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social-psychological research. Thu me inve tigators ( including so�e \Vho 
were originally trained in ociolo · re�rd ocial ..P ;ychol<?_8Y �

al
es enti�II an 

extension of _general UJolo •. They ttempt to anal yze soct be�av1or in
terms of gene.cal ps ·cholo i rincipl ·

: o ratio� _
under

_ 
the spe?al co?di·

ti. "d d b th ·a1 ·tu a· Their trategy I to take as theu starting ons prov1 e f e 00 l on. "-' . . . point model de Telo for the anal } ·j· of imple ·1tuatt0� a�d to.see how far
these can be u ed in the analFi of the more �mplex ituatlon m wl_1i�h so.
cial beh \·ior occur. Other inve.:tigators indu�mg many who w:re ong1na11y
trained in ·cholo . ) rume that ocial behan?r cannot be effectively reduced
to the le\·el of individual beh vior and that ·ocrn1 P ychology must, therefore 
develo i o n le\Tel of anaiy·i . Their ·tr.itegy. accordingly, is to start out with 
model th re r ent- - p:irimoniou ly a· possible-the complexity of the 
hen mena that they ho e to illuminate. 

·a1 •chologi a] o differ in the research methods that they prefer to
u . Ro hly ·ng one might distingui h between those whose orientation

rimarily quantitative and those whose orientation is more equalitative-or at 
dinical and non · ati tical.:? ·within each of these two sets of orientations, 

e can m ·e further di tinctions, which often reflect important differences in 
rch hilo opby. Thu among the "statistically'' oriented social psycholo
there re tho e who rely primarily on the experimental method, involving 
i e m nipulation of variables to be studied and observation of their ef· 

; and those who rely primarily on the use of survey methods to obtain 
o_ i� ion da nd behavior reports from selected samples of the population.
�m�Iarl� among the more "clinically" oriented social psychologists, one rn:id1 n r h between tho e who prefer to use structured methods to obtain their 

on indi�·idu 1 nd groups, uch as personality tests, structured interview 
and .. cmatJc grou� observation; and those who prefer to use the meth�� ol
putia�t observation and community study in the anthropological trad1tJoa. 

m the case_ of other differences in research philosophy _that _I ha o,� upon, the ddferences among social psychologists are sometimes id� 
�- Proponcn of one orientation may insist that they alone are truly sciea-

; proponcn of another orientation may counter that they alone are t 
.._}· � �t l"CSQrch philosophy are a healthy and neces arr P':'ue1d ?f mv •gation, but when they take the form of arguments aboU 

.,,,,,."' utuc of .. my" concepts and methods a compared to "your"
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. ME ISSUES IN DEB.ATE ON RESEARCH PHILOSOPHY 

� 

VS VIGOR. SO \� ,acoR vERS rd to the specific uses to which these are put-then Of s \ � • ti ods-witho�t r�fi:ss. More often than not, when we argue about the1/ji'�il'li\ i ,.d �; !,ound to ";' c:O:ogical vs. sociological, or quantitative_ vs. qualitative, (' TeG 1�. � \ tJieY, e ments of PY t ralistic approaches, we are dealing with false issues. er �'-OcJ�/1-0PJ,.,. \}1. re}ati:rimental vs .. na eus are false because they are based on a misconception of '<ilJ ·<s�.�,, r etr . es the 1ss u . . tL Ii �\ ·'- 0 sometun . ,, pproach or its partic u lar representative stands for. Thus, ""lt s,...°1 [q,,,, '11� •. ,hat the "0f poshmgde�ate between psychological vs. sociological orientations " ·'\1�, ·,1 I " · ts JD t e d h · t· · f h h "lfgy A·· �� . 3flt3gom5 . with stereotyped an anac ronis 1c notions o ow t e other '1y � · �l ii maY b� operatingches its problems. I have heard psychological analysis criticizedf-Oss101i ��� , disdplme approadly it seeks to explain group or collective behavior in terms of fL e'-lt � e suppose ' · · f · d · · d 1 I h . . 1JJ.e,. �IE Co>. • t,ec�u� ' tic personality charactenst1es o m 1v1 ua s. ave heard socio-1 11>1/!elllr6,. 1 the 1diosya1ncra
1·s criticized because, supposedly, it is based on armchair specula-·L o�iJ L ·11e1}, ·cal an ys · h · LJOst:0 �·ffo '%� I.ogJ t best on casual observation. Sue concept10ns may, perhaps, have been ith; 11fr1�0 ,w t tJon or a 

t one time and they may still be good characterizations of how some".JJJJ e,,,.i ijlSIJJ ·�� accurate a ' . . bo h . . k B , 'hjdi -"l.JJ of� Off�,., 5 cbologists or some soaolog1sts g� a ut t e1r �epect1ve �as. s.. ut they are th ,, °Fteri re� f>se�o%1: fu yhly distorted pictures of the dommant trends m th�se _d1saplines, and one e � l �/QJ�·: g certainly not asswne that they are accurate characterizations of the approach l 1lronfhe Q11. °'ltr/,, '··. :any given psychologist or sociol_ogist .. Above all,_ sue� stereotypes.ignore the. to be studi
�IlJJJenla} � fact that within each of the two d1sc1plmes, there 1s wide d1vers1ty m the con-ri/y on th ed 1/Jd ar,,, �- rep�. methods, _and leveJ_s of analysis used. . . fro e Ilse of �man,. Similar llllsconceptions may be at the root of certam other dubious con-j JJ • 111 selerted SJinpJ 1di( . ttovecs1es. For example, some may be critical of a qualitative approach because f, 'f O!/etifed !/Xi,/ �� �,. iliey see it as an undisciplined selection of illustrations that can support any fi 't to u e structur, d PSJi _logr point the investigator wishes to prove. While we have all seen research thatper onah t e ll!eth,/;ic conforms to these unhappy stereotypes, they are dearly caricatures and per-1.nd those •h ty esti, l/mao,J.-, versions of the skilled and intelligent use of quantitative or qualitative analysis.• ". 0 preferto UJet/,:c Whenever debaters operate on the basis of such mutual misconceptions, there ty stu_dy rn the anthro{'Jl,gi,J: is no pos sibility for a true confrontation and resolution of issues. The antago·. ID research philosophy &.· ni�ts have not even come to the point of discovering whether a real difference IOCW psychologists are someture exists between them. insisttha.ttheyaloneuetr.', . Even when two antagonists are genuinely talking to each other and real-, counter that they aloner.' differe�ces in research approach do exist between them, they may be debating1/t a healthy and nemsJ!f � false dissues. This happens when the debate contrasts two alternative ap* /j of arguments ii! proac�es that are not really alternatives at all. The debate assumes that they are orm 

