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The purpose of this chapter is to consider some of the characteristics of intellectually fruitful discussion both within and between disciplines. I shall begin with the concept of disinterestedness, which is crucial for any genuine intellectual discussion, and which first emerged most clearly in the Socratic dialogues. In the next section, Berlyne will be presented as a modern example of one who in many respects embodied the disinterested approach. Also noted will be a number of features that seem to accrue to the contribution of the disinterested critic while he or she functions as a critic both within and between disciplines. The third section will offer a number of common abstract prin​ciples that seem to emerge when such successful communication or discussion is considered.
Disinterestedness and "thinking about the world in the Greek way"
Although disinterestedness is often confused, even in academic writings, with lack of interest, the distinction is clearly part of our current intellectual and even political heritage. A board of inquiry has, in principle, to be independent or detached as well as expert (or at least interested) in the issue under dis​cussion. That this idea is understood by the population at large rather than just by intellectuals, and that attacks on such a board's independence are politically as well as logically effective, indicate that the concept of disinter​estedness is woven into our culture.
Nevertheless, disinterestedness is both a relative newcomer to civilization and a notion that is constantly opposed by other influences. The notion of disinterested inquiry, or considering x for its own sake, first arose among a group of Ionian philosophers who are generally known as the Pre-Socratics.
Preparation of this paper was facilitated by a grant from the National Science and Engineering Research Council of Canada. I am indebted to Gerald Cupchik for editorial comments, but as some of the references suggest, my greatest intellectual debt for the thoughts expressed in this chapter is to Christine Furedy. Our interdisciplinary collaboration has been based on her back​ground in history and anthropology and mine in psychology and philosophy, as well as our shared belief in the value of disinterested inquiry as it was espoused by a number of academics at the University of Sydney during our undergraduate education there in the late fifties and early sixties.
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They were the first to demonstrate "thinking about the world in the Greek way" (Burnet, 1930, p. v), and laid the foundation for a problem- rather than person-oriented approach to both scientific and literary fields of inquiry.
In terms of scientific fields, it is just this phenomenon-centered aspect that was missing from an otherwise technically advanced civilization like the one in Babylon, which had a well-developed discipline of nonscientific astrology but no genuine science of astronomy. To look at the heavens in the Babylonian way is to engage in observation and quantified data-gathering activities, but these observations are made from an interested perspective. That is, the movements of the heavenly bodies are not viewed astronomically as phenom​ena of interest in their own right. They are rather seen astrologically as being related to individual and (in the ancient world before an important battle) groups of human lives. In contrast, the Greeks, who amassed far less infor​mation about those movements than the Babylonians, nevertheless developed astronomy, because they treated those movements as problems to be consid​ered for their own sake rather than in relation to individual or societal con​cerns.
Disinterestedness, moreover, is not only a new concept but also a frail one that can be destroyed by opposing forces. Sometimes the opposition between inquiry and ideology is explicit and obvious, as was the case with Galileo's heliocentric position and the church's opposition to it. Clearly, the church (and society) had an interested attitude regarding the issue of whether the sun rather than the earth was a stationary body, the interest being not in the truth of Galileo's heliocentric assertion but in the relation of this assertion to church doctrine. Galileo's public recantation constitutes bowing to this interested approach in the face of torture. On the other hand, his private (and probably apocryphal) sotto voce remark "E pur si muove" (And yet it moves) denied the public recantation. The content of the remark encapsulates the disinterested approach; the remark's sotto voce form illustrates the frailty of the approach when it is threatened by societal force.
At other times (and here reference to modern times is more apt), the opposition between inquiry and ideology is less clear, and can be found in a single scientist. One reason for the problem is that, in one sense, ideological and applied concerns are often necessary if inquiry-oriented concerns are to be satisfied. Galileo was able to persuade his patron to fund a telescope not on the ground that this would enable information to be gathered about whether Jupiter had moons, but because the telescope would be useful in war through providing early warning of the approach of a hostile naval fleet. In that instance, the applied and basic research aspects appeared to mesh nicely (although there appeared to be dubious ethics involved, since Galileo falsely claimed to have invented the telescope), but clearly there are cases where the two quite different sorts of concerns come into conflict. A recent modern example is that of the cold-fusion claims in that "hardest" of all sciences,
16
John Furedy
physics, where it is rather obvious that the motivation to obtain funding for the project (and fame for the scientists involved) overrode concern for ac​curate investigation of what is the case.
