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T HE Society has a complex
s t ru c t u re. It has surv ived fo r
almost 100 ye a rs , reacting to

expansion and gaining accretions without
radical ch a n ge to its fundamental stru c t u re.
With more than 30,000 members , it has
over 100 committees, with 1200 or so
m e m b e rs serving on them, a n d, at the last
c o u n t , 37 diffe rent grades of membership. 

As the membership has grown and the
discipline has dive rs i fi e d, so have
subsystems. Th e re are now 14 scientifi c
Sections and nine pro fessional Div i s i o n s
and Special Gro u p s , a d m i t t e d ly still a small
number compared with the 52 Divisions of
the A m e rican Psych o l ogical A s s o c i at i o n
( A PA ) , wh i ch are not sep a rated into furt h e r
s u b groups along the lines of our ow n
Sections and Div i s i o n s .

This dive rs i fi c ation fo l l ows the
i n c reasing specialisation and
p ro fe s s i o n a l i s ation of the discipline, a n d
the expansion is to be welcomed as a sign
of its health and success. Neve rt h e l e s s ,

t h e re are two pro blems for the Society that
might be add re s s e d. 

The fi rst is our sep a ration into Sections
and Div i s i o n s , as though scientific intere s t s
we re sep a rable from pro fessional concern s ,
and as though staff in unive rsities had no
contact with pro fessional psych o l ogists in
p ra c t i c e. This sep a ration needs to be
a dd re s s e d, and might be reduced by
renaming all subgroups ‘ S e c t i o n s ’a n d
s u p p o rting them as usually the most
s i g n i ficant scientific and pro fe s s i o n a l
fo rums for members. 

A second pro blem is that incre a s e d
s p e c i a l i s ation continues to lead to ye t

f u rther sep a rate education and tra i n i n g
routes and membership cat ego ri e s , with 
no rat i o n a l i s ation or coherence in terms 
of commonalities — a pro blem both in
p rinciple and in pra c t i c e.

The history of the Society demonstrat e s
this growing dive rsity and diffe re n t i at i o n .
On 24 October 1901, this learned society
was fo rmed by 10 scientists; 1919 saw the
fo rm ation of the fi rst three Sections —
m e d i c a l , e d u c ational and industrial —
d e m o n s t rating that , f rom an early stage,
applied psych o l ogy had a home there. 
The Society has grown and dive rs i fi e d
since then.

When the Society was fo u n d e d, its aim
was to ‘ a dvance scientific psych o l ogi c a l
re s e a rch and to further the co-operation 
of inve s t i gat o rs in the diffe rent bra n ches 
of psych o l ogy ’ (Knight,1954). Its major
object today, a c c o rding to the Charter 
of Incorp o rat i o n , is ‘to promote the
a dvancement and diffusion of a know l e d ge
of psych o l ogy pure and applied and
e s p e c i a l ly to promote the effi c i e n cy and
usefulness of Members of the Society by
setting up a high standard of pro fe s s i o n a l
e d u c ation and know l e d ge’. The Society
m a kes no explicit commitment to ‘ a
p ro fe s s i o n ’ , nor to ‘human we l fa re ’ .

The A PA began life in 1892, also 
with the object of ‘the advancement of
p s y ch o l ogy as a science’. This suffi c e d
until 1943. Faced with a potential cri s i s
t h at ye a r, the A PA re s t ru c t u red and in 1945
became ex p l i c i t ly both a learned society
and a pro fessional body. The phrases ‘ a n d
as a pro fe s s i o n ’a n d, s i g n i fi c a n t ly, ‘and as 
a means of promoting human we l fa re ’ we re
a dded to its objects. 

These three prongs — science,
p ro fession and human we l fa re — provide a
s h a rp focus for the A PA’s three major are a s
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of activ i t y. Similarly, the Au s t ra l i a n
P s y ch o l ogical Society (APS), founded in
1966 out of the Au s t ralian Bra n ch of Th e
B ritish Psych o l ogical Society, has as the
fi rst of its 30 objects: ‘to advance the
s c i e n t i fic study and pro fessional practice of
p s y ch o l ogy and enhance the contri bution of
p s y ch o l ogy to the promotion of the publ i c
we l fa re by encouraging the development 
of all bra n ches of psych o l ogy ’( A P S
M e m o randum of A s s o c i at i o n , section 2).
These statements provide an explicit fo c u s
and commitment.

