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Presidential Address
[

Psychology: The Core Discipline

Raymond D. Fowler

University of Tennessee

Giving a presidential address for the American Psycho-
logical Association (APA) is not a responsibility that I
take lightly nor, I suppose, have any of my predecessors.
Being 96th in the progression of APA presidents is more
intimidating than reassuring, but it does include the ben-
efit of being able to look to one’s seniors for guidance
and inspiration. As I considered what I wanted to say
today, I found it very helpful to read what other presidents
have said and to review the progress and the problems of
our Association and our discipline through their eyes.

APA presidential addresses have been of two major
types. Most presidents have used the occasion to sum-
marize their own substantive contributions or to describe
recent developments in a particular subarea of psychology.
Other presidents, particularly during times of conflict and
change within the Association, have examined the struc-
ture of our discipline and how psychologists relate to each
other and to the larger society. Because we are certainly
in one of those recurring seasons of discontent, those
presidential addresses are the ones that I found most in-
structive and that I kept returning to as I prepared to give
my own.

Three of the early presidents, who served during a
period when the discipline was trying to define itself and
its mission, gave presidential addresses that expressed
their vision of how psychology might develop in future
years.

Granville Stanley Hall, who had brought together
the founding group of APA a few months earlier, was
elected president at the first APA convention in Phila-
delphia in December 1892. Soon afterwards, President
Hall (in Woodworth, 1943, p. 18) said that psychology
“is showing itself . . . to be the long hoped for, long de-
layed science of man, to which all other sciences are
bringing their ripest and best thoughts, [and] is intro-
ducing a period that will be known hereafter as the psy-
chological era of scientific thought.” Brave words indeed
for the president of an association with only 31 members.

George Ladd, our second president, gave a presiden-
tial address that he called a “cheering reminder that this
Association should enter upon its career with a sufficiently
generous estimate of its privileges and its responsibility”
(in Hilgard, 1978, p. 21). Always on the lookout for cheer-
ing reminders, I read it with interest. Ladd described the
rapidly developing science of psychology and then went on
to present a remarkable projection of the future profes-

sional role of psychology in education, medicine, mental
health, law, and child rearing.

Our eighth president, John Dewey, was the first pres-
ident to focus on the relationship of psychology to society.
In his presidential address entitled “Psychology and Social
Practice,” he examined ethical issues in the application of
psychology. Even so great a mind as Dewey’s recognized
that there are limitations in what one can hope to accom-
plish in a presidential address. He began: “In coming before
you I had hoped to deal with the probliem of the relation
of psychology to the social sciences—and through them
to social practice, to life itself. . . . That discussion is not
ready today” (in Hilgard, 1978, p. 65).

So, even in the first decade of our existence as a
discipline and as an association, our presidents had fore-
seen that psychology would be a science and a profession
while contributing to the public good.

Our early presidents were enthusiastic and visionary
about the prospects for the new discipline. Subsequent
presidents, who have had ample opportunities to see the
problems of our discipline and our Association, have also
been notably optimistic about our prospects. I will return
frequently to what these distinguished psychologists have
said about psychology in an effort to recapture some of
their hope and enthusiasm for our collective futures.

A theme that has been prominent in the speeches
of our presidents is the potential impact that psychology
as a discipline could have on society. Our fourth president,
James McKeen Cattell (1937), once noted in a “back-
ward” glance written some years after his presidency, “It
is possible that the development of psychology as a science
and its application to the control of human conduct—
individual and collective—may in the course of the com-
ing century be as significant for civilization as has been
the industrial revolution” (p. 1). Speaking more recently,
George Miller, our 77th president, once noted that if the
stated goals of scientific psychology were to be realized,
the social and personal implications would far outrun the
implications of atomic energy or recombinant DNA.

