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The Cooley-Mead Award is given annually
to an individual who has made lifetime
contributions to distinguished scholar-

ship in sociological social psychology. It is my
great honor to introduce this year’s recipient,
James S. House, Angus Campbell Collegiate
Professor of Sociology and Survey Research,
and Research Professor in the Survey
Research Center at the Institute for Social
Research and the Department of
Epidemiology, University of Michigan.
Through his path-breaking theoretical
reviews, carefully crafted empirical research,
and close mentoring of younger generations of
scholars, Jim has defined and shaped socio-
logical social psychology as we know it. With
this award, we celebrate his enduring contri-
butions to our field.

Jim burst onto the social psychology
scene in 1977, the year he published “The
Three Faces of Social Psychology,” a defining
piece of work which helped social psycholo-
gists of different stripes understand who they
were, their unique approaches to the study of
human social life, and the potential benefits of
reaching across intradisciplinary boundaries
(House 1977). In the pages of that article can
be found the first renderings of a powerful
argument Jim has built over the course of his
career about the commonalities of purpose
that unite social psychologists and the impor-
tance of intellectual interchange to the future
of sociological social psychology as a field.
The influence of this one piece of work cannot
be overstated; it has been cited in every subse-
quent treatise on social psychology that I have
been able to locate and is a mainstay of grad-
uate social psychology courses. I dare say that
virtually all Social Psychology Quarterly sub-
scribers have read and been inspired by it.

Jim’s chapter on social structure and per-
sonality in Rosenberg and Turner’s Social

Psychology: Sociological Perspectives (1981)
solidified his reputation as a preeminent social
psychologist. He traced the history of the par-
adigm back to the early writings of Comte,
Marx, Weber, and Durkheim and, thereby,
asserted its centrality to the intellectual mis-
sion of sociology. He introduced the three ana-
lytical principles that remain its defining fea-
tures: the specification of the components of
the social system that matter for individual
feelings, attitudes, and behaviors; the identifi-
cation of proximate structures and processes
through which macrosocial conditions come
to have daily reality; and the analysis of the
psychological processes through which inter-
mediary structures affect individuals. In
essence, Jim defined a new subfield of socio-
logical social psychology and identified its
unique contributions to the study of social life.
What is perhaps most impressive about this
chapter is that several sections came from a
paper Jim wrote in graduate school on culture
and personality to which he added notes from
graduate courses on sociological theory. Jim
suggested to me that one lesson from his expe-
rience is that students should never throw
away their graduate school papers and notes; I
imagine, however, that there are few among us
who would discover such intellectually rich
and coherent arguments therein.

While Jim has published many other
influential reviews, he may be best known for
his applications of the social structure and per-
sonality paradigm to the study of the process-
es through which social inequalities affect
health. In project after project, he has docu-
mented the effects of the social environment
on physical and psychological functioning
and, by so doing, confirmed the dramatic
implications of stratification for human lives.
His research stands as testament to the ability
of social psychology to illuminate important

Social Psychology Quarterly
2008, Vol. 71, No. 3, 228–231
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Indiana University
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social problems—in his own words, as a most
“dramatic illustration of the import of the
social” (House 2001:127).

In retrospect, the path that Jim’s work
took is not surprising, although he did not
anticipate how his career would unfold. Jim
came of age in the 1950s and 1960s, times of
great social ferment. He witnessed segrega-
tion in the South, the McCarthy era, the civil-
rights movement, and the Vietnam War, all of
which can only have convinced him of the rel-
evance of historical events and conditions for
the lives of individuals. He entered Haverford
College with no background in the social sci-
ences and declared a major in history to
accommodate his interests in social move-
ments and trends. But it was in a social psy-
chology course that he began to understand
the potential of a systematic, scientific
approach to the study of social life and histo-
ry. As a result of his studies, and at the
prompting of a favorite professor, Jim aban-
doned his plans to attend law school and
decided to apply to the interdisciplinary grad-
uate program in social psychology at the
University of Michigan.

