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Socratic versus Sophistic Strains in the Teaching of

Undergraduate Psychology: Implicit Conflicts Made Explicit
John J. Furedy, University of Toronto

and Christine Furedy, York University
Recognition of the Socratic-Sophistic
continuum may help to clarify some of the
troublesome conflicts in educational practice
The purpose of this paper is to discuss a number of implicit conflicts in the theory and practice of education These conflicts stemming from two differing approaches to education which we will call Socratic and Sophistic have particular relevance to the teaching of undergraduate psy- chology in the last two decades
It was in Athens during the lime of Socrates that the distinction between the approaches first and most clearly emerged Perhaps the most important contrast hinges on the difference between enquiry and persuasion. Enquiry is directed at the phenomena of nature rather than at influencing or persuading people to change their minds. The Socratic dictum about the supreme value of the "examined or
enquiring life contrasts with the dictum of the leading Sophist Protagoras, that "man is the measure of all things. Consis​tent with this difference between enquiry and persuasion is the fact that whereas Socrates and his followers concentrated on logic, the Sophists focussed on rhetoric (And it is of interest to note that in his trial Socrates clearly failed in terms of rhetoric and persuasion, although on strictly logical grounds, it was his accusers who were inconsistent and confused, rather than he.)
The issues which arise from conflict between the Socratic and Sophistic approaches are as relevant today as they were then. In medieval education the two strains were still explicitly differentiated in terms of logic versus rhetoric.   In modern

North American education, explicit differentiation has been lost perhaps because the Sophistic approach has acquired negative connotations no one wants to argue for rhetorical sophistry as the central aim of education. However, the traditions persist implicitly as elements in philosophies of education. For example, the emphasis on curiosity, and an interest in the subject matter for its own sake stems from the Socratic strain. On the other hand, to the extent that education seeks to produce good citizens, an aim which is almost universally accepted,1 the aim is akin to the Sophistic one of indoctrination rather than the Socratic one of enquiry. Similarly, those who argue that an important function of a university education is to produce more rounded personalities—and this argument too is widely accepted—are implicitly adopting the Protagorean Homo mensura doctrine
The two strains are not merely different; they also conflict in ways that reflect the original Socratic-Sophistic conflict between enquiry and indoctrination. Current manifestations of this conflict will be discussed below They include the opposition between objective and subjective modes of criticism so called "pure” and "applied” research, and the contrast between realist and instrumentalist views of the function of theories in modern science
We recognize, of course, that the dichotomy between the two approaches that we have proposed is unreal in the sense that there probably is no educator who consistently advo​cates and practices only one or the other approach. The dichotomy, indeed, may well be unreal even when applied to the two chief Athenian protagonists. Protagoras or any other teacher could not teach without some interest in the subject that he was teaching, and in fact Protagoras did make important contributions to philosophical enquiry. Nor is it likely that Socrates sole concern was always enquiry, and it may be assumed that his teaching had marked effects, not only on cognitive but also on personality structures of his pupils We prefer to regard the Socratic and Sophistic positions as marking of a continuum It is a continuum of importance for educational policy and practice.
Both short and long-term decisions that are made in, education may be considerably affected by the position taken on the Socratic-Sophistic continuum. To pinpoint one’s own position, one must explicitly recognize the possible conflicts between the Socratic and Sophistic extremes. This sort of examination within a group of educators can result in political polarization, and is therefore often avoided. Yet to the extent that one wants to make policy decisions in a rational and consistent way one needs to clarify the conflict between the two educational strains, even it there is a price to be paid in the emotional turmoil that polarization can produce. This principle holds for education in general and hence for the leaching of current undergraduate psychology in particular.

