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Someone ho began his university studies at the end of the fortien
has wmitnessed in psychology a dagzling expansion of its scientifig
knowdédge and of its specialized disciplines. And even more an unexpected

break with the past, I mean the energence of the psychologicad man,

al;éring the very language and representations everyone uses when describing
the features of our inner and outer life. |

You can now realize that the present day is for me one of w¢real emotion.

T i

The distinction awarded by thgqmost famous psychological associations and
the prize associating the name of Wundt to that of James are both » very
great honour and a very great pleasure. Let us lesve aside the cue=tion
of merit and recompence. For me this prize acruires its full sense, admitting
that what it honours is chiefly social psychology, the work achieved by
social peychologists. :

Hence you recognige and confirm the legitimate piace of a science
conceived by the founding fathers of psychology so as to =tudy the link
between psychic life and social 1life, understand ~hat characterizes the
individual in humsn society. And you are probably right. In fact nothing is
more problematic in our time than this Jink of psychic life to -ocial life.
Nothing perplexes us more than the ill-ease and the npheaval that are
expressed on this account in every part of the world. No doubt our present
theories are often still tentative and incomplete. But hehind them we can
catch glimpses of more encompassing and valid ones.

It is only fair to admit that the award di=tinpuishes in this respcet

the cooperation between European and Amer&déygocial paychologsista. T can add

that this was the experience of a &brk made in common, lasting for shout
twenty years. On the threshold of an epoch Which ~ill be that of the human
sciencesy this experience had already acted with = pragnatiasm that is

expressed in Goethe's verse :"What is fecund, that alone i< true'.



I shall devote this tal to the pursuit of thi< xoepzariexn cooperation
at a crucial time. And I am all the more incited to do so thot we sre in
Prague, a town in which this cooperation has met with one of its most
dangerous periods of tension. One might think that after -o many decades of
wor< as a social paychologis{on both sides of the Atlantic, I will hsve no
trouble in defining the essential, that is, the nature of this cooperation.
Yet it i= ngogasy. And “hy is that ? Here we muct appenl to mn analogy that
falls within the province of our science. One cannot help wondering why -e
take for pranted that genuine histopy i= conceptusl hirtory, or =hat i-
called internal history : a sort of independent and ceparate development of
ideas, theories, such as behviourism, “e tslt, etce, as well as their diffusion
through the fields of research, the critici-ns %nd debates ccompanying them,
the way they are verifiéd at every epoch.

Here we have not to discuss the legitimacy of = conceptunl history.
Whatever the answer given, it is impossible to Frant = specific v.alue to &
theory ofl paradigm without defining its precenne in a science or =n autonomons
discipline, as people say . Or without defining and clessifying those sciences
and even the pecking order that establishes the «tatusy of their comprtence in
the co-called "learned society", if you consider that they sre man-made,
conceived by practitioners in a field of <nowledge, vho fix their criterin of
choice, their language and methodg, their disciplin ry m2triv, as Xuhn
described them. At a given moment, they are factore of culture. Lewin

recognized the distinctive character of what I will call institutions] history,

“fhéf'is|the fact that the history of -ciences i§ not a history of today's
scientific concepts. We can undesstand hifm, <ince Lewin lived at » time when
-~
the classification and delimisntions of sciences was of decisive

import-nce to

rsychology. He even dedicated some fascinating texts to the His%enschaftslehre

80 as to ansie# the cue~tion : "Why are there different sciences?" Starting

from the obserration that the hecoming of ~ scicnce aa such j
SuCh jo

either



)

Cuo é'ile by
something cepending on contingencies, nor ¥ "the mere scoumulstion of things
to be learned', so to speax imagos of the world.

In fact, in recent years we could ~vitness thit genetics or
('U.,’-\ } tA 'V\:»~
Cybernetics were deliberately determined. They illustrate@ what one can
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safely «h =8 the institutionsl history of ~ny science. Accordingly

one should expect that = genuine hastomy of psvchology or =ocial psycholosy
$iwould be concerned with the condceptual as wekl as with the institutionsl

R Vbcteg—tot et
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There #s a striking contzast between a Furopean and an Americen
P RO ci"(’ RN

