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Social Psychology: Social 
or Sociological? 

José R. Torregrosa 

The title of this chapter has definitional connotations. It is generally 
assumed that definitions are irrelevant as far as the configuration of a field 
of knowledge is concerned, given that they are merely intentional or wishful 
statements and can hardly condense the real scope of what a field of knowl
edge actually is. It is often said that there are as many definitions as the 
authors who write in any given field. The fact is that definitions are of much 
more consequence than scientists generally presume (Sapsford, Still, Miell, 
Stevens, & Wetherell, 1998). Definitions are what make basic conceptions of 
a science apparent. They also function as an initial map of the territory 
encompassed by a field of knowledge. Definitions also legitimize the investi
gation of certain domains over others. The reader should recognize that to 
define means to fix limits or boundaries. More generally, at a time of thriving 
nationalisms, disciplinary nationalism also flourishes. Specifically, boundaries 
and territoriality are at the root of the struggles and conflicts by which the 
relative status and power of individuals and groups are shaped. Although 
these disciplinary struggles are discursive and symbolic, this does not pre
vent them from being very intense. 

The major thrust of my analysis is that social psychology, if it is to become 
a more representative and conceptually specific discipline, has to be not only 
social but sociological. The sociological dimension is what provides social psy
chology its specificity with regard to general or basic psychology. That is, in 
adopting the perspective of sociology, social psychology thereby becomes a part 
of sociology as well as psychology. This thesis is the connecting thread for the 
following arguments and observations. For this purpose 1 first make sorne his
torical references that have had a deep impact on the development of psycho
logical social psychology; second, 1 evaluate briefly the so-called crisis of social 
psychology, a turning point with up-to-date consequences; and third, 1 describe 
sorne viewpoints of European and Latín American social psychology, the writ
ings of which seem to go in the direction 1 am proposing. 1 end up with sorne 
considerations of Kelman's work and intellectual style, focusing on his concep
tion of the discipline and sorne of his widely influential contributions in expand
ing the domain of social psychology. 
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Historical Antecedents 

The expression social psychology does not seem to have a clear and explicit 
meaning beyond the realm of the manifold conceptual and methodological tra
ditions in which it is used. The meaning of the term may vary a great deal 
depending on what is understood by psychology and, above all, on what mean
ing is ascribed to the term social. On the other hand, what has been the preva
lent tendency of academic social psychology would not seem to depart very 
much from the position maintained by such an influential author as Floyd H. 
Allport (1924). For him, social psychology is above all psychology and very sec
ondarily social, in whatever way social may be understood. Thus, Allport wrote 
in a text in which he attempted to specify the basic principles of the field: 

There is no psychology of groups which is not essentially and entirely a psy
chology of individuals. His biological needs are the end toward which his 
social behavior is a developed means. Within his organism are provided all 
the mechanisms by which social behavior is explained. (p. 4) 

Or, further on in his famous text, Allport wrote: 

Social psychology has in fact grown up largely through the labors ofthe soci
ologists. It is a mistake, however, to suppose, as sorne have done, that it is a 
branch of sociology rather than psychology .... In spite of the good offices 
and interests of the sociologists, the two sciences must remain separate 
branches ofinquiry [italics added]. (p. 11) 

It is beyond the scope of this chapter to undertake a detailed analysis of 
the implications of programmatic texts of this nature. Other authors ha ve pro
vided such analyses with outstanding insight (Cherry, 1995; Danzinger, 1990; 
Farr, 1996). However, I would like to emphasize a point related to this scientific 
pronunciamiento that has not yet attracted due attention, at least explicitly. In 
spite of its obvious conceptual inadequacy and ambiguity, the pronouncement 
unequivocally conveys a message: Social psychology is exclusively psychology. It 
is so because it deals with the behavior and consciousness of the individual, 
albeit in his or her social aspects; malgré tout [in spite of that], social psychol
ogy must be psychology alone. To a very large extent, this position has been 
maintained and reinforced for decades in the various handbooks of social psy
chology, which contain chapters by influential authors such as Gordon Allport 
(1954) and Jones (1985) who expressed these views. 

Irrespective of the adequacy of F. H. Allport's conceptual framework for 
both general psychology and social psychology, it seems obvious that the source 
of confusion induced by definitions such as his rests to a great extent in the 
meaning attributed to the terms social and social aspects. Even without trying 
to specify the content of those terms, social psychologists may naively ask if a 
nonsocial or asocial psychology is feasible. Any human psychology-be it indi
vidual or collective-has to deal with "social aspects" and, in that sense, it is 
"social." The expression social psychology is therefore somehow tautological, as 
any psychology is social, in one way or another. 
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In my opinion, social psychologists will not solve the problem just by stat
ing, as is common practice (even with F. H. Allport), that a psychology is social 
because it deals with "the social." The subject matter of a science only points to 
the realm or domain of the reality that it studies or aims to study, but it is not 
indicative of how it is studied or from what perspective. Paradoxically, social 
psychology has been very often described as too "individualistic." As Baumeis
ter (1995) has pointed out: 

There is a paradox in the way social psychology is practiced today: It isn't 
always all that social. Ironically, most social psychologists think of people as· 
largely self-contained units, conceding only that occasionally these units 
come into contact with each other. (p. 75) 

Arguments of similar import have been made by authors of different epistemo
logical orientations (Augoustinos, 1999; Marková, 2000; Osterkamp, 1999; 
Smith, 1999). 

