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ABSTRACT
This paper presents a personal account of an aspect of Berlyne's contribution that is not readily apparent in his many publications: his association with colleagues at the University of Toronto. Berlyne's characteristic style of aca​demic interaction with his colleagues is designated "disinterested criticism". Three examples of interactions are given, dealing with definitional distinctions, the uncovering of unnecessary assumptions, and conflict between applied and basic research goals. In all three cases the academic interaction appeared to have the same, sequential components: (1) the argument, (2) resistance, and (3) finally, reluctant acceptance of the validity of the issue raised by Berlyne. On the basis of these academic interactions, it is concluded that Berlyne, as an academic colleague, functioned in the Socratic rather than the Protagorean or Sophistic mode, inasmuch as he was more interested in considering issues than in manipulating minds.
When a scholar of the stature of D. E. Berlyne dies, the loss is obviously seen in published scholarship and latently felt in the areas of psychology which his work influenced. In Berlyne's case, for instance, the developing area of experimental aesthetics will be severely af​fected by his death. But another sort of loss, which is less obvious but at least as important, may follow the death of an eminent scholar: the loss of his contribution to the intellectual life of the university through his association with his colleagues.
Berlyne held many positions before coming to the University of Toronto in 1962, but it was here that he spent the longest period of his career. The effects of his association with col​leagues at the University of Toronto are impor​tant, but will be much more difficult to assess than those of his published scholarship. A starting point may be for a colleague to reflect upon his association with D. E. Berlyne, at​tempting to characterize its forms and evaluate its outcomes. This is my purpose here. 1 hope to indicate  the style  of  the  academic inter-
This paper is based on a memorial symposium presenta​tion at the 1977 Meetings of the Canadian Psychological Association in Vancouver. For advice in writing the present version I am indebted to C. Furedy, and to an anonymous consultant of CPR.

actions which I had with him, as well as to suggest the sort of influence which his com​ments exerted on my thinking.
In the ten years that we were colleagues here I was not a student of D. E. Berlyne nor did I collaborate with him in research. Indeed, des​pite the breadth of his interests, there was relatively little overlap in our areas of speciali​zation. I cannot claim to be very familiar with, or even highly sympathetic to, his mode of theorizing. Nevertheless, I consider his critical influence on my work to have been, at times, significant.
Disinterested Criticism
I would characterize the predominant role which D. E. Berlyne played in interactions with me and many of my colleagues as that of a disinterested critic. To be disinterested is to be willing to consider an issue for its own sake, or to put it another way, to show an interest in what may be personally and professionally irrel​evant. The disinterested scholar plays the role of a critic in a thorough-going manner and not merely from a sense of friendship, obligation, politeness or patronage.
I would thus class as "non-disinterested" many forms of criticism a scholar might receive
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of his work: that from senior colleagues who give advice with the aim, for example, of helping a junior colleague revise a paper to be more acceptable to journal editors; from stu​dents; from specialists in the field (whose own research constitutes a vested interest) and from "experts" acting in a consultant's role such as statisticians. The disinterested critic does not have such powerful relationships with the scholar's specialty. In my experience, the col​league who can fruitfully play the disinterested critic role is rare; perhaps this is why I valued Berlyne's criticisms so highly.
Two examples of Berlyne's influence in my work we acknowledged in footnotes to publi​cations (Furedy, 1975; Furedy & Schiffman, 1974). I shall not go into detail concerning the content of those interactions, but comment only on their form as illustrations of how D. E. Berlyne interacted with at least one of his depart​mental colleagues. Before commenting on those examples separately, it is important to stress that the footnotes are somewhat different from the usual sort of "general acknowledgement" foot​notes which I and others typically addend to our papers in recognition of and gratitude for advice received "in the writeup". Rather, the footnotes refer to highly specialised topics and are the result of very specific criticisms.
Berlyne made these criticisms in small-group meetings either in the course of a combined meeting of his lab and mine, or at a conference of some eight participants. In both cases (and in others that I shall not analyse here) the topic was a highly specialised one, of interest only to a very small subset of psychologists who are known as "experimental." My change of mind as a result of Berlyne's criticisms seemed to progress through three stages (1) the argument; (2) resistance; (3) finally, reluctant acceptance of the validity of the issue that he has raised.
My resistance did not, I believe, involve the political undertones that often color arguments between two specialists in the same field, where loss of prestige may result from changes of positions. Rather, it sprang from the fact that changing over to Berlyne's position on the issue meant a reorientation of terminology and/or research strategy which carried with it the usual intellectual discomforts associated with such changes. It was for the same reason that my acceptance was reluctant. However, it bears emphasis that I changed solely because of the