3
peychologiat @n the first phass of their contzets =nd exchanges after ith
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Secondtwgrld War., In order to understand these obviou- differences, you
td remember that Kurope=n social psychology was mainly ~ no man's land
between psychology =nd sociology. This mean~ on one hand a rocial prychology

encompassing the subjective and cultural aspects of » psychohogy centered

on sensorial experiences. Wundt's Volkerpsychologie ,for instance was mainly
thaf. On the other h=and collective psychology, such as Durkheim's feor ex~mple
was called, touched chiefly on the irrational =nd collective aspects of belief,
mythd, memory, primitive fthinking, as exemplified in Halbwachd's =nd Lévy-
Bruhl's work.
After all, what the two main =ciences, psychology =nd sociology, tried to
(e Lg,( & v P
achieve in this way wa to demancteste the statug of =~ sun-like =cience, lording
it over the othrer human -ciences as Newtonian mechanics did in the physical
rciences sBut the study of hypnosis in which france was the leading country
led to-a development of mass psychology, ghich in our no man's land of social
p=ychology played the same role e psychoahalysis playe toward the science of
psychology. Actually mass psychology, together with marxism and rﬁyChOﬁﬂilﬁSiﬁ{
was amongs the most popular sciences of its time. The list of p=yclhologisis

who published on the topic of social suggestion is impressive. It includes

Baldwin, Binet, Bechterev, Jam-s, Janet, Le Bon, Tarde and scores of others,



whose names are now not so well remembhered:

Keeping in mind xx¥® this tradition with which everyone coulé have bheen
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familiar when a student, we can now add that there did not seem to be ’
specialized laboratories or even wiversity professors. For instance, umtil
AR Cof i L)
the sixties there was only one in France. AM-thesame—~%ime in Anerics
psychology and other human sciences were rapidly growing. The praciitioners in
these fields wished to be considered as scientists. They often lzhelled
themselves ﬁsocial scienti~ts"™ and attempted to live up to thre standards
implied by the label., as they conceived it. They =haped their di=ciplines
accordingly, inecluding social! psychology, thants to lLewin who mo¢t explicitly
Toolk the lead in order to =trengthen the field of a distinct ccience.

Just thrink that the membership of the American Association of Psycholosy
jumped from 2.600 before the war to well over 12.000 by 1960. So you c=n have
an idea of the possible growth of fesearchers in socinl psychology over two
decades . When the war was over, we discovered the Americ.n Gods =nd hooks .
Some researchers crossed the Atlantic. The Americans in order to do <ome
comparative studies, present their new experimental method: and {gcruit saome

e
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disciples. And sever=l hopeful Europesns social paychologiestwent to the

United States in order to study wathd someone, as Tajfel pith Bruner, and others
for shorter t¥aining periods. Il would be rash to assess the outcome of thése
Collaboration , exchanges, in the spreading of the concep1ion7éf this new

social psychology, in England, France, the Nether1anas, for inetance, This not

ii

only becsu=e they were asymmetrical between Americsns and Furopesns, but slso

becmuse they had no influence on the p#ractical and academic life of the
-
small number of isolated researchers in Europe.
Trying to establigh the new discipline was rendered still more difficult
a= well in psycholopv as in sociology by the ﬁ%adifﬁon%l nrecarious state of

social p-ychology. The replacement of the penuine tradition conld not bhe

gradusl if it did not go hand in hand —ith the provisional acceptance of the
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normsal epiﬁtémoloay and pecking order in science.

Festinger who has been involved for many veare in the diffu ion of new
concerte in 4dncial psychology and romparative studies grasped its choricomings .
He proposed to the Soctal Science Re-earch €ouncil in New York to nreate a
committee in order to foster transnational research. Let m& ouote what he wrote
about it : "Such a committee in my view would (...' encourase, facilitate =nd
initiate active working interaction and cooperation ahong the experimental
social psychologists in various (...) countries in order to hasten the chaage

from a purely "United States social psychology" to a '"social psychology of
human beings". And he went on :"I do not think that it will he fruitful to
do this simply by trying to get experiments renlicated in different countries
around the globe (...). I think what is necessary is sufficient training of,
interaction with, and opportunities for resesrch for rocial psycholosists in
widely diverse places so thai within each country there are indigeneous
research programs developed, sparked hy the idens Which the local investisator
has and nourished by theoretical interaction with peychologiste in shwkyotrer
countries... The international social psychology will praduslly come sbout as
a result of having to formulate theories and exrlanations of diverse data'.