If social psychology is basically the extension of the psychological perspec
tive to "the social," then its "individualistic" bias is hardly surprising, given 
that the level of analysis of psychological theorizing has usually developed 
around the personality system or its subsystems. The units of analysis of this 
psychological theorizing are, from the perspective of other social sciences, 
rather molecular. If one adds to these analytical stipulations the individualistic 
ethos of Western culture, one can understand Parsons's (1954) observations 
about general tendencies of psychological theory: 

1) Reifying the organism, which by virtue of its genetic constitutions is 
alleged to provide the "real" basis for the structure of behavior systems; 2) 
Reifying the "real unit ofbehavior" which may be either the S-R sequence of 
the behaviorists, or say the momentary perceptual "gestalt." This then is 
regarded as the one key to the understanding of all behavior, or; finally, 3) 
Reifying the individual, the personality in a more or less clearly defined 
"action" sense. Knowledge of him, independently of his social relationships, 
current or previous, is alleged to depend on any genuine understanding of 
how individuals, when put together in societies, will behave. (p. 101) 

These observations, made long before social constructionism was fashion
able, point not only to the actual difficulties ofunderstanding social behavior by 
the sole means of the psychological theory in vogue but also to the permanent 
tension toward a reductionism of "the social" to the individual psychological 
level or, even further, to the individual biological level. Moscovici (1972) percep
tively extended this type of argument to social psychology itself when he 
attempted to synthesize the implicit assumptions, or postulates, as he calls 
them, of conventional social psychology: 

The first is that the difference between social and elementary non-social pro
cesses is only one of degree and that a hierarchy of phenomena can be estab
lished in which they are ordered from simpler to more complex, and from 
individual to collective. The second postulate is that social processes do not 
imply the existence of social phenomena governed by their laws, but rather 
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that they are accounted for by psychological laws, which can at the same 
time, be based on hypothetical laws of physiology. The final postulate is that 
there is no difference in kind between social and non-social behaviour: other 
people intervene only as a part of the general environment. (p. 35) 

If the corresponding methodological paradigm of experimentalism is added 
to these substantive principles, the foundations are laid for establishing the 
dominant social psychology, as well as for the subsequent counterreactions 
characteristic of all of the literature that has evolved around the crisis. Such 
issues are also highlighted in the discipline in what has come to be known as 
the European social psychology, to which 1 refer later. More recently, a critical 
social psychology (Fox & Prilleltenski, 1997; lbáñez & Íñiguez, 1997; Parker & 
Spears, 1996; Roger, Stenner, Gleeson, & Rogers, 1995; Wexler, 1983) has devel
oped that has clear connections with what is supposed to be a postmodern turn 
in the discipline (Kvale, 1992), whereby truth is problematic and relative to a 
particular social position, gender, class, or culture (Kendall & Michael, 1997; 
Nozick, 2001; Parker, 1998). 

These criticisms are usually contested on the grounds that there are at 
least two social psychologies: one with a psychological orientation and another 
with a sociological orientation. This distinction implies that both are reduction
ist with respect to the disciplinary matrix in which they are rooted. In this 
sense, one might argue that if a psychological bias is noticeable in the psycho
logical social psychology, then there is as well a sociological bias in the sociolog
ical social psychology. 1 believe this type of reciproca! bias argument does not 
adequately account for the real situation, given that the conceptual framework 
most representative of sociological social psychology, namely, symbolic interac
tionism (Mead, 1934), can hardly be labeled "reductionist." lndeed, one of the 
main achievements of this approach has been to convincingly overcome the old 
individual-society antinomies, specifying how both realities are constituted 
through processes of communication and social interaction. This achievement 
even characterizes the most structural versions, which consider societal norms 
and roles such as Stryker's (1980) or, in a certain sense, Goffman's (1959). 

One of the criticisms that sociologists typically raise against symbolic interac
tionism is precisely that objective social structure is ignored, thereby reducing soci
ology to the mentalistic constructions and actions of individuals. On the other 
hand, 1 would say that other sociological approaches relevant to social psychology, 
such as structural-functionalism, which ranges from Parsons (1959) and Inkeles 
(1963), to Smelser and Smelser (1970), or sorne of their European colleagues such 
as Giesen (1987) and Münch (1987), cannot be considered reductionistic. Specifi
cally, their efforts to elucidate the nature of the links between the micro and macro 
analytical levels--starting with Parsons himself-show their antireductionistic 
awareness. Also, there have always been "individualistic" traditions within socio
logical theory that, despite the diversity of their foundations (such as action theory, 
phenomenology, or exchange theory) exhibit obvious sociopsychological affinities 
and, in sorne instances, as in Homans (1967), an explicit psychological reduction
ism. It would also be difficult to consider such social theorists as Castells (1997), 
Elias (1987), Giddens (1991), Habermas (1987), or Scheff (1990) as social reduc
tionists when they deal with social psychological problems. Finally, the greater 
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institutional, academic-scientific, and professional recognition of psychology has 
granted this discipline a higher degree of autonomy than is enjoyed by sociology. 
The consequence is that psychology has had a greater. infiuence on sociology than 
sociology has had on psychology (House, 1991). 