ed to 'j'oulaa; two d�fferent ways of doing the same thing, when in fact they turn out to be compari . :0 different ways of doing two different things. It makes no sense to argue ·,-s«ODdategorys/1#1 1iether one set of concepts or methods is better than another when the two siJJlle individuJl�
be 
are designed to deal with different kinds of problems. The question must always ' thatlhef • bett f . . 1 be 11dltltJJlt. Tltf"' · er or what? Two investigators-both of whom may, for examp e, oper,_aoas. � 5tudyin · 1 · · k . · h d.f di Jr,wiD8 ,,c f g s?c1a mteractton-may be completely justified in wor mg w1� 1 -fioJD' erent vanables and units of analysis, if one is primarily concerned w1th the J 
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e1fects of .interac:tion on individual penonality and the � with � effects Gathe social system. Similarly, the investigator concerned � d�ng the coa.tours of a phenomenon cannot reasonably be criticized for his �ailure to �- aa experimental approach, just as the investigator con�� with �t�lISbing functional relationships between variables cannot _be critiazed for his failure to
use a more naturalistic approach. Debates that ignore. the purp?ses �hat. thecompeting approaches are designed to serve cannot provide m�ch illummation. The real issue is whether a particular research approach is appropriate tothe questions that the investigator is trying to ans�er. Beyond that, t?ere is themore complicated matter of whether these ques�o�s are worth_ askmg at all.This, of course, raises the larger issues of the de.fimtton of the social researcher'stask and the nature of the enterprise in which he is engaged. These real issues --concerned with the fit between our research approaches and our researchproblems, and with the nature of our essential task-form the background formuch of the debate on research philosophy that is taking place . They tend to bemasked, however, and relegated to the periphery, when the discussion focuseson false dichotomies, rooted in competing disciplinary loyalties and scientincmodels. Many of the dubious issues that I have already mentioned turn on one or another aspect of what might be called the "rigor vs. vigor" controversy. In thepages that follow, I shall try to spell out why the controversy on this level is ofquestionable validity, and how some of the real issues in the evaluation of social research cut across this particular dichotomy. I shall then turn to one special typeof resear� approach, which is generally seen as the model of rigor-namelythe experunental method. By examining experimental work in the context ofwhat I reg�rd a� the essential task of the social scientist, I hope to demonstrate�at, even rn this case, the rigor vs. vigor formulation provides a misleadingpicture. 

The Rigor Vemu Vigor Conlt'oversy 
So�e years ago, Kenneth Boulding took certain liberties with the lyrics of

fW
. S. Gilbe� to ?rawn portraits of the scientist and the humanist. With a few urther modifications B Id· , 1 . of the d'ff ' ou mg s yrtcs can serve to demonstrate some . 1 erences between th . · With1 . . · e proponents of rigor and the proponents of vigor. �ogies to both Gilbert and Boulding then let me present this brief debateeen representatives of the two schoois of thought:
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R. Conceive me if you canA �orousyoung man,A physical-causative Logical-positive, '



. SOME ISSUES IN DEB.ATE ON RESEARCH PHILOSOPHY 
vERSVS VIGOR. 

p.1c;OR 
White-coat-and-rat young man,

w110 bas decided bent

Towards experiment,
And Oh! what a wrath is his 
If a hypothesis 
Claims it's self-evident. 

v. Conceive me if you can
A vigorous young man,
A most analytical,
If not always critical,
Raw-stuff-of-life young man,
Who is persuaded that
Man differs from the rat.
To pierce men's reality
He views their totality
In their native habitat.

R. A serious-aims young man,
A Theory-of-Games young man,
A very �has!ical
Iconoclastical,
Testable-claims young man.

V. A very _Enigue young man,
A reach-for-the-peak young man,
A flagrantly mystical
Most unstatistical
Rather oblique young man.

R. A one-way-screen young man,
A keep-it-dean young man,
A .fine-observational,
Most _operational,
Truth-is-what's-seen young man.

V. A truly all-round young man,
Yet very profound young man,
An I'll-only-do-it-if
It-is-intuitive
Truth-at-a-bound young man.

R. A look-at-the-fact young man,
A get-out-and-act young man, 
A set-up-a-project-
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Where-money's-no-object, Foundational-backed young man. V. A very arm-chair young man, A no-questionnaire young man, A find-it-out-many-ways, Know-it-all-anyways, Devil-may-care young man. R. A facts-by-the-yard young man,A punchable-card young man, Statistical-tabular, Special-vocabular, Work-very-hard young man. V. A fitful-gleam young man, A beautiful-dream young man,A most metaphorical 

Highly rhetorical Letting-off-steam young man.

,I 
;eof 
�[dtor JI 
offmanr 

,innsh relu 
kstloyed is likdf 
i§ng on o_ur�-:---- 'l Jddy justi.ied. 
\/es that de.ine a 
·pment, then we ha
re impressionistic a

re need and cannot o
�ted 0 establishing fun·mere 1s no substitute 

Needless to say, these portraits are stereotyped caricatures of the two sides, , ; i 
but they do transmit some of the flavor of the debate between them. The pro- !ijoreronartificjaJ si 
ponents of rigor stress the importance of obtaining hard facts through the use ,� •ween expe
9f exact methods. They pref er research situations that are maximally structured � '£1 of development 
and, if at all possible, based on the experimental manipulation of the inde· ;,, •e are tvorkin,, ,,,?.