Making Decisions.  More specifically clarification of the conflict will help in the making of decisions about a number of currently relevant issues. Consider curriculum development. From a strictly Socratic view, the curriculum is determined solely by advances in the subject of the enquiry. Considera​tions of current popularity are irrelevant. Take, for example the fact that the number of courses in animal learning have declined over the last two decades in flavor of such areas as human development This curricular change would be justi​fied from a Sophistic view merely by demonstrating that more students and/or researchers want to deal with human devel​opment than with animal learning. A Socratic approach would require evidence that in the past 20 years there had been greater advance in the human development field than in the animal learning field. The first view is an application of the Homo mensura doctrine its extreme version would allow course offerings to be decided by levels of student enrollment.
Another set of decisions relate to teaching methods. Methods compatible with a Socratic approach would not show any great concern for making a subject relevant to the student’s immediate needs. The assumption, rather, would be that the student would not be studying the subject if he/she had no interest in it. Further, the Socratic approach includes the critical questioning of all assumptions, and this can often make the student feel uneasy. These negative feelings, however, would be ignored in a Socratic way of teaching, as being relevant only to the person or man, and not to the subject. On the other hand, a Sophistic concern with the "man” naturally leads to teaching methods of a different sort, in which making the subject seem relevant (to the student's needs) is very important and in which criticisms of the student might be withheld to avoid creating negative feelings about the subject and the teacher which are assumed to inhibit learning.
In the writing and presentation of texts the difference in the two approaches is obvious. A text in the Socratic tradition makes no concession to such factors as perceived rele​vance, attractiveness, or level of reading skills in the student. An example of such a text in the Socratic tradition is Woodworth and Schlosberg's Experimental Psychology (1953),2 which is logically organized and describes the field well but is not constructed for student appeal. Examples of texts written and prepared in the Sophistic tradition abound They are relevant in relating psychology to “life”, they contain many pictures which are designed not so much to illustrate the logic of the subject but to arouse the interest of the student; they are designed for very easy reading, and therefore often lack scholarly referencing. An extreme case of the last feature was Psychology Today's recent venture into the introductory market written by some 30 authors who are identified only at the end of the book so that it is unclear who wrote what. In combination with the lack of scholarly referenc​ing, this method of text writing makes it almost impossible to check on or criticize the contents. Such criticism, of course, is the essence of the Socratic approach. For the extreme Sophistic approach on the other hand, it is the message's "medium” rather than its content that is important.
A subtle but important difference between the two ap​proaches to undergraduate texts is what might be called the distinction between subject-centered versus star-centered methods for selecting references for the guidance of stu​dents. A rather blatant, but apparently unnoticed, example of the latter method occurred in Goldstein. Krantz and Rains (1965) entitled Controversial Issues in Learning, and written specifically for the education of undergraduates. One of the papers selected was Kendler’s (1952) article on the central bone of contention between Hullian S-R theory and Tokmanian cognitive-expectancy theory, the problem of what is learned. Kendler s claim was that this was not a genuine empirical issue but merely a pseudo-problem or a matter of

