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Afterword

Stephen F. Ledoux

�ritten in late 2001 for the Second Edition of Origins and Components of Behaviorology,
this Afterword provides a sense of the directions in which various contingencies were
driving the independent discipline of the natural science of behavior, behaviorology, 
years after the behaviorology movement got underway officially with the founding of
 (The International Behaviorology Association) in . I added the Afterword to
update some of the history of the behaviorology movement and discipline in a manner
that avoids changing in any major way the original articles or their references (or the
bibliography or the index) in the First Edition. These materials represent some historical,
verbal circumstances through which behaviorology developed, for they are among the
few (or perhaps they are the only) published materials written about the origin and
emergence of behaviorology at the time of its emergence by participant–observers of
that emergence. Thus, maintaining them intact becomes an historical priority. This
brief update covers some major developments that occurred in the years from  to
, and were reported in articles in the first four volumes (eight issues) of TIBI News
Time () which was the newsletter of The International Behaviorology Institute
(). (Actually, from the start,  served as a magazine for minimally peer–reviewed
professional papers as well as newsletter materials. With volume  the name changed,
reflecting this reality, to Behaviorology Today [ –]; see the Endnotes of this paper).

The three major overlapping developments described herein involve (a) organiza-
tional changes, (b) conceptual advances, and (c) educational opportunities. (a) The first
full edition of Origins and Components of Behaviorology was published in April ,
having been written over the previous several years. However, before that year was out,
 had changed its name to  (the International Society for Behaviorology). Occur-
ring mainly under the leadership of Ernest Vargas, this change reflected a change in
focus for / from independence and all disciplinary components in general to a
specific emphasis on the experimental science component of the discipline. To assure
support also for other disciplinary components, some continuing  members also
acted to provide an organizational locus for those other components by founding 
mainly as a non–profit educational organization with –c– tax status. T was in-
corporated in New York state in early , and its members were active in the other
two developments. (b) Hand in hand with ’s educational efforts was a growing shift
from describing the conceptual position of behaviorology as one of natural science versus
social science (which was how some parts of the First Edition dealt with the matter) to

This Afterword constitutes the major change that created the Second Edition. Other
changes, besides the correction of some typographical errors, mostly involve references to
this Afterword at appropriate points, a more relevant quote on page , an expansion
of the information about the authors (page ), and photographs of the second two
authors, David Feeney and Glenn Latham (in an Addendum to this Afterword). The
Index of the book does not include page references to the contents of this Afterword.
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describing it in terms of the more fundamental position of natural science versus mys-
ticism. (c) This shift was occurring as successes accumulated in developing educational
opportunities for the dissemination of credit and non–credit courses in behaviorolo-
gy. Each of these three developments is covered herein.

In this Afterword I will develop first the organizational changes by revisiting some
of the papers that appeared in the newsletters of the concerned organizations at the
time of the changes, including the summer/fall  issue of Selections, the  news-
letter, and the inaugural issues of  (volume ) in . The conceptual advances and
educational opportunities will be developed by revisiting some papers that appeared in
later issues of  (volumes  and ) in  and .

Organizational Changes

The first major development since the publication of the First Edition concerned or-
ganizational changes. I will address these changes by revisiting two papers that dis-
cussed them. The first paper dealt with some reasons for and against changing 
into , and the second paper described the founding of . (The full version of the
former appeared in Selections in —and was reprinted in TIBI News Time in —
and the full version of the latter also appeared in TIBI News Time in .)

TIBA to ISB
In a paper (Ledoux, a) titled “Supporting both our science and the other com-

ponents of our discipline,” I discussed some of the considerations, pro and con, in the
transition from  to . Since the motion was to support mainly/only the experi-
mental science component of the discipline, I made explicit my preference to retain an
organization clearly supportive of all disciplinary components. However, while disci-
plinary independence was (and is) a crucial factor in such deliberations, my support
for it in this paper mostly came through by implication. In a letter in late  to col-
leagues who also were helping lead the behaviorology movement, Lawrence Fraley had
already discussed in great detail the crucial significance and organizational implications
of active and ongoing support for disciplinary independence. While I agreed with the
content of this letter, I had not received it as I was teaching in China in –.
Due to its continuing significance, Fraley subsequently added an introduction and
conclusion to the letter as the major part of editing it to make it an article—Fraley,
a—and it was published in TIBI News Time with the title “Defining the behav-
iorology movement: Critical distinctions from .” This paper supplies important
background to my  article, and I recommend that you, dear reader, locate it (in
the  archives at ’s web site, www.behaviorology.org) and read it also. Mean-
while, along with some minor edits, here is most of what I said in my  paper:

…Discovering appropriate directions for our efforts to build the science, discipline,
community, and organizations of behaviorologists is no easy task. We could focus just
on experimental science, but I think that would ultimately be a disservice not only to
ourselves but also to those our science would benefit.

Yet I must confess to wanting to be involved in a scientific society—involved as a
contributor doing science. I want all behaviorologists to be involved this way. But I do
not see that all behaviorologists can be involved this way, nor am I convinced that this
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is the way all should be involved. Behaviorologists have more to do than just conduct
and report experiments, as vital as that is, if behaviorology is to make a contribution
beyond our own enjoyment of experimental discovery.

Behaviorology, after all, is a comprehensive discipline that not only includes an ex-
perimental component but also philosophical, conceptual, analytical, and technologi-
cal components. In one or more ways, the community of behaviorologists must assure
development of all of the discipline’s components. As a community we need to provide
support for all behaviorologists, including those whose histories prepare them to make
their best contributions in these other areas, areas other than that of performing scien-
tific experiments. In addition, a certain interdependence obtains among these areas.
Those working in each of these areas need the contributions of those working in the
other areas if together they are to move the discipline forward in a balanced manner.
After all, where would physics be if the theoreticians were not around to tell experi-
menters what to look for, and if experimenters were not around to tell theoreticians
when they were losing contact with reality? And both groups not only have fun but
make contributions to their discipline and the culture.

Perhaps our current organization [/] should focus rather exclusively on ex-
perimental science. But if that is the full extent of our efforts, we may not be able to
maintain them for very long due to other variables, current and historical, affecting our
existence (for details, see Fraley & Ledoux,  [and Fraley, a]). We must arrange
now, even as we organize a basic science–focused society, to maintain some sort of or-
ganized involvement in our other disciplinary components.