It is in that spirit that I have used the term core
discipline as a metaphor to express the significance of
psychology as a field of knowledge and the important
destiny it has to fulfill. We have a large responsibility, as
temporary custodians of the discipline, to promote and
integrate the science and practice of psychology for the
benefit of society.
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The term discipline is used in the academic world
to refer to the knowledge and information base of a broad
field of study and instruction. The discipline of psychology
includes both its science and its applications. A core dis-
cipline is one that provides a basic core of knowledge that
is used by other disciplines. That is, a core discipline
contains concepts and content that are basic to the effec-
tive functioning of other disciplines.

For example, mathematics may be regarded as a core
discipline for the physical sciences. Most physical scien-
tists take courses in mathematics and use mathematics
in conceptualizing and solving their problems. Mathe-
matics provides a common language across the sciences.

The science of psychology, because it deals with the
fundamental understanding of behavior, serves as a core
discipline for other social sciences concerned with human
behavior. Psychological terms, concepts, and methodology
are common across the social sciences. Most of the
professions that deal with problems of living draw heavily
on both the knowledge base of scientific psychology and
the technology of professional psychology.

Another reason that I characterize psychology as a
core discipline is that it deals with problems and issues
that are essential and fundamental. I believe that the fail-
ure to understand human behavior is at the core of most
of the world’s most serious problems. As George Miller
(1969) said in his presidential address, “The most urgent
problems of our world today are the problems we have
made for ourselves. . . . They are human problems whose
solutions will require us to change our behavior and our
social institutions” (p. 1063).

When we look at society’s problems, we often focus
on peripheral or technological issues. Automobile acci-
dents are seen as a result of poor highway design, and low
industrial productivity is viewed as the result of inade-
quate or poorly designed machinery. As the technological
problems are solved, the residual problems—the core
problems-—are usually found to be problems of human
behavior. Automobile accidents occur mostly as a result
of human error—irresponsible driving, intoxication, and
the like, and a major factor in low industrial productivity
is improper use of human resources—inadequate train-
ing, management, and incentives. Compared with the
technological and mechanical matters, the human prob-
lems are much more difficult to overcome. They are the
core problems, and it is these that psychology addresses.

If you doubt that the core problems of our world
relate to human behavior, think for a minute about the
problems that most endanger our species. Overpopula-
tion, which dooms increasingly large portions of our world
to poverty, misery, and starvation, is most certainly caused
by human behavior. And overpopulation is only one of
many such problems. Our decisions with respect to energy
policy and land development are resulting in the gradual
destruction of our tropical rainforests, our wetlands, and
much of our arable land while simultaneously threatening

Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to
Raymond D. Fowler, APA, 1200 17th St., N.W., Washington, DC 20036.

our oceans, our freshwater supplies, our air, and the ozone
layer that protects our planet. The decisions made by a
few powerful government leaders could determine
whether there will be any human beings to inhabit our
world.

At a more personal level, we know now that 7 of the
10 major causes of death in the United States are pri-
marily behavioral, not medical or physical, in nature.
Our behavior contributes to heart disease, alcoholism,
drug addiction, homicide, suicide, automobile accidents,
many forms of cancer, and a host of other self-inflicted
forms of torture and death. As Lewis Lipsett (1989) said,
“behavior kills.”

Certainly, few could deny that human behavior, the
subject matter of our discipline, is at the core of many of
the most fundamental concerns of the inhabitants of the
planet.

As a core discipline, psychology contains both sci-
entific knowledge about human behavior and methods of
applying that knowledge. A good profession must be based
on good science, and both the science and the profession
are ultimately legitimated by serving the public.

Psychology as a Science

When the founders of the APA announced the formation
of a new organization, they were also announcing the
establishment of a new discipline. Psychology emerged
from philosophy as a self-designated science. The methods
of this new science were borrowed from the physical sci-
ences, as John Stuart Mill had advised almost a century
earlier. James McKeen Cattell was the first American to
complete a dissertation in psychology under Wilhelm
Wundt. In his youthful enthusiasm for his very young
discipline, he wrote to his parents that “psychology is
likely to be the science of the next thirty years—at all
events, the science in which most progress will be made”
(Sokal, 1981, quoted in Benjamin, 1986, p. 941).