semantic preference. The selection of this paper by Goldstein et al. is eminently reasonable not only from the point of view of the Sophistic approach, but also from that of the Socratic. The Socratic grounds for selecting Kendler's paper have to do with its importance for the subject matter of psychology. The paper deals with what is still a significant dispute today: that between S-R and the cognitive positions It also raises the still relevant issue of what are genuinely empirical questions and what are merely semantic-preference questions in psycholo​gy. The inclusion of Kendler's paper, then, in no way shows a Sophistic bias.
What does show a selective favoring of the Sophistic approach by Goldstein et al. (1965), is their omission of a paper by Ritchie (1953), which was not only a specific reply to Kendler's (1952) paper, but was also the paper that was most dearly opposed to Kendler's position. Moreover, not only do Goldstein et al. not include Ritchie's paper in their book; they do not even reference it. Instead, the "interested reader" is referred to papers by "Campbell (1954), Rozeboom (1958), and Smedslund (1953)" for "some of the reactions to, and comments upon" Kendler's article (Goldstein et al.. 1965. p 2). Puzzling though this is from a Socratic outlook, Goldstein et al. have selected appropriately. From a Sophistic point of view their first criterion of inclusion in their book is that the paper be "classic" which they define as "frequently cited by workers in the area." Frequency of citation is influenced at least partly by the eminence of the author, and both in terms of citation and in terms of eminence, the inclusion of Kendler's, Campbell's and Rozeboom's papers, rather than Ritchie's is reasonable. If a premium is laid on the nature of the subject matter (i.e.. a subject-centered rather than star-centered approach) adequate presentation of a controversy for under-graduates (or for any other audience) should include the two most opposed positions on an issue, regardless of what the moat influential people have said about it.
This stress on the subject-oriented, thorough criticism is also reflected in the contrast between Socratic and Sophistic modes of assignments given to students. In the former mode, the emphasis is on discussion, entailing the critical evaluation of competing positions and the attempt to question an underlying assumptions of each position. This differs from the persuasive exposition of a particular position, which is a rhetorical aim. For instance, a Socratic assignment for a major term paper in a Cognitive Psychology course would demand that students state and criticize the assumptions underlying to approach of this position rather than show that they could persuasively apply the position to explain psychological phenomena.
The Socratic emphasis may also be applied to courses as a whole. For example, a course in the philosophy of psychology, which focuses on the role of theory in psychology (see, for example, Furedy, Riley and Furedy, 1981) emphasizes enquiry. The aim is not to teach students what the role of theory is, but rather to force them to develop, and rationally defend, their own position on this question. The final example of relevance to the Socratic-Sophistic contrast is what may be regarded as the pinnacle of undergraduate education: con​duct and evaluation of (thesis) research. It is most common to have the faculty supervisor not only assume major responsibility for the conduct of the research, but also to be a major or often to only) evaluator of the final version of the thesis. We see this procedure as Sophistic rather than Socratic, because it does not ensure that the basic, underlying assump​tions of to work are subjected to critical scrutiny, the supervisor having a degree of vested interest in the work. Such scrutiny is more likely achieved if to thesis work is done according to a more Socratic "adversary model" where the thesis itself is assessed by faculty who have had nothing to do with to research, but are sufficiently knowledgeable to render a reasonably valid judgment (Furedy & Furedy, 1977) Needless to say, the assignment is thereby changed from the Student's point of view. The thesis must be written now not to please one known person (cf. the Protagorean Homo mensura view), but to withstand to criticism of unknown independent assessors.
It is clear that the goals of education may differ significantly according to one's position on to Socratic-Sophistic continuum.3 From the Socratic vantage the aim is to teach the student about a particular subject matter in a critical way so that to student learns to question and analyze all assump​tions. Whether to student's personality is thereby broad​ened, or whether his career either within or outside the University is enhanced, is of little concern. Indeed, it is not even important that within the field of psychology, the student take to same general positions as to teacher; in the end, only to method of enquiry and what is known about the subject are important. From an extreme Sophistic vantage, to opposite applies. It was in reaction to this sense of "teaching- that Socrates insisted that he himself did not "teach" but only talked to (and asked questions of) people.