In addition, I remain unconvinced that a handful—even a handful as large as 
[a “membership cap” that some had proposed, quite prematurely in my view], plus stu-
dents—of behaviorologists, all doing basic experimental science and not much else, are
going to succeed in having the kind of impact on the wider culture needed even for
their own survival as behaviorologists, let alone the kind of impact that the comprehen-
sive discipline of behaviorology can have, and should have, on that culture in so many
currently needed ways…

So, in some organized way, we as a community of behaviorologists must protect
and extend all of our disciplinary components, not just our experimental science com-
ponent. We must respect and support our independent disciplinary status. We need
not do this through our current organization, although that was in essence the original
purpose of our current organization (see the history of , and its statement of pur-
pose, in Fraley & Ledoux, ). If we do change the focus of our current organization,
we must concurrently address these other concerns organizationally…

Meanwhile, although I am inclined against changing the focus of our current or-
ganization, I could live with doing so, especially if organizational solutions are found
for the concerns of our other disciplinary components as well. And if the focus is
changed, I believe the adoption of a different name should be part of the change, so as
to reflect honestly the new focus. (Such changes have been in progress—see Vargas,
—and may already be completed.) [They were completed before .]

In summary, the natural science of behavior needs to be completely organized, for-
mally and independently, if it is to emerge fully to take its place at the natural science
roundtable and meet the urgent demands of its cultural mission (see Fraley & Ledoux,
). Behaviorological professionals around the world need organizational structures
that support all the components of their formal independent discipline. These struc-
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tures could carry out programs of support for the world’s increasingly numerous be-
haviorological scientists and practitioners. Organizational support is needed to consoli-
date the independent, natural science status of their discipline and thus to promote
vigorously their professional activities. (Also, see Fraley, a.)

As behaviorologists more formally organize and support the independence of their
natural science discipline, and so more capably contribute to world behavioral health,
another chapter is beginning in the history of the organizations of and for behaviorolo-
gists. Behaviorological scientists must have one or more organizations that promote the
reality and efficacy of behaviorological science and the disciplinary interests of be-
haviorological scientists worldwide, and that work to establish officially the accouter-
ments of independent disciplinary status including behaviorology’s own academic
homes and programs. Developments such as these may not make that much difference
in the future of behaviorology; the fact of its natural science status may carry enough
momentum. Then again, such developments may make all the difference in the world.

Three related quotes: Three quotes related to the topic of this article originally fol-
lowed the article. The first of these quotes appears as the first quote on page  of
Origins and Components of Behaviorology—Second Edition, while the second and third
quotes appear on page .

TIBI Founded
In an editorial (Ledoux, a) titled “Welcome to T,” I discussed the founding

of  after the transition of  to . Along with some minor edits, here is most of
that  editorial:

…Through an exchange of papers, proposals, and perspectives over the last couple
of years, David Feeney, Lawrence Fraley, Glenn Latham, and I recognized certain
needs, and acted to meet those needs. The needs were for an organizational structure
(a) that could provide training in behaviorology, especially for those who lacked ready
access to that training, and (b) that could provide support for professionals who have
been trained in behaviorological science. Our actions were to found The International
Behaviorology Institute (), a non–profit educational corporation. The materials in
this [i.e., in , volume , number ] inaugural issue of ’s newsletter/magazine
cover our concerns and indicate our directions. Due to the wide–ranging nature of
these materials, an overview of various related historical items is in order.

Fraley and Ledoux () recounted the origins and cultural mission of the natural
science discipline concerned with the study of behavior, behaviorology. In the process
they stressed both (a) the need to maintain disciplinary organizations fully supportive
of all the various disciplinary components of behaviorology (including philosophical,
experimental, conceptual, analytical, and technological components) and (b) the need
to establish a variety of disciplinary homes for behaviorology, including academic pro-
grams and departments.

In  Ledoux described possible curricula for training behaviorologists (see
Ledoux, b). Later, Ledoux (c) and Latham () addressed the specific need
to provide behaviorological training for Chinese behavior scientists who, like some pro-
fessionals in other countries, aspire to bring behaviorology to bear on their country’s
concerns, especially in education and childcare, even though behaviorology training
opportunities are few in those countries. T’s first visiting scholar, in the  to study
behaviorology through , introduces himself in the first  issue (Ma, ). [A
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scholar who would later, in , become a  visiting scholar, contributed a short
article in the fifth  issue (Li, ).] I wish all such students could attend, and
afford to attend, programs like the one Sigrid Glenn has organized at the University of
North Texas. There the differentiation between natural science discipline and mystical
discipline is made at the departmental level. But her “behavior analysis” department is
already overtaxed and so having difficulty graduating enough students fast enough to
meet the demands of employers. So, on several counts, other solutions are still needed.

Ledoux (d) sketched the evolving nature of disciplinary organizations. And
Ledoux (a) examined the specific need to assure continuous and actively organized
support for a balance of activity in all of behaviorology’s disciplinary components, rec-
ognizing that behaviorological scientists work all over the planet and that different be-
haviorologists are skilled in different disciplinary components.

In the effort to meet the concerns expressed in those papers, the founders incorpo-
rated . To better meet these concerns,  also includes a discipline–supporting as-
sociation, , The International Behaviorology Institute Association. The purposes of
 are listed in ’s by–laws [, ] and are the same as the original purposes of
The International Behaviorology Association (—now called the International Society
for Behaviorology, ). These purposes are to be fostered through several activities, in-
cluding these: T members would be encouraged to host visiting scholars who are
studying behaviorology. T faculty (who are  members) would arrange or pro-
vide training for behaviorology students. And  would provide certificates to stu-
dents who successfully complete specified behaviorology curriculum requirements.

As should be clear,  (and ) are complementary with, rather than compet-
ing with, other organizations serving natural scientists of behavior locally and around
the world including, for example,  and . While  is “yet another” organiza-
tion for natural scientists of behavior, it does not fragment the movement. Instead, it
complements the other organizations by addressing important concerns not currently
covered by any other organization. And over the last couple of years, many readers will
have sensed an increasing general interest in the existence of the kind of organization
 represents. I suspect that most members of  will also be active members of
the other organizations.

So all readers are welcome to become members of . You are needed to help
provide the known benefits of our science to humanity.

Conceptual Advance

The second major change since the publication of the First Edition involved a concep-
tual advance. This advance concerned a shift from describing the conceptual position
of behaviorology as one of “natural science versus social science” to describing it in
terms of the more fundamental position of “natural science versus mysticism.” I will
address this change by revisiting a paper that evidences this shift.

