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ocial and behavioral scientists devote 3 consi imount of their time

gy to discussions about alternative Philosophies of research Such dis-

o ially prominent in interdiscinl; i

are especially p sciplinary research settings, whege
en take the form of debates between the discip

lines, For cxample, dug-
fifteen years, research in mental hospitals has drawn on the
In-

tions of anthropologists, psychiatrists, psychologists, and socicdeas
coming out of these different research traditions have “I“ i
pulate the research problems in different ways, to focus on different units of
tend, oa oc-

sis, and to favor different research methods. These differences
ertones and to degenerate into Contests over the

to take on ideological ov
i relative faithfulness to

&3

relative virtues of the different disciplines and over the:
the precepts of science or to the phenomena under study.
Debates about alternative philosophies of research may also take
within a given discipline. Thus, for example, within the field of political sci-
#ace, a debate between “behavioralists™ and “traditionalists” has been Bong
G0t least since the end of World War I1. The behavioralists favor Quantitative

fesearch and draw their concepts from such fields as psychology and seciology.
htndjtianlists are more inclined to follow historical, i and noe-

ru approaches to their subject matter. Again the debate has often tended to

x ical, with each side qQuestioning the very legitimacy of the enterpeise
M which the other side is engaged.

_ Within the field of ial psychology, which is interdisciplinary by its
Bature—peing m;‘;;ﬁ@mmm.qwum
d ar . These differences are i related to the disciplinary ocigins—
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gical research. Thus, some ;me"?:lg.to ol L NG
i ined i i p ard social ps. ol — - )l
: Bﬁwwpﬁéﬁmmpt to analyze social behavior jy
terms of general psychological principles, operating par s SEC.G R condj.
tions provided by the social situation. Their strategy is t0 take as their startings
point models developed for the analysis of simple situations ar.ld to see hgw far
these can be pushed in the analysis of the more c9mplex situations in Wl_llfh so-
' cial behavior occurs. Other investigators ( inclufilng many who were originally
' trained in psychology) assume that social behavnf)r cannot be effectively reduceg
to the level of individual behavior and that social psychology must, therefore,
~ develop its own level of analysis. Their strategy, acgordlngly, is to start out with
models that represent—as parsimoniously as possible—the complexity of the
phenomena that they hope to illuminate.

Social psychologists also differ in the research methods that they prefer to
use. Roughly speaking, one might distinguish between those whose orientation
is primarily quantitative and those whose orientation is more equalitative—or ot
least clinical and non-statistical.* Within each of these two sets of orientations, |
one can make further distinctions, which often reflect important differences in j
research rhilogophy. Thus, among the “statistically’” oriented social psycholo- |
gists, there are those who rely primarily on the experimental method, involving §
the active manipulation of variables to be studied and observation of their ef- §
fects; and those who rely primarily on the use of survey methods to obtain §
opinion data and behavior reports from selected samples of the population. §
Sl_milarl)'. among the more “clinically” oriented social psychologists, one can &
distinguish between those who prefer to use structured methods to obtain theif
data on individuals and groups, such as personality tests, structured interviews,
and sytematic group observation; and those who prefer to use the methods of N
participant observation and community study in the anthropological tradition- N

As in the case of other differences in research philosophy that I hﬂlVe &
touched upon, the differences among social psychologists are sometimes ideolé Q
gized. Proponents of onc oricntation may insist that they alone are truly scle;l' &
:’::;&TPDO:;:“ ngznOthcr Ol’ienta.tion may counter that they alone Mcg:tmd h:i
any field of imvestioen - c2rch philosophy are a healthy and necessaty £l \
B viice of ‘l.gﬁtl.?n, but when they take the form of ﬂrgulf‘“e""‘,,ﬂ o N :

my" concepts and methods as compared to “your @ ‘

2 These
flﬂor-mlni;""':;:'::;m:}{:PP""ima(ions‘ I would include in the second ca
lmmbe.tof individuals, Tbes:-c;‘:‘:lga large amounts of data on a single in

numerical scores and subject th
€Ver, non-statistical, in the

on the basis of sampling
Population or random assj

tegory studies i |
dividual of & “up

ies are certainly quantitative, in the sense that they are, ho¥

ese to various kinds of mathematical operations: ~o g
sense that they are not primarily concemed with d’;;:s.
procedures (whether these be random sampling )

of subjects to experimental and control §r0uPs/*
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effects of interaction on individual personality and the other with its effects o

the social system. S; o is fai
tours of a phenomenon cannot reasonably be criticized for his failure to yge

. . 3 Rt
experimental approach, just as the investigator coan?{ﬂ_edd“t’_‘thh?“?b.ll‘Shl g
functional relationships between variables cannot'be criticized for his failure ¢,
use a more naturalistic approach. Debates that 1gnore‘the pul;lpt.)lsles t_hat.the
competing approaches are designed to serve cannot provide asahy UMination,

The real issue is whether a particular research approach is appropnefte to
the questions that the investigator is trying to ans.wer. Beyond that, there 1S the
more complicated matter of whether these quesions are worth. asking at )]
This, of course, raises the larger issues of the definition of the social researcher’s
task and the nature of the enterprise in which he is engaged. These real jsgyes
—concerned with the fit between our research approaches and our research
problems, and with the nature of our essential task—form the background for
much of the debate on research philosophy that is taking place. They tend to be
masked, however, and relegated to the periphery, when the discussion foqses
on false dichotomies, rooted in competing disciplinary loyalties and scientific
models.