Consistency.   We have discussed at some length to rele​vance of to Socratic-Sophistic conflict to decisions about curriculum development and other policy-related activities in order to suggest that understanding the influence of this conflict will increase awareness and consistency in educational policy making. Lack of consistency can be problematic within a program. For example, a curriculum developed along strict, if implicit. Socratic lines will necessarily produce chaos when combined with a text written along extreme, implicit, Sophistic lines.
It will be noted that consistency is important independent of the position that one happens to hold concerning the conflict between the Socratic and Sophistic approaches to education. Our obvious favoring of to Socratic approach is based on a number of grounds, of which to most important is to Socratic emphasis on to notion of disinterested enquiry, of considering phenomena for their own sake.4 It can be argued that it was this emphasis that allowed education, for the first time, to be separated from politico-religious indoctrination. However, there is no question that good education also involves Sophistic components. Differences arise over the relative weight to be given to each approach. For the limited purpose of the present paper, we do not seek to resolve such arguments. Whatever the position on the Sophistic continuum, a number of current points of conflict between the two approaches can be recognized. We turn now to a brief explication of these points of conflict.
Current Points of Conflict
Objective versus Subjective Modes of Criticism.  The distinction between the two modes of criticism emerges most clearly when a given field, say physiological psychology, is being
Evaluated. In the objective (Socratic) mode, the criticism is of two sorts: inconsistency with the evidence and internal inconsistency in a body of statements that describe the field. In the subjective (Sophistic) mode, the Homo mensura doctrine it the guide, and therefore the field it evaluated in relation to peoples' opinions about it. In terms of students' opinions, the expressions common to such a subjective evaluation are the well-known ones such as "relevance," and whether or not a course or professor "communicates." More behavioral measures of subjective evaluation are ratings5 and enrollment numbers in a given course. The student is regarded more as a consumer than as a learner, and in this mode of evaluation the customer is always right.
Pure versus Applied.  This opposition it often mentioned. Where applications are thoroughly based on basic research, the two interests are complementary rather than conflicting. However, there is a conflict between what might be termed the pure and applied attitudes. The position taken in the former (Socratic) case is that enquiry or basic research is a continuously necessary prerequisite for sound technology. Not everyone must engage in enquiry, but enquiry must continue for the maintenance of a scientific civilization. It is this enquiring attitude which was to characteristic of Socra​tes and is an essential characteristic of a scientific civilization. The Socratic enquiring attitude, the willingness end even eagerness to seek explanations of the nature of things solely for the purpose of increasing knowledge rather than of achieving some human-related (i.e.. subjective) goal, is an attitude that was not significant in many great early civilizations. It is the absence of this enquiring attitude which hampered science in these great civilizations. So the Babylonians, who observed the sky extensively, developed only astrology and no astronomy. Again, both the Egyptians and Mayans developed complex calculational skills, but no geometry.
The applied altitude, on the other hand, views practical questions as preeminent. It views the above distinction between scientific and nonscientific civilization as either unimportant or invalid. Basic research is viewed either as a luxury or at best as important to get technology going but unimportant after that. Curiosity, in this view, is basically "idle" unless there are demonstrated practical benefits, in which case it is not curiosity but those benefits (for people) that is the raison d'etre.
Realism versus Instrumentalism In the Philosophy of Science.   The conflict is over what a standard text for the philosophy of science has called the issue of the "cognitive status" of theories (Nagel. 1960). According to the realist view, theories are true or false, and are strictly distinguishable from models which are simply analogies helpful in the generation (but not in the evaluation) of theories and in the organization of thought. According to the instrumentalist view, theories are neither true nor false. They, like models (the two terms are often used interchangeably) are more or less useful instru​ments, tools, or convenient fiction for the organization of thought.
This conflict touches not only professional philosophers of science. Every practicing scientist, end probably all others who have thought about science, net at least en implicit stance concerning the realist-instrumentalist conflict. For 
example, most introductory textbooks in psychology have a paragraph or two on "theory" in psychology. The typical position taken is that theories (and models)6 are appropriately evaluated not in terms of their truth or falsity, but in terms of their usefulness and fruitfulness in organizing knowledge and generating further research. This position, of course, it an instrumentalist one, and is often justified in those text by the argument that we can never be sure that a given theory is certainly true.
The instrumentalist position, which stresses usefulness and truthfulness instead of truth, it a recognizable version of tie Sophistic Protagorean Homo mensura position. A term like useful is not really qualitative in the sense of describing some property of a theory. Rather, the term is a relational one, being incomplete in the sense that one has to fill in for what or for whom the theory it "useful". The unstated referent in the relation turns out on examination, to be "man, the measure of all things", as Protagoras hat put it.7
Conflict versus Consensus Views of the Ideal Psychology Program.   The essence of the Socratic approach to educa​tion is the presentation and consideration of conflicting views. The psychology program following this model ensures this consideration by presenting opposing positions on the same topic (e.g.. social learning versus trait approaches to per-sonality). Although such presentation is possible by a single faculty member, it is more effective if different faculty members engage in intellectual conflict. Such engagements frequently arouse emotional as well as intellectual stress, and perhaps because of this, the conflict model it not common in North American psychology departments.
Another aspect of such an approach is the emphasis on external evaluation. British universities routinely do this for their undergraduate examinations, the marking of which is checked by an appointed "external examiner" who it from another university. Again, the "adversary model" arrangement for running undergraduate thesis research referred to above exemplifies this sort of external evaluation in the method used for making these theses (Furedy & Furedy, 1977). This sort of intellectual conflict can also lead to emotional end personal conflicts, inasmuch as the faculty marker can be perceived at indirectly criticizing the supervisor.
It is significant that even the most academically presti​gious North American Universities lack external evaluation not only in their undergraduate programs, but even for the endpoint of their graduate programs the doctoral examination. Most North American programs, indeed, seem to follow a program that seeks to maximize consensus and minimize intellectual conflicts. Courses are usually taught by single instructors who are totally responsible for them, so that students rarely experience intellectual conflict between faculty. Psychology is viewed by most faculty as being made up of separate areas and even approaches which do not really have very much to do with each other. Quite often the different areas such as animal behavior and animal learning (which employ en approach based on theories of conditioning and learning) are concerned with the same organism, but the treatments are different. These differences, however, ere seldom approached through pitting the two approaches against one another in intellectual debate. Rather, the two areas are presented (by separate instructors) to students as complementary ways of looking at the same thing. Again the
Sophistic strain in this sort of program is apparent, each "man" (here instructor) being "the measure" of each given approach. Moreover, in such consensus-oriented programs, at the advanced research (thesis) level, the supervisor is the sole marker of the student's work: the supervisor. then, is “the measure" of how sound the thesis is.