In a paper that originally appeared in TIBI News Time (Ledoux, a [reprinted
in Behaviorology Today,  (), –]) titled “Defining natural sciences,” I discussed the
status of behaviorology as a natural science in terms of its meeting the fundamental cri-
teria expressed and implied by the historical development of the definition of natural
science. Along with some small additions and minor edits, here is that paper:
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…As Lawrence Fraley describes in his “About Behaviorology” article (Fraley, 2000a),
today one encounters behaviorology and other disciplines, such as psychology, dealing
with topics that at first blush seem to be similar. This leads some to assume that these
topics are treated in similar ways. But behaviorologists define the topics differently, and
treat them in ways that are radically different from the treatments of other disciplines.
The concern here is to differentiate behaviorology from other disciplines like psychol-
ogy, and the definition of natural science is crucial to this distinction.

Among disciplines, one particular difference will be emphasized here, because it
would seem to have more impact for society than any others (see Fraley & Ledoux,
1997). This difference, a difference critical to the definition of natural science, pertains
to whether or not a discipline invokes non–natural events in its explanations.

How are natural sciences defined? Fundamentally, natural sciences are defined as dis-
ciplines that deal only with natural events (i.e., independent and dependent variables in
nature) using scientific methods. These disciplines always exclude non–natural events
from their considerations. Other definitions are extant. However, none of them—com-
pared with this definition—so accurately reflects the observed line of fracture dividing
natural science disciplines from other disciplines. Since so much confusion stems from
the distinction between natural and social sciences, that distinction will receive the at-
tention in this discussion.

One common misconception involves the use of scientific methods. Status as a
natural or social science is not determined solely by a discipline’s use of scientific meth-
ods. All natural science and social science disciplines use scientific methods. However
only some of these disciplines invoke the exclusion of non–natural events from their
considerations; those that do so have historically (and contemporarily) earned the title
“natural science.” Even “creation science” may make use of scientific methods, but it
does so while making non–natural events—the will of a mystical, faith–based being
whom creation scientists consider supreme—the centerpiece of its considerations; thus
it is not, and cannot be, a natural science.

Historically, the natural sciences arose out of mystical origins. In western civiliza-
tion the practice of early natural science involved studies undertaken mainly to unravel
the mysteries of the creative powers of the investigators’ God. Those early investigators
focused on various facets of “nature” and, in doing so, developed what came to be
known as scientific methods. The phrase natural science initially referred to the various
subject matters to which such attentions were being directed. Of particular significance
here is that most of these subject matters were aspects of the extrinsic environment in
which the social activity of humanity was conducted; they were not aspects of how that
environment controlled behavioral reactions to it, a topic which inheres in the subject
matter of behaviorology.

As the natural scientists continued to pursue their work, however, the phrase natu-
ral science came to connote their emerging philosophy of naturalism—the consider-
ation, with scientific methods, of only natural events (i.e., only independent and
dependent variables in nature). Thus the phrase natural science became divorced from
the original body of subject matters upon which its early investigations were focused.
It came to represent an integral philosophy, naturalism (see Fraley, 1999).

Today, the connotation of the phrase natural science transcends subject matter
limitations; that phrase no longer implies what is studied. Any subject matter can be
approached in different ways, including mystically or naturalistically. A subject matter
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may be approached in the way that allows non–natural events in its considerations,
which would be a “non–naturalistic,” or mystical, approach. Or it may be approached
in the way that disallows non–natural events in its consideration, which would be a
“naturalistic” approach. In both cases different terms are used to name the resulting dis-
ciplines. But only those disciplines maintaining the naturalistic approach (and using
scientific methods, though this need not always be mentioned) would be considered
natural sciences. For example, the most common mystically based search for water is
called dowsing while the naturalistically based search for water is called hydrology. The
subject matters may appear similar yet, of the two, only hydrology is a natural science.

Adhering to a naturalistic perspective confers the status of a natural science on a
discipline while adhering to a non–naturalistic perspective does not. The phrase natu-
ral science applies to any subject matter based on the philosophy of naturalism; it ap-
plies to any subject matter that studies only natural events (independent and
dependent variables in nature) using scientific methods. Behaviorology, for example, is
a strictly natural science because it applies scientific methods to study only the natural
events of behavior and its independent variables.

Thus, status as a natural or social science is also not determined by the subject mat-
ter that is under investigation. One traditional notion is that “social science” refers to
disciplines dealing with people issues. This is a serviceable definition that is not in con-
flict with the description of natural sciences as disciplines that exclude non–natural
events. Accordingly, some disciplines may qualify under both of these definitions. They
might then be considered both a natural science and a social science. For example, the
sub area of biology (an historically acknowledged natural science) called epidemiology
deals extensively with people issues, and often is considered to be a social science; yet
it never sacrifices its exclusion of non–natural events and so remains a natural science.
Meanwhile, another sub area of biology, medicine, also deals extensively with people is-
sues. Yet medicine is seldom considered to be a social science; while not nearly as exact
as the biology and chemistry from which it comes, it does not maintain explanatory re-
liance on non–natural events and so is considered to be among the natural sciences.

Status as a natural or social science is also not determined by membership in any
organizational or institutional arrangement of disciplines. One example is the differing
arrangements of disciplines listed in college catalogs. These placements of disciplines
typically reflect the common understanding of what makes a discipline a natural or a
social science. Institutions differ in their views both on which disciplines have ended
explanatory reliance on non–natural events (“the natural sciences” such as physics, epi-
demiology, geology, etc.), and on where to put disciplines that deal with people issues
(“the social sciences” such as anthropology, epidemiology, sociology, etc.). Confusion
occurs because some natural sciences are also social sciences, because they deal in
people issues, and so could be listed with the social sciences as well. Behaviorology is
an example. More confusion occurs because some social sciences are also natural sci-
ences, because they maintain the exclusion of non–natural events while using scientific
methods, and so could be listed with the natural sciences as well. (As an additional
source of confusion, some disciplines receive the “social science” label mainly because
they allow non–natural events in their considerations—with the questions of whether
or not they deal with people issues, or use scientific methods, being secondary.)