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 the
pages that follow, I shall try to spell out why the controversy on this level is of
questionable validity, and how some of the real issues in the evaluation of social

R. Conceive me if you can
A g’ggrggs]oung man,
A physical-causative,
Logical-positive,
208
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White-coat-and-rat young man,
Who has decided bent
Towards experiment,

And Oh! what a wrath is his

If a hypothesis

Claims it’s self-evident.

. 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.

. A serious-aims young man,

A Theory-of-Games young man,
A very stochastical
Iconoclastical, )

Testable-claims young man.

. A very unique young man,

A reach-for-the-peak young man,
A flagrantly mystical

Most unstatistical

Rather oblique young man.

. A one-way-screen young man,

A keep-it-clean young man,

A fine-observational,

Most operational,
Truth-is-what’s-seen young man.

. 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.

. A look-at-the-fact young man,

A get-out-and-act young man,
A set-up-a-project-
209
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Where-money’s-no-object,
Foundational-backed young man.
V. Avery arm-chair young man,
A no-questionnaire young man,
A ﬁnd-it-out-many-ways,
Know-it~a11~anyways,
Devil-may-care young man. J
R. A facts-by-the-yard young man,
A punchable-card young man, f
Statistical-tabular, 4
Spedal-vocabular, H
Work-very-hard young man. g
V. A fitful-gleam young man, s
A beautiful-dream young man, s
A most metaphorical f
Highly rhetorical -t
Letting-off-steam young man, oy

> Stress the | (™
real life gy ofssthle]e Importance of fesearch methods that wil capture the %fs

.gators; to use themselyes as active i;xstruments for '3 Obl% W
: i Tt
' ly reflect ¢, i ity sod B !‘ ¥
omplexity oS tly Ct the totality of man and sSocletig S,
Plexity o socia] behavior. Precisjon of methods is, in their view, 165 § ‘%e [Oad)

fl0mena of goj, life. u W"!

e different o, ? not
Recessarily alwayg 8o tOP Onents of the two syndromes I have described do 1% § %7

( ] tif}' p,+ i
themselves Wit 8ether, noy do most social psychologists clearly iden %‘I % h
s y B s it [ b,
210 € or the other of these syndromes. Yet this division ! 5 &
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4 . much of the debate and position-taking on questions of

un l::; ;ﬁ;’mn';,d of the most productive direction for the future de-
hilos

k  field. . o= 1
Weﬂtoz":’i(‘m of whether cxpcnmcntal or naturalistic approaches are ul-
3 e qu

The 9U% 7 " meaningless, because it cannot possibly be answered in |
WFIY SU.P: The choice of appropriate methods depends, first of all, on the
?nj l‘cnln.c- coblem under investigation—the kinds of questions that the
lure of :lns ;}lsking- A fetishistic insistence on rigorous methods is bound to
; uﬁtsmny promising sources of insight and information. Conversely, a

e to pin things down lest the sanctity of the phenomenon

% ’g camish reluctance - |
8§ destroyed is likely to kecp us from ever attaining reliable knowledge. De-
' ding o0 54 punpores. £ sacrifice in either precision or naturalness may be

; mmpl‘“d)’ justiﬁed. For e*amplc, if we are intcre.sted iq idgntifying the
qriables that define a particular phcqomepon and in tracing its course of
development, then we have to observe it in its natural setting. A less rigorous
and more impressionistic approach 1s clearly called for here, since it yields the
data we need and cannot obtain in any other way. On the other hand, if we are
interested in establishing functional relationships between two sets of variables,

MQ then there is no substitute for an experimental approach, even though this

T forces us to rely on artificial situations of limited generalizability.

™ The choice between experimental and naturalistic research depends also

a on the stage of development of our research area and of the specific problem

on which we are working. With respect to the research area in general, the

T s

"q. “scientific ethos” requires us to use the best methods available for dealing with

the questions we have posed. The unavailability of precise methods is certainly

ﬂ; no reason for turning away from these questions. We tackle them as best we |

g an, noting the limitations of our methods and gradually working toward their
improvement.