As is well know n , for its fi rst 50 ye a rs ,
the Society was pre d o m i n a n t ly a scientifi c
society; after the Second Wo rld War and 
the enormous expansion of pra c t i t i o n e r
p s y ch o l ogy, p a rt i c u l a rly in the Nat i o n a l
Health Service and in local educat i o n
a u t h o ri t i e s , it has been under incre a s i n g
p re s s u re to be a pro fessional body. Th e
c o m b i n ation of va l u e s , a s p i rat i o n s ,
c o n c e rns and pri o rities of a learned society
with those of a pro fessional body pose
major ch a l l e n ge s , p a rt i c u l a rly in the contex t
of exponential growth and dive rs i fi c at i o n .

The Society’s self-analysis
In 1988, a Scientific A ffa i rs Board wo rk i n g
p a rty presented an excellent rep o rt on the
f u t u re of the psych o l ogical sciences. Th i s
rep o rt highlighted the dive rsity of the
d i s c i p l i n e, s aying that ‘ p s y ch o l ogy is at 
one and the same time a scientifi c, s o c i a l ,
n o m o t h e t i c, i d i ograp h i c, a rt s , and ap p l i e d
d i s c i p l i n e ’( The British Psych o l ogi c a l
S o c i e t y, 1 9 8 8 , p a ra 4.15), and stating that
‘ d ive rsity is a sign of intellectual stre n g t h ’
( i b i d. , p a ra 13.13.4). 

H oweve r, the rep o rt suggested that 
some aspects of the Society’s orga n i s at i o n a l
a rra n gements might be impeding ‘ c ro s s
fe rt i l i s ation’. This suggestion was rep e at e d
in 1991 by a task fo rce of the Pro fe s s i o n a l
A ffa i rs Board set up to consider future
d evelopments in psych o l ogy. Its rep o rt
s t ated that ‘it is necessary to find a way of
functioning that maximises commonality 
of interests and avoids ex a c e r b at i n g
d iv i s i o n s ’( The British Psych o l ogi c a l
S o c i e t y, 1 9 9 1 , p.2). 

Fi n a l ly, in 1997, the Council Wo rk i n g
Pa rty on the Development of Psych o l ogy as
a Pro fession also wa rned of the dange rs of
the academic/practitioner split, p o t e n t i a l ly
ex a c e r b ated by the Society’s stru c t u res (Th e
B ritish Psych o l ogical Society, 1 9 9 7 , p a ra
4.19). The Wo rking Pa rty art i c u l ated a
vision of a unified pro fession in wh i ch
‘[t]he pro fessional practice of psych o l ogy
will be info rmed and enhanced by …
re s e a rch and sch o l a rship. … [And] re s e a rch

will have become more dy n a m i c, with a
s t rong focus on topics of direct re l evance to
p ra c t i t i o n e rs …’ ( i b i d. , p a ra 7.5). 

The statement of vision continu e d : ‘ Th e
Society will have given psych o l ogy a
c o h e rence in the public arena thro u g h
s u c c e s s f u l ly asserting a legi t i m ate cl a i m
t h at psych o l ogy is both a pure science and
a policy science.’ ( i b i d. , p a ra 7.6.) Th i s
s t atement coincided with the Society’s fi rs t
s t rat egic plan in 1997, in wh i ch it at t e m p t e d
to operationalise the vision and to art i c u l at e
its goals in re l ation to the objects of the
S o c i e t y.

Thus the Society itself has cl e a rly
i d e n t i fied some of the potential pro blems of
its success and expansion. It needs to
ap p ro a ch its next 100 ye a rs with stru c t u re s
to provide the fl exibility and perm e ab i l i t y
to foster unity through dive rs i t y, and to
respect the pluralism wh i ch is the result of
success and expansion. 

H oweve r, this dive rsity and pluralism is
an intrinsic fe at u re of the discipline itself,
wh i ch not only embraces dive rse subfi e l d s ,
but also contains major fault lines (Wat t s ,
1992) that could pose a thre at to unity.

The discipline of psycholog y
S ch ö n p flug (1992) takes a histori c a l
p e rs p e c t ive and suggests that , f rom the
s t a rt , p s y ch o l ogy encompassed two entire ly
s ep a rate traditions in We s t e rn thought: t h e
p rag m atic — embraced by ap p l i e d
p s y ch o l ogy, and concerned with utility; 
and the ontological — embraced by basic
p s y ch o l ogy, and concerned with truth. 