[�choice bei-... 
d . 

bl 

d . '1/1,etJio,''r,e . o· WJ 
pen ent vana es; research instruments that are impersonal and o not req�e � , 9u,res 05 to 
too much filtering through the mind of the investigator; and dependent �an- •e have 11 
ables that can be stated in terms of quantitative indices and subjected to statis!J· .�1��/l/i f'osed. 'I'he
cal analysis . Objectivity, precision , and replicabi!ity are, in their view, the .�llefi,,,·tlJ� a-way fr01'h 

t 1 • · · 
, the 'le I a/10 .,, 

cen ra requirements of a saent:tlic analysis . The proponents of vigor, on �- �s of 0 
other. hand, stress the importance of research methods that will capture. the .�lfi�� Ur 
real-life flavor of the phenomenon under study in all of its fullness and nch· 'JJfhC! to the st 

Th · ' 
the ·, ate J age 

ness: ey pref er to make their observations in natural settings, free from 'h<J/, C. Jed r, Of d 
manipulations of the investigators· to use themselves as active instruments for \ Ifni, '¥h Or at diq. 

sort'.ng, understanding, and integr;ting what they observe; and to present t�� "'1 ,Of 1ht Ph fl) the ;IJ et
tin dings_ in ways that proper! y reflect the totality of man and society and 

Jess : 'i � �PtDacJi :n%el) 
complexity of social behavior. Precision of methods is in the,r view, r lio I/of/Ji is IJj Oo
crucial than relevance to the questions that social scienc; proposes to answe \ �% Of Fu Os 
and truthf�lness to the phenomena of social life. . do not . \'%11.Yt Q fher, Q. io 

Th� different components of the two syndromes I have descnbed d nrify . 1 t · fii iii t tor I 
�eces:ardy ahvays go together, nor do most social psychologists dearly_ in eis at \ � llitn 11-0 
hem,elves With one or the other of these syndromes . Yet this dJV1SJO 

'f'\· lo-0 
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�: 50MB JSSUBS IN DEBATB ON UIIIA�H 

ia much of the debate and position-taking on quelltiGIII-I 
·-�-�·-

1 
aad of the mo t productive direction for the 

of the 6eld, . al a1· . . of whether ex_perunent or natur 1Stic approaches ue 
�on . meaninsless, because it cannot possibly be -w·w� .. '-'& su r1or • . .-.L d d ds �-... The choice of appropriate ma.no s epcn , lllK of all, 00 

�· roblem under investigation-the kind of questions that the of e �kmg. A fetishistic insistence on rigorous methods is bound to r 15 f · · h d · f · r -of any promi ing sources o 1ns1g t an m ormat1on. u.1nverscly, a
. : reluctance to pin things down lest the sanctity of the phenomenon 

.-,n� is likely to keep us from ever attaining reliable knowledge. De-
�- 00 our _Eur_poses, a sacrifice in either precision or naturalness may be 

�ly justified. For example, if we are interested in identifying the
�es that define a particular phenomenon and in tracing its course of 
�opment, th� w� �ave to obse�e it in its natural setting._ A l�s �gorous
1Dd more impress1omst1C approach 1s clearly called for here, smce 1t y1elds thedata we need and cannot obtain in any other way. On the other hand, if we are
illtereSted in establishing functional relationships between two sets of variables, 
dJm there is no substitute for an experimental approach, even though this
(orces us to rely on artificial situations of limited generalizability. 

The choice between experimental and naturalistic research depends also 
• the stage of developll!.ent of our research area and of the specific problem
• which we are working. With respect to the research area in general, the 
-.:ienti.fic ethos" requires us to use the best methods available for dealing withquestions we have posed. The unavailability of precise methods is cert2inlyreason for turning away from these questions. We tackle them as best � noting the limitations of our methods and gradually working toward their.aprovement. 

With respect to the stage of development of the specific problem, diBcrapproaches are called for at different points in time. In the initial stages ofon the problem, when the investigator is interested in gaining an · · · 
. <1!'1� of the phenomenon and in developing hypotheses. a dmical
�tic approach is most appropriate. When he is tt.ady to m the form of functional relationships, an apcrimeaa1 approximation thereof is usually called for. In a later w11m 111a

ll!lll:lfttll'\r is interested in testing the generality of his lqpotbaa iD, he :y again tum to aatwalistic observations or 



Re11ista lnteramericana de Psicologfa ing, or esthetic preference. When an investigator uses the approach that is mostcongenial to him, he is likely--other things being equal, of course---:-to be morecreative and to make a better contribution. Thus, what is a productive methodfor one investigator is not necessarily so for another. E�ch investigator sho�ldfeel completely free to select his own preferred style-without, however, clai�ing that it is therefore objectively better for all problems. He shou1� keep 10mind the limitations of the particular approad1 he has se.lected, apply it only tothose problems to which it is naturally suited, and denv.e from 1� only th?se conclusions that it is capable of producing. In short, if he writes musicalcomedy, he should not try to pass it off as epic drama.Two aspects of the rigor vs. vigor issue des�rve special comment._ One isthe question of ..9..uanti�tive vs. qualitative a�alys1s; the other the question of aholistic vs. an elementalistic approach. Qualitative analysis is sometimes criticized on the grounds that the investigator has no conception of what he has really found and is highly susceptible to the fallacy of the positive instance. Quantitative analysis, on theother hand, may be criticized for the investigator's tendency to let the truephenomenon pass him by while he is simple-mindedly and obsessively counting the irrelevant. Thus, critics of a qualitative approach argue that the conclusions . h . . derived from it may be interesting, but are probably not true; while critics of a :'.015 Interested in tquantitative approach argue that the conclusions derived from the latter may be � who fakes chulitrue, but are proba?l y not interesting. ';. � be assessed easiJ 
The mere posing of the issue in terms of qualitative vs. quantitative is bound · dasions about re/" . � to be misleading. In a very basic sense, all scientific statements are inevitably ·1�1lad, Would 1810Sitysuantitative, although the counting and measurement may be only implicit. "'tbefoolish l11Jdoubteo Even a case study, for �mple, makes some implicitly quantitative statements: ,11.tiswro ness_of tryin

