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Table 1.1 Conkrasting Models in Social Paye

E;tlmuk Model of N:]l-m;_r" . =
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» Explicn comy g | !

+ Method and results indepentent « Method and resuits

= Louinive cTile:

e and subjective

d objective
the findings” o Telling “the stery™

« Presenting

cited over 10,000 umes), Unfortunately. according to some.,
it also has resulied in @ grealer premium being placed on
srudies that lend themselves 1o the confines of the labora-
tory. wherein self-report measures relevant to such medi-
aLU-rS can readily be solicited, and 10 2 decreased wse of
behavioral measures, especially in applied field studies
(Baumeister, Vohs, & Funder. 2007: Cialdini, 2009).2

The second approach begins with laboratory demonstra-
tions {or “bottling”) of specific, provocative phenomena—
generally phenomena with familiar real-world analogues
{ Ahelson, Frey, & Gregg. 2004). Studies in this tradition
el a story, indeed offer a kind of “empirical parable”
designed to enlighten us—to hold up a kind of mirror
that allows us Lo recognize something about the way we, and
our neighbors, respond to parlicular contexts or in service
of particular motives. In a sense, the investigator, like a
playwright, stages a plausible brief drama (in which all
;oies save that of “subject” are scripted), one designed
to prompt us to (rejconsider our current theories about
some social behavior of consequence. Thus, procedural
details are critical to our evaluations of the study, and
method and results interdependent, Readers feel impressed
and informed upon finding that their intuitions were dis-
confirmed by actual results. Researchers following this
approach typically then proceed to lest experimental varia-
tions designed to illuminate the factors most important in
amduu’ng the relevant phenomenon and those determining
or “moderating” its magnitude.

¢ Notwithstnding the analytic advantages of such analyses,
there i a potential problem of “over-claiming” that arises espe-
cially when the analyses make use of self-reports of cognitive or
affective states. The limitations of such unalysis in pinpointing
“underlying processes” and particularfy in establishing causahity
and should be abundantly clear in light of papers by Nisbett and
Wilson (1977): Wilson and Gilbert (2008); and others on the sta-
tus of the types of self-repons that these analyses necessarily rely
wpon (sec also Spencer, Zann, & Fong, 2008),

Ui courst, the

Investigators whose

conceém w

theones o1

furmi. non-obvieus hypoul

for the dissonance theorists (see Carlsmith, Ellswont

Aronson, 1976: Ellsworth, 20105, Indeed. most memor
studies tn social psychology combine elements of both
approaches, even studies that we remember mainly for
findings that can be described in terms of simple siuation-
ist influences. Thus. although the Darley and Baison study
{1973) tested three formal hypotheses about bystander
intervention, it is most remembered for demonstrating that
the presence or absence of “extra time” could determune
whether seminarians on their way to deliver a sermon on
the Good Samaritan parable would stop 1o help an individ-
uzl in obvious need of assistance. Likewise, although the
famous “Bobo doll” studies conducted by Bandura, Ross,
and Ross (1963) explicitly compared the effects of different
types of “models” and media on young children’s inclina-
tion to follow the aggressive example set by those models.
it too became famous not becauss of such comparisons but
because of the finding that “normal” middle-class children
can readily be induced 1o imitate such aggressive behavior
themselves. Indeed. the same general argument applies to
most of the well-known multiple-condition stdies using
“high impact” designs (Aronson & Carlsmith. 1968} and
consequential behavioral measures that we have described
above.’

In this discussion of differing approaches, it is important
to bear in mind that in social psychology, theories, empiri-
cal generalizations, and even accounts of phenomena are
always underspecified with regard to domain of applicabil-
ity and stipulation of necessary and sufficient conditions.
Accordingly, in both traditions, disconfirmed hypotheses
or failed demonstrations are less informative than suc-
cesses. Furthermore, the design of influential experiments
involves art and skill as well as correct scientific insights

* In the interest of historical accuracy, we should also note that
both Milgram and Asch—bat not Zimbardo or Rosenhan—did
run differsmt versions of the study andlor different conditions
within studies. Milgram, in fact, documented many factors (from
the prestige of the selting 1o the physical remoteness of the
“teacher” vis-a-vis the “Jearner”) that “significantly” influenced
rates of obedience; and Asch showed that whereas one vanable
fease of discrimination task) mattered much less than one might
umagine, another (unanimity of the confederates offenng the
wrong answer) was absolutely cnitical. But in each case it 15 the
single one-condition effect that continues 10 be celebrated in our
leatbooks and that most imponanily challenges our intustions

social History, New Challenges, und |
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results initially upani
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and w aher the direction of
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accordingly.

SOCIAL HISTORY, NEW CHALLENGES, AND
DIALECTICS OF SOCIAL RESEARCH

An ancient aphonism, as Ned Jones aptly noted, holds that
social psychology is a field with a long past, but a short his-
tory. There are two major chapters in this story. The first,
which marked the emergence more than a century ago of
psychology. under the leadership of Wundl Helmholtz.
James, Hall, Cattell, Titchener. Brentano, Ebbinghaus, and
others, as 2 distinct field of study. involved the shift from
philosophical speculation and analysis to reliance upon data.
The second, as Jones described at length, involved the emer-
gence, just before and after WWIL under Lewin, Hovland,
Sherif, Asch. Fesunger, and others, of social psvchology as
a sub-discipline that relied on experiments in which investi-
gators directly manipulated social and situational factors of
theoretical relevance. Even within this more modern exper-
imental period, however, dramatic changes have occurred
within social psvchology—not only in the specific theones
and problems under study, but also in the goals and para-
digms that serve to define our ficld, Indeed. on balance,
twentieth century social psvchology seems to have been
driven as much by phenomena—both those demonstrated
in the laboratory and those documented in mass media—as
by theories.

Influences from Society at Large

The history and agenda of social psychology seems inex-
trncably entwined with the history and priorities of the
American society in which it was developed. Indeed, in
some instances. 1t 1s possible to ientily specific events
(e.g., the radio broadcast of the War of the Worlds, the Bay
of Pigs invasion of Cuba. the assassination of John Kennedy,
the desegregation of schools, the murder of Kitty Genovese,
or the 9/11 attacks on the United States) that have led to
particular research programs. More typically, we see. in
hindsight, the ways in which larger social trends or events

abectios of Socid
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salient hisoneal events and

msiory that we believe helped w s
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MeCarthyvism save ominous importance

conformity. Th rights movement pro

el

round tor

ohiened interest in preju

and racism. as well as social idenrity (Tajfel, 1974). Later,
1

> nflux of African Americans o the field helped w

shift our research focus from the mind and motives of the
perpetrators 1o the effects of racism on its targets.

The Vietnam War. arguably. was the impetus for increased
interest in problems of obedience and disobedience. sunk
costs, and, uitmately, minority influence (Moscovici, 1976):
and (he current wars in Irag and Afghanistan and the weat-
ment of suspected temorisis have clearly renewed that
interest. Post-Vietnam trends in American social history—the
inward focus of the “me"” peneration of the 1970s—surely
played @ role 1n our field's ncreasing preoccupation with
the self. In tum, both the focus on the self and misgivings
about that self-centeredness arguably played a key role in
the emergence of “positive” psychology. Finally, it is surely
no coincidence that cultral psychology in general, and
research on collectivist Asian cultures in particular, came
to the forefront of our field during a period when the “eco-
nomic Ggers” of East Asia (Chinz, Japan. and Korea) began
to roar, and Tmmigration from those nations reached new
heights.

In considering the events listed in Table 1.2, the present
authors are struck by some missed opportunities to evala-
ate the social and societal impact of “natural experiments”
wherein new technologies (television, personal computers,
credit cards) came to be widely adopted in some regions or
countries before others. We write this chapter at a moment
when two events of historical imporl—the beginning of the
Obama presidency and the worsening of the most difficult
economic period since the Great Depression of the 1930s—
are very much on the minds of most Amenicans, including
social psychologists. What impact will these events have
on what we study or on what we find when we mvesti-
gate racial stereotyping and “stereatype threat” or explore
“risk aversion” and “loss aversion” in economic decision
making? How will our research agenda, not to mention our
methods, be shaped by the increasing prominence of the
Internet and various new information-sharing and social-
networking technologies? Answers to these questions will
help shape the social psychology of the future.

It should go without saying thar Table 1.2 is replete
with oversimplifications and omissions, especially omis-
sions involving societal changes that ebb and flow, such
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