Some Recent Sophistic Influences

The main source of power of these Sophistic influences lies in their being largely implicit. The trends we shall list are all well known, but their effects on the direction of educational theory and practice have not been widely discussed. The influences may be distinguished in terms of whether they operate on the professor as researcher or as teacher, although it bears emphasis that the two roles are interactive rather than separate.
Professor as Researcher: The Stale of Academic, Research Psychology.  It seems fair to state that in modern academic psychology the instrumentalist dominates the realist view of the role of theory. The instrumentalism in introductory textbooks has already been mentioned. It is also the case that many books teaching undergraduates about research are presented as teaching "the game of science" to students Finally, there is the behavior of some leading researchers among whom the importance of testing and systematically comparing theories no longer seems to be important. The theory-testing. "Popperian approach" (Furedy & Arabian. 1981), does not enjoy wide support. The dominant view is that "the major function of a general theory is to provide a framework for subsequent research" (Thompson, Berry, Rinaldi & Berger 1979); that the theory be tested and systematically compared to other competing theories seems lo be less important.
This move toward instrumentalism in psychology is also evidenced by the emergence of the so-called mini-theories approach. This approach replaced the earlier grand-theories approach of Hull and Tolman. The reasons for this are not all clear, but to judge from the writings of eminent researchers of the sixties and from the textbook accounts, a major factor was the failure of extensive experimental research to provide a final arbitration of the truth of the competing grand-theoretical positions.8 One aspect of the shift to mini-theories was the reduction in scope of the phenomena to which the theories were to apply. In itself this does not constitute a shift toward instrumentalism. However, the view that the new, more restricted positions should be treated more as models than as theories, i.e.. as instruments for organizing thought rather than as true/false assertions, is instrumentalist. Further, the two terms came to be used interchangeably, a useage which is completely consistent with the instrumentalist position according to which theories ere instruments or tools for organizing thought and generating research rather then true/false assertions.9
Professor as Teacher: The Current University Atmosphere. In the last two decades, several developments have nudged the professor as teacher in a Sophistic direction. The first and most general development is the shift in emphasis from what might be called cognitive to affective learning At the pre-tertiary levels, this development is the move away from the transmission of base cognitive skills to an emphasis on basic