Jim’s early years at Michigan were forma-
tive in many ways—he found himself drawn to
the more sociological aspects of social psy-
chology, more deeply immersed in sociology
as a field, and more committed to quantitative,
nonexperimental, survey research methods.
Although he entered graduate school assum-
ing he would eventually teach at a small liber-
al arts college, he soon realized that the pro-
gram at Michigan was designed to train
researchers rather than teachers, and he took
full advantage of its offerings. He became
interested in a range of phenomena—social
movements, interethnic prejudice, status
inconsistency—that had spawned particularis-
tic theories implicating stress and strain, and
became curious about the general principles
that united them. He worked with a group of
faculty—Jack French, Bob Kahn, and Sidney
Cobb—who applied theories of stress to the
study of physical health and undertook a dis-
sertation on occupational stress and coronary
heart disease. There, he also met his future
wife, Wendy Fisher House, with whom he

would raise two children and, just recently,
celebrate his fortieth anniversary.

Jim’s first academic position was in the
sociology department of Duke University, one
of the few departments, he believes, that
would have viewed his work as sociological at
the time. Duke offered an ideal environment
for his early professional development with a
good balance of teaching and research along
with supportive professional colleagues in
both sociological and psychological social
psychology who had similar intellectual inter-
ests. It was this stimulating interdisciplinary
environment that prompted “The Three Faces
of Social Psychology,” an outgrowth of Jim’s
thinking about how his work was similar to
and different from that of his colleagues in
psychology. Jim first wrote the piece as the
introductory chapter for a textbook he intend-
ed to produce but, with his eye on the tenure
clock, sent it off to what was then Sociometry
instead. The book was never written but his
review of the field reached a wide audience
nonetheless.

Jim returned to Michigan as an associate
professor in the late 1970s. There he became
part of an interdisciplinary research group in
Social Environment and Health, and founded
a highly successful training program in psy-
chosocial factors in mental health and illness.
He led projects on work, social support, and
socioeconomic inequalities, and directed
major data collection efforts, including the
Americans’ Changing Lives Study and the
Chicago Community Adult Health Study.
During his time at Michigan, he has been
amazingly prolific. By my count, he has pub-
lished over 120 articles and chapters as well as
five books with many more forthcoming. He
has been principal or co-principal investigator
on fifteen external grants, co-investigator on
twelve others.

More important than these numbers is the
broad influence of Jim’s research on the inter-
disciplinary field of social epidemiology.
Each and every project has broken new
ground. He was among the first to document
the effects of occupational stress on coronary
heart disease (House 1974), the health risks of
social isolation (House, Robbins, and Metzner
1982), and the relatively early declines in
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health among persons with low levels of edu-
cation (House et al. 1990). His seminal contri-
butions continue unabated in his most recent
project on neighborhood contexts and health
in which he and his colleagues analyze, in
exquisite detail, how the social worlds we
inhabit, in interaction with our own predispo-
sitions and capacities, affect our bodily func-
tioning (Morenoff et al. 2007). Although
directed to an interdisciplinary audience, Jim’s
research asserts a strong social psychological
perspective. His early belief that sociological
social psychology offers the most keen lens
for understanding and improving society has
been borne out by his work, a rare combina-
tion of sophisticated theory, rigorous state-of-
the-art analysis, and social relevance.

For all of his professional success, Jim
finds greatest satisfaction in the work he does
with and for other people. This is nowhere
more evident than in the deep and meaningful
relationships he has formed with students
under his tutelage. I can attest personally to
the benefits that derive from his generosity of
spirit, intellectual curiosity, and perceptive
feedback. I recently reviewed his comments
on several of my graduate papers and am even
more appreciative now than I was then of the
gentle and straightforward manner in which he
pointed out the flaws in my otherwise “thor-
ough and thoughtful” arguments. Other for-
mer students offer the following reflections.
“He is a fabulous mentor—patient, willing to
work on the most mundane issues if need be
and continually helping one to put together a
research project that constitutes an original
contribution to the field.” And, “When I was a
grad student, I remember how remarkable it
was that I would always leave Jim’s office
reinvigorated about whatever I was working
on. Despite being very busy himself, he was
able to truly focus on my needs when we met.
Now as a mentor myself, I try to do the same
thing for my students—to put my own frustra-
tions of the day aside to provide them the sort
of support they need. What a gift Jim gave me
by showing me how a great mentor should
act!” He has brought to the field of sociologi-
cal social psychology many other accom-
plished scholars, too numerous to mention
here, who carry his dedication to sociological

social psychology and his rich and rigorous
approach to research into new settings. And,
he has done so without sacrificing the rela-
tionships he holds most dear, with his wife
and children. I still remember the class session
in which he said that he did not finish grading
our papers the night before because his chil-
dren required his attention. At that moment, he
became my most powerful professional men-
tor.