A c c o rding to Sch ö n p fl u g, these two

t raditions later fo rmed a coalition. Th i s
e n abled unive rsities to gain students
( p s y ch o l ogy is practical and there fo re
useful) and pra c t i t i o n e rs to gain stat u s
( p s y ch o l ogy is scientific and there fo re
re s p e c t able). Th o u g h , as he put it, ‘ c o n fl i c t s
and tensions indicate a continu i n g
p o l a ri s ation between basic and ap p l i e d
p s y ch o l ogy ’( p . 2 3 ) .

Fraser Wat t s , one of my pre d e c e s s o rs as
P re s i d e n t , was concerned that ‘ p s y ch o l ogy
does not re a l ly hang together as a cohere n t
e n t e rp ri s e ’( Wat t s , 1 9 9 2 , p.489). He
i d e n t i fied three ‘ fault lines’wh i ch he
b e l i eved thre atened to split psych o l ogy.
These spanned the substantive subject
m atter of psych o l ogy, wh i ch ra n ges fro m
b i o l ogy to sociology, the incre a s i n g ly
d ive rse methods used by psych o l ogists and
the re l ationship between basic re s e a rch and
p ro fessional ap p l i c ation. 

Watts concluded that we cannot affo rd

to do without a coherent discipline of
p s y ch o l ogy. Others have welcomed the
i n c reasing pluralism cre ated by indige n o u s
p s y ch o l ogies (Rosenzwe i g, 1992; Lunt,
1998; Wi l p e rt , 1 9 9 8 ) .

Fi n a l ly, L é v y - L eb oyer (1992) wa rn e d
t h at ‘if psych o l ogy is no longer seen as
h aving a clear identity, fi rm ly anch o red in
basic scientific and ethical pri n c i p l e s , it will
be virt u a l ly impossible to stru gg l e
s u c c e s s f u l ly against ch a rl atanism at a time
when the pro l i fe ration of social needs is
e n c o u raging its spre a d ’ (p.277). 

It is important that , as a Society, we are
awa re of the potential depth of these
h i s t o ri c a l , d i s c i p l i n a ry and ep i s t e m o l ogi c a l

The enormous expansion of practitioner psychology, p a rt i c u l a r l y in the NHS established under
N ye Be v a n ,i n c r eased pr e s s u r e on the Society to be a pr o fessional body



fault lines, and that we develop stru c t u re s
to maximise integrity and the strength of
this dive rs i t y.  This would provide the
c o n t ext for the growing specialisation and
d ive rs i fi c ation of psych o l ogy, and for the
p re s s u re for regi o n a l i s ation ye t
g l o b a l i s ation that faces the Society today.

It is a we l l - re h e a rsed belief that
p s y ch o l ogy as a discipline started with 
the fo rm ation of Wu n d t ’s ex p e ri m e n t a l
l ab o rat o ry in Leipzig in 1879. Wh at is
p e r h aps less well known is the
d evelopment even at that time of two
distinct ap p ro a ch e s : on the one hand,
l ab o rat o ry-based ex p e riments for re l at ive ly
simple psych o l ogical processes —
ex p e rimental psych o l ogy; on the other
h a n d, n at u ralistic observation for pro c e s s e s
t h at we re influenced by social and cultura l
fa c t o rs — cultural psych o l ogy. Th i s
distinction re flects psych o l ogy ’s dual
o ri gins in philosophy and phy s i o l ogy; it
m ay in its modern ve rsion rep l i c ate the
c u l t u ral divide of the sciences ve rsus the
h u m a n i t i e s .

P s y ch o l ogy in anglophone countri e s
became dominated early on by the
p a radigm of nat u ral science, in a quest to
e s t ablish the discipline as a ‘ t ru e ’s c i e n c e.
I n d e e d, the fi rst 50 ye a rs of this century
we re dominated mainly by wh at some 
h ave seen as an ove r zealous at t a chment 
to a positivist paradigm (e. g. Smith et al. ,
1 9 9 5a, b; Shotter, 1 9 7 5 ) ,t h rough wh i ch

p s y ch o l ogy attempted to establish itself as
a re s p e c t able science, e mu l ating the
methods and the know l e d ge claims of the
n at u ral sciences in pre fe rence to the
semiotic or the hermeneutic sciences. 