The founders of our discipline saw psychology as
integrating knowledge from many sources. They them-
selves were recruited from a number of disciplines, They
included educators, philosophers, physiologists, and phy-
sicians. They believed that psychology would not only
bring together like-minded scholars from different dis-
ciplines but would also bring the concepts of those many
disciplines to bear on the understanding of human be-
havior and thought. ’

The path of scientific progress has not been easy.
From the beginning, psychology has been torn between
the urge to know more and more about less and less, or
less and less about more and more. Psychology has been
criticized both for being preoccupied with trivial problems
that ignore the larger picture and for trying to encompass
too much.

In a delightful conversation between four develop-
mental psychologists on the future of their specialty, Urie
Bronfenbrenner expressed himself on the dangers of too
narrow a view by relating the following tale by the great
Russian fabulist Krilov, in which a man spoke of his visit
to the zoo and all the creatures that he saw there:
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“The tiny flies and beetles, the ladybirds, jewel-like butterflies,
and insects with heads no bigger than a pin. What marvels!”
“And did you see the elephant?” asked his friend.
“Oh, do they have one there? I guess I must have missed
the elephant.” (Bronfenbrenner, Kessel, Kessen, & White, 1986,
p. 1219)

The other side of the criticism that psychological
researchers take on too little is the assertion that psy-
chology as a discipline tries to take on too much. This
problem is usually posed as a question: Can psychology
be a unified science?

The delights of being part of a discipline that is rich
in diversity sometimes seem outweighed by the problems
of finding unifying themes and principles. Those who
observe that psychology is split along the lines of science
and practice greatly oversimplify and underestimate the
problem of unity in the discipline of psychology. Of course
there is a discontinuity between a science and a profession,
because each is different in role and function, but the
more fundamental issue is whether psychology, per se,
can be ordered to a characteristic set of phenomena.

To Sigmund Koch (1969) the answer was clear:
“Psychology,” he said, “cannot be a coherent science or
indeed a coherent field of scholarship™ (p. 65, emphasis
in original). These are strong words, indeed, from the one
scholar delegated by the APA and the National Science
Foundation to assess the status of psychology as a science.
For Koch, the problem was not in the methodology of
our discipline but in the scope of our domain. The fun-
damental flaw that keeps psychology from being a co-
herent discipline can be found, Koch believed, in the sub-
ject matter. “Anything so awesome as the total domain
comprised by the functioning of all organisms,” he said,
“can hardly be thought to be the subject matter of a co-
herent discipline” (p. 65).

To me, there is something both quixotic and ap-
pealing about a discipline that strives for so much despite
the odds. None can doubt that we have taken on a worthy
challenge. Nor can we reasonably claim that we have
mastered the unwieldy beast. Must we then give up the
goal of psychology as a unified science? Or are we, as a
very young discipline, simply too impatient? Arthur
Staats (1983), in his book Psychology's Crisis of Disunity,
expressed hope for our future. He observed,

Today’s psychologist, is bewildered by all but a small corner of
the fragmented science. The optimistic message in the present
work, nevertheless, is that what psychology has achieved in its
100 or so years of self-conscious striving does provide the raw
materials for making the leap to the status of a unified science.

I share that sense of optimism. We must continue
to search for the “grand unifying principles.” The solution
to the problems of diversity cannot be more fragmenta-
tion. As a science and as a discipline, psychology must
continue to seek the common threads that connect and
unite. As Kessen (in Bronfenbrenner et al., 1986) pointed
out, “It’s perfectly all right for people to till their own
garden, but once in a while they are going to have to talk
over the fence” (p. 1224).