Still, it is important to recognize that not only the scientists involved, but also the public, have been made uneasy by the way in which cold fusion has been treated. This in itself is evidence for the influence of the disinterested approach. In the long term, of course, the soundness of a civilization's ap​plications depends on the disinterested approach and the ability of at least some individuals to devote themselves to considering problems for their own sake rather than purely in relation to social or personal goals.
The life of Socrates represents the epitome of the disinterested, issue-oriented approach. That life, summarized in the epitaph "The unexamined life is not worth living" (or, more precisely, "The uninquiring life is not the life for man"), provided a classic illustration of philosophy as the "love of knowledge," or the passion for disinterested inquiry. The strength of this passion is dramatically illustrated by such dialogues as the Phaedo, which includes a description of Socrates' death by forced suicide. In this dialogue, rather than make plans for his escape (which would have been relatively easy to effect), he goes on with the business of inquiry until the end.
A less dramatic but in one sense more powerful illustration of the impor​tance of critical discussion and inquiry for Socrates is another dialogue, the Euthyphro. Here the initial ironic and pretended purpose of Socrates is to get help from Euthyphro, the "expert" on matters pious, for his own defense against the charge of the Athenians that he has been acting impiously in "corrupting the youth." It is not hard to see why Euthyphro does not initially see through Socrates, since the latter's life literally hangs on refuting the charge. However, as the dialogue develops, it becomes clear that Socrates is not "interested" in winning his court case, but is rather engaged in a disin​terested inquiry into the nature of piety and, even more generally, into the nature of definitions. In view of the danger he is in, Socrates' behavior is unadaptive in a narrow, political sense, but that behavior is not really naive. He is well aware that the Athenians, the "many," are less influenced by reasoning than by rhetoric, and that therefore a logical demonstration of the internal contradictions involved in accusing him of impious behavior will be of little use. Still, as he says, "though the many can kill us, that is no reason for setting their opinion above the knowledge of the wise," and it is this "wisdom" or search for knowledge that drives him on.
There is a sense in which such passion for inquiry produces political in​eptitude. It does appear to be the height of ineptitude to be executed on a youth corruption charge when one is a 70-year-old Athenian citizen in good standing with an outstanding military record. Even to be found guilty of such a charge suggests political naivety, but it is the height of incompetence to fail to get off with a lighter sentence - which the court was eager to provide to
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save itself from the embarrassment of meting out capital punishment. Socrates was responsible for his failure to avoid execution, because he exercised his right as a citizen to propose his own penalty in a fundamentally polarizing way. He proposed a penalty which was light to the point of absurdity and hence no penalty at all - that he be paid by the state to continue to talk about piety, justice, and the like until the end of his natural life, a sort of super-tenured position in modern terms. This move, of course, broke the prime rule of political disputation: Never back your opponent into a corner, espe​cially through logical means. Still, as a tactic in purely rational argument, it was entirely sound, because it demonstrated, through a form of reductio ad absurdum, the logical difficulties involved in the corruption-of-the-youth charge. Socrates, then, by the legal step of proposing an absurdly light penalty, used logic to maneuver his political opponents into being forced to kill him.
Of course, in terms of his own presumed aims, Socrates' behavior was not inept. Assuming those aims to be the advancement of inquiry and of disin​terestedness, or of "looking at the world in the Greek way," Socrates' last "campaign" can be considered a total success. Such a campaign was served better by his death through forced suicide than if he had died a few years later from natural causes. The impact on inquiry, moreover, does not lie in the specific solutions that Socrates offered to problems, or even in the specific problems that interested him. Certainly his affirmative answer to the question of whether the soul is immortal (the central problem examined in the Phaedo) is neither original nor particularly illuminating, especially as many thinkers today would dismiss the question itself as one that cannot properly be raised. So it is not so much the problems that Socrates raised and the solutions he offered that are his lasting contribution, but rather the disinterested approach that his life manifested.
The concept of disinterested criticism grows naturally out of a life of inquiry, it being the essence of inquiry that propositions be subjected to critical ap​praisal. The outstanding characteristic of the disinterested critic is that he or she is neither hostile nor sympathetic, because attention is on the issue under discussion or the proposition being put forward and not on the person or proponent of the proposition. Nor does the critic necessarily have to be an expert in the area that subsumes the subject under examination, because the focus is on the proposition rather than on the proposition maker, on what is being said rather than on who says it. The clash is between ideas rather than persons in any genuinely disinterested inquiry, and of course understanding is advanced to the extent that such a conflict-of-ideas approach predominates.