In the light of these considerations and of others of a more ideological 
nature, 1 believe that these two social psychologies, psychological and sociologi
cal, cannot be put on the same plane with regard to their respective root disci
plines and their theoretical and institutional impact on the development of 
social psychology as a relatively independent field of inquiry. 

The Crisis of Social Psychology and lts Metamorphosis 

Regardless of the plausibility of the arguments advanced in the characterization 
of the discipline from its two main root perspectives, two facts concerning social 
psychology seem to stand out clearly from the 1950s: On the one hand, we have 
the hegemonic position of the paradigm of the psychological-individualistic orien
tation and, on the other, a kind of dissatisfaction aroused by this one-sided hege
mony. This dissatisfaction was manifest in the various publications, symposia, and 
meetings at which social psychologists took stock of the state of the discipline and 
recommendations were made regarding the necessity of taking in to account social 
variables and the actual context ofinteraction (e.g., Ring, 1967). The implementa
tion of sorne "joint programs" by psychology and sociology departments, such as 
programs at the University ofMichigan and Harvard University, might be read as 
an attempt to bridge the gap between the psychological and sociological leanings. 
The mid-1960s witnessed their failure in the search for a unitary identity for the 
discipline as well as the publication of the first texts openly addressing the crisis 
(Ancona, 1954; Gillin, 1954; Hulett & Stagner, 1952; Kendler, 1981; McGuire, 
1999; Newcomb, 1951, 1954; Rohrer & Sherif, 1951; Sarason, 1981; Sherif & Wil
son, 1957; Smith, 1974; Tomars, 1957; Westland, 1978). 

From the admonitions made by Deutsch and Krauss (1965), Katz (1966), 
and Ring (1967), to those by Parker and Shotter (1990) or those included in the 
volume edited by Leary (1989), a substantial amount of literature has accumu
lated on the frustrating uncertainty and confüct resulting from the nonfulfill
ment of the scientific advancements predicted by those who, only a few years 
before, promised great progress, provided that what they considered to be the 
only truly scientific cannons were strictly observed. Doubts about the consis
tency, validity, and cumulativeness of scientific findings were raised, as were 
doubts about their usefulness for the society in which they were produced-not 
to mention other societies. What started as a matter of interna! refiection and 
debate eventually became an ever-present aspect of any reference dealing with 
the general problems of the discipline. The confident idea of being on the right 
path to scientific progress gave way in the 1960s and 1970s to feelings of discour
agement and of being at a loss, feelings that were aired frankly by eminent 
researchers. 

In 1963, Berkowitz expressed his confidence about the progressive integra
tion of social psychology within the field of experimental psychology: "Social 
psychological principles may indeed turn out to be only special cases of more 
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general psychological laws" (p. 378). But in 1972, he observed the following to 
Brewster Smith: 

Social psychology is now in a "crisis stage," in the sense that Kuhn used this 
term in his book The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. We seem to be 
somewhat at a loss for important problems to investigate and models to 
employ in our research and theory. It is certainly time to take stock, to see 
where we are and where we should go. (as cited in Smith, 1972, p. 86) 

Moscovici (1972), from the perspective of what at the time was European social 
psychology, also pointed out the following: 

It must be admitted that Social Psychology is not truly a science. We wish to 
give it an appearance of a science by using mathematical reasoning and the 
refinements of experimental method; but the fact is that Social Psychology 
cannot be described as a discipline with a unitary field of interest, a system
atic framework of criteria and requirements, a coherent body of knowledge 
or even a set of common perspectives shared by those who practice it. A solid 
foundation for the future has not been laid. (p. 32) 

A very similar ethos permeates the 1970s works of many authors 
(Armistead, 1974; Elms, 1975; Gergen, 1973; Harré & Secord, 1972; McGuire, 
1973; Smith, 1972; Steiner, 1974). Furthermore, the criticisms of Gergen and of 
Harré and Secord were accompanied by proposals for alternative paradigms. In 
the 1980s, though less intensely, this ethos also found its advocates (Bar-Tal & 
Kruglanski, 1988; Blackler, 1983; Graumann, 1987; Himmelweit & Gaskell, 
1990; Leary, 1989; Parker, 1989; Parker & Shotter, 1990; Rosnow, 1981). 
Indeed, one can observe that this kind of questioning, with diff erent nuances 
and undertones, persists today (Antaki, 2000; Haslam & McGarty, 2001; Hogg 
& Grieve, 1999; House, 1991; Kim, 1999; Kruglanski, 2001; Pancer, 1997; Rob
inson, 2000; Smith, 2000; Wallach & Wallach, 1994). 

