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AMONG the activities undertaken by the European Asso
ciation for Experimental Social Psychology since its 
establishment three years ago, the organization of sum
mer research training programs has occupied a promi
nent place. Although many European students of social 
psychology are familiar with the relevant literature and 

_pave mastered many of the technical aspects of experi
mental research, the Association recognized immedi
ately that in order to hasten the development of active 
centers of research in experimental social psychology 
throughout Europe, intensive research training should 
be made available. The first European Summer School 
on Social Psychology accordingly was held two years ago 
in The Hague, as reported in Items) December 1965. 
Partly on the basis of the recommendations made in 
the reports on the Summer School, by Maarten R. 
van Gils and Jaap Koekebakker 1 and by Sibe Souten-

• The first author, Professor of Social Psychology and Director of 
the Laboratorium voor Experimentele Sociale Psychologie at the Uni
versity of Louvain, served as Dean of the Training Seminar, and the 
second author, Lector of Social Psychology at the University of Leiden, 
served as Associate Dean. The Seminar was sponsored by the Euro
pean Association for Experimental Social Psychology in collaboration 
with the Council's Committee on Transnational Social Psychology 
(Leon Festinger, Stanford University, chairman; Harold H. Kelley, 
University of California, Los Angeles; Jaap Koekebakker, Netherlands 
Institute for Preventive Medicine, Leiden; John T. Lanzetta, Dart
mouth College; Serge Moscovici, University of Paris; Ragnar Rommet
veit, University of Oslo; Stanley Schachter, Columbia University; Henri 
Tajfel, University of Bristol; staff, Jerome E. Singer). The Seminar was 
financed largely by funds granted to the Council by the National 
Science Foundation. The planning committee consisted of Serge 

A Moscovici (chairman), Jozef M. Nuttin, Jr., and Stanley Schachter. 
.. l"The First European Summer School on Social Psychology, The 

Hague, July 15 - August 11, 1965," /telliS, December 1965, pp. 50-54. 

by Jou! M. Nuttin) Jr. and Jos M. F. Jaspars ,.. 

dijk,2 the 1967 Training Seminar was conceived and 
organized in a somewhat different way: specifically as 
a residential seminar in which the participants would 
have the opportunity to develop-in collaboration with 
a "master"-an original hypothesis, to design an experi
mental test of it within a laboratory context, to conduct 
the experiment, and to analyze and present the results 
in a written report. 

In essence the purposes of the Training Seminar 
were: to provide intensive firsthand experience with 
the entire research process; to help the participants, 
who were all engaged in research, to solve their own 
specific problems; and to encourage the development 
of a professional milieu which would support basic re
search activities in the field. To accomplish these aims, 
the core of the training program was conceived as the 
research apprenticeship system-a scheme implying the 
continuous and intensive involvement of small groups 
of participants in the research programs of senior fac
ulty members. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE SEMINAR 

The main features distinguishing the 1967 Training 
Seminar from the 1965 Summer School may be sum
marized as follows: 

In the earlier program, lectures and research were 
organized within the framework of the general theme 
"social psychological aspects of organizations." In 1967 

2 "Evaluation of the European Summer School on Social Psycho· 
logical Problems in Organizations (1965) Based on Survey Data," Insti
tute of Social Psychology, University of Utrecht, 1966 (mimeo.). 
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there was no lecturing and no over-all theme; the em
phasis was on formal training in experimental research. 

The faculty of the Summer School changed each 
week and consisted, apart from the Director and Secre
tary, of two senior members. In 1967 research teams 
were directed by a permanent faculty of six members; 
the number of participants was reduced from 40 to 30; 
and the duration of the program was increased from 4 
to 5 weeks. The participants, who were generally ad
vanced research assistants, were appointed in consulta
tion with the directors of the various research centers 
in social psychology throughout Europe, without par
ticular regard to geographic representation which had 
been a factor in the selection of participants in 1965. 

The preparation for the Seminar was intensive for 
both faculty and participants.s The faculty held two 
preliminary meetings, in Los Angeles in November 
1966 and in Louvain in April 1967. The prospective 
participants were required to prepare themselves by 
reading a number of general works selected by the fac
ulty at its first meeting, as well as specific background 

8 The faculty consisted of Harold H. Kelley and Ragnar Rommet· 
veit of the committee, and Harold B. Gerard, University of California, 
Riverside; Jaap Rabbie, University of Utrecht; Robert B. Zajonc, Uni· 
versity of Michigan; and Philip G. Zimbardo, New York University. 