academic force of the arguments that Berlyne advanced. Moreover, except that his mode of arguing was more cogent than that of the average academic, it must be recalled that his general eminence had no influence on these situations, since he was arguing as a relative amateur with a specialist. In such confrontations the generalist’s or amateur's arguments must be strong to prevail. They have to stand on their own merits. It seems to me that in such contexts, disinter​ested criticism exerts its most beneficial influence on the advancement of knowledge.
Three Examples
In the first example, which I characterise as dealing with definitional distinctions, the con​tent and outcome of the academic interaction is detailed elsewhere (Furedy, & Schiffmann, 1974, p. 210). The source for this interaction was a meeting that I intended to use as a "dress rehearsal" for presenting a colloquium on con​tingency interpretations of human electro-dermal Pavlovian conditioning (Furedy, Poulos, & Schiffmann, 1975). However, Berlyne turned the meeting into a critical examination of two terms that had become widely accepted by the "experts" in this area: the terms "ex​plicitly unpaired" and "truly random". The resultant change in my terminology and the reasons for this change are detailed in the footnote (Furedy & Schiffmann, 1974, p. 210). The example illustrates one essential dimension of the disinterested critic's contribution. Berlyne disrupted the dress rehearsal, but he raised important definitional problems which had to be confronted. It is in this way that the "experts" can be instructed by "generalists" about important definitional distinctions and problems in the field of expertise under con​sideration.
The second example, which illustrates the uncovering of unnecessary assumptions, has also been documented in footnote form (Furedy, 1975, p. 63). At this conference Berlyne argued with force that we were making an unnecessary and probably false assumption. We had applied the qualifier "cognitive" to some informational control phenomena such as the preference for signaled shock. The special​ists at the conference were concerned to deter​mine whether the phenomena so labelled did in fact exist. But Berlyne persisted in raising the question of what scholarly justification there
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was in using the qualifier "cognitive" to des​cribe the phenomenon in the first place. We had no satisfactory answer because none of us could argue convincingly that the mechanism of con​trol was indeed "cognitive". We became irri​tated: we wanted to get on with discussing the occurrence of the phenomena rather than wal​lowing around in arguments about what to call it. However, we had, finally, to recognize that Berlyne's insistence on uncovering and criticis​ing the implicit cognitive assumption embedded in our terminology was correct. We recognized the correctness of his criticism because we were reminded that the question of whether signaled shocks are preferred (occurrence of the phenom​enon) is separate from the question of whether such preference is mediated by a cognitive mechanism, and that running the latter question together with the former (as is done when one asks whether "cognitive" informational control occurs) confuses the issues and therefore delays solution of either of the two questions. This illustrates another fact of the disinterested crit​ic's contribution in academic interaction. The critic's role in this case is to question the unques​tioned, to refuse to accept what is assumed; in short, to challenge the implicit assumptions of specialists and "experts".
Unlike the above instances, my last example of an academic interaction with Berlyne has not been documented. It occured in a joint lab meeting in the summer of 1976 well after his first surgery for cancer. The problem was re​lated to the area of biofeedback. We were concerned with the specific issue of whether the particular type of phasic heart-rate decelera​tions produced by our complex Pavlovian con​ditioning procedures (cf. Furedy and Klajner, 1978) were truly amenable to operant contin​gencies (cf. Furedy and Riley, 1979). Berlyne was seriously ill and must have been preoccu-peid with his own personal and research con​cerns, yet he gave his full attention to the meeting. He forced us to conclude that in our

thinking about the problem we had not recog​nized an implicit conflict between applied and basic research goals. Specifically, we were fail​ing to distinguish between the short-term and (applied) aim of maximising heart-rate decelera​tions and the (basic research) aim of determining whether the heart-rate decelerations that did occur were due to the contingency between the instrumental response and the reinforcement.
Now none of the three examples that I have mentioned raised issues that have a particularly high academic "Nielsen" rating. To the disinter​ested critic, however, it is not the number (or importance) of people interested in the issue but the issue itself which matters, and which is given the critic's consideration.
The Socratic Model
Almost inevitably, when disinterested criti​cism is considered, the name of Socrates comes to mind. In this connection it is no accident that Socrates' greatest intellectual opponents were the Sophists who, taking the Protageorean dictum that man is the measure of all things, put all their educational emphasis on manipulating minds rather than considering issues. The modern Sophist, on being presented with an issue, will first ask how many important people are interested in the question, rather than ask​ing whether the question, per se, is interesting. The mark of Socrates as an educator and scholar was that he was always willing to consider issues for their own sake, rather than being concerned to maximise his political influ​ence. His concern for the definition of terms and his lack of concern for what was currently "relevant" mark Socrates as the model for the disinterested critic, and, I would suggest, for the ideal academic. I hope that the illustrations I have given in this paper indicate that, at least from the point of view of one of his colleagues, Berlyne (to the end of his life) behaved in accordance with that academic ideal.
RESUME
Ce document est un recite personnel d'un aspect des contributions de Berlyne qui n'est pas Evident dans ses nombreuses publications, soit; ses rapports avec ses collègues de l'Université de Toronto. Ce qui caractérisait les interactions académiques de Berlyne et de ses collègues a et6 nomm6 "critique desintSressee." On donne trois exemples d'interaction - comment clarifier les divergences dans les definitions - comment découvrir les hypotheses qui ne sont pas n6cessaires - le conflit entre les buts des recherches en psychologie appliqu6e et fondamentale.
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L'interaction académique dans chacun de ces trois cas semblait avoir les  elements dans la même sequence: 1) l'argument 2) la resistance et 3) {'acceptation hésitante de la validity de la question abordée par Berlyne. En se fondant sur ces interactions académiques, il est conclu que Berlyne, en tant que collègue académique fonctionnait a la façon de Socrate plutôt que dans le style Protagoreen ou Sophiste -en autant que les questions traitées lui étaient d'une plus grande importance que le fait de manipuler les esprits.
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