Experiences. This development has equivalents in higher education. It has moved general education toward the person-centered, away from the subject-centered, end of the continuum.
Another development is the widespread and systematic use of student evaluations of professorial performance. An additional influence in the last decade was the decline in the availability of academic jobs and the pressure to maintain student enrollment levels. Tenured, as well as untenured teachers have been affected: the former may be relatively safe from being fired, but they can no longer escape unpleasantness by simply moving to another position, and they cannot assume that their preferred courses are invulner​able.
An immediate effect of student evaluations was to reduce the frequency of grossly negligent or incompetent teaching. Some competent teachers improved some aspects of their classroom performance. But there was also subtle pressure to consider what "goes over well" in classes, what, in effect, sells best. Where this shift has detracted from the demands of the subject matter, it has often been coupled with a move (albeit implicit) toward a Sophistic. Homo mensura method of teaching10
Along with student evaluations has come the emergence of programs designed to teach faculty how to teach. These programs, know variously as faculty development (USA), staff development (Britain), and instructional development (Canada), are sometimes run by people who regard them​selves as practicing a new profession rather than just helping faculty in a professional way. In the former style of approach, which we have criticized in more detail elsewhere (Furedy & Furedy, 1979) faculty are viewed as "clients" and even as quasi-patients with the instructional developer being viewed as a therapist. There is a danger that with this trend, issues of interpersonal relations will erode concern for the subject-matter
Academia is not the only place where the job market has become more difficult for prospective employees. This is of considerable relevance to most students who are greatly concerned about their jobs upon graduation. Demands for a practical or so-called "relevant" education may become another pressure shifting teaching in a Sophistic direction.
Conclusion
This paper has described two conflicting strains in Western education which originate from classical Athens but which are of continuing relevence for issues in the teaching of undergraduate psychology. Although the two strains may be thought of as forming a dichotomy, we have suggested that a continuum is a better description, and that educational policy and practice can be clarified in terms of positions along the Socratic-Sophistic continuum.
Although, as has been apparent/our own positions on this continuum are not central ones, the emphasis in this paper has been on explication rather than reform. The purpose has been to identify the conflicts rather than recommend how they should be resolved. We recognize that any significant change in the educational system is unlikely. A shift in either direction would require agreement, at least among educa​tionalists, on values which have divided them for generations Moreover, even it those values were agreed to. our know-
edge of human learning is not at present sufficient to allow a statement of how those changes could be accomplished. For example, there is little in learning theory today which would help us to specify the conditions under which students will learn to think critically Perhaps more significant is the fact that even if we agreed upon educational values and their operationalization, effecting the necessary changes would be a political rather than a scientific or technological task.
In 1931, John Anderson (1962, p. 206) the uncompromis​ing realist philosopher, wrote in his seminal essay Socrates as Educator: "The Socratic education begins…with the awakening of the mind to the need for criticism, to the uncertainty of the principles by which it supposed itself to be guided.”11 Such a view cannot promise comfort to a complex, and sometimes troubled discipline like psychology, but it does require psychologists to reflect on the influences which shape their pedagogic philosophies.
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Notes

1.
Indeed, at least up to the high school level many would define education as being the production of better citizens, just as for opponents of Socrates "to be educated meant simply to become a good Athenian" (Anderson, 1962, p. 206)

2.
One feature of such a text is that it is sound enough for some parts of it to be useful for settling issues between specialists in as esoteric a dispute as the proper way to measure the GSR (cf. Furedy. 1968, 1969)

3. It is of interest to note that the positions of the two authors differ markedly on this continuum, although it is obvious that neither author's position is toward the Sophistic end

4. So for the Socratic approach, "the aim of education is to give an account of things… and thus put knowledge in the place of opinion.  Opinion is all that we get from politicians and Sophists, all that the pubic, ‘the great Sophist,’ is concerned with. For all these, what is current is correct. But what is current is a shifting and uncertain thing tested only by popular clamor and that is the least steadfast thing of all" (Anderson, 1962, p. 207)

5. The methodology of collecting these ratings has become increasingly complex and ingenious. For example Schaeffer. Bavelas and Bavelas (1960), reported an "echo technique." and produced evidence to indicate that this technique reflected students' views better than standard rating scales, and was also preferred by students over standard scales. However, the emphasis is on student opinion as the criterion, rather than the subject itself In contrast is the more subject-centered view about the area of the history of psychology that "the serious student… has paid the discipline the supreme component of wanting to understand it" (Robinson, 1979, p. 6)
6. The instrumentalist does not clearly distinguish between theories and models. The terms are used interchangeably in both texts in advanced research papers, both being taken to be instru​ments for organizing thought, generating hypotheses and re​search, and so on. For a realist, the distinction is marked: theories are true/false assertions about the way things are, whereas models are instruments for organizing thought, generating hypotheses, research, and so on.