With respect to the stage of development of the specific problem, differ-
€t approaches are called for at different points in time. In the initial stages of
Wotk on the problem, when the investi gator is interested in gaining an intuitive
fmdmt{mding of the phenomenon and in developing hypotheses, a dlipical-
impressionistic approach is most appropriate. When he is ready to test these

eses in the form of functional relationships, an experimental approach
::On?e approximation thereof is usually called for. In a later stage, when the
estigator is interested in testing the generality of his hypotheses in real-life

kES

Sepend on the preferred style of the investigator. Some are more comfort
mmwmchmdmevﬁthm—fumofmﬁy

P N

. Finally, the choice of experimental or naturalistic approach must also
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ftings, he may again turn to naturalistic observations or to the use of survey
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ing, or esthetic preference. When an investigator uses the approach tlt]atbls most |
congenial to him, he s likely—other things being equal, of course—to be more
creative and to make a better contribution, Thus, what is a productive method
for one investigator is not necessarily so for another. Each investigator Shquld
feel completely free to select his own preferred style—without, however, claup-
ing that it is therefore objectively better for all problems. He shoulc! keep in
mind the limitations of the particular approach he has se.lected, appl}’ it only to .
those problems to which it is naturally suited, and denv’e from 1t:' only thpse o
conclusions that it s capable of producing. In short, if he writes musica] ﬁ
comedy, he should not try to pass it off as epic drama. . i
Two aspects of the rigor vs. vigor issue des.erve special comment. One js
the question of quantitative vs. qualitative analysis; the other the question of 3 (g
holistic vs. an elementalistic approach.
= Q_tialitative analysis is sometimes criticized on the ground§ that the jp.
vestigator has no conception of what he has really found and is highly sus- e
ceptible to the fallacy of the positive instance. Quantitative analysis, on the
other hand, may be criticized for the investigator’s tendency to let the true

the irrelevant. Thus, critics of a qualitative approach argue that the conclusions Whg
derived from it may be interesting, but are probably not true; while critics of a 1
quantitative approach argue that the conclusions derived from the latter may be o t
true, but are probably not interesting, (Za
The mere posing of the jssue in terms of qualitative vs. quantitative isbound I%"m
to be misleading. In 2 very basic sense, all scientific statements are inevitably lich,
Quantitative, although the counting and measurement may be only implicit. m“"hffg
Even a case study, for example, makes some implicitly quantitative statements: it js
When we describe certain patterns of behavior that are characteristic of the R
person or community studied, then we are essentially saying that this pattern
occurs frequently and in many kinds of situations. Often, moreover, we selecta Fﬁ Ll
Particular case for investigation because it is deviant ’or extreme—in other f ot
words, because it Possesses a particular trajt or set of traits to a greater Of fy, ‘ffsa,‘
lesser extent than (.)ther comparable cases, e
g 0 et sty e o i gt
ship between tory - t'tay? made. explicit. Pr0posxt'10ns that state the r;d 5 %5" i
["ditions obtajp, Fo?' f.'::al at;ve priables apply only jf cartain SN social 1%%’( tye
| pressure and conpss mple, tl?e nature of the relationship bemfeen‘ - b,
118 behavior depends on the nature of the situatio is .
e{'tedz on the cultyra] context in which the behavior

\
five h
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VERSUS VIGOR: SO .. N .

0 RIGOR ropositions. In empirical work, it is easy to ignore these
&q(\ qditions © ou; p are built—as constants—into the natural situations we
W\ .'ng‘i‘:l,  pecause fﬂ?; o erimental situations we create in the laboratory.
ZM'(Q\ s‘:;;d for studﬂyl-e S(::qualitative factors have an important b'ear_ing on our find-
: N""erthde;z matter how strong our predilection for quantitative statements—
jogs 409" unt.

:!,%la* :: f:rbetakftfl‘léniigiﬁ issue that cuts across the .quanti.tative-qualitative di-
bt Thus, whether, in any given study, the investigator is collecting the data
\ chotomy is B s };articular purpose, and whether he is drawing conclusions
Im% ’PPmPﬂa::t ;cular data entitle him to draw. Those of us who use quantitative
by et hs }T-nust always ask ourselves whether what we are counting and measur-
by Tnefl}so mseaninngLlX related to the phenomena we are interested in, or whether
Id;&‘ ‘::3 ;}_e'j_i;;t_counfing and. measuring 'whatever happens to be readily available.
\%\ The primitive, simple-minded quantifier, “{ho c.iec1des what to measure on the
w}\ pasis of the instrume'nts he _has at ham'i, with ll‘tt_le. regarq to the Pr_obl'ems he
,1“; hopes to illuminate, is certfimly deserving qf c.rmcxsm. His culpability is com-
ounded if hemistakes his irrelevant or partial index for the real thing. A hypo-