The participants were: Jean-Claude Abric, Assistant Professor of So
cial Psychology, Universite d'Aix-Marseille, Aix-en-Provence; Jacques 
Allegro, Research Assistant, Bureau Sociaal Psychologische Zaken, 
Royal Dutch Navy; Jan Beijk, Research Assistant, University of Am
sterdam; Vera Bokorova, Research Worker - Psychologist, Institute of 
Psychology, Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences; Alistair Chalmers, Lec
turer in Social Psychology, University of Sussex; William Cheyne, Lec
turer in Psychology, University of Strathclyde; Malcolm Cook, Re
search Student, University of Oxford; Janina Frentzel-Zagorska, 
Teaching Assistant, Department of Sociology, University of Warsaw; 
Roberto Gentile, Psychologist, University of Naples; Nenad Havelka, 
Assistant, Department of Psychology, University of Belgrade; Zdenek 
Helus, Scientific Worker, J. A. Komenskeho Pedagogical Institute, 
Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences; Paul Henry, Chef de travaux, 
Groupe de psychologie sociale, Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes; 
Werner Herkner, Research Associate, Institute for Advanced Studies, 
Vienna; Renee Honai, Aspirant, Fonds National de la Recherche Sci
entifique, Brussels; John Michael Innes, Lecturer in Psychology, Uni
versity of Birmingham; Helmut Lamm, Research Associate and 
Lecturer, Institut filr Sozialwissenschaften, Wirtschaftshochschule, 
Mannheim; Freddy Lange, Scientific Coworker in Social Psychology, 
University of Amsterdam; Jacques-Philippe Leyens, Assistant, Uni
versity of Louvain; Wolfgang Manz, Dipl. Psych. Wissenschaftliche 
Assistent, Bruhl, Germany; Pierre Miollan, Assistant in Psychology, 
Universite d'Aix-Marseille, Aix-en-Provence; Martine Naffrechoux, 
Technical Collaborator, psychosociological study group, University of 
Paris; Michel P~cheux, Research Assistant, University of Paris; Anna 
Potocka-Hoser, Research Assistant, Institute of Philosophy and So
ciology, Polish Academy of Sciences; Marc Servais, Assistant in Ex
perimental Sociopsychology, University of Louvain; Olav SUrdal, 
Lecturer in Social Psychology, University of Oslo; Betty Hughes Swift, 
Ph.D. candidate in psychology, London School of Economics and 
Political Science; Willy Vande Capelle, Ph.D. candidate in psychol
ogy, University of Louvain; Dik Van Kreveld, research and teaching in 
social psychology, Vries, The Netherlands; Peter Veen, Officer, Social 
Psychology Branch, Royal Dutch Navy; Maryla Zaleska, Research As· 
sistant, Laboratory of Social Psychology, University of Paris. 
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material later sent by each faculty member to his re
search team, and by increasing their facility in reading, 
understanding, and speaking English. All participants 
had at least a master's degree in psychology (obtained..
on the average 3 or 4 years ago); 5 of them held the. 
Ph.D. Thirteen of the participants were research and/or 
teaching assistants at their home universities; 12 held 
positions as research workers; and 5 were university 
lecturers. 

The faculty at its second preliminary meeting as
signed each participant to one of six research teams, 
mainly on the basis of expressed preferences for re
search topics or team leaders. Since each team would 
have to write a report in English and work with Dutch
speaking subjects, the teams were organized to include 
at least one member whose native language was Eng
lish and at least one whose native language was Dutch. 
Besides the team leader and 5 participants, each team 
had a participant assistant who was familiar with the 
local facilities. Before the actual start of the Seminar, 
each participant was invited to communicate with the 
leader of his team and to comment on a general outline 
of its research area or a preliminary proposal for an 
experiment to be carried out during the Seminar. 

It is hardly possible to describe briefly the work ac
complished during the Seminar period. The partici
pants and staff lived at the Leo XIII Seminar, a col
lege near the laboratory where the formal sessions were e 
held, and worked together almost without regard to 
time. The general work schedule for each team was ap
proximately as follows: during the first week of the 
Seminar one or more concrete research proposals were 
planned and discussed; during the second week pilot 
experiments were conducted; the main experiments 
and analyses of data were carried out during the third 
and fourth weeks; by the end of the fifth week the first 
drafts of the research reports were written. 