Berlyne as a modern exemplar of the Socratic approach to inquiry
The relatively short but academically influential life of Daniel E. Berlyne (1924-76) shows a number of parallels to that of Socrates, and these have
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been explored elsewhere (Furedy, 1979; Furedy & Furedy, 1979, 1981). For present purposes, where the main focus is on inter- and intradisciplinary discourse, it is most relevant to concentrate on his undergraduate days at Cambridge University (1941-2), when he was involved in a choice between disciplines of specialization while at the same time being constantly stimulated by interdisciplinary discussion.
The choice for Berlyne lay between the study of modern languages (which was the area of specialization that he began with at university and in which he had a superb school record) and the more empirical (and scientific) area of psychology. He had become disillusioned with the prospect of being a scholar of modern languages for the rest of his life (Furedy & Furedy, 1981, p. 5) and so made the switch to experimental psychology. This decision was described by Berlyne as the most agonizing one of his life, and it is obvious that a number of practical problems troubled him. In the first place, he was moving from an area where he had proven himself (in a highly streamed school system) into one in which there was no guarantee that he would do as well. In this respect, it is important to note that in the British educational system (much more so than in North America), the class of honors obtained as an undergraduate stamped an academic for life.1 Secondly, he had no formal training in experimental psychology courses (e.g., experimental design, statistics, etc.). These factors, nevertheless, were in the end outweighed by the disadvantages of an academic life of literary criticism, which held no prospect for really original work, and which consequently he no longer re​garded as stimulating in the long run (Furedy & Furedy, 1981, p. 5). So he made the choice to pursue inquiry into what interested him rather than to stick with what he knew he could do extremely well.
Within the discipline of psychology, Berlyne began and continued to march to his own rhythm (Furedy & Furedy, 1979). As an undergraduate, although he regarded his supervisor, F. Bartlett, with intellectual respect, he was un​sympathetic to the human-factors and cognitive approach of the British school, and admired instead the learning/motivation approach based on animal ex​perimentation of the American, Hullian, school. It is also interesting to note that his enthusiasm was based solely on reading these Hullian papers and not at all on personal contact with Hull or his students. At St. Andrews, as in Cambridge, his enthusiasm for animal experimental psychology was not shared by his colleagues, and yet when he reached the nirvana of Hullian psychology in America he soon acquired the reputation of being "too cog​nitive," because he argued for nonbiologically based drives like curiosity. Near the end of his career, however, he was considered to be "not cognitive enough," and one of his last papers on this subject (Berlyne, 1975) is a humorous, though serious, appeal for a return to at least some of the Hullian principles.2 In addition, this paper also opposes ad hominem arguments (which are inevitable in any school-oriented approach) and advocates a return to
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focusing on the broad principles of behavior itself rather than following the latest fads (i.e., what is currently being said about that behavior).
From our interviews and reading of Berlyne's papers (Furedy & Furedy, 1981), it seems apparent that the most stimulating period of his life was during his undergraduate days at Cambridge, where much of the discussion was, by definition, interdisciplinary. One of our sources is an interview conducted with Berlyne by R. C. Myers in 1973 as part of a historical work on eminent Canadian psychologists; this interview, which has been transcribed, will here be cited as BMI. Of that period, Berlyne recalled that he "would invite people in to tea or coffee and you would talk, talk over crumpets till two o-clock in the morning. And this is the sort of thing [where] we learned most" (BMI, p. 44). In addition, his general practice was to do no course-related work after 5 p.m. but to devote his evenings to "something educational but not that contributed to the courses" (p. 44). This sort of social interaction was something that Berlyne first experienced at Cambridge. During his school days he "had been rather isolated" because "I didn't particularly want to go and join in the things that the other boys seemed to be interested in" (p. 52).
Moreover, as I have indicated, Berlyne himself was a relative outsider in his own discipline. The "exciting" (BMI, p. 52) discussions he had outside the classroom in Cambridge (and those often are the most important discus​sions) were generally with people who did not specialize in psychology. In such interdisciplinary discussions of a given topic, some disciplines are usually more relevant than others. So the question determines the "dominant" dis​cipline, and this in turn determines who is the expert and who is the amateur. But to the extent that the discussion is topic rather than authority oriented, both the expert and the amateur have important roles. The amateur, in particular, can bring fresh light to bear on the issues, and this was something that Berlyne was particularly good at. Indeed, even in intradisciplinary dis​cussions concerning a specific subarea, the nonspecialist or amateur can make significant contributions if he or she is prepared to assume the disinterested critic role. I have elsewhere detailed two examples of such intradisciplinary contributions from Berlyne during the latter part of his life, when we were colleagues at the University of Toronto (Furedy, 1979). It is this sort of problem-oriented intellectual discussion that is truly fruitful for generating new ideas and sharpening old ones through the process of disinterested crit​icism. The next section will briefly consider some of the principles behind such successful communication, employing some aspects of Berlyne's career as illustrative examples.