7. It bears emphasis that the main reason why employing a term like "useful" rather than one like "true" in describing theories is assumed to involve a shift from realism to instrumentalism is not because the former term is (implicitly) relational. Thus, although the Einsteinian revolution has often been characterized as a shift to the doctrine of relative, subjective truth, this is an incorrect characterization. Einstein's assertion that space and time were relative was not itself put forward as a truth relative to (or useful for) some observer, but as an assertion about the nature of reality that was independent of observers. It was mainly because of this essentially realist approach to theory that Einstein continued to be dissatisfied with the later apparently more subjective formula- tions of quantum theory. Similarly, logic (which involves assign​ing truth values to propositions and arguments) has both a subject-predicate (i.e.. description by properties) as wad as a relational (i.e. description by relations) branch. Rather, the reason why employing "useful" to describe theories is a shift to instrumentalism is because the (implicit) referent of the (implicitly) relational term is “man”, i.e., it is implied that truth is relative (to "man")

8.
So by the early seventies, the change from Hullian S-R to Tokmanian cognitive psychology was seen not in terms of a change in opinion concerning the truth of each theory, but rather as a "paradigm shift" (Segal & Lachman, 1972), where the sense in which "paradigm" was used was such as to indicate that the shift or change was produced not by the experimental evidence (relevant to truth) but by personal, political considerations.
9.   The question of whether the obvious failure of empirical observa​tions to provide final arbitration between the grand-theoretical positions justifies the move toward instrumentalism is a complicated question in the philosophy of science. The answer, therefore is detailed and controversial. Briefly, however, the move, in the first author's view, would be logically justified only if the realist interpretation was of the naive sort, according to when epistemological certainty is possible in matters of (empirical)
truth. In a non-naive version of realism, error is always possible in any empirical science, so that empirical observations can never, even in principle, provide any final arbitration. Hence in this view, to failure of empirical observations to provide final arbitrations is not logically sufficient for abandoning a realist interpretation of theories.  However, the failure to provide such arbitration was probably psychologically sufficient for the majority of contempo​rary researchers to become disillusioned with viewing (grand) theories as being true/false assertions, and to move toward an instrumentalist, mini-theories (or models) position.

10
So, for example, the summary statement of a paper by Malin and Timmreck (1979. p. 136) states that "A large group of psychol​ogy majors (especially the very able ones), express a discrep​ancy between student goals and curriculum offerings." Although the paper itself takes a balanced view, and does not advocate which way this faculty-student conflict should be resolved, to tone of to summary statement (in particular to phrase in to parentheses) suggests to student is at least an important “measure”.
11. Educated at the University of Glasgow, Anderson took up and Held to Chair of Philosophy at to University of Sydney from

1927 to 1958.  Because he wrote no books and published almost solely in Australian journals, his influence overseas has re​mained small. In contrast, his influence, not only on Australian philosophy, but also on all other University subjects, as well as the intellectual life of Sydney, has been immense. Neither of us ever had direct personal contact with him, but the impact of his ideas on our thinking through the teachings of his students and his writings is a continuing one. Moreover, in our view, current issues in the teaching of psychology (and for that matter in education in general) would be considerably clarified if his ideas were better known
12. We would like to acknowledge to following persons for critical advice on earlier drafts of this paper: Jane M. Arabian, Uni​formed Services University Bethesda, Maryland; Gordon H. Lowther, York University; Laurie MacKay, University of Toronto; Diane M May. University of Toronto; Richard Stan, York University

13. Requests for reprints should be addressed to Dr. John J. Furedy, Department of Psychology, University of Toronto, Toronto, Ontario MSS 1A1, Canada.
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