Almost another 50 ye a rs lat e r, it may 
be a sign of ‘discipline mat u ri t y ’ to accep t
t h at psych o l ogy stra ddles the nat u ral and
semiotic sciences, and draws some of its
s t rength and ri chness from this dual
i d e n t i t y.

Pa rt of this ri chness derives from a
number of polari s ations and dive rge n c e s .
These include methodologi c a l ,
ep i s t e m o l ogi c a l , o n t o l ogical and
p ro fessional diffe rences wh i ch , a s
mentioned earl i e r, might at times appear 
to thre aten the integrity of the discipline.
I n d e e d, with its interface with biologi c a l
and nat u ral sciences on the one side, a n d
social and humanistic sciences on the other,
p s y ch o l ogy provides the opportunity fo r
mu l t i - faceted ex p l o ration of human
f u n c t i o n i n g.

I re fe rred earlier to two cultures of
p s y ch o l ogy : one a mechanistic science,
based on a positivist paradigm seeking
ge n e ral laws of behaviour; the other a
h e rmeneutic science, based on an
i n t e rp re t ivist paradigm. Some have
c o n t rasted the ‘old para d i g m ’ , seen as
m e chanistic and reductionist and A n g l o -
Saxon in ori gi n , with the ‘ n ew para d i g m ’ ,
based on subjectivity and human age n cy,

o ri gi n ating with the hermeneutic tra d i t i o n s
of continental Europe (see Smith et al. ,
1 9 9 5b) .

I n d e e d, t h e re are those who suggest 
t h at ‘ p s y ch o l ogy ’s long-standing infe ri o ri t y
c o m p l ex in re l ation to the nat u ral sciences’
( S m a i l , 1970) is re s p o n s i ble for its neg l e c t
of the historical and social context of its
d eve l o p m e n t , while others re fer to ‘ t h e
misplaced scientism of the nat u ral sciences
m o d e l ’( van Lange n h ove, 1995). 

B u rrell and Morgan (1979) have
c o n t rasted the ‘ s u b j e c t ivist ap p ro a ch ’w i t h
the ‘ o b j e c t ivist ap p ro a ch ’ , the fo rmer based
on a nominalist ontology, an anti-positiv i s t
ep i s t e m o l ogy, a vo l u n t a rist view of human
n at u re and an idiographic methodology ;
while the latter is based on a re a l i s t
o n t o l ogy, a positivist ep i s t e m o l ogy, a
d e t e rminist view of human nat u re and 
a nomothetic methodology. 

These polari s ations cap t u re some of the
tensions in psych o l ogy. Within mu ch of the
d i s c i p l i n e, these continua are oppositional,
and provide justifi c ation for competition
and mutual mistrust between ‘ o l d ’a n d
‘ n ew ’p s y ch o l ogy and ‘ o l d ’ and ‘ n ew ’
p a radigms. We need to be awa re of the
limits and possibilities both of
q u a n t i fi c ation and of interp re t at i o n ,
combining the strengths of dive rs e
p a radigms to maximise constru c t ive
i n t e rch a n ge and collab o rat ive cre at iv i t y.

Some challenges 
Our codes of ethics make substantial
claims — those of public interest and of 
a base in ‘science’. The assumption is
made that wh at psych o l ogists do as
re s e a rch e rs , cl i n i c i a n s , t e a ch e rs ,
s u p e rv i s o rs or consultants is basically
b e n i g n , since it is based in ‘ s c i e n c e ’ .

Meaningful ap p l i c ations of
p s y ch o l ogy must be based on 
a sound scientific fo u n d at i o n .
C o n s e q u e n t ly, ethical ap p l i c ations 
of psych o l ogical principles to 
social pro blems must await the
d evelopment of re l evant theory
wh i ch has been tested by empiri c a l
re s e a rch. ( S p i e l b e rge r, 1 9 8 4 , p . x i . )

But as we saw earl i e r, p s y ch o l ogi c a l
science has diffe rent manife s t ations with
d i ffe rent ideologi e s , ep i s t e m o l ogies and
value systems. And as another of my
p re d e c e s s o rs , G e o ff Lindsay, pointed out 
in his own Presidential A dd ress (Lindsay,
1 9 9 5 ) , p s y ch o l ogy does not operate in a
va l u e - f ree social va c u u m .