When we describe certain patterns of behavior that are characteristic of the '41aiie og 'With th· person or commuruty studied, then we are essentially saying that this pattern <i'O, Inethods but 15 f I d · . . . •at lf'1rL ' th 
occu_rs requent Y an. m m_an� kmds of situations. Often, moreover, we select• � llo • .,, oo '11) • at particular case �or mvestigatton because it is deviant or extreme-in other �% t entitle . llJ Uf!ic
words, because it possesses a particular trait or set of traits to a greater or ·�j/lre0 �llJJ to d lesser extent than other comparable cases \; t1�e, ot %1:1 l s· ·1 • 

',J� ,eSea '"1et:i • •mi_arly, _scientific statements generaJly have a qualitative compon_ent, �/d�aa tcJi, taoal�hough it too is not always made explicit. Pro1)ositions that state the relation· \�rhere PPtopri ... ' ship between two quant't t· . b . d con· ,1 1� t Is lJ ,q,fe rd" . . 1 a •ve varia Jes apply only if certarn backgroun ·aJ \ '"1/� ot lh;J. 0Pittons obt�n. For �ample, the nature of the relationship between _soo. ljlj�l 31be�,.1 fh re_ssure an conforming behavior depends on the nature of the situabon ,_n �;.' e3,s 1� l w:,ch t�e pressure is exerted, on the cultural context in which the behavior" )\ i;{ 1or. � 6'i · 
ol se�e .' al nd 

h
on the motivational set that the person brings to the experiencse. ,�- &i,.1b -� ;,. 'ii. in pnnc1p e t ese b k d . t· term, �,'fill, ... , b t · .' ac groun factors can aU be stated in quanttta ive . ·t· � 

u in practice we r 1 d f the htIU -� · tJi_. e Y-an must rely-on qualitative statements O · . � H. ·� lh.·212 
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f, � \.�� . soME ISSUES IN DEBATE ON RESEARCH PHILOSOPHY 
, �,i,� ERSVS VIGOR. 

�,,� \�: JtJGO.R v sit ions In empirical work, it is easy to ignore these 
En. ,.,, ·t1

�
,

ditions of our prop
e
o 

built�as constants-into the natural situations we vr '
l
ie i · 1 • con e the ar . . 

�a}Jp �.: \
\ 

1C1gd ·t·ons becaus 
h
y 

evperimental situat10ns we create in the laboratory. ro;..,"��" , · CJ 1 1 , d or t e "" . . 
' bA UJJ/er,. 'I� co

l 
ct for stu Y, litative factors have an important bearing on our find-

t � -� see these qua . . . . 
. et, %�,t, ... t rertheless, how strong our predtlect10n for quantitative statements-

Ci-0 �,a d ' Ill' l"e d-00 matter 

a.s �· lo er11, li\1' iCJgs 30 into account. . . . . 
. epic d 5ho� .e fr��:. must be taken 

cial issue that cuts across the quantitative-qualitative di-Jss tat1,. I if t I Tl s the cru 
d h . . . 11 . . Oe; ·"ii. 4111 

1u., h ther in any aiven stu y, t e investigator is co ecting the data I 11e5e y is w e ' b d h h h . d . . 
e �J . /Ve s . · chotom. te to his particular purpose, an w et er e is rawmg conclusions 

Ysis; the��. . appropna 
rt· lar data entitle him to draw. Those of us who use quantitative o� . h t J11s pa icu 

Crj�: . �� t a d st always ask ourselves whether what we are counting and measur-·L llCQed � etho s mu _ _ _ . 
"4.t he �- on IL m . 

1·ngfullv related to the phenomena we are interested in, or whether •• 'litS vie · 1s mean -,;:;.; -
·e 1• tea/Jv r gro!Jai.�. 1

� - • st counting and measuring whatever happens to be readily available.lJs(;in I lOIJJJd Ill�, we are JU 
• d . d th • "'1Ce. Qu , anau ' Th rimitive, simple-minded quantifier, who eel es what to measure on the 

j / 
1111'estigator 's�tltatil'e�� bas;/of the instrume_nts he ?as at ban?, with li�.l� regar� to the �r.obl�ms he 

uaJi �ple-mind
edJ Enden9·1o�, hopes to illumin_ate, 1s c�rt�mly deserving �f �ntimm . His culpa�1Itty 1s com-

fat1re app randobsesid
. pounded if he mistakes his irrelevant or partial index for the real thing. A hypo-

but are 10{°ach argue�at�?· thetical exampl� o� such a mi_suse of the quantitative �pp roach :ou�d. be.�.�


COnd f abiynottrue·wfuJ U!i.. vestigator who is interested in the level and determinants of reltg10s1ty m 
USJOnsderiiredfro;& �� modern society, who takes church attendance as his sole index of religiosity 

e cr� because it can be assessed easily and reliably, and who then proceeds to draw 
fttmsof qualitativevs.qu tiWi ., broad conclusions about religiosity on the basis of these data. Critics of a quan

all scienti.icstateme: are: 
titativ� approach wo�ld undoubte�ly po�nt to .a study ?f. thfs ki�d as a g�od _ il

m
easuri t be 

. · lustration of the foolishness of trying to investigate rehg1os1ty with quantitative 
• .�en ma� . only�. methods. What is wrong with this study, however, is not that the investigator 

me °?phady quantitative.� used quantitative methods, but that he based his quantitative indices on the 
bebavwr � are.

characte�r �� �rong data-or at least on an insufficient range of data-and that the data he 
sntially saymg that this\ did collect did not entitle him to draw the conclusions that he proceeded to

. Often, moreover, 1:x;;. draw. These errors are not inherent in the use of quantitative analysis as such.
dt,iant or extreme-mlt For qualitative research, too, the basic question is whether the investigator 
,et of traits to a grrir h� obtained the data appropriate to the conclusions that he wishes to draw. The

pn�ary danger here is not that he will focus on irrelevant data that can be
ua]itative coIDf easily measured, but that he will focus entirely on positive instances. Qualitative

1 �statethe� research d�s not have as many built-in safeguards against the tende�cy to find
• J,ackgtouDdtd What one is looking for. An investigator eager to illustrate a particular phe
. �.� n�m�non may find many cases that are consistent with his analysis, :While 
�" �tJJJb�. 