Nine laboratory experiments were actually carried 
out. Needless to say, this required the cooperation of 
many persons. The Psychologisch Instituut of the Uni
versity of Louvain had made available more than 100 
experimental and office rooms. In addition to the 6 
participant assistants, 10 members of the social and 
technical staff collaborated full time.4 More than 1,000 
members of the military services served as subjects.5 

Most working days ended after midnight. 

4 The Seminar is highly indebted to the Academic Council of the 
Catholic University of Louvain, Leuven-Nederlands, and its Instituut 
voor Psychologie en voor Pedagogische Wetenschappen, which con
tributed in various important ways to the success of the Seminar. 

IS Thanks are also due to the Belgian Army and especially to the 
Kazerne kwartier De Hemptinne of Heverlee for its unqualifiable co-. 
operation in providing experimental subjects throughout the seminar. 
period. 
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REVIEW OF RESEARCH TOPICS 

Team led by Harold Gerard. This team chose to 
work in the general area of dissonance theory and de
voted considerable time to discussion of the literature 
and to formulation of a particular problem that could 
be investigated in the Louvain setting. Thorough dis
cussion of the most crucial experiments related to the 
theory revealed many differences in procedures in these 
experiments, which could explain contradictory re
sults reported in the literature. The specific focus of 
the team was on forced compliance. The first order of 
business therefore was to identify several experimental 
tasks that would be unpleasant for the subject popula
tion available. The relevant literature indicates that a 
weakness in many experiments has been the failure to 
provide such a task-a necessary requirement for test
ing derivations from the theory. Two unpleasant tasks 
which were quite different in nature were finally se
lected by the team, which then discussed several pos
sible research designs. The design selected was one in 
which the degree of justification for working on one 
of the two unpleasant tasks was varied. Also varied was 
the degree of choice of task, when justification was 
offered, and the point in time when the subject'S evalu
ation of both tasks was measured. The design, which 
involved a double nesting with repeated measures on 
half of the subjects, provides for investigation of de
cision making in general rather than the special case 
of forced compliance. Preliminary analysis of the data 
obtained shows that the effect of justification was in line 
with the dissonance theory derivation only when the 
subject'S evaluations of the two tasks were measured 
before but not after he actually engaged in the task for 
the second time (he had already had experience with 
both tasks in the initial phase of the experiment). 

Team led by Harold Kelley. In the original proposal 
sent to the members of this team the leader suggested 
the general area of negotiation and bargaining as a 
topic of research, and more specifically the context of a 
particular mixed-motive, incomplete information game. 
The work of the team started, as suggested, with a dis
cussion of this experimental task (game), which despite 
its limitations was thought to be of great potential for 
research in this area. In subsequent discussions several 
research proposals were made and modified, and these 
were pretested in pilot experiments. The team finally 
settled upon a 2 x 2 design in which order of difficulty 
of the bargaining problems (whether an ascending or 
descending order) was· compared for two types of 
sources of the problems (whether the problems were se
lected by a competing pair of bargainers or by a neu
tral person, the experimenter). 

DECEMBER 1967 

Certain difficulties encountered in carrying out the 
experiment were attributable in part to the fact that 
soldiers who first took part in the experiment could tell 
future subjects about its nature. Thus preliminary 
analysis showed that regardless of the experimental 
condition the subjects very often chose a strategy in 
which one player let the other win the maximum 
amount of money, probably with the intention of shar
ing the gain afterwards. 

This factor along with other factors associated with 
the soldier population (intellectual abilities, prior social 
relationships) seemed to result in extremely high within
condition variability in bargaining behavior. As a con
sequence, tests of the success of the experimental manip
ulations were only marginally significant, and the 
predicted variations in dependent variables were not 
obtained. 

Team led by Jaap Rabbie. The area of intergroup 
relations had been suggested as the general framework 
for the experiment to be carried out by this team. Dur
ing the discussions in the first week of the Seminar, it 
became clear that the effect of expectation of future 
interaction with other people could be regarded as a 
minimal condition for differentiation of in-group from 
out-group. A design was developed in which this expec
tation was varied as well as whether a group's inter
action was observed or not, either by a competitive 
or a cooperative group. In a pilot test it turned out 
to be very difficult to differentiate by normal experi
mental manipulations between in-group and out-group 
subjects. 

In a second pilot study an attempt was made to test 
the hypothesis that the perception of belonging to a 
group and the sentiments about the group and oneself 
tend to be in a balanced state. High and low self-esteem 
were induced by telling the subjects after they had 
taken an intelligence test that they had performed very 
well or very badly. Although this procedure was highly 
successful, the results were unsatisfactory. The gen
eral variable of self-esteem was investigated again in 
the next experiment, but the expectation of future in
teraction was replaced by the related variable of social 
comparison. 