All those considerations apply to the original concern of differentiating behaviorol-
ogy and psychology. At the most fundamental level, behaviorology—as a discipline—
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disallows the inclusion of non–natural events in its considerations and, by that ap-
proach to its subject matter, joins the ranks of the natural sciences. However, as a disci-
pline, psychology allows non–natural events in its considerations (although individual
psychologists may refuse to do so). This approach to its subject matter constrains psy-
chology to remain outside the ranks of the natural sciences. (On pages 128–129 of
Fraley & Ledoux, 1997, Fraley discusses the improbability of psychology changing from
this position. Also, see Fraley, 1992, 1998b.) So one basis for differentiating behaviorol-
ogy and psychology is that they do not share a common approach to their subject mat-
ters, with only behaviorology qualifying as a natural science (see Fraley, 2000b).

In addition to the differences in how they approach the study of a subject matter,
psychologists and behaviorologists do not define their subject matter in the same way,
even though both engage in studies of behavior. So they can be differentiated on that
basis as well. The subject matter of behaviorology, which it approaches naturalistically,
is the functional relations between behavior and independent variables. The most help-
ful and productive of these variables are in the external environment and are subject to
interventions that bring about beneficial behavior changes (with common yet sophis-
ticated examples being the behavior–engineering skills used at home and in school; see
Latham, 1994, 1998). However, the subject matter of psychology, which it approaches
non–naturalistically, is the hypothesized relations between behavior and a range of vari-
ables, including the psyche, mind, self, and other non–natural, magical, mystical inter-
nal agents that are put forward as causes of behavior. But the causal status of those
variables cannot adequately be assessed because they are non–natural and cannot be
scientifically tested in spite of attempts to rely on scientific methods to do so. As a result,
psychology cannot directly change these non–natural variables and must instead rely
on intuitive approaches regarding what might be done with real variables to produce
helpful behavior change (see the appendix on “Adventitious Control,” Ledoux, 1997e).

Calling behaviorology a natural science, however, causes discomfort for some
people, because classifying behaviorology as a natural science is not in keeping with
common though misplaced perceptions of what constitutes natural sciences (see Fraley,
c). The most common misperception, previously mentioned with respect to col-
lege catalogs, is that “natural science” is defined by traditional membership in a certain
group of disciplines (the group comprised of physics, chemistry, etc.) when instead the
membership of a discipline in that group is itself defined by the excluding of non–natu-
ral events from the considerations of the discipline. It is that exclusion that (a) defines
a discipline as a natural science and so (b) automatically places it among the group of
disciplines known as natural sciences. Any discipline that fails to exclude non–natural
events from its considerations is not to be found in that group, while every discipline
that relies exclusively on real variables is in that group, regardless of how long ago or how
recently that distinction was invoked. (Of course, higher education administrators some-
times locate natural science disciplines in other administrative units for reasons that are
little related to those disciplines’ membership in the natural science group. Such action,
however, does not alter the validity of those disciplines’ membership in that group.)

More significantly, while every discipline that excludes non–natural events from its
considerations, and uses scientific methods, is in the natural science group, not all such
disciplines became part of this group at the same time—and that is yet a further source
of confusion. There was a time when no disciplines were natural sciences. Then, start-
ing several hundred years ago, there was a period in which subgroups of members of
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several different disciplines did begin excluding non–natural events, at least from their
inquiries if not from their motives. Eventually that path, for the groups that took it,
converted their disciplines into natural sciences. And thus appeared (though the details
are beyond the scope of this article) many of the usual natural sciences we know today
(physics, chemistry, biology, geology, astronomy, etc.).

Quite some time has passed since a subgroup of a non–natural science discipline
took the step of excluding non–natural events from its considerations. But this can still
be done. From among the professionals in any discipline that maintains a non–natural-
istic perspective, a subgroup can take that step and, in so doing, create a new natural
science of its subject matter. In the twentieth century, a subgroup of the professionals
operating within psychology took precisely that step (see Fraley & Ledoux, , for
the historical details). This subgroup followed the centuries–old lead of other natural
sciences and excluded non–natural events from its considerations. By doing so, and
thus creating a critical discontinuity between themselves and those remaining behind
in the original non–naturalistic discipline, these professionals created a new natural sci-
ence of their subject matter. This natural science came to be called behaviorology.

While those professionals initially called their natural science “behavior analysis,”
a political rift arose among them that resulted in the organizing of those calling them-
selves behaviorologists (see Fraley & Ledoux, 1997). Today, while behaviorology is the
independently organized natural science of behavior–environment functional relations,
behavior analysis has become largely a political movement for natural scientists of be-
havior who are devoted to (a) developing new scholars and scientists (of naturalistic be-
havior–environment relations) through attempts to convert to naturalism the members
of another discipline, psychology, that is committed to the non–naturalistic perspec-
tive, while (b) keeping the behavior analytic proponents in contact with the copious re-
sources of those on whom they exert their conversion efforts. Within the behavior
analysis movement, the relative strength of these two motives varies from person to per-
son. However, the behaviorologists, in general, entertain neither of those motives, re-
garding the former as impractical and the latter as a stretch of ethics (see Fraley, 1998c
and 1997, for elaboration).

Substantial progress in knowledge and applications attended the long ago creation
of the traditional natural sciences. That same kind of progress has attended the more
recent emergence of the natural science of behavior now called behaviorology. This
progress is reflected in the advances in principles and practices applied in many major
areas of human concern. For some details on those advances and applications, see the
bibliography in Ledoux, f. Meanwhile, no one should be surprised that behavior-
ologists’ concern with scientifically solving human problems has led some people to
wish to categorize it both as a natural science (using the definition of natural sciences
as disciplines that exclude non–natural events) and as a social science (using the defi-
nition of social sciences as disciplines concerned with people issues).

Educational Opportunities

The third major change since the publication of the First Edition concerned an increase
in the educational opportunities for disseminating behaviorology through credit and
non–credit courses. I will address this change by revisiting a paper that documented
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some of these opportunities. (The full version of this paper appeared in TIBI News Time in
. The grant to develop a “Certificate in Autism Recovery Training,” from the New
York State Department of Education, was received too late to be discussed here.)

In a paper (Ledoux, a) titled “Developing opportunities to disseminate the
natural science of behavior,” I described the increased number and sources of credit and
non–credit behaviorology courses available to the public. I also described some of the
history and circumstances that led to the availability of these courses. Along with some
minor edits, here is most of what I said in my  paper:

…This article serves to update behaviorological scientists and practitioners regarding
the growing number of behaviorology courses available through both tibi and regular
university course offerings. Articles in past issues of tibi’s newsletter also addressed this
topic (see Ledoux, 1998b, p. 4; 1999a, p. 2). While some details have changed since
those articles appeared, the general trend they report continues. This article will de-
scribe the successes to date (fall 2001) in developing courses to disseminate behaviorology
through the author’s university campus—the State University of New York at Canton
(–Canton)—as well as through www.behaviorology.org which is tibi’s web site.