?' thetical example of such a misuse of the quantitative approach would be an in-
vestigator who is interested in the level and determinants of “‘religiosity” in
- modern society, who takes church attendance as his sole index of religiosity
* because it can be assessed easily and reliably, and who then proceeds to draw
. broad conclusions about religiosity on the basis of these data. Critics of a quan-
% fitative approach would undoubtedly point to a study of this kind as a good il-
= lustration of the foolishness of trying to investigate religiosity with quantitative
f methods. Wha.t is wrong with this study, however, is not that the investigator
l,: :jt’d quantitative methods, but that he based his quantitative indices on the
1 di;mg];iata—.or at least‘ on an insufficient range of data—and that the data he
! drawcoTT,Ct did not entitle him to draw the conclusions that he proceeded to
: F ese grro'rs are not inherent in the use of quantitative anal¥s1s as, such.
. t°f ql:llltatlve research, .too, the basic que§tion is whethfsr the investigator
i, aué: the data appropriate to the conclusions that he wishes to draw. The
Easilyrn); easngi; here is not tbat he wxll.focus on u:rfslex{a.nt data that c.an.be
i ured, but that he will focus entirely on positive instances. Quahtaél";
o ?esl no}:.have as many buxlt.-m safeguards against the tendepc}’ to }? g
tomenoy, r;aooﬁmg for. An investigator eager to llluftrate.a parltxa'llar 1:;1 'le
Missing man y thnd many cases that are consistent with his ana 'ySleh'wf;E
lay is ot irfh0 I hat auigh be. flicagietsRnay daicing aga";ztat;ws/e as
Well g5 i erent in the use of qualitative z}nalysxs as such. In ;ua ld it v
investigato;] E:St;atl;e' ﬂnalym?, the question is: What kinds of hatad‘i into

account in drawior is analysis, and does he take the nature of these data

ng his conclusions? Specifically, in evaluating qualitative re-
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; iberately looked for gjs.
search, we would ask whether the inves.tlgator has j;; her he has arranged hi;
conﬁrt’ning cases as much as for confirming Opes—gave A" opportunity t
observations in such a way that contrary findings

ich I wish to com-
emerge. . . controversy on whic [w
t of the rigor vs. vigor on fali e
tll:r?:lgoni(sj :}fgchposition Eetween a hohsflc. aﬂd”aﬂ rffierr:x::e (thougipbyarfg
g])el?uman t{ehavior. One component of the d:;igizrg “Sj’t b “the whole e
; = .
iversal one) is the msxstence_o  de Bich only ded o , ‘
é?)f)i?:d?s;glc‘gion to seg)mental, elementalistic approli;he:h?: ils . fals)fl: o ;t: lution oF 4 SIVEE
is basic unity. To my mind, SHistal bl
parts of mantand dzsiﬁy whfl,sol: man as);he business of S(?cxal science. He is the ,m:m T
cause [ l;io 'rrllzssrz%goetry philosophy, religion, everyda)lf{ m;eq;ersongllrel?gs ;mit
- i | . But the task of the socia and be- | = .
e in ’eXte?jt” Oftpsyfih::;f;lf }t,he behavoir of men and societies, to Tabtsyitﬂpfb_usnd the
havioral sciences is to dissec and : ! ot ot
break it down in terms of theoretical constructs and genotypical formulations,

aerefes o g organized.

' ) ", Qg
holistic—system, that ;¢ 15 not a proper philosophy of life and cannot SUI}S?:;C A Mt u”Sys(ema tl.ta ({ve, |
for an adequate metaphysics and ethics. Man's ultimate meaning, his p ;ouf' o “ly;&% Sif
the universe, the nature of good anq evil—all of these must be examine E%u Pt gy ol
side the scientific realm. w0 &

" . P ; . . icture of | Nac
While socja] Science s, by deﬂmtion, concerned with parts, the pictu %ﬂcy%a‘flv

man that emerges f i

ture of man anq society as the

ness. For example, 5 theory th

characteristicg as self-sacrifjce and Jove,
limited vaJye, Anoth i

on a stimu]ys.
cause it js toq elementalistic, bu
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\ . the study of conditioning—are not equally appropriate to the com-
siate for P! interaction. I would favor such concepts as social role and

{ prat=, ]
\ "*‘A\ Pjefxlt;z:e‘;tation___though t!wy too are analytical and‘segmen.tal—becau‘se I re-
\ q\ lc-ipthem 25 more appropriate to the level of analysis at which the social psy-
ar