Jim has also served the field of social psy-
chology through the administrative positions
he has held. He was Chair of the Department
of Sociology at the University of Michigan
from 1986 to 1990; then, as now, he worked to
maintain and build the strong social psycholo-
gy group in that department. He was Director
of the Survey Research Center at the Institute
for Social Research, a nationally and interna-
tionally recognized home for social psycho-
logical research, from 1991 to 2001. He has
been Council member, Cooley-Mead Award
committee member, Chair of the ASA Social
Psychology section, and also chair of the
Medical Sociology section.

This past fall, Jim began an affiliation
with the Gerald R. Ford School of Public
Policy at the University of Michigan. He sees
this as an opportunity to think and write more
about the policy implications of his research
on aging, inequality, and health, to learn more
about and from public policy scholars, and
especially to bring social psychological
insight to a field too often unaware of the
meso- and micro-level processes that influ-
ence whether, how, and why social policies
have their intended effects. Health policy
research will be richer for his presence, and
the influence of sociological social psycholo-
gy will broaden as a result.

In closing, Jim House is an elected mem-
ber of the American Association for the
Advancement of Science, the American
Academy of Arts and Sciences, the Institute of
Medicine, and the National Academy of
Science. He has previously been honored by
the University of Michigan as Distinguished
Faculty and by the Medical Sociology section
of the ASA with the Leo G. Reeder Award for
Distinguished Contributions to the field. It is
only fitting that we acknowledge the social
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Jane D. McLeod is professor of sociology at Indiana University. Her research applies the principles
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psychological underpinnings of his most
influential research, and his lasting theoretical
and empirical contributions to our field, with
this most prestigious award.
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Stimulated by social scientists’ and especially social psychologists’ contributions during
World War II, as well as by America’s post-war economic and population growth, the peri-
od from 1945 to 1970 was widely viewed as a “Golden Age” for American social science.
Interdisciplinary social psychology arguably was in the vanguard of these developments.
Progress since then have been variable and in some ways negative for social psychology, not
only as an interdisciplinary field, but also within its parent disciplines of psychology and
especially sociology, where social psychology could plausibly become extinct within twen-
ty-five years. The decline of social psychology as a field and a broad influence on the social
sciences, society, and public policy has coincided with a rise of economics to an analogous
vanguard position. Understanding the reasons for and implications of these trends has been
limited, with a focus on analyses of developments within particular disciplines. However,
developments across the social sciences, and society more broadly, are equally or more
important to understanding these trends. Future prospects also depend heavily on these
broader societal forces, but the inertial tendencies of trajectories since 1970 within and
between social science disciplines and fields will necessarily play a major role. The twenty-
first century offers the prospect of renewed importance of social psychology in a more inter-
disciplinary and integrated set of social and policy sciences, if social psychologists and the
parent disciplines of sociology and psychology are prepared to capitalize on and take lead-
ership of emerging opportunities.

Prefatory Note

This paper identifies and analyzes two major trends in the social sciences over the last half
of the twentieth century. These are by no means the only major lines of development, but seem
particularly important to me as an interdisciplinary, sociological social psychologist interested in
the relationship between social science and public policy. One trend is the rise of broadly inter-
disciplinary social psychology in the middle of the twentieth century, and its relative decline over
the past several decades, first as an interdisciplinary venture and more recently as a sociological
one. The other is the rising profile and influence of economics over the same period.

This address does not celebrate social psychology, or some aspects of it, as most Cooley-
Mead award addresses have done. I am an optimist at heart and will end on an optimistic note.
However, I believe that sociological social psychology, as well as social psychology and social
science more broadly must constructively recognize and confront elephants and gorillas in our
collective living rooms that we too often fail to notice or choose to ignore, while pursuing our
work mainly within disciplines or subfields thereof. I hope my comments, however tentative, will
stimulate collective discussion that will be salutary for social psychology, sociology, and the
social and policy sciences, and hence for society, which is ultimately what we seek to understand
and improve.
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The social sciences became established
numerically, institutionally, intellectually,
and scientifically during the first three

quarters of the twentieth century, especially in
the United States. Disciplinary university
departments and national professional associ-
ations emerged in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth century, but many have seen the
decades from the 1930s through the 1960s as
a kind of “Golden Age” in the scientific and
institutional development of the social sci-
ences, with an interdisciplinary field of social
psychology very much at the center of it all
(e.g., Sewell 1989; Featherman and Vinovskis
2001 esp. Chs. 1 and 3).

THE GOLDEN AGE OF SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY
AND SOCIAL SCIENCE

The Influence of World War II

World War II mobilized a broad array of
social scientists, especially social psycholo-
gists from psychology and sociology, to lend
their expertise to the war effort through
research on a wide range of military and
domestic issues (Clausen 1984; House 1977;
Sewell 1989; Cartwright 1979). The members,
and in some cases even the structure, of these
interdisciplinary teams returned to academic
social science after the war, with interdiscipli-
nary social psychology in the vanguard. For
example, authors of the four-volume classic,
The American Soldier: Studies in Social
Psychology in World War II (Stouffer,
Suchman et al. 1949; Stouffer, Lumsdaine et
al. 1949), led interdisciplinary social psychol-
ogy programs and research centers at the
University of Chicago (Samuel Stouffer and
Shirley Starr), Columbia (Paul Lazarsfeld),
Cornell University (Robin Williams), the
University of California, Berkeley (Herbert
Blumer and John Clausen), and Harvard
(again Samuel Stouffer) to name just a few.
Key members of the Division of Program
Surveys at the Department of Agriculture
(Rensis Likert, Angus Campbell, Leslie Kish,
Charles Cannell, and George Katona), who
had done research on domestic populations in
the United States and abroad analogous to the
Stouffer group’s work on the military, founded
the Survey Research Center (SRC) at the

University of Michigan in 1946. In 1948 they
were joined in establishing the Institute for
Social Research (ISR) by members of Kurt
Lewin’s Research Center for Group
Dynamics, who had also done major social
psychological research related to the war
effort, though in academic settings (House et
al. 2004).

In a previous Cooley-Mead Award article,
Sewell (1989) described his participation dur-
ing World War II in interdisciplinary research
groups of anthropologists, psychologists, soci-
ologists, statisticians, political scientists, and
psychiatrists, all of which had social psycho-
logical theory, concepts, and methods at their
core. He noted the postwar creation of inter-
disciplinary programs for graduate training in
social psychology at “Michigan, Harvard,
Yale, Cornell, Berkeley, Columbia,
Minnesota, Wisconsin and other leading uni-
versities,” in some cases formal interdiscipli-
nary or interdepartmental programs (e.g., at
Cornell, Harvard, Michigan, Nevada), in oth-
ers looser cooperative groups (e.g., Yale,
Columbia, Minnesota, and Wisconsin) or
informal enterprises within interdisciplinary
research centers (e.g., the National Opinion
Research Center or NORC at Chicago) and/or
traditional disciplinary departments (e.g.,
sociology at Columbia, with its affiliated
Bureau of Applied Social Research led by
Robert Merton and Paul Lazarsfeld, the for-
mer trained as a sociologist, the latter as a psy-
chologist.) Significant centers of interdiscipli-
nary social psychological research also devel-
oped in the military and in the Laboratory of
Socioenvironmental Studies at the National
Institute of Mental Health (NIMH), under the
direction of John Clausen (1984), and later
Melvin Kohn and Carmi Schooler.

Universities, foundations, and new feder-
al research funding agencies, especially the
National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH)
and the National Science Foundation (NSF),
but also mission agencies such as the
Departments of Education, Labor, and even
the military (e.g. the Office of Naval
Research), increased funding and other tangi-
ble support for social psychological research
and training, especially in interdisciplinary
contexts. These resources were sizeable
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absolutely and relative to pre-war levels, if
still modest in comparison to the natural or
biomedical sciences (Sewell 1989; Feather-
man and Vinovskis 2001).

Transformative Effects of Social Psychology
within Disciplines

Social psychological theory and methods
infused and even dramatically altered social
science fields beyond sociology and psychol-
ogy. Most dramatically, political science
became a “behavioral” discipline via the
influence of survey studies of voting behavior
begun by Lazarsfeld and colleagues (Lazars-
feld, Berelson, and Gaudet 1948) and brought
to transformative levels in the Michigan
National Election Studies (Converse and
Kinder 2004). Anthropology and economics
were also significantly, though ultimately less
transformatively, infused by interdisciplinary
social psychological theory and methods,
with reciprocal influences on social psychol-
ogy (cf. Hsu 1961; Wallace 1970 on anthro-
pology; Curtin [2004] and Duncan, Hofferth
and Stafford [2004] on economics) that con-
tinue in the present (Kitayama and Cohen
2007).