Behaviorologists at other institutions of higher education should also provide de-
scriptions of their successes disseminating this independent discipline for publication
in future issues of the tibi newsletter/magazine. This independent discipline is the
natural science of behavior known as behaviorology (though originally known as be-
havior analysis—see Fraley & Ledoux, 1997, for a discussion of the name change). That
is, behaviorology is the independent discipline of strictly naturalistic explanations of be-
havior and so it should not be confused with the discipline of fundamentally mystical
explanations of behavior known as psychology. (In practice psychology, as a discipline,
requires even its dissenting members to allow the mysticism inherent in granting causal
status—through an inner agency of behavior origins—to minds, psyches, selves, etc.
For elaboration, see Fraley, 2000a, 2000b, 2001b; also, see Ledoux, 2000a).

This article will also consider some early factors relevant to successfully developing
courses to disseminate behaviorology. Some of these factors are available to behavior-
ological scientists and practitioners at other institutions of higher education. Perhaps
the presence of such factors will prompt similar successes on the part of others, thereby
substantially moving forward the natural science of behavior and the contributions it
makes to the human community.

Successes Through Fall 2001
Before the end of ,  is committed to having ten behaviorology courses avail-

able online. To the extent possible,  wants these courses to be offered at three levels:
(a) The first level is to offer the courses for free. This level is for those who simply

want to expand their repertoires—by downloading a course syllabus from ’s web
site, purchasing the course materials from a book seller, and working through the
course solely on their own—but who do not want or need any sort of credit toward
 certificates or regular academic degrees.

(b) The second level involves paying  tuition and being assigned a  faculty
member to help cover course content (while working through the course after down-
loading the course syllabus from ’s web site and purchasing course materials from
a book seller). This level is for those who want to earn  credit toward one or another
of ’s certificates but who do not want or need regular academic credit.



�fterword 347

(c) The third level is for those who want or need regular academic credit, perhaps
toward an official degree from an institution of higher education. (While ’s non–
profit, –– incorporation required the consent of the New York State Education
Department,  is not accredited to offer “degrees.”) At this level each course 
offers on its web site includes a list of any regular academic courses, offered by institu-
tions of higher education, that  considers equivalent. Students can then contact the
institution of their choice about taking the course, paying that institution’s tuition, and
getting that institution’s credit. (Students who take such equivalent courses also auto-
matically accumulate  credits toward ’s certificates. See , , particularly
pp. – and pp. –, for details on ’s certificates and courses; by design, the 
Board of Directors modeled these courses and certificates on those in Ledoux, b.)

The value of successes with regular academic courses resides in that third level.
Currently –Canton has seven behaviorology courses. All of them were proposed
and approved explicitly as “behaviorology” and “natural science of behavior” courses.
The first five were also proposed and approved with a “”—behaviorology—des-
ignator for the course number (e.g., –). The designator was changed to
“”—the designator for social science—by the Curriculum Committee at the sug-
gestion of the Deans who were concerned to insure that students would be able to
transfer these courses to other colleges. Also, the behaviorologist designing and propos-
ing these courses was a professor in the Department of Social Sciences. In this context
the concept of “social science” inheres more in the concerns of the various “social sci-
ence” disciplines for people issues than in any competition with, or alternative to, the
natural sciences. Since, ultimately, behaviorology courses should be academically
housed with the natural sciences, the review of some origins and definitions of natural
science [in this Afterword] is relevant to this discussion. [Readers were then referred to
Ledoux, a.] (The last two of the seven courses were proposed and approved after
the decision to use the  designator.) Here are brief descriptions of all seven courses:

�  : Parenting Knowledge and Skills (equivalent to ’s  : Non–
Coercive Child Rearing Principles and Practices): This course provides students of any
age and interest (i.e., parenting or child care) with the scientific contributions of behav-
iorology that can instill or enhance the knowledge and skills for caring for children in
effective, pro–active, non–coercive, positive, and loving ways.

�  : Introduction to the Science and Technology of Behavior (equivalent to
’s  : Introduction to Behaviorology I): This course, the first of a two–course
sequence and the prerequisite of all higher courses, provides students with a solid ground-
ing in the various components of the behaviorology discipline. The areas covered include
fundamental principles, basic experimental research methods, elementary techniques of be-
havior/environment engineering, historical and philosophical perspectives, and trends.

�  : Applied Science and Technology of Behavior (equivalent to ’s
 : Introduction to Behaviorology II): This course, the second of a two–course
sequence, provides students with general applications of the principles of behaviorology
by focusing on a range of problem prevention and intervention techniques and consid-
erations (e.g., ethics) in a range of settings.

�  : Behavior Engineering: Rehabilitation (equivalent to ’s  :
Behaviorological Rehabilitation): This course provides students with the application of
behaviorological considerations to help improve human interactions and success rates
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in institutional rehabilitation settings such as hospitals and prisons. The course empha-
sizes the use of the more effective, science–based practices to replace the unscientific
emphasis on coercive practices in these settings. Both adult and youth clients and
offenders receive consideration.

�  : Basic Autism ABA Methods (equivalent to ’s  : Basic Autism
Intervention Methods): This course provides students with the behavior engineering
practices and skills valued in the recovery of children from autism. Topics include (a)
the different roles of professionals, paraprofessionals, and school systems, (b) training
curricula and programs, (c) home– and center–based programs, and (d) the organiza-
tional and legal supports available to autistic children and their families.

�  : Performance Management and Preventing Workplace Violence (equiva-
lent to ’s  : Performance Management and Preventing Workplace Vio-
lence): This course provides students with three levels of application of behaviorological
considerations appropriate to preventing workplace violence. The most general level
examines the role punishment and coercion play in prompting violence of all types
throughout society. The middle level focuses on the use of effective behaviorological
practices for performance management in the full range of workplace settings to replace
the unscientific emphasis on coercive management practices thereby preventing the vio-
lence such practices may themselves induce. The most specific level focuses on the vari-
ous recommended policies and procedures for deterring the actual occurrence of
workplace violence.