‘ i ) : S.
\:ﬁt% %% ’ %\ Cholfﬁls:u(;g?;alt;ve maintained that the rigqr vs. vigor controversy and its vari-
%-h M% /T,,‘%\ 1 ous sub-controversies——su‘ch.as those mvolv1.n8 the relative virtues of quantita-
N %9\, ;‘ qualitative or holistic vs. eleme‘ntallst.lc approaches—tend to focus on
%Q % 0 'Ni@‘\ false issues. The real questions—stated in their most general terms—on which
’h Iy %w%ﬁ the evaluation of a given line of sqcial research hinges, are how systematic and
u o, BI N how imaginative 7t 5. These quespons are .often masked by the rigor. vs. vigor
%Q%m debate, because.they sound deceptively similar to that dichotomy, while in fact
‘ % 2&5‘ (hey cut across 1t. i : : :
hm ' % ! To be systematic is not the same as to be rigorous—in the sense of using
j experimental methods and precise, quantitative measures. Systematic work in
socialscience 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
* is not rigorous. Conversely, quantitative, experimental work—though highly
rigorous—may be quite unsystematic, if it involves the mere accumulation of
emPirical data without any attempt to relate these to efforts at conceptualizing
' sodal behavior,

The criterion of imaginativeness also cuts across the rigor vs. vigor di-
chotomy. The tendency to credit the “looser,” clinical approaches with pro-
f°“f1d insights and to equate the “cold,” statistical approaches with arid re-
Gpitulations of the obvious is a romantic notion that does not always conform
o reality. The use of naturalistic methods, which attempt to capture the richness
and the real-life flavor of the phenomenon under investigation, does not guar-
antee that the research will be imaginative. Conversely, quantitative and experi-
mental work of the most rigorous kind may well be highly imaginative and im-
bued 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 no substitute for
8ood thinking and good imagination, no matter what methods we use. And no
method automatically insures us of either one of these.
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EXPERIMENTAL RESEARCH IN SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY
es of different types of re-

In distinguishing between the different purpOs¢ %

search, I pointil::l out t%]at naturalistic reseatch is Pg@?ﬁ%ﬁfe’gogzit: efor ex-
ploring the dimensions of a problem and developing _YP}(: Sthéses o gtf_eg‘-
mental research is particularly appropriate for | te_stm%h.)’ P's e llu the_"
functional relationships between different variables. This 1 . sentially, the
usual distinction between research undertaken for purposes o discovery anq

research undertaken for purposes of veriﬁcatiqn. The Iatt_er <.:learly calls for 4
greater degree of rigor—highly structured de51gns,'quangltat1ve metyods, and !
statistical analysis. By and large, I would agree with t!ruS: fo.rmulatlon, but | pe
would argue that—at least in social psychology——the distinction between djs. #*