Principles of successful intellectual communication
There are, of course, many communications that are not intellectual in the sense meant here. Blatantly explicit propaganda is an obvious example, but
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many forms of academic communication are not really intellectual. Com​munication of the successful intellectual sort requires that it be genuinely problem oriented, so that all parties to the discussion are open to a change of mind. Moreover, such a change of mind would need to be dictated by characteristics of the problem under discussion rather than by extrinsic con​siderations such as the relative power or authority of the participants in the discussion. In theory, the concept of the community of scholars is based on the notion of disinterested, discussion-oriented inquiry, although any realistic account will recognize that, in practice, political considerations also play a role.1
In what follows, I suggest six principles of successful intellectual commu​nication. As my comments should indicate, I do not regard these principles as formulas that can be readily and simply applied in any situation.
/. Intellectual force as the criterion for argument strength. This principle really asserts the criterion of rationality in evaluating arguments. The contrast is between rationality and authority in the power sense of the latter term. Fur​ther, what is rational in a scientific discussion may not be the same in a literary one. Also, it needs to be recognized that authority (scientific or literary) may be appealed to, where such authority involves expertise about the problem under consideration, and it may be difficult to differentiate between power-based and expertise-based authority. In arguments between experts and am​ateurs, the experts are more often likely to be right. The discussion loses its intellectual character, however, when this statistical fact is implicitly trans​formed into a universal law, so that it is the proposition maker rather than the proposition that is really being assessed.
2. Common ground of agreement. It is a matter of logic that to examine a
given assumption, other assumptions must be granted. So any intellectual
debate must have a common ground of agreement. Indeed, as a general
principle, the more common ground there is, the more the opposition between
differing points of view is likely to be clarified. Moreover, often the argument
itself will illuminate not only the points of conflict but also the nature of the
common ground. Quite frequently, participants in an argument will be sur​
prised to find that they agree on propositions about which they thought they
disagreed and vice versa.
3. Opinions strongly stated, but not dogmatically held. This principle is prob​
ably the one that most clearly distinguishes political from intellectual debate.
In the former sort of debate, positions are protected from refutation by being
stated weakly so as to avoid polarization and reach compromise. In contrast,
Lykken (1990, p. 657) has recently cited Paul Meehl (an eminent theoretical
psychologist) recalling a discussion group of his high-school days, where "it
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was excusable to make a mistake ... but the unpardonable sin was to refuse to recognize that you had committed a fallacy, formal or material, when it was pointed out."
4. Readiness to consider definitional issues. This principle is often attacked
implicitly by people who want to get on with the job, and those raising
definitional issues are said to be arguing about the number of angels who can
dance on the head of a pin. There is a grain of truth in such criticisms,
especially if the consideration of definitional issues is taken to mean their
ultimate solution (i.e., coming up with definitions that are completely satis​
factory to all participants in the discussion). That is an unrealistic goal, but
it is the case that definitional arguments can be useful for clarifying points of
conflict (as well as of agreement). In interdisciplinary discussion, definitional
considerations are especially important, because different disciplines often
use the same terms with different meanings. Confusion about such definitional
divergences will insure that specialists in different disciplines will be arguing
at cross purposes, quite aside from any substantive disagreements that they
may have. However, even in intradisciplinary arguments, definitional ques​
tions can be illuminating. In particular, the amateur can raise issues that the
expert takes for granted concerning basic distinctions. So, as detailed else​
where (Furedy, 1979, p. 96), Berlyne, by asking me to define the distinction
between "explicitly unpaired" and "truly random," led me to see that the
first term in each of those two expressions was meaningless.
5. A de-emphasis of emotional/tact considerations. It is important to recognize
that to espouse this principle is not to deny that emotional factors are im​
portant in any discussion. And because of emotional factors, arguments made
in an unnecessarily tactless manner are likely to be poorly received even if
their content is valid. Still, when there is a conflict between avoiding hurting
a participant's feelings and considering a specific problem, it is the latter aim
that has to prevail. This principle is dramatically illustrated in the Phaedo.