In a third pilot test both the design and manipula
tions were found to be satisfactory, and in the final 
experiment the effect of self-esteem in social compari
son under conditions of competition and no competi
tion was investigated. It was found that subjects prefer 
to compare themselves with weaker opponents only in 
a competitive situation when they themselves are not 
improving and the weak opponent is improving. In all 
other conditions (subject improving and/or no compe
tition) subjects prefer to compare themselves with 
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stronger opponents. Further analysis had still to be car
ried out at the end of the Seminar. 

Team led by Ragnar Rommetveit. This group was 
asked to choose between two different, though related, 
fields of experimental inquiry. The members expressed 
so much interest in both fields that it was decided to 
carry out two experiments. The first experiment had 
to do with the joint contribution of extra-linguistic and 
linguistic context and utterance in the transmission of 
messages. Since very little had been done previously in 
this area, which represents an intersection of social psy
chology and psycho linguistics, entirely novel methods 
had to be developed. Furthermore, demands concerning 
explicit coding criteria were accentuated since both ver
bal stimulus material and responses (recall data) per
tained to a foreign language (Dutch). The second ex
periment had to do with the "order effects in impression 
formation," and more precisely with the question: 
"What happens if specific nouns are added before or 
after a series of adjectives?" The results of both these 
studies were so encouraging that several new experi
ments along the same lines were discussed, and possible 
plans for following up the study at the home institu
tions of the team members were considered. 

Team led by Robert Zajonc. The research undertaken 
by this team was an attempt to separate the energizing 
and directive effects of the presence of other persons on 
the behavior of a subject. According to Zajonc's theory 
from which the work of the team started, the mere pres
ence of another is a source of general arousal and it 
enhances and energizes dominant responses. However, 
the other person can also provide cues which can direct 
the subject'S behavior. 

Three experiments were carried out within the 
framework of this general theory. In the first experi
ment the influence of a coactor, who received stimuli in 
synchrony or in asynchrony with a subject in a test of 
reaction time, under conditions of regular or random 
presentations of stimuli, was investigated. In the second 
experiment reaction time was measured under condi
tions of presence or absence of another person. In the 
third experiment more and less reliable cues were pre
sented to the subject who performed a vigilance task. 
Under one condition these cues were presented to the 
subject by another person working on a similar task; 
under another condition the sounds of the other per
son, who was in a different room, were transmitted to 
the subject. 

Team led by Philip Zimbardo. This team decided to 
study the antisocial consequences of loss of personal 
identity of individuals in group settings. During the 
first week the team engaged in an intensive analysis of 
the scant literature available on this phenomenon and 
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also speculated about natural occurrences of it. Because 
the team had less research experience and less famili
arity with English than the other teams, it was decided 
to begin a pilot study by the end of the first week in a 
order to work on something concrete. The anonymity WI 
of the subject and of the "victim" were the inde
pendent variables manipulated, and the dependent vari
able was duration of shock delivered by the subject to 
the victim (with an acceptable rationale). The wearing 
of hoods, dim illumination of rooms, and related de
vices were used to increase feelings of lack of individ
uality. It was predicted that such operations would 
lower restraints on antisocial behavior and result in 
greater aggressiveness. This deindividuation effect 
should be greater when the victim also has little per
sonal identity. Contrary to expectations and also to pre-
test results obtained with American students, subjects 
in anonymous condition suffered less shock than sub
jects whose identity was not masked; and most aggres
sion was shown when both victim and subject were in 
identifiable condition. Understanding of these results 
depended upon an explanation of the nature of the sub
jects, since soldiers in uniform who came to the labora
tory in natural groups were already somewhat deper
sonalized. The laboratory operations perhaps created 
more self-awareness and anxiety than anonymity in 
these subjects, and increased their individuation. A 
model was proposed to clarify and classify the many I 
varieties of deindividuation phenomena, and sugges
tions for a number of experiments were advanced. 