covery and verification is not as sharp as we some?imes maintain, .In line with M]
this position, T would like to propose a somewhat different perspective for view- o]
ing the functions and contributions of experimental r.esearch 1n tl?xs 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- (
perimental conditions, about providing appropriate controls for our crucial &pitothe wide g4
comparisons, and about eliminating alternative hypotheses. In short, we set up g nditions g,
our studies in such a way that they will allow us to verify propositions according wltatgbles
to the usual standards of experimental method. If experimental research is to Wi e d" 1
maximize its potential contributions—which, as I shall point out shortly, I re- Saggy -,LOSX_"UMC
gard as very considerable—then its practitioners must follow these proceduses |z -~ﬂ_f110/0_7ﬁ
faithfully. The value of this work rests on our playing the experimental game bﬂmmoﬂS, we
acgo.rding to its rules. And, as long as we do, I feel that we are entitled to the by Tt in th
privilege of talking the experimental game—of using the language of testing w"’f-()u, e lg
and verification adopted from the natural sciences. ,‘ll . P |
Let us not, however, deceive ourselves about the status of what we haYC [ W i ik
f}?;ni 2}1}1:11 iWe cor?plege an experimffnt in social psychology. -I would mainta!;l Ly, Ewe ]% ‘
eplicated o d‘:is Ot.SOC‘al'PSYChOIOgICal experiments—even if they have l')g:d \ l'ﬂig oo
e c;n imes—can hardly be thought of as experimentally Ve“eri. -3”% deygy, 20
merital find; aws of nature. | assume that it is reasonable o/ VICES exp = W’fly d"%
tital hindings in the natural sciences—and perhaps even 1n certain ar P‘%
within psychology—in thes : P he gap b& O
8Y e terms. In social psychology, however, the 829 %
tween the laboratory and the rea] Id i is hardly justificd
the conclusion that PR S0 geatgi-atitt SR jtutes @ % "’“;,M
: What has been established in the laboratory const
verified fact about nature This j ituation is upf="
b.ut because it has its own. o is ’I;‘(;lt because th.e l'aborator)’ st crimental situd”
tion in which we putour ty. The characteristics of the eden ways tha are
largely unknown to e Ypoth.es'es to the test are relate I11 b we hope o}
i Characteristics of the situations to Wil
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qeralize O ﬁqdings. First of all, the labo .
£ -ics of its oD which are only Partfatory situation as such
ecent! ‘ concern With exploriny understood—altho has unique
chologffal experiment. In view of the speci g the social psychol ugh there has
i m_a well be that the Wholepa cial characteristics 0(;_ ogy of the psy-
tudies 1S npphcable only to behavior in 5 tray of findings bas dthe laboratory
Yt social situations that are similar along ¢ e_laborato;y_an d4i ed on laborator
) A the unique characteristics of laboragt ertain crucial dimensim a subset of Othey
,‘%?. ceated for any given experiment o 2y situations in ons. In addition tr
 jstics of its OW1- As I poi r series of experi general, the situati 2
i : . pointed out earlier, i periments h situation
M factors, 10 setting u : arlier, in di : as special
; g up an experimen iscussing th characte
%{‘ ihat remain constant througho t we devise certai e role of qualitati i
N hold only in situations that sh:rt' It may well be tm:’tiackground COndi;tlve
{ laly, in an i . e some of e relati : ons
N y given experim of these ationshi
y articular way and wg mEa::t we operationalize :ickground Conditioi Ss f(s)-unfj
U o th;t the particular wa;: our dependent variagll:-dep endent variable .
. measured often mak . in which . ina parti mna
3 e a diff : our variab. P rticular
alt, therefore ifference ables are ular way. We
g b , to have an in the relationshi operationali
] s . aliz
o sboratory apply to the y reasonable assuran hips obtained. It i ed gnd
n{ ferent background co! d"vfde range of real.l'fce ¢ hat relationships f s Ve
. and dependent vari nditions and diff ife situations, ch ound in the
R 1 variables erent manifestation aracterized by di
. [n view of the idi . estationslominey y dif-
¢ situations in soci le lleSyncratic and ¢ 1ndependent
— 1a. u
1 m-mlcsBfthbgé'sit5§thology, e vir;:Presemative nature of
¢ experimental h ations, we cannot of our limited k experimental
| principle i ypothesis in th reasonably e nowledge of th
1 ple in nature. Our abili € Iaboratol,y Wltl); quate thelconfrnttl Cdy.
men;{l 10r3a particular reja:-l ity to draw such co t};e verification of aoge?]f ar;
and natu ionship i : nclusions m Sk
| oratory sj ral, and a p in a wide vari ay be enhan
g ituation s we learn ab ariety of settin ced as
- achieved this stage‘?; least as of - the special characteig;t_-bc’th experi-
, ho ic
that Does that mean # devElOPment wever, our field has cs Of'the o
we are b then) that : _ eftamly not
to an und merely Playin ! our experiment
o nderstanding of thg scientist without al' work is really just
phatic no e general princi contributing a g a game,
portant . In my vi principles of soci g anything substanti
i contributions {o iew, experimental of social behavoir? My an antial
er, tak social- al research . swer is
ot social ;:th/c; form of prcirs‘ )c]jc'hobglcal kﬂowle;agne m;ll:e enormously im-
Nolat N . 1 . . 4 .
C‘allbehavioryc ological prace”;?gr”t’gq"f inputs into :;::mcot‘?ml/),unons’
I . , rather ) atic thinki;
sential t‘;fl;lrdfsystematic o than of establishing laws ab;’:ﬁ
tas of the soci S abol
k. He may al social scientist ut man and socie
also, fo T would notii ty as the central
am 3 insist t e Lo i
, for example, apply h not insist hat it is his 07/ l"l and es
y his skills to the soluti 'y legitimate
on of certain practi-
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cal problems. Or he may devote himself to the collection and EfOCZSSmg of vari-
ous kinds of social data (such as demographic or public opinion data) beCQUS_e
of their historical interest or policy relevance, rather than because of their
theoretical significance. But systematic thinking—continually confronting 4]
manner of evidence and aiming for the development and refinement of general
propositions—is the social scientist’s task par excellence. It is in this conte:ft
that I would want to evaluate the contributions of experi mental methods, and it
is in this context that I see a unique role for the experimental a'pproach. There
are at least four ways in which experimental reS(?arch can feed into the process
of thinking about social behavior more effectively than any other type of B{
method: _ A o
(1) The requirement to translate our concepts into ex}.)erlmental. opera- *
tions imposes a discipline on our thinking that might otherwise be lacking. As
long as we remain at the level of manipulating words, we can gloss over certain l?“
conceptual difficulties and avoid the necessity of really resolving certain am-
biguities in our thinking. Once we attempt, however, to specify the cop- m
ditions necessary for testing our propositions, to create laboratory situations en-
compassing these conditions, and to manipulate our variables through concrete i
operations, we begin to discover ambiguities that had remained unnoticed and i
we are forced to face difficulties that we had been avoiding. The necessity of iy
devising an experiment forces us to commit ourselves—to state clearly what S
our concepts mean and to pin down precisely what relationships we expect. M’P‘
(2) Experiments offer us an opportunity to observe causal relationships, 4
which can usually be inferred only indirectly and tenuously from other types of b
evidence. An experiment cannot, of course—as I have already stressed—indi- %ﬂu
cate the generality of the relationship found. It may, however, provide a very | by
important input into our thinking by showing that the causal relationship be- ‘%lsa
tween two variables can be in the particular direction found, at least under %i"é
certain circumstances. This kind of information is useful in identifying the % -
d'imensions on which our conceptual efforts ought to focus and in suggesting *
lines of thought that are likely to be more or less productive to pursue. ‘Ie%
(3) Experiments provide operating models of the sogial-psychologxgal \,%d
Systems that we are interested exploring, They allow us to study certaif

to generalize. The experi

as possible—of extraneoys variables and historical complications; they €
situations whose histories and dimensions are more fully known to the _‘“V“t,'s
gator; and they are— ,¢ least to a Jimited extent—subject to the investigator> |
control. It is thus Possible to observe the operation of the specific variables @
interest in a detailed and relatively uncontaminated fashion. It is also P
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range of observations to hypothetical situations that do not exist
d ouf

extend O occurred in real liffe. Along‘wit}? its advantag(_es, the stylized
| jnd have flel character of the experimental sxltuatlon also contains certain dis-
ad artificta otably the difficulty in generalization. When taken in conjunc-
| dvants es/bs‘;rvaﬁons from real life, however, the observations of a hypo-
'\ tio# :Ttgo?iel in action provide unique inputs into our thinking about social
thetic: ad thei potentialities for change.
’Ocesf:)s aIf theoretical thinking is to remain productive, it cannot feed en-
% - (upoﬂ itself, b1_1t ;equirc:s per.iodic s.ti.mulation by new input.s from outside
urces. For the social scientist, his emplrxcal.observanons constitute the major
e | source of such inputs. Eve.ry type of observat'lon has so.met.hmg unique to offer
b*h s astimulus to new thinking. One.of the unique contributions of experimental
%% observations is that they often derive from novel, atypical situations. Another
! unique contribution is the possibility of accumulating findings from a series of
Y systematically interrelated experiments, which together point a new direction.
Wﬁﬁ It is interesting to note that unanticipated experimental findings—which are
M? ot t00 desirable from the point of view of verifying propositions—are
1 § paticularly useful inputs into new thinking. Unanticipated findings call the
W jnvestigator’s attention to variables he had not thought of before and suggest
i interpretations and qualifications that he had not considered.
i These are some of the special ways, then, in which experimental work
k8 feeds into the process of thinking about social behavior and that make the ex-
@ perimental method such an important tool in social research. It is on their em-
et be'dde.dness in this longer conceptual process, rather than on their direct con-
i tnbutlon.to the body of verified laws about social behavior, that the significance
i Of experimental studies rests. Az experimental finding, at least in our field,
" cannot very meaningfully stand by itself. Its contribution to knowledge hinges
i ;’:dﬂ];;kmﬂceptual thinking that has produced it and into which it is subsequently

#
F
;

ﬁndi;l'here are several ixr.lplications to the present view that an .experimmtal
fheoref" CTmOt stand by itself. The most obvious implication, with which no
- tcally oriented experimenter would disagree, is that findings from any
m,ﬁ el experiment cannot stand by themselves. Contributions are of necessity
by d‘ilﬁmve; only as a series of experiments—either by the same investigator, or
R e;enl; investigators working on related problems—build upon each.otherf,
o eb egin to formulate meaningful conclusions. There are different points of
. al ;ut what constitutes a good research program, likely to produce a cumu
a vafi ertect. Som € experimenters prefer to narrow in on their .problem, usm%
: | ety of experimental situations that focus on related issues, in the hope ltha__
f ﬁednature of the phenomenon they are exploring will gradually become clart

- Others prefer to use a single experimental sitaution, systematically varying
219
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all the variables that are—for theoretical or eimpirical reasons—potentially sig-
nificant, in the hope that they can thus pin down the whole array of f actor; con-
trolling the phenomenon under investigation. Both types ?fl el’)‘P}f“‘ining pro-
grams may provide useful inputs into thinking about social behavior, | ‘?ugh y
each has different strengths and weaknesses. Thus, the “narrowing-in” ap. W
proach provides a bette: basis for assessing the generality of the phenomenon, :
while the “'varying all the variables” approach is more useful in systematically ﬂt,fﬂ
identifying the dimensions that ought to be consxde.red. . i par