1m
issi_ng many other cases that might be inconsistent with it. But, again, this fal-""' ..iotl acy 1S t . 

h · 1 · t· t}Jel,ebl�· w 0? 10 erent m the use of qualitative analysis as such. In qua 1ta ive as · ,,� . ell as 10 quantiative analysis the question is: What kinds of data does the 
elf""� invest· ' 

d · 
' i:,-; accou 

tg�tor use �or hi� analysis,. and does he take �e nature_ of these. a�a mto
� nt 10 drawmg his conclusions? Specifically, in evaluating qualitative re-
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Revista lnteramericana de P sicolo gia . · h deliberately looked for dis-search, �e would ask whether the mves.tigator as 
hether he has arranged his 

confirmmg cases as much as for confirnung ones-w 
1 0 ort . · · ii d. gs have an equa pp unity toobservat10ns m sud1 a way that contrary n m 

emerge. . . rs on which I wish to co .A second aspect of the rigor vs. vigor controve Y . . tn t b · B. · th ·t· b tw en a holistic and an elementalisttc aDproach men ne y 1s e appos1 10n e e .. to human behavior. One component of the "vigor" srnd�ome ( though by no · · · d r 1th · the whole m " · means a universal one ) 1s the ms1stence on �a mg w . an, in contradistinction to segmental, elementalistic appr�aches ��ich only �eal withparts of man and destroy his basic unity. To my mmd, this 1s a false issue, because I do not regard the whole man as the business of s�cial science. He is theproper business of poetry, philosophy, religion, everyday mterperson�l relationsand, to a certain extent, of psychotherapy. But the task of the social and behavioral sciences is to dissect and analyze the behavoir of men and societies, to break it down in terms of theoretical constructs and genotypical formulations,and in this way to increase our systematic understanding of it. It is in the natureof social research to deal with parts of man, artificially separated out from therichness and unity of the total personality. The uniqueness and wholeness ofthe individual disappears at the hand of the generalizing social scientist, just asthe poet's nature disappears at the hand of the natural scientist. The holistic vs. e1ementa1istic dichotomy is sometimes used to distinguishbetween psychoanalysis and academic psychology. But certainly psychoanalysisdoes not ?eal wtih the whole man. Among the greatest contributions of psychoanalytic theory are the different ways in which it slices man-and, until recently, the theory has not even concerned itself with some of these slices. It is pre�isdy because of t!'� fact that psychoanalysis is a scientific-hence �ot a '!Ir� Otene� holistIC-system, that it ts _not a proper philosophy of life and cannot substttu_te "�i;, �� "'1s 9
for an adequate metaphysics and ethics. Man's ultimate meaning his place in · �r>.if 2,, fieiri: 
th • h ' )( "'111 
. e umve�se, t e nature of good and evil-al! of these must be examined out· 'ii : ' a stde the scientific realm. \ . While social science is, by definition, concerned with parts, the picture of "'�eoc,

Of UlJag1:11�.
man that emerges from ·t th . · h the na· r 1A -« 

1 s eory and research must be consistent w1t � I{) 

ture o
F
f man and society as they manifest themselves in their phenotypical w�ol�; 1J� to eo,, Ct,

ness. or example a th h d oaeta.i fn1 l", h . . ' eory t at cannot encompass such human an s £ ·�� vu�; c aracteristtcs as self ·fi . b · sly o . ·Of • 1. · d -sacn ce and love or power and murder is o viou b t •'4 � Is 
1m1te value A th d . ' ' 1 ·5 t a '(, /· d . · . no er an related issue is whether the units of ana ysi b- ,,. ·o are use m a given th . the pro '�, .. Cf 

lem with which the 
eo� and research program are appropriate to eaJ ;ssue ;, � heh. d h Y are Intended to deal This it seems to me, 1s the r, uld , Q

m muc of the h r · · , 1 I wo , question the use of o is�1c vs. elementalistic controversy. F or examp e, not t,e· ·� · . a stimulus-response model for social psychologf, ,nro· 
cause 1t 1S too eleme t 1 · . 

be 1te arr 
n a isttc, but because its units-which may qu 214 



VIGOR: SOME ISSUES IN DEBATE ON RESEARCH PHILOSOPHY 

GOR VERSUS 

· JU 
tudy of conditioning-are not equally appropriate to the com

. priate for the 5. 1 1· nteraction. I would favor such concepts as social role and · · · of soaa 
P1ex1ties t· n-though they too are analytical and segmental-because I re-
If resenta 10 · l 1 f I · · · se ·P more appropriate to the eve o ana ysis at which the social psy-, d them as 

ga.rlo ist operates. . . cho g I have maintained that the rigor vs. vigor controversy and its vari-In sum, h . 1 . h I . . b. ntroversies-such as t ose mvo vmg t e re atlve virtues of quantita-ous SU CO • • 1 1 · . h . . qualitative or holistic vs. e ementa istlc approac es-tend to focus on t1ve v s. . d . h . 1 . 
false issues. The real quest_10ns-sta�e m t eir �ost genera terms--on :'hich
the evaluation of� �iven lme of s�cial research hmges, are how s�stematrc :1-°d
how imaginative rt ts. These quest10ns are often masked by the ngor vs. vigor 
debate, because they sound deceptively similar to that dichotomy, while in fact 
they cut across it. 