Ethical codes claim that psych o l ogi s t s

October 1999

Presidential Address

The Psychologist Vol 12 No 10

P s y c h o l o gy attempted to establish itself as a r e s p e c t a b le science by emulating the methods and
the kno w l e d g e claims of the natural sciences



wo rk for the benefit of humanity. Fo r
ex a m p l e, the code of ethical principles fo r
S c a n d i n avian psych o l ogists starts with:
‘ P s y ch o l ogists contri bute to the betterm e n t
of people’s living conditions and quality of
l i fe by developing and making know n
p s y ch o l ogical know l e d ge and by the
p ractical use of this know l e d ge.’And the
code of the Netherlands Psych o l ogi c a l
A s s o c i ation (NIP) stat e s : ‘ The unswe rv i n g
standpoint on wh i ch the NIP wishes to
place itself is that of respect for the human
b e i n g.’

The codes claim also that psych o l ogi s t s ’
p ractice is based in science, a rg u ably a
unifying aspect of pro fessional pra c t i c e.
For ex a m p l e, the code of the A PA begi n s :
‘ P s y ch o l ogists wo rk to develop a valid and
re l i able body of scientific know l e d ge based
on re s e a rch …’, while the Au s t rian code
s t at e s : ‘ The psych o l ogist strives at all times
to use the methods that are of the highest
s t a n d a rd according to the latest scientifi c
d eve l o p m e n t s .’

These are major and wo rt hy aspirat i o n s ,
wh i ch may be ch a l l e n ged by the realities 
of pra c t i c e. Dawes (1994), for ex a m p l e,
s u ggests that pro fessional psych o l ogi s t s
h ave abandoned their commitment to
re s e a rch-based know l e d ge, in favour of
wh at he calls ‘ t rained clinical intuition’.
O t h e rs suggest that positivistic science
p rovides an inap p ro p ri ate paradigm fo r
clinical wo rk (e. g. Pilgrim & Tre a ch e r,
1992). 

The Society’s own commitment to 
the competence of psych o l ogi s t s ’p ra c t i c e
e n ables complaints to be brought aga i n s t
incompetent pra c t i c e, but cannot provide 
an arbitration between rival para d i g m s .
H oweve r, this does highlight some of the
tensions in the discipline and the
p ro fe s s i o n , and the importance for the
Society both of integrating the scientifi c
and the pro fe s s i o n a l , the ex p e rimental 
and the herm e n e u t i c, the biological and the
c u l t u ra l , and of tolerating the co-ex i s t e n c e
of multiple para d i g m s .

Wh at is the Society doing in this are a ?
Fi rs t , it has set up a task group to be
ch a i red by the incoming Pre s i d e n t , t o
rev i ew the inve s t i gat o ry and disciplinary
p ro c e d u res. Second, it is developing a
cautious interest in the curre n t ly politically
fa s h i o n able area of ev i d e n c e - b a s e d
p ra c t i c e, wh i ch we hope will integrat e
s c i e n t i fic evidence with cl i n i c a l , a n d
p e r h aps educational and human re s o u rc e,
outcomes. Th i rd ly, it continu a l ly seeks to
enhance its quality assurance pro c e d u re s
for the re c ognition of psych o l ogy degre e s
and pro fessional qualifi c ations. Fi n a l ly, i t

c o n t i nues its effo rts towa rds bri n ging ab o u t
the stat u t o ry regi s t ration of psych o l ogi s t s .

The Society and the future
The Society cannot be complacent about 
its surv iva l , v i rt u a l ly intact, as a nat i o n a l
p s y ch o l ogy orga n i s ation for almost 100
ye a rs. It needs to be vigilant and active 
in its role in promoting unity thro u g h
d ive rs i t y. 

I am ap p a re n t ly not alone as Pre s i d e n t
in this commitment, as Ja ck Ti z a rd (wh o
himself served as President from 1975 to
1976) pointed out when he said that ‘ [ a ]
belief in the interd ependence of scientifi c
and pro fessional psych o l ogy was ex p re s s e d
by many of our most illustri o u s
p re d e c e s s o rs. … Among those who saw
p s y ch o l ogy as a ro u n d e d, u n i fied discipline
we re C.S. Mye rs , the fi rst President of the
P s y ch o l ogical Society [as it then was] …’
( Ti z a rd, 1 9 7 6 , p . 2 2 5 ) .