�  : Classroom Management and Preventing School Violence (equivalent to
’s  : Non–Coercive Classroom Management and Preventing School Vio-
lence): This course provides students with three levels of application of behaviorologi-
cal considerations appropriate to preventing school violence. The most general level
examines the role punishment and coercion play in prompting violence of all types
throughout society, from interpersonal and family relations, through educational and
workplace situations, to international and cultural relations. The middle, and most sig-
nificant, level focuses on the use of effective, non–coercive behaviorological practices
and skills for classroom management. These replace the unscientific emphasis on coer-
cive classroom “discipline” practices thereby preventing the violence such practices may
themselves induce. The most specific level focuses on the various recommended poli-
cies and procedures for deterring the actual occurrence of school violence in situations
where violence has become likely.

Each of those seven courses would be offered both as  courses by  online,
and by –Canton online. By fall , four of the seven were already being offered
online at  and were ready to be offered online at –Canton. Using –
Canton’s numbers, these four were  (the child care course),  (the basic discipline
course),  (the initial applied behaviorology course), and  (the classroom manage-
ment prevents school violence course). Together, the first three of these courses (i.e., ,
, and ) fulfill the requirements for ’s basic Behavior Literacy Certificate.

Of course, the progress of seven approved courses did not occur in a vacuum. Sev-
eral factors came together to enable such success. Some of these are generally available
to other behaviorologists, or can be arranged. Others are unique to –Canton. Most
of these factors are discussed next.
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Factors Relevant to Success
The personal story begins about fourteen years ago (), the same year as the

founding of  (The International Behaviorology Association, which later changed
its name to the International Society for Behaviorology—) which was about ten
years before the current successes began. I arrived at –Canton in , and five
years later (), I proposed a typical “psychology” behavior modification course. The
department approved the proposal (though not unanimously as psychology instructors
were department members and some opposed the proposal). However, the Dean at the
time, who has since retired, was disinclined to move the course forward, and stalled it
permanently. Little happened at –Canton over the next ten very long years.

However, during those intervening years, a variety of events accumulated which
prepared a foundation for the possible success of renewed efforts. For instance, as my
 presidential address (Ledoux, b), I developed a set of consensus–based behav-
iorology curricula to begin answering the questions, “What [would] we want to do
with behaviorology training time when we behaviorologists are responsible for all of it?
How should behaviorologists be trained?” (p. ). The publication of that paper in a
book on the broad components of the behaviorology discipline (Ledoux, f ) caught
my administrators’ attention when they received a complimentary copy.

Also, when I returned from an academic year teaching in China (–), I re-
ported the speed with which my three invited behaviorology course proposals (two
graduate courses—one on verbal behavior and one on educational behaviorology—and
one undergraduate course, also on the latter) were approved and scheduled: The whole
process took less than three weeks! This too grabbed some administrative attention.

Three other factors lent credibility to development efforts. One was the already
mentioned incorporation of  with the consent of the New York State Education
Department. Another was the separate existence of another behaviorology professional
organization, , and my circulating each organization’s newsletters as they arrived,
along with demonstrating ’s web site. The third was ’s successful proposal to
–Canton that the two co–sponsor visiting scholars from China who are interested
in coming here to study behaviorology. The first visiting scholar, Professor Ma Wen (see
Ma, , , ) earned ’s Professional Studies in Behaviorology Certificate. And
our second visiting scholar from China, Professor Li Fangjun (see Li, ) arrived at
the college in August  for the – academic year.

In the same time frame, other factors occurred that also increased the chances of
success for renewed development efforts. For instance, –Canton received approval
to begin offering four–year “Bachelor of Technology” () degrees. This approval in-
stantly created the need for upper division courses to support such degree programs.
(And, in a cash–strapped college environment, development efforts are certainly not
hurt by  allocating more dollars to campuses for their upper division courses.)
Also, local employers were weighing in with letters supporting behaviorology courses
in terms of the number of behaviorology–knowledgeable students these employers
would hire annually if they could. Such letters were received from the local  and
from United Helpers. The local chapter of Families for Early Autism Treatment ()
also provided support for behaviorology development efforts.

At the same time as renewed behaviorology–development efforts went forward,
–Canton was also becoming increasingly interested in two related areas, both of
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which supported such efforts. One was in offering online courses in general. This is
something for which most behaviorology courses are well–suited, since the discipline
itself would be applied in teaching them (as it is the most effective informing science
for education, using the shaping model of education rather than the presentation
model; see Vargas, ). And  would be offering online behaviorology courses any-
way. The other area of interest for –Canton was in offering online courses to
China in particular. The college had received a grant to arrange such courses and I had
substantial experience both with China and with one of the online course areas of
probable interest to Chinese universities: applied behaviorology (Ledoux, c).

This variety of factors seemed supportive of renewed development efforts. Hence I
began developing behaviorology course proposals in late .

Local Steps to Success
The first course I proposed was a basic introduction to behaviorology course (titled

ssci 245: Introduction to the Science and Technology of Behavior). It was a lower divi-
sion course and, should it succeed (which it did), it would serve as the fundamental
prerequisite course for more advanced behaviorology courses.

As the college became more involved in four–year degree programs, and the need
for upper division courses increased, I developed four additional course proposals, only
one of which was appropriately a lower division course without a prerequisite. (Actu-
ally I had developed five course proposals, but one was considered a bit thin and so did
not pass the department. I reworked it and resubmitted it later successfully as one of
two newer courses.) These four were (a) ssci 135: Parenting…, (b) ssci 345: Applied Sci-
ence and Technology of Behavior, (c) ssci 365: …Rehabilitation, and (d) ssci 465:
Classroom Management and Preventing School Violence. To improve the chances of
success, each course topic reflects a major, meaningful behaviorology application area.
Most are also potentially useful to one or another of the college’s initial four–year 
degrees. The courses are also appropriate to some future  in “Behavior Technology.”

Subsequently, in focusing on two further areas that served community needs, college
needs, and/or –program needs, I developed two more upper division courses: ssci 375:
Basic Autism ABA Methods, and ssci 455: Performance Management and Preventing
Workplace Violence. These brought the total number of behaviorology courses to seven.

When the Dean has scheduled any of these courses, I have taken steps to improve
their chances of success. One step involved enabling ssci 135 and ssci 245 to serve as
alternative courses for students who usually get put into the intro psych course but who
do not need that course as their curricula do not require it or any advanced psych
course (for which intro psych is the prerequisite). This way, some of my regular behav-
iorology sections cover the students who would otherwise have been in psych sections
that I would have had to teach. Another step involved producing and distributing flyers
to assure that students and advisors were aware, during each pre–scheduling time for
the following term, of the behaviorology courses being offered. (Distribution was not
difficult. The Dean’s office sent the flyers to the faculty advisors, and the Student Life
office put them up in the dorms.)

