorism. Seymour Sarason's
Psychology Misdirected (McGraw-Hill, 1981) concludes that .
psychology's dlsapp01ntxng record in regard to productively L]
influencing the events it seeks to understand is due to its
failure to appreciate that the psychologist-observer is a
part and product of those events--a notion not unfamiliar
to Kantorians (e.g., see the paper in this issue). William
Uttal's A Taxonomy of Visual Processes (Erlbaum, 1981) §
represents an even more startling reversal of form on the ‘
part of the author. Uttal, for over a decade an elogquent j
and productive apologlst for physiological reductionism, !
suggests now that such an approach to understanding the

visual system may have its shortcomlngs As Charles Rice
summarizes in his review of Uttal‘'s book (Psychological

Record, 1982, 32, 300):

The book is...about the philosophical metamorphosis
of the author from confirmed physiological reduction-
ist to physiological agnostic. It is about epistomo-

logy and it suggests a view of prychology not likely to
be popular in the contemporary meoinstream of scientific
psychology. Uttal reaches his pesition by inductive
reasoning after exhaustive study of vast archives of
visual science. The book therefcre is not a sterile
compendium of labels and classification but a narrative
combat between the author and preblems raised by con-
temporary science's tendencies to look toward molecular
and atomic organization for explanations.

Such testimonies to the value of wholism and non-reduction-
ism, coming as they do from those vho have had apparent
previous success with more dominan! assumptions, are espe-
cially encouraging signs that psychology may yet come of age,
as Kantor has anticipated.
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The following paper, written by the author when she was an un-
dergraduate student,reminds us that Kantor's interbehaviorism
is as wuch a statement about the scientific enterprise as it
is a statement about the events thot are its subject matter.
The paper also isolates the class ¢f human activity which,
perhaps, has been most victimized by psychologists' contin-
uing investment in mentalism and reductionism.



Toward an Interbehavioral Science of "Memory"
Alice J.R. Gordon

The University of Tennessee
Knoxville

Science consists of the past and current interbehaviors
of persons with things and events whose traits (struc~
tures, relations, actions) they are interested in know-
ing and controlling, plus the products of such activities
{investigations)in the form of descriptions, theories,
and laws (Kantor, 1933).

Science is an anthropocentic activity. It involves the seek~
ing of information by humans about the relationships between
humans and their surroundings. The subject matter of science
consists of the actions, relations, and structures with which
humans come in contact. The discovery of how these relations,
structures, and actions can be predicted is the goal of sci-
entific investigation, and the final statements are the des-
cription, theory, and law.

The unique aspect of Kantor's description of science is that
it views science itself as an interbehavioral phenomenon: It
stresses that the actions, relations, and structures studied
by the scientist affect and are affected by the behavior of
the scientist, even as the scientist attempts to understand
them. Kantor's interbehavioral perspective on science also
helps us to see that the descriptions, theories, and laws
that are the products of scientific endeavor are not immune
to the presuppositions which are part of the field surroun-
ding scientific interbehaviors.: According to Kantor, psy-
chologists have been guilty in their search for scientific
understanding of inappropriately imitating outdated para-
digms, thereby coloring the products of their investigations.
The sort of science they have mimicked has been referred to
as "Newtonian" (Kvale, 1976). This approach essentially iso-
lates components of events independent of surrounding factors.
Preferable to Kantor is the interrelational approach exem-
plified by relativity theory in physics. where an interaction
is relative to its frame. ,

Kantor also believes that psychologists have allowed unwarren-
ted spiritistic assumptions to infiltrate their science. Re-
membering is one class of interbehavioral phenomena that has
especially suffered from having been cast into a mentalistic
light over the more than hundred years of its scientific
investigation. It has been treated as though it were one of

a number of "functions of the mind" (e.g., Mandler and Mand-
ler, 1964). It has also been viewed atomistically and mecha-
nistically. Alterxnatively, remembering can be investigated

from an interrelational perspective. 1In an interbehavioral
context remembering is a set of relations to be investigated,
rather than a mentalistic construct. The investigation of
remembering behavior shows that it can be viewed as a set of
interactions between an individual and the environment of the
individual. The common feature of all remembering activities
is that they involve environmental stimuli no longer present.
This can be illustrated by looking at the diverse behaviors
called "remembering” in relation to a single stimulus, an
equation. There is remembering the equation, memorlzing the
equation, "thinking” you know the equation, incorrectly re-
membering the equation, and recalling that you "used to know"
the equation,

Rememhering interbehavior also involves the interaction of
persons with current things and evente., Willlam James (1830)
describes how recalling an explorer's text in a terrible
depression caused him to regard it as a terrible tale of
privation; recalling the text in a good mood caused him to
interpret the text as a tale of the indomitable spirit of
humankind. Here we have the present affecting recollection
of the past. Thus, complete descriptions of remembering
interbehaviors should include the circumstances of the ori-
ginal contact {learning), the intervening events, and the
circumstances surrounding the remembering event itself.
Remembering interbehaviors also must be understood in torms
of relations between events. The most famous of these re-
lations are those described by "contiguity" and "consequence”.

In order to generate laws there first must be observation of
those regularities of behavior to be generalized. This means
that the first step in investigation is description: the
theory, which is in essence extapolated from the data, comes
later. This is the inductive method by which science first
begins to understand any phenomenon, but psychologists of
*memory” have gotten the order of events reversed. The study
of memory has been founded on mentalistic presuppositions,
rather than observation and subsequent extrapolation. How-
ever, it could be grounded in the interbehavior of persons
with things, past and present. There is presently a concentra
tion on the elaboration of models (e.g., Miller, 1956; Smith,
1966; Norman, 1969) rather than on the description of the
relations, structures, and actions which constitute remem-
bering. Taking seriously the interbehavioral approach would
result in a systematic and scientific study of an important
class of human behaviors.
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