To be systematic is not the same as to be rigorous-in the sense of using 
: experimental methods and precise, quantitative measures. Systematic work in 
·, social science refers to an organized and disciplined way of thinking about social 

behavior and of moving back and forth between conceptualization and evi
dence. Systematicness is not linked to a particular set of methods, although it 
does imply an awareness of the limitations of the methods one is using and of 
the conclusions that can properly be drawn from them. It is a relevant criterion 
in the evaluation of any social research, regardless of its form, and within each 
research tradition there may be wide variations in how adequately this criterion 
is met. Thus, qualitative, clinical work may be quite systematic, even though it
i� not rigorous. Conversely, quantitative, experimental work-though highly 
ngorous-may be quite unsystematic, if it involves the mere accumulation ofemrirical data without any attempt to relate these to efforts at conceptualizing social behavior. The criterion of imaginativeness also cuts across the rigor vs. vigor di
chotomy. The tendency to credit the "looser," clinical approaches with pro
fou�d insights and to equate the "cold," statistical approaches with arid recapitulations of the obvious is a romantic notion that does not always conformto reality. The use of naturalistic methods, which attempt to capture the richness and the real-life flavor of the phenomenon under investigation, does not gua�antee that the research will be imaginative. Conversely, quantitative and expen
mental work of the most rigorous kind may well be highly imaginative and imbued with a creative spark. The real issue in the evaluation of social research revolves, in short, around the thinking and the imagination that it represents. There is �o subs_!itute forgood thinking a�d _good imagination, no matter what methods we use. And nomethod automatically insures us of either one of these. 
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EXPERIMENTAL RESEARCH IN SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY 

·ff t rposes of different types of re-In distinguishing between the d1 eren .i:'u . 1 I a ronriate f 
search I pointed out that naturalistic resea�ch 1s .E�rttc:uh ar Yth PP rh.l or�-' bl - d d velopmg ypo eses, w 1 e ex_.een-p!9rjng th� dime1:sions �f �P�� em an . te 

for testing hypotheses about the mental research 1s particularly appropria e . . . . 
f · al I t· h. b tw n different variables. This 1s, essentially, theunction re a 10ns 1ps e ee f d. usu istmct10n e een resea al d . · · b tw rch undertaken for purposes o 1scovery and 
research undertaken for purposes of verificati�n. The Iatt�r :learly calls for a

t d f · highly structured designs, quantitative methods andgrea er egree o rigor- . , 
statistical analysis. By and large, I would agree with t�i� fo�mulation, but I
would argue that-at least in social psychology-�he d1stu�ctI�n b�een�covery and verification is not as sharp as we som�imes mamtam. _In lrne withthis position) would like to propose a some�hat different perspecti:7e for viewing the functions and contributions of experimental research m this .field.The central features of research design in experimental studies are based 
on the assumption that we are engaged in efforts to verify general propositions.To this end, we are concerned about random assignment of our subjects to ex- :1tfort,tohaveany perimental conditions, about providing appropriate controls for our crucial -Hpiy to the widecomparisons, and about eliminating alternative hypotheses. In short, we set up :tl

ground condib'ons 
our studies in such a way that they will allow us to verify propositions according :r,Jtntvariables. to the usual standards of experimental method. If experimental research is to { iL . . . .

al b . i o u,e idios ncrafj·maxuruze its potent! contri uttons-which, as I shall point out shortly, I re- Jioj / -gard as very considerable-then its practitioners must follow these procedures ;� � psycho!o.iri anfaithfully. The value of this work rests on our playing the experimental game ::J�5'/uati01Js, w/ 
according to its ':"les. And, as_ long as we do, I feel that we are entitled to �e < 'JXl/hesk UJ th pnvt!ege of. talking the expenmental game-of using the language of testing 11 �e. Our ab. . eand venficatton adopted from the natural sciences. �atre �ty OLet us not, however, deceive ourselves about the status of what we have .�1//d l.tion hi found when we complete an experiment in social psychology I would maintain � ;t as te ' 
th t th .ti d. . . . . . . 'I L Ii a . e n mgs of soc1al-psycholog1Cal experiments-even if they have been , \ · . fast as
re�licated _a dozen times-can hardly be thought of as experimentally verified ii�� 1�dr, lan establts�ed l�ws of nature. I assume that it is reasonable to view expen· :\e� � �eo em:nh�al findmgs 1n the natural sciences-and perhaps even in certain areas '\\r Pky;,, 'wit rn psycholo · h be· ·. � · tw h 1 gy-in t ese terms. In social psychology however, the gap . � l Of fL 
theeen t de �boratory and the real world is so great that o�e is hardly justified� \i; ;:e verii;� f u�o� that what has been established in the laboratory constitut:i ·,1��b t be a .a out _nature. This is not because the laboratory situation is un.r a.: ··: 1fo u cause 1t has its ow 1. · ntal situ kJ 1 
tion in wh · ch n rea ity. The characteristics of the experime th t are c,,t, largely uW: we put our hypotheses to the test are related i� ways h :e tonown to the characteristics of the situations to which we Or 
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OR VERSUS VIGOR. 
. . JUG din as. First of all , the laboratory s1tuat1on as such has unique 

ralize our Jj� 0 n which are only partly understood-although there has geoe . . s of its ow ' l . l . 1 d racter1st1c ltl concern with exp oring t 1e socia psychology of the psy-
1/1 b n a hea 1y . I h . . 
Ceotly ee . t In view of the specia c aracterist1cs of the laboratory re . 1 xpenmen . . cJiologica . e well be that the whole array of findrngs based on laboratory · n it may · · h I b t d · b 51tu�t1°., a licable only to behav10r m t  e . a ora _ory--:--an _rn a su set of other studies _is �p that are similar along certarn crucial d1mens1ons. In addition to . I s1tuat10ns . . . soon . haracteristics of laboratory situations rn general, the situation 

h umque c · f · h · t e f ny given experiment or series o experiments as speC1al character-eated or a 1· · d' · h I �. f ·t own. As I pointed out ear 1er, rn 1scussmg t e ro e of qualitative sties O 1 s · d · · b k 1 . setting up an experiment we ev1se certarn ac ground conditions factors, 10 I 11 b h h · · remain constant throughout. t may we e t at t e relat1onsh1ps found 
!�� only in situations t�at share some �f th�se back_ground conditio?s. Simi
J Jy in any given experiment we operat10nal1ze our mdependent variable in a 
�rti�lar way and we measure our dependent variable in a particular way. We 

know that the particular ways in which our variables are operationalized and 
measured often make a difference in the relationships obtained. It is very diffi
cult, therefore, to have any reasonable assurance that relationships found in the 
laboratory apply to the wide range of real-life situations, characterized by dif
ferent background conditions and different manifestations of the independent 
and dependent variables. 