With only one behaviorology professor, seven behaviorology courses is probably
too many when all need to be taught, some every term, others at least occasionally, and
all both face–to–face and online. Over the next couple of years, I hope to teach each
course both ways, with an online version offered both by suny–Canton and by tibi.
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Meanwhile, I anticipate the opportunity to expand this set of courses, and develop
it into certificates and degrees [successes so far (by ): a verbal behavior course and
two autism intervention certificates]. This may also be the only way to “get some help,”
that is, enable the hiring, in due time, of additional behaviorologists as faculty mem-
bers. (Just think of all the job descriptions properly trained behaviorology students can
fill, and how many more students could be taught by more than one professor…)

Another factor, one which I could not use to enhance success, involved being able to
say that so–and–so college already offers Behaviorology courses (approved as such). At least
now, behaviorologists at other campuses can say that!

Educational Opportunities Summary
In every institution of higher education, factors already exist that affect the likeli-

hood of success for efforts to develop dissemination opportunities for behaviorology
and its applications across human concerns. The only guarantee of failure it not to try.
This article identified and addressed some supporting factors which, when added to the
local mix, could tip the balance in favor of further success. As readers include such fac-
tors in their dissemination efforts, successes should continue to accrue.

Connecting These Articles

The development of educational opportunities for behaviorology (as discussed in the
third part [article] of this Afterword), based on the natural science status of behaviorol-
ogy (as discussed in the second part), may prove to have particular significance for the
question of concrete disciplinary directions (as discussed in the first part). For the pres-
ence of these opportunities not only bodes well for the continued development of be-
haviorology, but this presence also supports the position that disciplinary organization
should not emphasize any one disciplinary component over any other. Rather, disci-
plinary organization needs to support all components of this separate and independent
natural science discipline.

Other Elements of Progress

Progress also continues to appear and develop in several other areas. Beyond the found-
ing of , the offering of behaviorology courses and certificates, the dissemination of
new publications, and the hosting and training of visiting scholars, progress is evident
(a) in new courses and curricula offerings at other institutions of higher learning, (b) in
initial  membership patterns, (c) in the recognition of disciplinary status for be-
haviorology in non–Western countries, (d) in the continuing concern with the status
of the name “behavior analysis,” (e) in the publication of a continuing stream of books
and articles covering aspects of the natural science of behavior/environment relations,
and (f ) in other organizational efforts. Each of these will receive coverage in turn.

The actual numbers and locations of courses and curricula covering behaviorolog-
ical content are difficult to track. While suny–Canton and tibi offerings have already
been described, the previously mentioned behavior analysis program at the University
of North Texas () is also a significant development. Given the demands of employ-
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ers for graduates with behaviorological knowledge and skills, that program has ex-
panded to departmental status (and still has difficulty keeping up with demand). That
expansion has occurred independent of ’s psychology department. This is a major
breakthrough in efforts to secure the future of behaviorological science. U, its Behav-
ior Analysis Department, and all the faculty, administrators, staff, and students involved
need and deserve—as do those involved in any other programmatic breakthroughs—
the fullest, most open, and continuous support of all behavior analysts and behavior-
ologists (i.e., behaviorological scientists and practitioners) worldwide. Of major
significance is the fact that in the programs of ’s Department of Behavior Analysis
(whose programs, and thus department, were named prior to the current usage of the
term behaviorology), students study the natural science of behavior for its own sake
and learn to disallow—with all other natural sciences—the inclusion of non–natural
events in scientific explanatory accounts; in contrast, in ’s Psychology Department,
students are necessarily taught to allow non–natural events in explanatory accounts of
behavior (see Fraley, , c).

Perhaps in the initial pattern of  memberships one can also sense the direc-
tions that prevailing contingencies favor. After the four founders, the next four mem-
bers to join , at any membership level, included three professionals from China
(two temporarily residing in the  and one in Xi’an, China), and one professional
from Canada. After these, others joined, including professionals from the .

What other impact might the rest of the world have on the future of natural sci-
ence regarding behavior? Consider that over the next century (or two?) Western physi-
ological psychologists who prefer the natural science approach of physiology may
finally purge their discipline (or their part of the psychology discipline) of the unnec-
essary and unhelpful acceptance of non–natural entities/events from psychological ex-
planatory accounts. (However, doing so will require their separation from psychology
unless new contingencies promote the most fundamental change in the psychology
discipline’s mystical foundation itself—see pp. – of Fraley & Ledoux, .)
Those professionals and behaviorological professionals may then desire—and be able to
achieve—a useful combination of their two natural science disciplines, the former em-
phasizing mechanical causality and the latter emphasizing selection causality. Part of
the impetus for these events may come from the non–Western world. This is because
the dichotomy between the mystical discipline of behavior (psychology—allowing
non–natural events in explanatory accounts) and the natural science discipline of be-
havior (behaviorology—disallowing non–natural events in explanatory accounts) may
prove to have been a mainly Western ( and Europe) phenomenon. Other countries
(e.g., China) that lack the West’s thorough cultural grounding in dualism may more
readily combine, in their behavior science discipline, both the natural science, me-
chanical–causality–emphasizing facts, research, and applications of physiological “psy-
chology” and the natural science, selection–causality–emphasizing facts, research, and
applications of behaviorology. If successful in both research and applications, such in-
clusiveness in the behavior science disciplines of non–Western countries could serve as
a substantial prompt to a Western recombination purged of mysticism. (Given that
each component is a comprehensive discipline, any such combination may seldom
manifest in the repertoire of any individual professional because most individuals can-
not afford the costs of acquiring more than one disciplinary repertoire.) In any event,
these possibilities are probably several professional lifetimes away.
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Resolution of the status of the “behavior analysis” label also progresses only slowly.
The directions that prevailing contingencies favor is unclear. I personally would wel-
come a day when that label stands free and clear of any claims or connotations other
than as a potential name for the independent natural science of behavior informed by
the philosophy of radical behaviorism. However, with psychology also claiming this
label, due to a shared history (see Ledoux, g), I must admit to doubts that this
could happen. Still, should it happen, behaviorological science professionals could then
select whichever label works best; at that point I could be comfortable with either be-
havior analysis or behaviorology. In either case, Origins and Components of Behaviorology
has documented much of the historical foundation that will have brought behavior-
ological professionals to such a decision point. And that foundation may even lead us
to use both labels (e.g., “behaviorology” for the basic science component and “behav-
ior analysis” for the applied science component). While any movement toward clarifi-
cation of this issue is progress, its resolution is also several professional lifetimes away.