To call this epistemological uneasiness and relative uncertainty the "crisis 
of social psychology" might be going too far (Ritzer & Gindoff, 1992). However, if 
the expression only refers to the psychological social psychology, which adopted 
the experimental-naturalistic program, then 1 would say that the word crisis is 
not an overstatement, given the failure by this group of social psychologists to 
respond to earlier criticisms of that program. Thus, 1 conclude that there has 
been no crisis of social psychology as a whole, but rather a crisis of one of its spe
cifi.c perspectives: the experimental-naturalistic-individualistic paradigm, con
sidered as the only possible way toward scientifi.c progress. Moreover, social 
psychology has found itselfto sorne extent in a situation ofuncertainty and mal
aise similar to the one that exists in the social sciences in general. For example, 
in 1970 Gouldner announced "the coming crisis of western sociology," with a 
frontal critique of the then-hegemonic Parsonian structural-functionalism, and 
provided the conceptual grounds for a more reflexive sociology that questions its 
own premises. More recently, to explain the "crisis" in sociology, Levine (1995) 
has underlined external factors, such as the decreasing availability of resources 
for research or the loss of prestige and status in society at large, as factors that 
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make interna! dissent and criticisms more threatening. Horowitz (1993) has 
emphasized the interna! development of unconnected subfields and specialties, 
with a resulting "decomposition" of the discipline. And Lopreato and Crippen 
(1999) almost predict the disappearance of sociology as an academic field of 
knowledge in 25 to 30 years, unless it reconstitutes itself in terms of evolution
ary biology. 

Viewpoints of European and Latin American Social Psychology 

This debate has had far-reaching consequences in social psychology outside the 
U nited States, at least in Europe and Latin America. In this sense the interpre
tation provided by Moghaddam (1987) is interesting. According to him, the so
called crisis of social psychology was a consequence of the nonacceptance by 
European and British social psychologists of the dominant conventional social 
psychology of the first world, that is, North America. His thesis is that, on the 
one hand, American social psychologists turned their attention toward intradis
ciplinary metatheoretical and epistemological problems when faced with those 
criticisms. On the other hand, European social psychologists seemed to believe 
that they should generate their own distinctive approach rather than follow the 
agenda and research programs of American social psychology. This focus on 
affirming differences, preceded by intense and sometimes heated debates, was in 
itself a clear refutation of the assumed universal validity of the conventional and 
hegemonic paradigm. 

In the same way, Moghaddam (1987) extends this logic when trying to 
think about the conditions of the development of social psychology in third 
world countries. These countries cannot uncritically accept the social and psy
chological knowledge produced in the most industrialized and rich ones, given 
their different sociocultural, economic, and political problems and interests. 
As Jahoda (1983) has pointed out, most current theories in experimental 
social psychology do not seem to be valid or adequate for the social contexts of 
third world countries. Therefore, social psychologists in these nations need to 
construct their own social psychology, not because of more or less intense 
ideological anticolonialistic attitudes, but because of the scientific require
ment of a meaningful justification for ali steps of the research process, from 
concept formation to forms of explanation and interpretation of empirical 
observations. 

The issues dealt with in this review may lack significance in a situation 
where things are back to "business as usual" and a solid institutional base is 
well established. However, in other sociocultural contexts for which this 
institutionalization is more recent or still under way, a good occasion is pro
vided to think about the fundamental problems of the discipline and to learn 
more about the complexities of its emergence and development. Failure to do 
this leaves the field open to radical and unjust critica! deconstructive meta
phors. For example, one critic stated, "Psychology-all of it is a branch ofthe 
police; psychodynamic and humanistic psychologies are the secret police" 
(Ric~er, 1992, p. 118). 
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Although talk about the crisis always seems to have negative and problem
atic connotations, this is not my own attitude. On the contrary, 1 believe the cri
sis has had sorne positive consequences, which are outlined here: 

l. Progressive adoption of a philosophical anthropology or a model of 
humankind more in accordance with humankind's origins and clevelop
ment. When this occurs, the constituent ingredients of humanness
symbolism, language, intentionality, agency, and communicative social
ized individuality-not only cease to be strange, but are even consid
ered to be objects of study (Hallowell, 1963; lbáñez, 1989). 

2. An enhanced awareness of temporal specificity or historicity, with 
respect to the historical condition of the reality that is studied as well as 
to the psychosociological knowledge itself (Farr, 1990). For example, 
what can be known about conformity is specifi.c to a given time period. 

3. The felt need of rethinking and splitting the linear reconstruction of the 
historical evolution of social psychology and possible cultural and disci
plinary diversification of its history. The criticisms raised about Gordon 
Allport's (1954) idealized version of "the historical background" of the 
discipline, leaving aside the problems it may present as an historical 
interpretation, reopen the question for ongoing investigations of how to 
establish their historical meaning and their sociocultural anchorage. If 
those investigations are minimally refiexive or self-critical, researchers 
will have to rethink their own historical perspective, and, in the last 
analysis, the defi.nition of its subject matter or the wider tradition in 
which they are carried out (Graumann, 1987). 

4. Greater awareness of the situated character of psychosociological knowl
edge itself, as an interactively attained construction in specific contexts 
and for concrete purposes from which it is not possible to sever its con
tents of truth, that is, to evaluate its plausibility, aclequacy, generativity, 
or relevance. 1 do not think that this more context-dependent notion of 
social psychological knowledge should be seen as an uncritical accep
tance of a relativistic epistemology; rather, what is called for is a 
broader conception of explanation than is provided in the conventional 
hypothetico-deductive framework. 

5. Enhanced awareness of the possible icleological functions of social psychol
ogy as a provicler of categones and methods of interpreting the subjective 
experience, both individual and collective. Inasmuch as social psychology 
has also turned its attention onto itself and therefore has refiexively taken 
into account the social and existential conditions that may infiuence its 
concepts, theories, and methods, a greater transparency may be expected 
in terms of the relationships between social psychological knowledge and 
power (social, political, or economic). Specifically, social psychologists need 
to acknowledge how their work may be a specifi.c case of the more general 
problem of the knowledge-power relationship. One can ask, for instance, 
to what use is social psychology in areas such as labor-management rela
tions (industrial, postindustrial, and global), human resources policies, 
organizational functioning, or mass persuasion in political and economic 
behavior? Is this knowledge a detached and valid refiection of human 
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nature or rather a partial account of it, particularly that which is more 
akin to the dominant ideologies and, therefore, differentially reinforced 
and accepted, thereby creating in part that human nature as well as 
explaining it (Heller, 1986; Torregrosa, 1996)? 

6. Enhanced acknowledgment of the legitimacy of a genuine epistemic
methodico-technical pluralism, in which the diverse perspectives may 
enrich research and extend the field of analysis. The laboratory opens 
up its doors to the "natural" contexts of everyday life (Bar-Tal & Bar
Tal, 1988; Munné, 1990). 

7. A sharper and more critical idea of what constitutes scientific progress and 
cumulativeness, as distinct from a mechanical result of an unceasing pro
cess of data gathering and statistical hypothesis testing. To a large extent, 
this insight has been possible because the conception of the scientific 
method-as reconstructed by logical positivism and adopted as a strict 
(even dogmatic) criterion ofwhat is and is not scientific-has given way to 
broader conceptions of scientific inquiry in which understanding, intelligi
bility, and comprehension (i.e., the basis of the hermeneutic-historical 
paradigm) may be considered as scientific and necessary for the study of 
human beings as the traditional explanatory-predictive one (Toulmin, 
1972). This new philosophy of science seems to narrow the gap between 
the "two cultures"-that is, the logic ofthe sciences and the humanities-
providing epistemic legitimacy to interpretive methodologies, formerly 
considered, more or less explicitly, to be inadequate for advancing knowl
edge about the behavior and experience of human beings. As Fay (1996) 
wrote: 

The traditional antagonism between nomologicalism and historicism (with 
all its attendant oppositions) is ill conceived. Each position is one-sided in 
itself and requires the other as a supplement to achieve a satisfactory 
account of understanding human beings. Far from being mutually exclusive, 
both are required to do justice to the richness of social inquiry. (p. 174) 

8. A considerable development toward the applications field, which not 
only means a differentiation in terms of substantive areas, but also more 
elaborate conceptions of intervention and practice. 

Delineating the preceding issues, in my opinion, has helped to. expand what 
Katz (1978) called the second social psychology (the nonexperimental) and 
what Himmelweit and Gaskell (1990) have called societal psychology, which is 
becoming more closely related to the other social sciences. 

Toward a More Sociological Social Psychology? 

Underlying these consequences, 1 seem to perceive a basic strain: the progressive 
realization of the need to introduce systematically the sociological point of view 
in conventional social psychology. That is to say, social psychology, in order to be 
social, cannot carry on being just social; it has to be sociological. To this end, it 
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should not attempt to reinvent the psychosociological traditions of sociology (for 
instance, symbolic interactionism and social structure and personality), but 
should instead assume them explicitly as inherent parts of itself. This critique 
implies, therefore, that social psychology is, at the same time, psychology and 
sociology, and that the adoption of both perspectives in the study of human action 
and interaction constitutes its analytical specificity as a scientific discipline. 

My analysis is consistent with the very significant lines of the so-called 
European social psychology, as is the case with the volume edited by Himmel
weit and Gaskell (1990). The analyses carried out by Gaskell, Farr, Moscovici, 
Doise, Deutsch, and Himmelweit and published in that volume are quite reveal
ing. Specifically, these authors invoked perspectives rooted in the classical and 
more up-to-date sources of sociology and other social sciences, expressing and 
illustrating the need to consider systematically social organization, institu
tional structures, ideological and axiological structures (social representations 
and systems of ideas and beliefs), social movements, and the constructive char
acter of social interaction, all of which presuppose the adoption of a sociological 
point of view-not merely the psychologization of social reality. The importance 
of adopting a sociological framework becomes particularly evident in Moscov
ici's (1972) perspective, whereby to show how societies build and presuppose 
models ofindividual subjectivity, self-identities, and moral characters, he claims 
to rely on data in the tradition of sociological thought. 1 most certainly share 
this line of argument. Note, however, that what the tradition of sociological 
thought affords Moscovici is not data but a way of looking at reality or, in other 
words, a point of view. This distinction is important if sociological perspectives 
are to be used effectively and explicitly recognized as an intrinsic component of 
the social psychological perspective itself. 

In 1998 Moscovici seemed to reaffirm his advocacy of the "socialization" 
of social psychology by stating, "The pre-eminence of the social is more and 
more recognized in the fields of epistemology, language, and social psychology. 
Personally 1 am convinced that this is a tendency which will deepen" (p. 212). 
This call for the adoption of the sociological point of view similarly permeates 
the work of Himmelweit (1990). When listing the attributes that a societal 
psychology ought to take into account, Himmelweit included many items that 
seem to demand a systematic inclusion of approaches that go beyond a con
ventional psychological perspective. A detailed analysis of each of the proposi
tions that she stated in her proposal would show that research programs that 
take them into consideration could not readily be carried out while ignoring 
the sociological perspective. For this reason, as was the case with Moscovici, 1 
think they point in the right direction, overcoming the contradictions that 
have traditionally hindered social psychology. 

However, the comparison that Himmelweit (1990) draws from sociology and 
the other social sciences with respect to the closeness of their relationship to 
social psychology does not seem to be either fair or exact. Economics, politics, 
anthropology, and sociology cannot be placed on the same plane. The degree of 
generality of the latter two, as Parsons remarked (1951; Parsons et al., 1962), is 
much higher than in the first two, which only address one of the general dimen
sions in terms of which it is possible to contemplate the social system. Production 
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and distribution occur in the case of economics, whereas power characterizes the 
case of political science. In moving away from this classificatory exercise in social 
sciences, what needs to be emphasized is that failing to recognize not only a priv
ileged proximity and affinity between social psychology and sociology, but also a 
partial identity, would be unfair and, moreover, erroneous, both from the stand
point of a historical reconstruction of the discipline and from an exacting logical
systematic approach. One would hardly be likely to find a scientific-academic 
organization around social psychology in other social sciences, apart from psy
chology, comparable to the existing one in sociology. lt is precisely within the spe
cialty of social psychology that sociologists belonging to the American Sociological 
Association identify most (Ennis, 1992). 

When Moscovici (1972) said that it is paradoxical that, in spite of the great 
acceptance of Mead's (1934) thought over most social sciences, there is an anti
Mead tendency in social psychology, he expressed only a half-truth. The legacy 
of Mead' s thoughts has continued to the present day as a foundation of the 
social psychology that is lodged in the disciplinary context of sociology (Joas, 
1985; Mead, 1934). To ignore this part ofthe history and the present day think
ing not only implies a biased view of what social psychology has been, is, or 
should be, but is also rather inconsistent with Moscovici's own tenets. If the 
two social psychologies must look for ways of coming together and achieving a 
common identity, as many authors have been postulating for years, then 1 
believe this task calls for an explicit recognition of the fact that both the psy
chological and sociological points of view ought to be integrated for the sake of 
the future development of social psychology (House, 1991). The alternative is to 
follow Allport (1924) and still adhere to the idea that "in spite of the good 
offices and interests of the sociologists the two sciences must remain separate 
branches of inquiry" (p. 11). In this case, the perspectives representing contri
butions and developments of European social psychology, such as those 1 have 
just mentioned, would be difficult to implement either in terms of an adequate 
academic division of labor or in terms of concepts that would establish a clearly 
distinctive level of analysis. Following Allport's lead would also imply leaving 
out of the picture the sociological tradition of social psychology (Cook, Fine, & 
House, 1995; Lindesmith, Strauss, & Denzin, 1999). 

Conclusion 

Social psychologists have not generally accepted the idea that the two social psy
chologies should come closer together or merge completely into one single scientific 
discipline, independent of the two root disciplines, psychology and sociology. For 
instance, Stryker (1991) argued for the existence and legitimacy of a sociological 
social psychology. He also maintained that sociology should not be put in the same 
category as the other social sciences with regard to its relationship with social psy
chology. Stryker's conceptual strategy is a mixed blessing. On the positive side, it 
calls for an unrestricted interdisciplinary approach. On the negative side, there is 
the persistence of those reductionist tendencies that 1 have been criticizing. This 
danger was articulated by Parsons (1951): 
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There can be no such a thing as a good social psychology without explicit and 
systematic reference to the sociological aspects of the theory of the social 
systems. Without that it becomes merely a cover for "psychological bias" in 
the interpretation of social phenomena. The only alternative to this view is 
to hold that since all action is "process of the mind" or "behaviour" there is 
no place for a distinct theory of the social system at all. (p. 553) 

This explicitness and systematicity are what 1 see lacking or even being 
resisted, at least in the conventional "scientific culture" of European social psy
chology, whose most representative association marks its distinctive identity 
with the term experimental: European Association of Experimental Social Psy
chology. Indeed, this collective self-definition does not seem to lend itself to 
links with the other social sciences, which can hardly be characterized as exper
imental in the strict sense of the term. Rather, this self-definition seems to 
reflect the persistent conflict ofthe two projects of Psychology as Naturwissen
schaft (natural science) or as Geistes-Kulturwissenshaft (cultural science) 
(Jahoda, 1992; Valsiner & van der Veer, 2000). 

Sorne similar considerations can be stated with regard to social psychology 
in Latin America, where severa! representative authors have demanded a psy
chology closer to the other social sciences and more sensitive to concrete realities 
and to the people. For example, it is indicative ofthis trend when Montero (1990) 
tried to justify the usefulness of the concept of ideology, in a more or less Marxist 
sense, or when she wrote that text production "opened the door to new topics, to 
new perspectives, and to an increasingly perceptible tendency towards a more 
sociological social psychology, closer to the theories and perspectives of the social 
sciences ... " but "without sacrificing to them its level of analysis and explana
tion" (Montero, 1994c, p. 19). 

Similar implications can be from Martín-Baró's (1990) elaborations on the 
same concept of ideology: 

Ideology cannot be restricted to a set of ideas and values guiding the life of 
the person, in a more or less definite way; it must include the system of social 
forces, which oppress her .... Obviously, social forces are historical realities; 
and it is precisely this "historicity," as an intrinsic determinant of behaviour, 
that is ignored by the dominant psychosocial analyses. (pp. 94-95) 

More generally, what Martín-Baró (1998) offered from his critica! psychology of 
liberation is a social psychology oriented toward social change. 

The process of inquiry is always rooted in particular social and cultural 
traditions. Such an inquiry takes the humans beings themselves as its object 
and, more specifically, humans as social beings. In this context, those cultural 
traditions are critica! and operate as tacit frameworks whereby the questions 
that social psychologists ask and attempt to answer become meaningfully 
grounded. Indeed social science itself has to be considered a very important, 
enlightening, self-reflexive tradition or even more appropriately viewed as a 
diversity of traditions with their specific national undertones. There are, how
ever, no easy methodological or ideological gambits such as the advocacy of glo
bal pseudo-internationalism that will relieve social psychologists of the critica! 
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task of adequately contextualizing the goals and problema of their research 
programs (Correa & Zaiter, 1996). Such efforts (Martín-Baró, 1983, 1989) 
toward theoretical criticism and reinterpretation of conventional social psy
chology have helped people to better understand, explain, and eventually 
change social psychological processes in Central America. From the beginning 
Martín-Baró made clear the situated perspective of his inquiry: social psychol
ogy from Central America. Although they have a more clearly explicit herme
neutical and discourse-analytic orientation, the collective volumes edited by 
Montero (1991, 1994a, 1994b) have a similar aim. 

More recently, other Latin American social psychologists have expressed 
their intellectual indebtedness when describing their own work. Lane (1999), a 
Brazilian social psychologist, writes: 

In traditional social psychological approaches the human being was frag
mented through the use of concepts and particular theories, with the hope 
held out that sometime in the future it would be possible to unify them. Of 
the main concepts we reviewed "socialization" was the only one which 
seemed to have some coherence, for it considered the individual as always 
inserted in a social context .... At this point the work ofMartín-Baró was of 
crucial importance to us .... [He] left us a testament, a critical revision of 
the most important contributions from social psychologists in North Amer
ica and Europe who were searching for a science that would work on behalf 
of Caribbean people, and of all Latín Americans. (p. 368) 

And Dobles (1999), a Costa Rican social psychologist, said: 

Identifying mechanisms by which injustice is legitimized therefore becomes 
a very important task for a "liberating" psychology. Martín-Baró, who has 
had such a profound influence in the work of Central American psycholo
gists, wrote about the "deideologization" that psychology had to carry out as 
major contribution to social justice and the establishment of a real democ
racy in Latin America as a whole. Specifically, he unmasked many supposed 
official "truths" in the context ofthe Salvadorean civil war that hadjustified 
foreign intervention and repression by the army. When ... our psychological 
work serves the purpose of highlighting and working on existing injustices 
and oppressions, we feel we are indeed travelling on the road indicated by 
Martín-Baró, with clear Marxist roots, of deideologization. (p. 409) 

In view of what I have written up to this point, it is quite plausible to 
defend the hypothesis I put forward at the beginning of my argument, namely, 
that social psychology, if it is to be distinctively social, has to be sociological. To 
me, this viewpoint seems to be a way of looking at the constitutive ambiguities 
in the history of the field and the tensions and conflicts manifested during its 
last three decades. This position also reflects a general underlying trend (one 
that is not explicitly recognized with regard to the epistemological implications 
for the discipline) in the development of European and Latin American social 
psychology. It might be argued, however, that this assessment is biased in over
stating the role of the sociological perspective and its traditions in the consti
tution and development of social psychology, although I disagree with this 
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argument given the excessively individualistic assumptions of general psychol
ogy (Sampson, 1999). Additional support for the view that the advocacy of a 
more sociological social psychology could lead to a productive reorientation of 
the discipline can be found in the writing of psychologist Farr (1996), an expert 
on the history of social psychology: 

It is difficult for social psychologists within Psychology . . . to get an ade
quate appreciation of the distorting effects of the parent discipline. It is pru
dent to look for other forms of Social Psychology that are not subject to the 
same distorting inftuence. There is no need for psychologists to invent new 
forros of Social Psychology. They already exist-but they do so in disciplines 
other than Psychology. (p. 131) 

This other discipline is, no doubt, sociology. But there is more than one social 
psychology in sociology: symbolic interactionism (with its diverse develop
ments) and "social structure and personality" or contextual social psychology 
as Pettigrew (1991) calls it. Searching for a convergence among them and for a 
more unitary framework with psychological social psychology, Pettigrew has 
proposed the adoption of Popper's epistemology, which gives more weight to 
theory construction in the research process than the logical positivist outlook 
prevailing in experimental social psychology. Though with a different "vision," 
Kruglanski (2001) has expressed sorne arguments in the same direction. Fol
lowing this lead perhaps Popper's "human ontology" should also be taken into 
account. Because as Popper (1967) has stated: 

We have every reason to believe that man or rather his ancestor was social 
prior to being human (considering, for example, that language presupposes 
society). But this implies that social institutions, and with them social regu
larities or sociological laws, must have existed prior to what some people are 
pleased to call "human nature," and to human psychology. If a reduction is 
attempted at all, it would therefore be more hopeful to attempt a reduction 
or interpretation of psychology in terms of sociology than the other way 
round. (pp. 111-112) 

It is clear that the position I have just described is to a large extent coincident 
with, and indebted to, the one that Herbert Kelman (1965), early in his academic 
career, outlined in his book lnternational Behavior: A Social-Psychological Analy
sis, in which he wrote: 

Social psychology-which is a subfield of psychology as well as of sociology
is concerned with the intersection between individual behavior and societal
institutional processes. It follows from this concern that the primary focus 
for social-psychological analysis is social interaction. (p. 22) 

I think that this basic idea of the discipline establishes the framework to which 
his later intellectual trajectory is linked: a trajectory fruitfully generative of 
very significant investigations, theoretical and practica!. 

From an experimental and clinical background, Kelman conceived social 
psychology in interactionist terms, in accordance with the best theoretical 
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traditions of the discipline, explicitly recogmzmg the needed convergence 
between psychological and sociological approaches. In line with this conceptual 
starting point, it can be said that his work as a whole may be characterized by 
an interdisciplinary openness that makes clear the deep need for unity of the 
social sciences, particularly when faced with having to account for complex 
social phenomena, a situation in which the conceptual frameworks of specific 
disciplines show their insufficiency. It is this openness anda rigorous style of 
thinking that allow for the smooth transition between concrete empirical 
research and a conscious framework of values from which a meaning can be 
ascribed to research. In this way, as Berlin (1992) has said, "social science 
knowledge may become ethical wisdom" (p. 22). 

With regard to the epistemological disputes that have been taking place in 
the discipline, and to which 1 have referred earlier, Kelman has maintained an 
attitude far away from any methodological dogmatism. Kelman's approach is 
not an easy or expeditious eclecticism but rather a way of looking at human 
affairs with the awareness of the complexity of human nature. Furthermore, in 
unraveling this complexity, Kelman relies more on adequacy, sensibility, and pre
cision of concepts than on methodological and technical virtuosity. Through his 
investigations, we can observe the primacy of the theoretical moment, the effort 
at conceptual clarification and construction, and the search for plausible intelli
gibility. He uses this mode of analysis in those contexts in which the objective is 
application or the production of change as well as in conflict resolution work
shops to improve Palestinian-Israeli relations at both personal and policy levels 
(Kelman, 1983). These interventions may be taken as instances ofthe following 
well-known Lewinian (Lewin, 1964) statement: 

Many psychologists working today in an applied field are keenly aware of the 
need for close cooperation between theoretical and applied psychology. This 
can be accomplished . . . if the theorist does not look toward applied prob
lems with highbrow aversion or with a fear of social problems, and if the 
applied psychologist realizes that there is nothing so practical as a good the
ory. (p. 169) 

Kelman's already classical model of social influence processes has been an alter
native approach in the study of attitudes to the more traditional individualistic 
perspectives of cognitivism. By specifying the motivational bases of attitudes, 
these processes were anchored more deeply in the personality structure, and 
the means to induce their change were made explicit. By linking attitude 
change to specific processes of interaction, the concept of attitude becomes 
more similar to the meaning with which it is used in the other traditions of the 
social sciences, as in the theory of social action or the sociology of knowledge. 
The analytic usefulness of the concept of attitude can then be extended from 
individual to collective subjectivity. In a certain sense, this type of meaning is 
what European social psychologists have attempted to convey by the concept of 
social representations. 

In Kelman's study with Hamilton on criminal obedience to authority 
(Kelman & Hamilton, 1989), the focus is as much on the types of social relation
ships and their organizational contexts as on the intrapersonal processes of 
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individuals participating in them. This approach, within the frame of Kelman's 
theory of social influence, allows for the systematic consideration of power, with 
its correlates such as ideology, interests, and social organization. Destructive or 
criminal obedient behavior becomes not only the outcome of perverse or irratio
nal dispositions of human nature, but also the way in which people structure 
their hierarchical relations and the beliefs and the ideologies that legitimate 
them, as Kelman and Hamilton (1989) wrote: 

The occurrence of sanctioned massacres cannot be adequately explained by 
the existence of psychological forces-whether these be psychological dispo
sitions to engage in murderous violence or profound hostility against the 
target-so powerful that they must find expression in violent acts unham
pered by moral restraints. Instead, the major instigators for this class of vio
lence derive from the policy process. (p. 15) 

These references to the work of Herbert Kelman as well as his explicit recogni
tion of the role of power inequalities in Palestinian-Israeli relations clearly 
show that his research endeavors and conceptual framework are not confi.ned 
to the limits of psychological social psychology. Kelman's work can be consid
ered an influential and respected paradigmatic model in which psychological 
and sociological levels of analysis are meaningfully related. 
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