Quite unexpectedly, which is not banal, Festinger wonders =bout whai

gives mre the right or perhaps even the desire to the =ocrinl p ychology of one
ccuntry, namely American «ocial psychology, to apparenfly =pea« for everyhody .
To adopt what Kant called the "universal voice" ~ith regard to our science.
And he particularly wonders why, whereas the Europeans, Sputh-Amegdcans, ~ng
so on, should be as fit as the Americans to speak for everyhody, only the

Americang choose to do so or feel it urgent to do so.

v

In a book I recently wrote with Frogessor darcova, # anslyzed what was

the outrcome of Festingerss proponal to create =n international social
psychology. Namely it gave rise to the creation of the Transnationsl
Commattee on Social Psychology in the frame of the Social Science Kesenrch

Council. I explained who were its members and how it was organized. Br courge



the search for social psychologists outside Burope was disappointing. So it
was in Furope that people began to concretize the idea of an international
social psychology. From the outset they grésped thal it as useless to <tress
the training of adult faculty. It was better to stress resesrch and innovation
co as 1o give back to our continent its past inteflectuﬁl tife. Briefly we
created a European Association, I should say a small closed group dedicated
to the advancement of.knowledge, festering intefaction mong ﬁmropewnéknd,
indirectly, the diffusion of social psychology. |

The ~hole modern histroy of socisal pstchology aimed at gsetting rid of the
numerous dependencies so as 1o acouire i« own intelleetuel dimensions. A= I
was a member of The(I}ansnational “omnittee from the very start snd as t
created a new laboratory of Social Paychology, this allowed me to play = ;pec?“
part in the creation of the European Associztion of Socisl P-ychology. I mean
an ascociation opened only to social peycholopists éngaged in active research,
willing to work 'in groups dedicated fo their own torics, =nd 40 on. he
association turned out to bring aboul =an acceptajce in cooreration, in the
establishment of a West-Buropean setmme scieniific "ingroup" to which the
members feel that they helong. That invaluable outeome exnplain- perhups ite
duration even today. And for lack of = common paradigm, the associatian
declared for its objective "social experiments] pgychologyt which, like every
constitutional apreement, was an incompi etely theorizei one. YTou can see, at
pottom it is still the same dilemma for social psychology : to be or nat to be

experimental .

The =amazing thiﬁéwis that, once the Western Enropenn ﬁséociation WA
establi=hed, the Transnational Committee for Socinl Fsychology toor the
initiative to organize, with the help of the National Science Foundation, a
very long summer school With 4merican =nd Burope n contributo®s. And it

succeeded in creating a new generation of researchers and teschers

.
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The most pregnant impression I keep from those year is that the
Transnational Committee on Social Psycholoey could auicrly turn its back to
the past and initiate a lively cooperation With and among the Europesns. ind
it chose asrociation-huilding as a method of creating an intern=tional Bocinl
Psycho]ogy. Was time measured to us ? In fact, == coon as the Western Burope
experiment appeared successful, the Comrittee continued to move on one side
toWard latin America, a~nd on the other =ide tgﬁward Fastern Europe. As war to
be expected, the North-American members, Lanzetta, featinger, Kelly were
entrusted with the work in Latin America, and the Western Kuropeans,
especially Tajfel, assumed the same task for Eastern Hurope.

You must not forgeU howewer, that the Transnztion~] Committee on Socisl

Science
Psychology was a division of the Social /Research Council in New fork and had

Lot
to take its policy into acc-unt. To make a long g;;;;yéhort, at the énd of
the sixpies, everybody helieved in the revival of Social Science in Eastern
Europe, because the Soviel Russians made opinion polls, and the Academy sent
positive signals to Burope and especidlly to America, their resl partner and
adversary. Being myself a refugee from Hastern Furope, I felt less
e.nthusiastic, for, as Schopenhauer wrote about x=x university philosophy in
a religious world : ™ If a philosophy denies the basic ideas of Christianity,
either it is false, or, however true, it serves to nothing”. It is only fair
to admnit my bias in making this observation about Bastern Europe.

I should acknowledge that man%% =cholars, even ia the Social Scienee
Research Council, were convinced thzt the Soviet regime was opening up to the
human sciences. After surveying the perspsctives, wd creatsd a Furo- Americal
task force, including Riec¥en, the president of the Social Science HResearch
Council, and obtained a grant from the Ford #Bundation to held several =

'[4L-'~\)ﬁ¢t-
meetings. So we decided to hold a confsreace in Prague from 4%h to tenth
October 1968. Henri Tajfel from Bristol wa- in charge of the coordination
of the conference and the relations between the West-Furopesns and the C%eohs.

Of course we invited about fifty participants froa the United Btates,Western

and Fastern Furope, includings Soviek¥ Rugeia of~evurse.



But, as you pnrobably remember, the inveniion of Czechs and Slovaks to
establish "socialism wWith A human face" was sousshed in Ausuct 1968 ~hen the
arnies of the Warsawy Pact invaded f{he country. Protests snd revulsion in the
Western World were unanimous. No doubt the oneoing ®f¥ the student revolution
Was of paramount importance in those reactions®

56 there is no wonder if the que=tion of holding the conference had to
be put urgently. Our American colleagues thought that the confereace should
be held, out of solidarity with our FEastern Furope collesgues. For my part
I believed that holding this conference under the auspices of the Academy

implied precisely, on the contrary, a legitimation of the invaesion =nd what

followWed it. Mo=t European colleagues judeed rightly that we ought to manifsst

our moral condemnation, and that the conference could not be a starting point
for new @delations with FEa-tern Furope. Opponents to the conference were
the

displeased with/%resenoe of our American coliesagues.

For ingtance §r0f639or Newton from the Catholic University in Zbuvain
wrote me a long letter saying : '"the fact that Henri Riecken has decided to
continue can, in my opinion, ®m tie up only the Social Science Rerearch
Council ... I know that all members of our committee agree in saying that our
European association must not be headed or ingpired by any State Department,
our only care heing to create an ideal climate for real cooperation bhetween
all the members who have been incorporated in the Association':

This was rather a strong language.ﬁt the timex same tmme,ig;jfal wrote
"On the first day of the conference in Praguc, I am =cheduled to gzive one of
the opening speeches. If vou feel that the Association thould withdraw itgA
sponsorship, please let me know imnediately by telesgran". And he added that
hie motives of holding the conference were disapproved : "I wi=h to resign%
from the Committee of our Asrociation immediately on my return fronkPrayue”.

At the time I was President of the EBurope=n Accociation and proposed, without

success, to postpone the conference. It toox piace in October 1968. The majority



of the Western Europe Committee 4id not ~ttend, nor did the yajority of the

invited =ocial psychologists from Faztern Einrope. The Prague (onference was
of a high scientific ouslity, but its main goal was not ~ttained, and the
tension bhetween Americans and Buropean: lasted for a while. We recopnized
that the heat and the animo¢ities endangered our Tran-nations] Committee, nnd
that We had better try nnd reestab!ish our friendship and coopetation. The
pleasure of working in zommon had always provided justification enough for
pursuing it.

We had alsd unanimously admitted that the Prague conference laft us with
an unfinished task and its Zextxeixxt effect, as it was called. It took six
years of inouiries, negotiations with internationsal centers, worting Am
in Bastern Furope, converting coll=zasues in Eastern Furope to the iden of
an international social paychology, involving the ‘oviet Acudemy and finding
the acceptable location for a new meeting. In this way e learned that the
scientific world is a complicated place. The un%ni hed task in Prague, 1968,

§
das fulfilled in Visegrad, Huneary, in 1974. I cheri=h the memory of my
encounter with Leontiev, of the Vygotsky triad.

In the same year, 1974, the Transna‘ional Committee crossed the At angic
frem New York to Paris. Leaving the Social Science ferearch Council, &t
became a ébmmittee of the International Speisl So$;ﬂce Council of Unesco.
Our program was discussed at the general meeting and the unsnimous vote
meant that international social p=ychology wa: now recognized as a part of

human sciences. This event in itself did not solv¢ 211 our problems in
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VEaﬁééyE_Europe, even less in latin Anerica. Bwx the rzzsgritisx But the
cooperation Wetween Americans and Europsans continued, not only in "fcirnce
building"”, but al-o on conceptu=' topics. It developed =imuitaneously as an
"lpvicible Col'lege", in several international meetings.

However that may be, all that wi%bepongg to A4 still unpredictiable future

of social p=ychoélogy. I thﬂnk you for having been patient snough to licten

R ome