The topic under discussion is whether the soul is immortal, and while Socrates
(about to die) argues for the affirmative, his two favorite students, Simmias
and Cebes, argue for the negative. Under the circumstances, this is the height
of tactlessness, but they are not Socrates' disciples (as seems to be implied
by the North American expression "X PhD" to denote an individual whose
thesis supervisor was X, which at least implicitly suggests that the views of
the individual and X are concurrent, the individual having worked "under"
X), but his students (i.e., his fellow inquirers into truth).
On the other hand, the problem-centered de-emphasis of tact should not be confused with a cut-and-thrust style of debate that is sometimes manifested by certain English academics, where the object is not to advance understand​ing of the problem but rather to demonstrate one's own cleverness. It is
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probably the case that such mental exercise sharpens the mind, but it is debate oriented rather than discussion or problem oriented. One difficulty in inter​disciplinary interchanges is that it is all too easy for experts to score debating points without advancing understanding of the problem being considered.
6. The principle of intrinsic interest. For purposes of discussion, there has to be suspension of the evaluation of the overall significance, relevance, or usefulness of the topic. This principle is really an elaboration of the notion of disinterested interest in problems, a notion that I developed at the begin​ning of this chapter. Now, even in intradisciplinary discussions, but more markedly in interdisciplinary ones, the participants will differ about the ul​timate significance of the topic under discussion. These differences, indeed, constitute a legitimate area of inquiry in some other discussion. However, the working assumption of the participants discussing the topic in question must be that of intrinsic interest: The question must be considered to be of interest for its own sake.
Conclusions
In this opening chapter, I have stated but not defended in detail some prin​ciples that underlie disinterested criticism and intellectually fruitful inter- and intradisciplinary discourse. There is, perhaps, a principle that underlies all these principles, and that is the principle of rejecting all forms of ad hominem arguments. Crude ad hominem arguments are easy to identify and are hence easy to dismiss. However, a more subtle form of ad hominem argumentation, I suggest, is that which purports to make valid judgments about the degree of significance of various questions that are raised. In fact, these judgments are quite subjective, and vary not only between but also within disciplines. As Berlyne said, "Not a single psychologist has ever done a piece of work that the majority of psychologists consider worthwhile" (BMI, p. 216). More​over, even if the majority of experts consider a particular approach to be correct, this may often be a matter of shifting fashions. Subjectivity is not eliminated on the award of a doctorate, and it is the mark of intellectually fruitful discourse that the question at hand is considered for its own sake rather than in terms of how significant it is thought to be by even a majority of experts.
Notes
I It must be remembered that when Berlyne was an undergraduate, the doctoral degree was often not a prerequisite for scholarly achievement in the British system. Aside from that, the first degree was held to be critical, perhaps partly because of the nineteenth-century tradition of using it to select politicians for high office. So, for example, "seven of the fifteen members of Mr Gladstone's first Cabinet had taken Firsts in Classics at either Oxford or Cambridge"
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(Rose. 1969, p. 55), and Curzon himself (later the Governor General of India and laden with academic and political honors), despite "the academic serenity he later achieved.. . could never afterward recall having been placed in the Second Class without a twinge of dismay" (p. 56). Moreover, the "rest of his life, he is said to have declared, would have been spent in showing the examiners how wrong they have been."
2 It is also an interesting bit of evidence for Berlyne's outsider status that, although this paper
was based on his presidential address to Division I of the American Psychological Association
(APA), the APA's journal, the American Psychologist, rejected the paper.
3 Political and problem-oriented considerations can conflict, and sometimes insufficient aware​
ness of the former sort of consideration can have unforeseen negative consequences for the
politically naive. To illustrate, in 1957 Berlyne was on leave at Berkeley from the University
of St. Andrews, having obtained his PhD at Yale in the mid 1950s. He was also hoping for a
tenure-stream appointment, and his academic record justified his hope. He thought that he
could increase his chances, as well as making an intellectual contribution, by arranging for an
eminent Polish psychologist, Jerzy Konorsky, to come and give a colloquium. In an interview
given to Myers (1973). Berlyne considers this to have been a coup, since it was the first time
a psychologist from behind the Iron Curtain had lectured in America. But politically, given
the McCarthyite atmosphere in America (which a politically sensitive person would surely
have noticed) - according to interviews conducted in the late 1970s with his contemporaries
at the time - Berlyne's contribution was more a coup de grace to his hopes for a tenure-stream
position (which he never obtained during this period). Specifically, the view of a contemporary
colleague whom I interviewed in 1978 was that Berlyne was implicitly branded as a fellow
traveler (or worse), especially as he was of Russian descent and spoke the language (among
many others).
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