EVALUATION 

Did the Training Seminar achieve the objectives 
formulated in advance by the planning committee and 
the faculty? This is of course a very difficult question to 
answer, especially if one keeps in mind that the most 
important long-term aims of the Seminar essentially 
refer to the future development of active research ca
reers. Although this ultimate question cannot be an
swered now, there is no doubt that the Seminar quite 
successfully accomplished its intermediate objectives. 
In reviewing the proposal submitted to the National 
Science Foundation and the minutes of the two prelimi
nary meetings of the faculty, one is surprised how 
closely the planned program was carried out. In general, 
much more was accomplished than had been hoped for. 
Nine full experiments, performed with more than 1,000 
subjects, are far more than was envisioned in the origi
nal proposal: "In the final weeks of the training pro
gram, we hope that each team will have pretested an 
experimental design, modified it as experience dictated, 
and run at least a few subjects in a final design." 
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It is clear, however, that a 5-week period is still too 
short for such an enterprise, and one should not be sur
prised by the general complaint of the participants that 
there was not enough time to sit back and reflect about 
the research plans and results obtained. We believe 
that this complaint is justified, but also that such a situ
ation can hardly be avoided when a process that nor
mally takes months or even years has to be compressed 
into 5 weeks. Another complaint, namely, the lack of 
formal contact between teams, also referred to the same 
pressure of time. Each team became so deeply involved 
in its own research plans that there was hardly any time 
for plenary sessions. At the end of the Seminar each 
team organized one formal presentation of the work it 
had done. These sessions were the only formal supple
ment to the informal communication among teams 
during the preceding weeks. 

That the level of sophistication of the participants 
was strikingly high became clear during all phases of 
their investigations. The research proposals first made 
by the faculty were in some cases drastically modi
fied through incorporation of original suggestions of 
participants. In carrying out the experiments, partici
pants made several novel contributions to procedure 
and instrumentation. The analyses made at the end also 
showed the high degree of statistical competence of 
many participants. 

Language difficulties, which were expected on the 
basis of experiences at the 1965 Summer School, did 
arise to some extent in all groups. In five of the six 
teams, however, there was only one member who had 
difficulty in expressing himself in English. In the sixth 
group a majority of the participants had language diffi
culties, but this group was composed in this way at 
the explicit request of the faculty member in charge. 
T!lis seems to have been a rather happy procedure since 
language difficulties were similar for most of the mem
bers; the only adverse effect was that discussions did 
not proceed as rapidly as in the teams in which a ma
jority of the members did speak English fluently. 

The enthusiasm with which the participants and 
staff worked during the Seminar and the close relation
ships which were established among all residents seem 
to justify the expectation that the Seminar would suc
ceed in fostering conditions necessary for stimulating 
further research in the field of experimental social psy
chology in Europe. 

Finally, it should be noted that from a pedagogical 
point of view this Seminar was, as far as we know, 
unique as a training device. It was the firm conviction 
of most of the participants that those interested in the 
methodology of advanced research training should learn 
much from the rich experience gained during this high
level Seminar. 

FUNCTIONAL ECONOMIC AREAS AND CONSOLIDATED 
URBAN REGIONS OF THE UNITED STATES* 

THE Council's Committee on Areas for Social and Eco
nomic Statistics was appointed in November 1964 and 
terminated in September 1967 upon completion and re
view of the major project it had sponsored: a re-exami
nation of the criteria by which the present Standard 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas have been defined to pro
vide uniform areas for the publication of Census and 
other data relevant to metropolitan problems, and an 
evaluation of alternative principles of classification, 
such as the concept of functional economic areas. The 
committee also sponsored an exploratory conference on 
spatial aspects of human behavior in October 1965, and 

• Based on the final report of the Committee on Areas for Social 
and Economic Statistics. The members of the committee were: Karl 
A. Fox, Iowa State University (chairman); Brian J. L. Berry, Uni
versity of Chicago; Lester R. Frankel, Audits Be Surveys Company; 
John Friedmann, Massachusetts Institute of Technology; W. L. Gar
rison, University of minois at Chicago Circle; Britton Harris, Uni
versity of Pennsylvania; Donnell M. Pappenfort, University of Chi
cago; and Conrad Taeuber, Bureau of the Census. 
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by Karl A. Fox 

considered means of increasing the quality of Census 
and similar materials, as well as the flexibility and 
economy of access to them. 

STUDY OF PRINCIPLES 
OF METROPOLITAN AREA CLASSIFICATION 

The committee's major study, planned and initiated 
in 1965, was directed by Brian J. L. Berry and con
ducted at the University of Chicago with support pro
vided by a contract between the Bureau of the Census 
and the Council. The study resulted in a report, "Func
tional Economic Areas and Consolidated Urban Re
gions of the United States," which (after preliminary 
review of its findings at a conference in Washington in 
December 1966) was transmitted in May to the Bureau 
of the Census and Bureau of the Budget for further 
study and possible future action. The principal findings 
of the study were formally approved by the committee 
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