Psychology as a Profession

The lack of integration within the science of psychology
is echoed in the lack of integration between our science
and our profession. Psychology began as a science, and
its professional aspects developed much later. As Don Pe-
terson (1976) observed, “Having emerged from philoso-
phy as a natural science, neither of which have a tradition
of direct service, developing as a profession required a
lengthy process of redefinition, which is still underway”
(p. 572).

We spent our first 50 years building a science base
for the discipline, with little attention to applications, but
it would be incorrect to suppose that our founders in-
tended a science without a profession. It is clear from the
addresses of our earliest presidents that they foresaw the
development of a profession of psychology that could use
the knowledge base of our science to benefit humanity.

This is nowhere more clear than in the address of
our second president, George Trumbull Ladd of Yale
University. Professor Ladd had the great misfortune of
serving as president between G. Stanley Hall and William
James, thus dooming himself to relative obscurity. His
presidential address was not even abstracted in Ernest
Hilgard’s (1978) collection of APA presidential addresses,
but when I located his original 1893 speech, I was aston-
ished by his vision of how a profession might develop.

After reviewing the progress made by the new sci-
ence, Ladd (1894) expressed his view that psychology
would provide the behavioral foundation for the other
social sciences. He then focused on the impact scientific
psychology could have through its applications:

The obligation to be of practical benefit [is] heavily laid upon
psychology. The more I study and teach this science, the deeper
does the impression become that it is able and destined to con-
tribute greatly to the welfare of mankind. . . .

The science of psychology may be expected to make large con-
tributions toward the improvement of the art and practice of
teaching, [and] the science of psychology may be expected to
contribute much to the science and practice of medicine. . . .
Even modern surgery has already been guided by the help which
physiological psychology has rendered in the . . . localization
of cerebral function. Looked at from a truly rational point of
view, what can be more amazing than the fact that thousands
of doctors are today treating patients suffering from “mental”
disease, who themselves never made the slightest study of mental
phenomena, sane or abnormal? With so many quacks, on the
one side, medicating the mind with drugs, is it greatly to be
wondered at that there are so many cranks on the other side?
In the diagnosis and treatment of the insane [and] the incorri-
gible, scientific psychology is surely destined to exert a growing
influence. (pp. 19-20)

Ladd predicted that psychologists would be called upon
to give courtroom testimony to distinguish between “the
insane and the sane criminal” and that *“the advantages
of prolonged psychological investigation for the
improvement of jurisprudence’ would be recognized. He
expressed the hope that we could expect “to see our sci-
ence contributing to [improvements] in the school, in the
courtroom, the prison, and the asylum,” and even in the
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home where, he believed, “parental influence . . . may
. . . be helped and blessed in no small degree by the
recent rapid advances of human psychology” (p. 21).

In 1937, 41 years after he gave his presidential ad-
dress, James McKeen Cattell was asked to comment on
psychology as a profession in the first issue of the Journal
of Consulting Psychology. He said,

All of the professions need a science of psychology and a profes-
sion of psychology. The present function of a physician, a lawyer,
a clergyman, a teacher or a man of business is to a considerable
extent that of an amateur psychologist. In the inevitable spe-
cialization of modern society, there will become increasing need
of those who can be paid for expert psychological advice . . .
in the end, there will be not only a science but also a profession

of psychology. (p. 3)

At the time Cattell spoke, almost halfway into our
first century, there were only 3,000 members of APA, and
almost all were employed in academic settings. During
the years following World War II, the profession of psy-
chology, which had represented a tiny minority of psy-
chologists, began to develop. Thousands of postwar stu-
dents were attracted to industrial, organizational, school,
and clinical psychology. In 1979, the number of psy-
chologists employed in academic settings still exceeded
the number employed in all nonacademic settings. Ten
years later, educational institutions are still the largest
single employer of psychologists, but they are no longer
equal to all others combined. This pattern is characteristic
of all of the scientific disciplines. The nation has shifted
from an agricultural and industrial economy to a service
economy, and the predominant locus of scientific em-
ployment has shified from the university to business,
government, consulting, and the delivery of services. It
would be remarkable if psychology had remained un-
touched by these national trends.