Progress also continues to appear through the publication of more books and ar-
ticles covering aspects of the natural science of behavior/environment relations. Vari-
ous samplings cover a wide range of topics.

A list of recent and relevant books includes General Behaviorology (Fraley, c),
First Course in Applied Behavior Analysis (Chance, ) which acknowledges the appro-
priateness of the behaviorology label (see p. ), and a revised edition of Murray
Sidman’s Coercion and Its Fallout (Sidman, ). It also includes Behavioral Interven-
tion for Young Children with Autism (Maurice, ), The Power of Positive Parenting
(Latham, ), Keys to Classroom Management (Latham, ), and a unique and non–
technical novel that covers our natural science and its place in society: The Millennium
Man (Wyatt, ; also, see Ledoux, c, for a review). Also, Maurice () has pro-
vided a non–technical analysis of autism and its behavioral interventions, Engelmann
() has comprehensively analyzed academic child abuse, and Watkins () has ex-
amined the fallout from the way the education establishment has ignored Project Fol-
low Through data (and resisted implementing the recommendations implied by the
Project’s results). In addition to books like these, more and more behaviorology study
guides (i.e., books of study questions) for use with several basic textbooks are becom-
ing available (e.g., see Kopp, ; also see Ledoux, b, b, b, and ).

A list of recent articles from just one behaviorology author covers the challenges to
determinism in modern science (Fraley, a), some issues in verbal behavior analysis
(Fraley, ), and an analysis of correctional systems (Fraley, b, c). It also in-
cludes a four–part analysis of thanatology (Fraley, d, e, f, and manuscript).
Such a list would also cover some concerns in disciplinary development, including re-
flection on the adverse implications of economically driven policies for university
teaching (Fraley, g), reflection on an appropriate academic home for our natural
science discipline (Fraley, , c), and reflection on philosophical differences
(Fraley, b).

And so much more continually becomes available, not only in and through the dis-
ciplinary efforts and publications of , but also through the International Society for
Behaviorology, the Cambridge Center for Behavioral Studies (www.behavior.org), and
the Association for Behavior Analysis. With the kinds of momentum prompted by the
developments described in this Afterword, the future indeed looks bright.�
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Endnotes

After  published four volumes (eight issues—two each year) of its magazine/news-
letter in four years (, , , and ), the name changed from TIBI News
Time (with no ) to Behaviorology Today ( –). The contents of that pub-
lication will likely contain much of the history of behaviorology beyond the history
contained in this book. To maintain all of ’s then print–published legacy under one
title/, all of the papers and relevant administrative/newsletter materials in those first
four volumes were scheduled to be republished in volume , the first volume under the
new name. The Spring  issue (volume , number ) was also to include the Table
of Contents from each of the eight previous issues so that any items not republished
could still be found (both online and off). Readers wishing to track the continuing
developments in all components of the behaviorology discipline are encouraged to
follow the contents of all volumes of Behaviorology Today.

A last historical note concerns ’s origins. The incorporation of  was based
on a  I had filed in  but had not used. The proposal for that incorporation,
which I sent to the other three founders in the summer of , included not only a
rationale for founding  but also drafts of such items as by–laws, letterheads, and
brochures. The other founders made improvements to these documents and together we
founded , with its association component (), by initiating the incorporation pro-
cess in November of . After the New York State Department of Education granted the
necessary “consent to filing,” the incorporation process was completed on  February .

Some layout decisions regarding the First Edition of this book may have caused in-
convenience for some readers. Particularly, the page margins leave little room for white
space or notes. Yet the combination of type size/leading (/) and line length (.
inches) are within normal typographical specifications for the typeface (Adobe Gara-
mond) and result in a readable and legible book. The margins, however, were deter-
mined more by the printer’s page–size options than by the line length; the preference
for saving trees was the determining factor in selecting among the page–size options.

The author thanks David Feeney, Lawrence Fraley, and Glenn Latham for review-
ing parts or all of this Afterword. Address correspondence regarding this Afterword to
the author at –, Canton  – .
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Supplementary Bibliography

In addition to Latham,  and  (and the study question books for these two [Ledoux,
b, b], all four of which are listed in the “References” section of the Afterword to
Origins and Components of Behaviorology—Second Edition) here are some works that
are also particularly helpful for parents and teachers:

Latham, G.I. (). Behind the Schoolhouse Door: Eight Skills Every Teacher Should
Have. Logan, : Parents & Teachers ink.

Latham, G.I. (). Management, Not “Discipline”: A Wake–up Call for Educators. Lo-
gan, : Parents & Teachers ink.

Latham, G.I. (). Parenting with Love. Salt Lake City, : Bookcraft.
Latham, G.I. (video program:  tapes). Managing the Classroom Environment to

Facilitate Effective Instruction. Logan, : Parents & Teachers ink.
Latham, G.I. (video program:  tapes). The Making of a Stable Family. Logan, :

Parents & Teachers ink.
Latham, G.I. (video program:  tapes). The Teenage Years: Your Window of Opportunity.

Logan, : Parents & Teachers ink.
Latham, G.I. (audio program:  cassettes or  s). An Angel Out of Tune. Logan, :

Parents & Teachers ink.
Latham, G.I. (audio program:  cassettes). Parenting Prescriptions. Logan, : Parents

& Teachers ink.
Latham, G.I. (audio program:  cassette; recording of a presentation at an international con-

ference for parents). Behind the Schoolhouse Door: Eight Skills Every Teacher Should Have.
Garden City, : Eyedears /. [Call –– for tape # ––]

And these books are for those with some theological persuasions:

Latham, G.I. (). What’s a Parent to Do? Salt Lake City, : Deseret Book Co.—
incorporating  (Mormon) theology.

Latham, G.I. (). Christlike Parenting. Seattle, : Gold Leaf Press—incorporating
Christian theology.

Note: Dr. Latham is not the only author of quality materials on these topics. However,
they are included here because his peers have judged his work to be the very best
available. (For example, see “About the Book” on p. vii in Ledoux [b] Study
Questions for Glenn Latham’s “The Power of Positive Parenting.”)

Also note: Most of these items can be obtained directly from Parents &Teachers ink at
either –– or toll free (for credit–card orders only) at –––.�


