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Sophism Revisited: Response to Furedy
The article by Palladino et al. (1981) presented, in highly condensed form, an outline of some of the main points of a two-hour symposium on the topic "Biofeedback in the Un​dergraduate Curriculum." The original texts presented at the symposium exceeded 50 manuscript pages and included detailed outlines of courses, a list of over 70 journals, sample journal references, and the titles of but a few cassettes that contain major addresses or recorded versions of papers by experts in the area of biofeedback. This material was reduced to six pages in the Teaching of Psychology version of the symposium, omitting many points for the sake of brevity. In fact, the manuscript was reduced during the editorial process three times. However, even the 50 + pages of symposium text did not completely describe what each contributor said.
The objectives of this symposium were to provide the reader with information about biofeedback in several under​graduate curricula, and to present readers with a variety of resources which could be used as guides to instructors or departments wishing to offer biofeedback courses or to integrate the topic of biofeedback into already existing courses. Palladino discussed the results of a survey of undergraduate chairpersons regarding the role biofeedback played in their curricula. Tryon surveyed the available bio​feedback instruments. Johnson discussed the history of the continuing development of a course in the principles of biofeedback at Moravian College. Motiff described a clinical biofeedback experience available to undergraduates at Hope College. Rich discussed the pedagogy and ethics of an undergraduate research-treatment program at Catawba Col​lege. Finally, Zweig described an undergraduate workshop in biofeedback held at Salisbury State College. Furedy (1982) correctly observed that this cross-section of topics (a) did not concentrate heavily upon the definition of biofeedback, and (b) did not exhaustively review and evaluate the literature on the effectiveness of biofeedback.
Furedy could have written to the appropriate presenters to inquire about the extent to which the courses and workshop entailed examination of the definitions of biofeedback and reviewed the therapeutic effects of biofeedback. Asking such questions is consistent with the Socratic method, which Furedy supports. He did not ask questions. If he had asked these questions and found that definitional and outcome material was covered, then Furedy's response could have been that this information was omitted from our presentations. Now, if the answer to Furedy's potential questions had been that definitional and outcome material was not covered in the course work, then he might have argued in favor of greater coverage of these topics in the future. Such a response would have been a more professional way to deal with the issue. Furedy did not opt to ask these questions; instead he chose to write "from a more critical pedagogical perspective" advo​cating the Socratic method. If one remembers that the Socratic method rests on inquiry and objective evidence, then it is significant to find that Furedy's "critical" comments rely primarily on his perception of the authors' attitudes, spirit, impressions, appearances, and focus! The authors are further accused of inconsistency: There is no expectation or requirement that symposium participants must agree with each other. The sectioned format of the journal article clearly indicates that we presented a variety of approaches to biofeedback. Furthermore, there is no reason why six faculty members at six different institutions must have consistent viewpoints about biofeedback.
Furedy identifies himself as "an expert" and then notes that the experts cannot agree on a definition of biofeedback. After acknowledging that there are competing definitions, Furedy presents the "adequate definition" which we are told must be restricted "to instrumentally learned regulations." Yet, elsewhere he claims "that the terminology of operant conditioning is not an essential part of the argument, it not being necessary to regard biofeedback as merely a case of operant conditioning" (Furedy & Riley, 1982, p. 82). Obvi​ously this is not consistent with the definition that states "Biofeedback refers ... to instrumental as opposed to classical conditioning" (Furedy, 1982).
To suggest, as Furedy does, that biofeedback refers to instrumental learning is certainly a restricting conclusion. Further, to imply that this analysis and definition is the final statement, is indeed uncritical. The history of psychology is replete with examples of those who hastily prejudge an outcome. Indeed, students should be informed of the various definitions of biofeedback. For example, Johnson lists sam​ple elements of his course beginning with the question "What is biofeedback?" and describes his course as presenting biofeedback "from a variety of theoretical frameworks, mod​els, levels of analysis, and applications" (p. 205).
Furedy also suggests that there is a "problem of educa​tional focus." He perceives the focus to be "pragmatist and Sophistic in the extreme" and notes that the summary sentence describes the papers as "very helpful to depart​ments planning increased emphasis on biofeedback training." The fact that the authors did not write this summary statement is apparently irrelevant. Clearly there was a variety of viewpoints presented in the article. For example, Johnson wrote "it is not the intent of our department to encourage undergraduates to engage in the practice of biofeedback" (p. 205). Motiffs "clinical biofeedback experience" occurs after students have taken seven courses and labs in psychol​ogy, including courses in physiological psychology in which the principles, methods, and literature of biofeedback are explained. Neither an uncritical attitude nor a sophistic approach characterizes the role of biofeedback at Hope College.
Furedy is critical of Rich's research-treatment program at Catawba College, a program that has incorporated both classical and experiential forms of education in a teaching-learning-helping situation. Rich's concern with no-treatment control groups is an important ethical issue that goes unmentioned by Furedy. Are ethics not a part of the liberal arts curriculum? Rich suggested that "the results of such research could well be an anathema to research purists who will not be able to draw Verifiable absolutes' from this work" (p. 207). Much of Rich's pedagogy and research concerning the individualization of biofeedback is based on papers presented at the Southeastern Psychological Association meetings, papers which have been co-authored by Catawba students. These references were deleted due to space constraints.
Sophism Revisited: A Closer Look. Furedy notes that any treatment of a topic should employ supportive and critical references. Clearly he is arguing for a balanced presentation, based on objective evidence. Furedy notes that while Sophis​tic criticism is subjective (i.e., based on the Homo mensura doctrine), Socratic criticism is objective (Furedy & Furedy, 1982). Let us apply' these standards to his comments regarding the alleged "problem of scholarship." The authors maintain that Furedy has questioned their scholarship on fallacious grounds. For example:
1.
Furedy observes that a reference to a text by Blanchard and Epstein (1978) appears in the article. He declares this text to be "supportive" of biofeedback. (Note the absence of objective evidence.) However, it is preposterous to question the scholarship of others just because one views a text as "supportive." It is especially biased when none of the authors used this text. The text was cited only because some survey respondents used it (see Palladino et al. 1981, p. 203). Note that Furedy fails to report texts actually used by the authors (e.g.. Gatchel & Price, 1979; Hassett, 1978).

2.
Furedy cites the omission of "the well-known review article by Blanchard and Young (1973)" in the Psychological Bulletin which criticizes the promise of biofeedback. Pointing out this "omission" is particularly interesting since an updated review (Blanchard, 1979) of this particular topic (i.e., cardiovascular biofeedback) is included in the Gatchel and Price (1979) text to which we did make reference. Although some individuals (Furedy & Riley, 1982) view the 1973 article as "very recent" (p. 76), it is clear that there are more up-to-date and complete references.

3.
The inclusion of three sample periodicals is criticized because a journal of "prime relevance" is omitted.  No evidence is presented for this conclusion. Furthermore, se​lected articles of importance to biofeedback from this journal of "prime relevance" are regularly reprinted in full in Biofeed​back and Self-Control, one of three sample periodicals listed.

4.
The authors are criticized for being biased in their presen​tation of references. While we never intended to present an exhaustive list of references, it is significant to observe that Furedy fails to mention critical references included in the article (e.g., Gatchel & Price, 1979; Keefe & Surwit, 1978; Miller, 1978; Surwit & Keefe. 1978).
Furedy chose to comment on the symposium report in a way that does not reflect favorably on one who advocates the Socratic method. He did not put questions to any of the participants. Rather, he observed that topics he would have written about were not included. He made no attempt to present a balanced statement of what the symposium presenters actually wrote. His conclusion was that the report exhibited "a rather uncritical attitude" and evidenced a "problem of scholarship." He failed to consider alternatives (a violation of the Socratic method), for example, that the symposium, and the written account of it, had an agenda and scope different from his own. Hence Furedy criticized Palladino et al. (1981) for offering their particular symposium and written account rather than the symposium he would have offered. Construing omissions as necessarily reflecting an "uncritical attitude" and a "problem of scholarship" is soph​ism at its worst. Leaping to negative conclusions about the intellectual abilities of others without considering alternative interpretations is not the Socratic method at its best. After presenting his "adequate definition of biofeedback," criticiz​ing the authors for not including a favorite article, or a favorite journal, and apparently not teaching his way to satisfy his educational focus, Furedy proceeds to accuse the authors of indoctrination!
Such ad hominem arguments should be easily recog​nized by the scientific community and dismissed according​ly. In sum, those who wrap the robe of Socrates tightly about their shoulders would do well to first see that the robe fits.
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