It is important to remember, however, that growth
in psychology is not a zero-sum game. The increase in
the number of applied professional psychologists did not
cause a reduction in the number of academic researchers.
To the contrary, academic psychology continued to in-
crease at a faster rate than most of the other academic
disciplines.

Some argue that the emergence of professional psy-
chology hurt the development of our science. But it may
be argued that the opposite is true. The increased re-
sources available to academic psychology in the form of
research grants and new positions resulted largely from
the increased visibility of psychology as an applied dis-
cipline. During both world wars, but especially during
World War II, psychologists, particularly our scientists,
demonstrated that the knowledge base of psychology
could be applied to the nation’s benefit in time of national
crisis. This had the dual effect of increasing our public
acceptance and justifying our claims that additional re-
search could result in still more benefits to the nation.
The national enthusiasm for psychology attracted un-
dergraduate and graduate students in unprecedented
numbers. No similar growth occurred in the other social
sciences, which do not have applied or professional as-

pects. Psychology departments grew in size and resources
because they had both a science and a profession. And
the profession gained credibility because of its scientific
foundation.

The relation between science and practice in a dis-
cipline could be (and often is) viewed as hierarchical, with
science on top and knowledge trickling down to the prac-
titioner on the bottom. This view is generally accepted
by scientists and practitioners alike, but it could as readily
be seen in reverse, with science as the foundation upon
which practice is built, and practice as the part of the
discipline that fulfills the goal of service to the public.

Part of the conflict between scientific and profes-
sional psychology is based on a syllogism: Psychology is
a science; therefore all psychologists must be scientists.
Abraham Flexner pointed out long ago that the funda-
mental attitude of the professional practitioner should
resemble that of the scientist in terms of systematic ob-
servation, hypothesis building, and cautious judgement.
But the belief that all practitioners should be scientists,
or vice versa, is a misconception. As Flexner (1925) said,
“The assertion that the intellectual attitude of the inves-
tigator and the practitioner should be identical does not
mean that . . . investigation and treatment coincide; it
does not mean that practitioners should all be experi-
menters or that investigators must all be practitioners”
(p. 12).

The changing face of American psychology has, 1
believe, been widely misunderstood. The fact that large
numbers of psychologists are being trained primarily for
applied positions rather than academic-research positions
does not mean that psychology will be less able to develop
as a scientific discipline. We are currently producing
enough academic-research PhDs to fill all of the available
positions, and we will soon be increasing that production
to meet the needs of the next century. The proportion of
our scientists who graduate from the major research in-
stitutions has not decreased, and the absolute number of
scientist-practitioners who graduate from those same in-
stitutions has remained constant. The large growth of new
doctorates outside the major research institutions is made
up of professional psychologists, and they are coming, as
one might expect, from professionally oriented programs,
not from the major research departments.

Professional psychology has emerged almost entirely
in the last third of our first century. This growth took
place during a period in which most of the new oppor-
tunities for employment occurred outside academic set-
tings, especially in the health-care sector. The changing

. face of American psychology involves the development

of an additional face—a professional face—and not the
demise of our already well-established academic-research
face. Psychology has not become a profession; rather, psy-
chology has added a profession to the academic science
foundation that already existed.

There may still be a few people who actively ‘dis-
courage the application of psychology on the grounds that
it compromises the purity of our science, but surely such
is a minority view in our discipline. Most psychologists
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recognize the importance of applying psychology, and
throughout our history there has been great optimism

" that the application of psychology can benefit humanity.

Similarly, there may be a few who believe that the
profession of psychology has outgrown its scientific base
and that professional psychologists no longer need a close
connection with academic-research psychology. But they
represent, I believe, an even smailer minority.

As we have seen so vividly, the intrinsic differences
between science and practice often result in conflict. As
William Bevan (1982), our 90th president said, “We differ
in motivation and goals, in priorities, in intellectual styles,
in human values, and in temperament, and we won’t find
peace by glossing over these differences™ (p. 1310).