In view of the idiosyncratic and unrepresentative nature of experimental situations in social psychology, and in view of our limited knowledge of the dy
namicsofthosesituations, we cannot reasonably equate the confirmation of an experimental hypothesis in the laboratory with the verification of a general principle in nature. Our ability to draw such conclusions may be enhanced as we explore a particular relationship in a wide variety of settings-both experimental and natural, and as we learn about the special characteristics of the labora:ory situation. At least as of now, however, our field has certainly not achieved this stage in its development. Does that mean, then, that our experimental work is really just a g�e, that we are merely playing scientist without contributing anything substanti�l 
!� an unde�standing of t�e general .principles of social behavoir? My answe� is 
or

emphatic �o. �n my view, experimental research can make enorm�usl� imp tant contnbutions to social-psychological knowledge. These contnb�tio_ns,however, take the form of providing unique inputs into systematic thmkmg
abo

_ut social-psychological processes, rather than of establishing laws about social behavior . 
. 1 regard systematic thinking about man and society as the central �d essential task of the social scientist. I would not insist that it is his only legittma�e task. He may also, for example, apply his skills to the solution of certain practJ-
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cal problems. Or he may devote himself to the co l lection an� �rocessing of various kinds of social data ( such as demographic or public op1ruon data) because of their historical interest or policy relevance, rather. than because o� their theoretical significance. But systematic thinking-continually confrontmg allmanner of evidence and aiming for the development and refi�en:ient �f general 

propositions-is the social scientist's task par excellen�e. It is m this context 
that I would want to evaluate the contributions of experimental methods, and it is in this context that I see a unique role for the experimental approach. There 
are at least four ways in which experimental research can feed mto the processof thinking about social behavior more effectively than any other type of method: 

( I ) The requirement to translate our concepts into experimental opera
tions imposes a discipline on our thinking that might otherwise be lacking. Aslong as we remain at the level of manipulating words, we can gloss over certainconceptual difficulties and avoid the necessity of really resolving certain ambiguities in our thinking. Once we attempt, however, to specify the conditions necessary for testing our propositions, to create laboratory situations encompassing these conditions, and to manipulate our variables through concrete operations, we begin to discover ambiguities that had remained unnoticed andwe are forced to face difficulties that we had been avoiding. The necessity ofdevising an experiment forces us to commit ourselves-to state clearly what our concepts mean and to pin down precisely what relationships we expect.( 2) Experiments offer us an opportunity to observe causal relationships, which can usually be inferred only indirectly and tenuously from other types ofevidence. An experiment cannot, of course-as I have already stressed-indi�ate the g�erality of the relationship found. It may, however, provide a veryimportant mput into our thinking by showing that the causal relationship betwee� tv:70 variables can be in the particular direction found, at least under0:rtam .mcumstan�es. This kind of information is useful in identifying .the�unens10ns on wh1Ch our �onceptual efforts ought to focus and in suggestmgImes of thought. that are lik�ly to be more or less productive to pursue. . ( 3) Expenmen�s provide operating models of the social-psychologi�alsystems t�at ':e a�e interested in exploring. They allow us to study certa.tn processes 10 situations that we have deliberately created and that, therefore,have som� advantages over the real-life situations to which we ultimately hopeto gene�ahze. The experimental situations are simpler, being stripped-insofar

a� po.ss1ble-of extraneous variables and historical complications; they a�esituations whose histories and dimensions are more fully known to the invest!·gator ; and .they are-at least to a limited extent-subject to the investigato:;�ontrol . .It is thu� possible to observe the operation of the specific variable�blemterest m a detailed and relatively uncontaminated fashion. It is also posst 
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.,rGOR V.., h . 1 . . iv f observations to hypot et1ca situations that do not exist iteod our range 0
red in real life . Along with its advantages, the stylized to e ver occur . l . . l , d have ne cter of the expenmenta situation a so contains certain dis-. sJl ·[I ial d1ara · 1· · Wh sJtd arti c bly the difficulty m genera ization. en taken in conjunc-

advaot�ges-b nota 
tions from real life, however, the observations of a hypo-. 1th o ser va . . . . h

. . . 0on w d 1 . action provide uruque mputs mto our t mkmg about soC1al . al mo e in thetJC d their potentialities for change . 
0cesses an · I · · t · d t· · pr 4 If theoretical thm (log _ is . o r�mam _pro uc ive,. 1t cannot feed en-

. ( ) ·tself but requires periodic st1mulat10n by new mputs from outside t1reiy upcn 1 ' · · 
h

. · · 1 b · · For the social soenhst, is empmca o servat10ns constitute the major sources. f b . h h . . source of such inputs. �ve:Y ty
0
pe o 

f
o 

h

serva:10n as so.ro
b 

et. mg u
fmque �o offer 

timulus to new thmkmg. ne o t e uruque contn ut10ns o experimental asas f d · f 1 · 1 · · bservations is that they o ten enve rom nove , atypica situations. Another 
�que contribution is the possi�ility of ac°:1mulating findi?gs from a :erie� of 
systematicallr interrelated expenme.n�s, which to�ether pomt .a new dir.ection. 
It is interestmg to note that unantiopated experimental findings-which are 

not too desirable from the point of view of verifying propositions-are 

particularly useful inputs into new thinking. Unanticipated findings call the 
investigator's attention to variables he had not thought of before and suggest 
interpretations and qualifications that he had not considered. 