Our 14 Sections re flect the bl o s s o m i n g
of subfields. Yet it is only re l at ive ly
re c e n t ly that the Society has admitted
s u b fields with less tra d i t i o n a l
m e t h o d o l ogi e s , ep i s t e m o l ogies and subject
m atter into its stru c t u re. This is a cru c i a l
d eve l o p m e n t , and should be welcomed and
e n c o u raged in order that the Society may
t ru ly rep re s e n t , value and embrace the full
d ive rsity of the discipline, and the sep a rat e
and interre l ated contri butions of its
multiple subfi e l d s .

The pro l i fe ration of pro fe s s i o n a l
D ivisions cl e a rly re flects another aspect of
the discipline, the increasing specialisat i o n
and frag m e n t ation of its pro fe s s i o n a l
p ra c t i c e. This brings not only the benefi t s
of expanding roles for psych o l ogists in
m o re fields of ap p l i c at i o n , and enhanced
t raining to support these, but also the
d i s a dva n t ages of paro ch i a l i s m , c o m p e t i t i o n
and potential riva l ry between pro fe s s i o n a l
s u b d iv i s i o n s .

Within the present stru c t u re of the
S o c i e t y, the Boards play a crucial role in
p roviding the fo rum for the scientific and
p ro fessional subfields to co-operate and
c o m mu n i c at e. Neve rt h e l e s s , it is puzzling
t h at the Sections and Divisions re m a i n
s ep a rat e, and that Divisions continue to be
c o n c e rned with entry to the pro fe s s i o n , a n d
with specialist re q u i rements of tra i n i n g. 

An altern at ive model cre ates Div i s i o n s
as interest gro u p s , with nothing to do with
q u a l i fi c ations or eligibility for members h i p .
This wo u l d, a rg u ably, e n c o u rage
p ra c t i t i o n e rs and scientists to share and
d evelop common interests. Indeed, it may
be a moral as well as a practical diffi c u l t y
to sep a rate the scientific discipline

( u n ive rsities and academics) from its
p ro fessional training and practice (the
p ra c t i t i o n e rs who are trained by the
u n ive rs i t i e s ) .

Wh at kind of an orga n i s ation is the
Society and wh at kind of an orga n i s at i o n
does it wish to be in the future ?

This year the Society fo rm e d
D i re c t o rat e s , with the intention of
i n c reasing its effe c t ive n e s s , its initiat ive
and its strat egic planning and
i m p l e m e n t ation. At pre s e n t , t h e re are seve n
D i re c t o rates to cover the main areas of
a c t iv i t y. It is hoped that the ch a n ge s
i n i t i ated in the past year will prep a re the
Society to ch a n ge, to adapt and to meet 
the ch a l l e n ge of the future with incre a s e d
e ffi c i e n cy, t ra n s p a re n cy and democra cy.

Some concluding pro p o s i t i o n s
I start with some of the realities of the
wo rld we live in.
● We live in a wo rld ch a ra c t e rised by :

u n p re d i c t ability and ch a n ge, m a j o r
ch a n ges in wo rk and employ m e n t ,
ch a n ges in va l u e s , grow i n g
i n t e rn at i o n a l i s ation and globalisat i o n ,
the bre a k d own of familiar rules and
p at t e rns. We need to ensure that the
Society ke eps up with, and eve n
a n t i c i p at e s , some of the ch a n ge s , a n d
t h at its own stru c t u re is suffi c i e n t ly
fl ex i bl e, t ra n s p a rent and ro bust to adap t
to ch a n ge.

● We are encouraged to live in a ‘ l e a rn i n g
s o c i e t y ’ and mu ch has been wri t t e n
about ‘ l e a rning orga n i s ations’. We need
to make sure that we learn both fro m
our own ex p e rience and from other
o rga n i s at i o n s , t h at as an orga n i s ation 
we are open to learning and ch a n ge,
and that the Society can become a
‘ l e a rning orga n i s at i o n ’ .

● We live in a wo rld wh e re the
p ro fessions are under increased scru t i ny,
wh e re science and ex p e rtise cannot
assume their hege m o ny, wh e re
o rga n i s ations such as our own are
re q u i red to be more accountabl e,
re s p o n s i ble and tra n s p a rent. We need to
be politically awa re and ‘ i n t e l l i ge n t ’ , t o
c o m mu n i c ate and co-operate with other
o rga n i s at i o n s , and to develop a
‘ m o d e rn ’p ro fe s s i o n a l i s m .