I think you will agree with me that whatever we have
been doing lately, we certainly have not been “glossing
over our differences.” But I believe that increasing num-
bers of us are ready to shift from a preoccupation with
our differences to an examination of how our diversity
can contribute to psychology as a whole. Bevan (1982)
commented that “the problems which ultimately will tax
us most severely [are] the problems of balance and in-
terrelatedness between our basic and applied concerns”
(p.. 1303). It seems to me that it is that interrelatedness
that has been most seriously neglected to the detriment
of our discipline and our Association. It is that balance
that we most need to achieve.

How does a profession build on science? Harrison
(1984) pointed out that it is almost always a reciprocal
relationship. Rather than saying that science drives prac-
tice or that practice drives science, it would be more ac-
curate to say that they are synergistic.

Thus, the solution to our problem as a discipline is
at once very simple and very difficult. How can we achieve
the synergy that is necessary if psychology is to contribute
what it has the potential to contribute? How can we de-
velop that reciprocal relationship between the science and
the profession and, more important, between scientists
and professionals?

In an address to Psi Chi at the 1988 APA convention,
I said, “During the first six months of my presidency, our
association has been far more fractionated and divided
than it has ever been in my experience. . . . If [ have a
single, primary personal goal during this year, it is to do
all I can to maintain a unitary APA, and as matters have
developed that has become an increasingly difficult goal™
(Fowler, 1988, p. 3).

As I assume my new role as chief executive officer
of APA, that observation is no less true and my primary
goal is unchanged. I know that most psychologists would
prefer a unitary APA that can represent all of psychology,
although many doubt that it can be achieved. I firmly
believe that it can and will be achieved. In his 1893 APA
presidential address, George Ladd (1894) noted that the
future success of American psychology depended “‘very
largely upon the action, individually and in corporate
fashion, of the members of this Association” (p. 11). I
believe that is no less true today.

I am continually told that the American Psycholog-

ical Association is in a state of crisis. I do not deny that,
but I like to remind myself that a crisis is defined as a
turning point, an unstable or crucial period the outcome
of which will make a decisive difference for better or worse.
The choice of whether the outcome of our crisis will be
for better or worse is a choice that will be made by human
beings, not by circumstances or by fate. It is our choice
to make.

We have, throughout our history, faced many trou-
bling periods that threatened our unity, and through co-
operation and good will we have surmounted them. Al-
though some people see APA as rigid and resistant to
change, it has, in fact, been surprisingly flexible in ac-
commodating itself to new conditions, especially when
these new conditions threatened the unity of psychology.
For most of our history, the demands for change have
come from applied psychologists; more recently aca-
demic-research psychologists have found the organiza-
tional structure unsatisfactory.

In 1917, and again in 1937, applied psychologists
became so dissatisfied with APA that they founded new
national associations to represent them. In response, APA
modified its structure, admitted members of the new as-
sociations as members of APA, and changed its bylaws
in ways that were supportive of professional psychology.
The changes were not made as rapidly as some would
have liked, but they were made and they succeeded in
keeping APA united. Once again we have reached a time
when some members feel frustrated and disenfranchised
by our structure, and once again we need to find ways to
meet the needs of those members.

Why is it important to preserve APA as a unitary
association representing the science and profession of
psychology? Surely the advantages of a common voice in
advocacy and in public image are apparent to all. During
the past decade the effectiveness of our science advocacy
has become the envy of many other scientific organiza-
tions. We have become a significant and responsible factor
in national policy decisions, and more recently our
professional advocacy has developed as a significant force
at the nattonal and state levels.

But I believe there are more important reasons to
keep APA together. 1 hope I will not sound grandiose
when [ say that I consider the American Psychological
Association a vital national asset and that I believe we
have a responsibility to preserve it for the public good.