A second implication of the present view, with which some experimental Wﬁ

social psychologists may not concur, is that findings from experimental 're;e{m/; ? ’d;'
cannot stand by themselves. Because of the gap between laboratory situations b
and the range of real-life situations to which we want to be relevant, we cannot gl
base our general propositions on the findings from ex perimental research alone,

Our thinking must be informed by data from a wide variety of sources—popu- i
lation surveys and correlational research, participant observation and commu- | "
nity studies, analysis of documents and of individual cases, historical studies |
and ethnographic reports. This is not to say that every investigator must work s
in all of these traditions, or even in more than one. There is no reason why a o0
social psychologist who is trained in experimental work, is good at it, and en- “{Mhﬂg i
joys 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 is |
well trained, he should at least be able to dra
sources as he contemplates his experiment—bot

W on observations from other .
h in the process of defining his %del",

mean in action after the experiment is over,

. . . . %. I !
_ Finally, the present view implies that empirical facts in our field—es L} ’%lﬂg
pecially, but not exclusively, those based on e€xperimenta] research—cannot
stand by themselves. It is ot the facts that constitute 2 contribution, but what is

done with them. It may, of course, happen that an experimenter does little or y‘“a)%b”ﬂ;

nothing with his findings himself by ' :
e, 1 for the '
conceptual work of othfrs. > beCOfne e e i ,&Q%g"
. 3

In any event, the ultimate value of experimental |

A,

the unique and tral ibutions of experiment

method, rigor as an end jn et e comtubalidie is, n0

d 0 itself js self. i nal analysts, &2
method can susbstitute for fieeeting. 1o thiggh

intelligence anq imagination.
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:ous issues turn on one or another aspect of what might be
.d‘ubnous vigor” controversy. They are generally “false issues” of
the 'ng:lfd‘;t- such as naturalistic vs. experimental, psychological vs.
ble v a;titz;tive vs. qualitative, and holistic or molar vs, elementalistic

: S.
kj‘ g gducth: ;Pl-}::s:ci};ewhethef a particular approach is appropriate to the ques-
V\\‘ 4 t:gi;vestigamf is trying to answer, and the even more complicated matter

estion is worth asking.
of Wh;.th; tr},eeqsl:ressing of hard facts through the use of exact methods, is con-
q\ wtedlfviti’ vigor, stressing methods tha_t will capture real-life flavor in all its
?\ fullness, and this dichotomy is used to illustrate that the choice of a proper
\ method de nds on the nature of the problem under investigation, the stage of
Y gevelopment of the research area, the sReciﬁc _problem on which the work is
) being done, and the preferred style qf the. mv'estlgator. The valge of the research
N depends upon how systematic and 1magmat1ye the apprqach is, for no experi-
% mental finding in our field can stand meaningfully by itself, apart from the
| conceptual thinking and related theory, or apart from cumulative supportive

4 evidence.

]

|

' En la controversia del “rigor” versus “vigor,” se presentan muchos aspectos

- problematicos que son de dudosa validez y generalmente falsos. Estos enfoques
aparecen en pares que se han dado en llamar “naturalista versus experimental,”
“psicolégico versus sociolégico,” “'cuantitativo versus cualitativo,” y “‘el todo
versus las partes.”

Un aspecto realmente importante es constatar si un determinado enfoque
esté relacionado o no con la pregunta a la cual el investigador trata de buscar
fespuesta. Y lo que es miés siginificativo alin, es si realmente vale la pena
efectuar la pregunta.

El rigor, con un énfasis en la constatacién de hechos por medio del uso de
métodos exactos, es comparado con el vigor, que pone un énfasis en métodos
que recogen el sabor de la vida en su totalidad. Esta dicotomia se usa para
ilustrar el hecho de que la eleccién de un método apropiado depende de la
naturaleza del problema que se va a investigar, de la etapa de desarrollo en que
s€ encuentre la correspondiente 4rea de investigacién, el problema especifico
sobre el cual se hard la investigacién y el estilo preferido del investiga'dor.
. Elvalor de la investigacién dependers directamente de cudn sistemético €
imaginativo sea el enfoque, Aparte del pensa.miento concepf:ual y una teoria
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Na controvérsia entre “'rigor” versus ‘'vigor,” muitos aspectos se
Estas discussdes sio geralmente de caricter duvidoso,' tal' como natur:
experimental, psicoldgico versus socioldgico, quantitativo versus qualit,
todo versus partes.

O problema real ¢ se a abordagem especifica que esti sendo usad,
adequada para responder a pergunta proposta. Ainda mais importante ¢ sz
S€a pergunta em si, merece consideragio.

Rigor, ou a énfase na constatacio de fatos através de méto

escolha de um método apropriado depende do problema a ser Ppesquisado, do

nivel de desenvolvimento do campo de pesquisa em si, e o estilo preferido pelo
investigador.

O valor da pesquisa dependerd de quio sistematica e imaginativa for a
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