These are some of the special ways, then, in which experimental work 
feeds into the process of thinking about social behavior and that make the experimental method such an important tool in social research. It is on their em�dde_dness in this longer conceptual process, rather than on their direct contribution to the body of verified laws about social behavior, that the significance of experimental studies rests. An experimental finding, at least in our field,
cannot very meaningfully stand by itself. Its contribution to knowledge hinges on the conceptual thinking that has produced it and into which it is subsequently fed back . . There are several implications to the present view that an experimental fi.ndmg. cannot stand by itself. The most obvious implication, with which no t�eoret1eally oriented experimenter would disagree, is that findings from a�y 
single e�periment cannot stand by themselves. Contributions are of .necessity cum�lative; only as a series of experiments-either by the same investigator, or by d ifferent investigators working on related problems-build upon each .other, c�n we begin to formulate meaningful conclusions. There are different pomts of vie� about what constitutes a good research program, likely to produce a rot?ulative effect. Some experimenters prefer to narrow in on their problem, usmg a variety of experimental situations that focus on related issues, in the hope th�t 

the nature of the phenomenon they are exploring will gradually �come d�
fied. Others prefer to use a single experimental sitaution, systematically varying 
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all the variables that are-for theoretical or eimpirical reasons-potentially significant, in the hope that they can thus pin down the whole array of_ factors controlling the phenomenon under investigation. Both types �f expen1:11ental programs may provide useful inputs into thinking about soc1�l behav�or, _t�?ugh each has different strengths and weaknesses. Thus, t?e narrowmg-m approach provides a bette: basis for assessing the _generality of t�e phenom:non, while the "varying all the variables" approach 1s more useful m systematically identifying the dimensions that ought to be consid�red. . . A second implication of the present view, with whICh so�e expertmental 
social psychologists may not concur, is that findings from expemnental research cannot stand by themselves. Because of the _g.p between laboratory situations
and the range of real-life situations to which we want to be relevant, we cannot base our general propositions on the findings from experimental research alone. Our thinking must be informed by data from a wide variety of sources-population surveys and correlational research, participant observation and community studies, analysis of documents and of individual cases, historical studies and ethnographic reports. This is not to say that every investigator must work in all of these traditions, or even in more than one. There is no reason why a social psychologist who is trained in experimental work, is good at it, and enjoys it, should not devote himself to laboratory studies. He should, however,be aware of the limitations of experimental work and to its place within the larger context of systematic thinking about social behavior. Moreover, if he iswell trained, he should at least be able to draw on observations from other sources as he contemplates his experiment-both in the process of defining his :-;iJd,J '' • , problem and developing his hypotheses before he begins his e,q,eriment, and'·. ,;�de //gor' l?t m the .Proc�ss of checking the generality of his findmgs and explormg what they °'I:: di/dos, 'J./i mean 1? action after the experiment is over. �. �hJiida4i . Fmal!y, the present view implies that empirical facts in our field-es· · %Joi "O 11pecially, but not exclu�ively, those based on experimental research-cann�t co, stand b� themselves. It ts not the facts that constitute a contribution, but what 15 done with them It may of h · 

1 · l 
. . . · , course, appen that an experimenter does 1tt e or nothing with his findings himself, but they become the raw material for the�on�eptual work of others. In any event, the ultimate value of experimental

f �f mgs �epend on the quality of the thinking in whid1 they are embedded. It 
t

o ows_ t at a study that is procedurally dean and well-designed but unrelated o a serious conceptual p bl · 1 ' f ms f . ro em, 1s ess valuable than a messier study that or �art �h 
a s�t�mat�c process of thinking about social behavior. In other words, ;:; d 

ou� rigor is one of the unique and central contributions of experimental·· eth 
o 

d' rigor as .an end in itself is self-defeating. In the final analysis, .E!:? m o can susbstttute for intelligence and imagination. 220 



En la controversia del "rigor" versus "vigor," se presentan muchos aspectos 
problematicos que son de dudosa validez y generalmente falsos. Estos enf oques 
aparecen en pares que se han dado en Hamar "naturalista versus experimental," 
"psicol6gico versus sociol6gico," "cuantitativo versus cualitativo," y "el todo 
versus las partes." 

Un aspecto realmente importante es constatar si un determinado enfoque 
esta relacionado o no con la pregunta a la cual el investigador trata de buscar 
respuesta. Y lo que es mis siginificativo aun, es si realmente vale la pena 
ef ectuar la pregunta. 

, El rigor, con un enfasis en la constataci6n de hechos por medio del uso de 
metodos exactos, es comparado con el vigor, que pone un enfasis en metodos 
9ue recogen el sabor de la vida en su totalidad. Esta dicotomfa se us1 para
ilustrar el hecho de que la elecci6n de un metodo apropiado depende de la 
naturaleza del problema que se va a investigar, de la etapa de desarrollo en,que 
se encuentre la correspondiente area de investigacion, el problema especifico 
sobre el cual se hara la investigacion y el estilo preferido del i�vesti�dor. 

. �l v.alor de la investigacion depended. directamente de ruin SJStemat:Ico, e 
unagmahvo sea el enfoque. Aparte del pensamiento conceptual Y una teona 
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relacionada, o de una evidencia acumulada que lo respalde,. ningun resultadode investigaci6n en nuestro campo tiene sentido en fo r ma a1slada.

RESUMO 

Na cont rove r sia ent re " r igor" ver sus "vigo r ," muitos aspectos se conf r ontam. Estas discuss6es sao ger almente de car acter duvidoso,. tal. como naturalista ver sus exper imental, psicol6gico ver sus sociol6gico, quantitahvo versus qualitativo e todo ver sus pa rtes. 
O p roblema real e se a abo r dagem espedfica que esta sendo usada, eadequada para responder a per gunta p roposta. Ainda mais impo r tante e sabersea pergunta em sf, merece considerai;ao. 
Rigor. OU a enfase na constata�ao de fatos atraves de metodos exatos, ecomparado com vigor, ou a enfase em metodos que se p r opoe a capturar o saborda vida na sua totalidade. Esta dicotomia e usada para ilustrar o fato de que aescolha de um metodo aprop r iado depende do problema a ser pesquisado, donivel de desenvolvimento do campo de pesquisa em sf, e o estilo preferido peloinvestigado r . 

0 valo r da pesquisa depended de quao sistematica e imaginativa fo r aa.bo r _dage�, pois �enhuma evidencia experimental em nosso campo podera sers1gmficattva em s1 mesmo, aparte do pensamento conceitual, existentes teorias e dados relacionados. 
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