The history of APA is the history of American psy-
chology. APA helped to establish the science of psychology
by providing scientific conventions, by publishing the
major psychological journals, and by preserving and dis-
seminating our knowledge base. Psychology has become
one of the most successful scientific disciplines, and APA
has long been the leader among the world’s national psy-
chological associations.

While promoting and preserving scientific psychol-
ogy, APA has also helped to nourish and guide the de-
velopment of the profession of psychology. In a few short
years, professional psychology has moved from being a
very minor player to being one of the major health care
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disciplines. Psychology has already surpassed the other
mental health professions, with over 50 million hours of
mental health care services provided by psychologists each
year. By providing strong professional and ethical stan-
dards and vigorously enforcing them, APA has helped to
make psychology a highly regarded profession as well.

Both our science and our profession have achieved
a considerable measure of respect. Why do we not respect
each other? Academicians and practitioners have different
activities and different priorities—but why can we not
value each other’s differences? John Gardner could have
been speaking of the discipline of psychology when he
attributed the problems of modern society to “a loss of
mutual trust.”

The early presidents of APA were all scientists and
academicians because there was, of course, no profession
of psychology then. They had the foresight and vision to
realize that psychological science had the potential to
contribute greatly to the solution of human problems.
They also had a conviction that one day a profession
would grow from the foundation of our science. I believe
it would have surprised them to see how successful psy-
chology has been in establishing a science and a profes-
sion—and how unsuccessful we have sometimes been in
learning to get along with each other.

There are psychologists who say that we must be
either a professional association or an academic associ-
ation. I believe that there is no reason that we should
limit ourselves to being only one or the other. National
surveys indicate that just over 40% of all psychologists in
this country are employed in academic settings, a similar
number are health care service providers, and 20% are
employed in a wide variety of government, business, ap-
plied, and research settings. If APA is to continue to rep-
resent psychologists in all of these settings, we must
somehow regain our sense of mutual trust.

There are some who foresee a grim future for psy-
chology: exodus of our best scientists to other disciplines
and the gradual withering away of our science; separation
of our professional training programs from our scientific
knowledge base and our profession from our science; and
Balkanization of our strong national association into a
number of smaller groups speaking for their special con-
cerns but not for the entire discipline of psychology.

We can achieve such self-destruction if we choose,
but I have too much respect for my colleagues to believe
that will happen. Our predecessors found ways to rec-
oncile their differences and to coexist. I cannot believe
that we are less intelligent or less generous. The process
must begin with individual acts of mutual respect and
restraint in the uses of power. I know of many who are
already working to achieve this. I believe we have already
begun to turn the corner in this crisis and that we will
find solutions to our mutual dilemma.

My vision for psychology is not defeat and disinte-
gration. I believe we can enter our second century as a
unitary association and a unified discipline. In its first
century, psychology established itself as a major discipline
with a strong science and a vigorous profession. Our

prospects for the second century are limited only by our
vision and our personal decisions.

The economic future of America and of the world
depends on training, management, leadership, knowledge
exchange, and the effective application of artificial intel-
ligence. All these are the natural province of psychology.
The major issues in health care, the fastest growing in-
dustry, are no longer disease and infection, but life-styles
and prevention, which are psychological, not medical,
issues. Physiological, social, clinical, and health psychol-
ogists will make important contributions to the nation’s
health through scientific research and professional ap-
plication. Psychology will be a major player in what the
National Institute of Mental Health has called the Decade
of the Brain. Psychologists will use the developing tech-
nologies of brain mapping and genetic mapping to further
explain human thought and behavior.

We can build, among ourselves and with colleagues
in related disciplines, cooperative and synergistic rela-
tionships. Instead of fragmenting, we can bring ourselves
together to make our knowledge base work for the benefit
of humanity. In a new period of almost unlimited tech-
nological growth, the discipline of psychology can bring
both the intellectual and the humanistic vision to finally
justify the brave words of G. Stanley Hall and make our
second century a golden age for all of psychology.
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