● P s y ch o l ogy ’s growth and populari t y
means increasing diffe re n t i ation and
s p e c i a l i s at i o n , and new fields of
re s e a rch , ap p l i c ation and pra c t i c e. To ny
G a l e, the Society’s Honora ry Genera l
S e c re t a ry, has re fe rred to psych o l ogy ’s
‘time bomb’waiting to ex p l o d e. Th e
Society needs to be strat egic wh e n
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planning for and reacting to such
expansion that shows no signs of
re d u c i n g.

Wh at does this mean for us as psych o l ogi s t s
and as members of the Society?

The Society is in a strong position, a n d
should develop from this. It needs to be
fl ex i ble and integrat ive in its view of
p s y ch o l ogy, to be re c ep t ive to a wide ra n ge
of ap p ro a ches and ap p l i c at i o n s , and to be
c o n fident that the dive rsity of the science
and its practice provides a strength and a
fl ex i b i l i t y. 

The Society should ex p l i c i t ly re a ffi rm
its commitment to unity, t h ro u g h
a ck n ow l e d ging and encouraging its dive rs e
groups and interests; furt h e r, it needs to
examine the implications of this
a ffi rm ation. It will need to be vigi l a n t ,
re fl ex ive, p u rposeful and ‘ i n t e l l i ge n t ’ in its
own development and orga n i s ation over the
n ext decade and more. 

I also believe that as psych o l ogists we
should be able to ap p ly our unders t a n d i n g
of gro u p s , fa m i l i e s , systems and
o rga n i s ations to our own orga n i s ation and
its functioning. 

As members of the Society, we have a
responsibility to ensure that the Society is
fl ex i ble and re c ep t ive to new demands fo r
k n ow l e d ge and skill, is able to respond to
n ew fields of re s e a rch and ap p l i c at i o n , a n d
can take a pro a c t ive stance in support i n g
u n ive rsities in their task of educating the
f u t u re ge n e rations of psych o l ogists. 

It is essential that we make effo rts to
c o m mu n i c ate with psych o l ogists fro m
d i ffe rent subfields and to capitalise on
c o l l ab o ration between specialisms within
the discipline and with other disciplines.
Th e re continues to be a need to ensure 
t h at scientists and pra c t i t i o n e rs info rm 
e a ch other’s wo rk in a mu t u a l ly pro d u c t ive
p a rt n e rship. The Society’s stru c t u res should
e n c o u rage this, to help avoid one of the
m a ny splits that at times may appear to
t h re aten our discipline. 

We need to emphasise, but not
ove re m p h a s i s e, the scientific and ethical

base to pra c t i c e. We need to unite in our
commitment to ‘ p u blic interest or go o d ’o r
‘human we l fa re’. We need to ack n ow l e d ge
t h at science does not have to be va l u e -
n e u t ral and that we do have an ove rri d i n g
commitment to use our science and our
p ro fessional activities for human benefit or
we l fa re, as art i c u l ated in the A PA and A P S
objects quoted ab ove. 

Fi n a l ly, we need to have the confi d e n c e
to celeb rate our dive rsity while valuing the
unity of the discipline, in order to
maximise and integrate the contri butions of
our many specialisms to human and social
we l l - b e i n g.

When I delive red this A dd re s s , I bega n
with a quote: ‘In my Fat h e r ’s house are
m a ny mansions.’I used the analogy to 
re fer to subfields of psych o l ogy. I end 
by reminding colleagues that we are a
fl o u rishing Society with a fl o u ri s h i n g
discipline; and in our house there are many
m a n s i o n s , with room for many more.

In concl u d i n g, I make a plea fo r
t o l e rance of dive rs i t y. For us as a discipline
to respect the dive rsity of ep i s t e m o l ogi e s ,
m e t h o d o l ogi e s , c u l t u res and modes of
ap p l i c at i o n , and to discover how to be 
t rue to our own humanity while retaining 
a coherent account of our science. And fo r
us as an orga n i s ation to ensure that our
d ive rse interest groups have a welcome 
and we l l - re s o u rced ‘ h o m e ’ , and to strive 
to fulfil the sometimes disparate functions
of ‘ l e a rned society’, ‘ p ro fe s s i o n a l
o rga n i s at i o n ’ , ‘ d i s c i p l i n a ry body ’a n d
‘ m e m b e rship orga n i s at i o n ’ in as cohere n t
and complementary a manner as possibl e,
d eveloping a constru c t ive and pro d u c t ive
c o ex i s t e n c e, c o h ab i t ation and symbiosis.
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