Within sociology, social psychology was
influential in a wide range of ways and areas.
These include: the social psychological work
of Talcott Parsons (1951, 1964) and Robert
Merton (1957), the leading figures, respec-
tively, of grand and mid-range sociological
theory of the period; the social psychological
foundations of the major methods of
research—sample surveys, experiments, and
qualitative/observational methods; and the
prominence of social psychological theories
and concepts in major substantive areas of
research such as the other five substantive sec-
tions (besides methodology, social psycholo-
gy, and theory) of the American Sociological
Associaton (ASA) as of 1970: criminology
and law (H. S. Becker 1963; Cloward and
Ohlin 1960); family (Goode 1964); medical
sociology (Becker et al. 1961; Mechanic
1968); organizations (Katz and Kahn 1966;
Scott 1981); and education (Coleman,
Johnstone, and Jonassohn 1961; Coleman
1966). Social psychology was also central to

research and theory on stratification, especial-
ly the status attainment theory and research of
Sewell, Hauser, Featherman, Haller, and even
Duncan, (Featherman and Haller 2007), as
well as on collective behavior and social
movements (Smelser 1963) and race and eth-
nicity (Blalock 1967; Williams 1964).

Effects on Public Policy and Society

The influence of interdisciplinary social
psychology extended to the broader realms of
social life and public policy from the 1950s
into the early 1970s. Social psychological the-
ories and methods came to infuse and trans-
form major areas of social life, for example in
the increasing and almost revolutionary
impact (for better or worse) of public opin-
ion/political surveys or polls for the practice
as well as the study of: (1) politics, mass
media, and communication (Katz and
Lazarsfeld 1955), and (2) organizational
behavior and management (Katz and Kahn
1966). Social psychological analyses of social
life by both academics and journalists, some
best sellers, were widely discussed in lay cir-
cles (e.g., David Riesman’s [1950] The Lonely
Crowd, Richard Hofstadter’s [1965] The
Paranoid Style in American Politics, Vance
Packard’s [1959] The Status Seekers, William
Whyte’s [1956] The Organization Man, and
Betty Friedan’s [1963] The Feminine
Mystique).

Social science increasingly informed pub-
lic policy, whether produced by judicial, leg-
islative, or executive action, again with social
psychology a major influence. An amicus
curiae brief authored by social psychologist
Kenneth Clark and other social scientists
influenced the Brown v. Board of Education
Supreme Court decision that “in the field of
public education the doctrine of ‘separate but
equal’ has no place.” The so-called Camelot
era ushered into the Federal executive branch
by the election of John F. Kennedy as
President in 1960 and continued under
President Lyndon Johnson brought social sci-
entists into positions of influence in the White
House in the person of the social historian
Arthur Schlesinger, and domestic policy advi-
sors such as Theodore Sorenson and Daniel
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Patrick Moynihan (1965), a sociologist whose
policy concerns and thinking were quite social
psychological. The Council of Economic
Advisors (CEA) assumed a more prominent
role in policy, with a major applied success for
Keynesian macroeconomics in the Kennedy
tax cut that turned the economy from reces-
sion to prosperity in the early and mid 1960s.
Social/developmental psychologists such as
Urie Bronfenbremen and Edward Zigler
played major roles in the development of the
Head Start Program in the late 1960s and
beyond, and social psychologically oriented
sociologists such as Cloward and Ohlin were
influential in the development of the related
though shorter lived Community Action
Program (cf. Featherman and Vinovskis
2001).

A movement developed, again heavily
infused with social psychologists and social
psychological ideas and methods, to create
and monitor a set of “social indicators,” anal-
ogous to the economic indicators used in for-
mulating and monitoring economic policy,
and a “Council of Social Advisors,” analogous
to the CEA, that would help to interpret and
use these social indicators for policy analysis
and formulation (Executive Office of the
President: Office of Management and Budget
1973; Sheldon and Moore 1968). None of
these or similar initiatives to institutionalize
noneconomic social science in the executive
branch of the federal government came to

fruition, however (Featherman and Vinovskis
2001).

Social Psychology Preeminent At The End of
the Golden Age

The left side of Table 1 epitomizes the pre-
eminent position that social psychology occu-
pied as of 1970 even in sociology, a discipline
long worried about being reduced to psycholo-
gy or biology and hence ambivalent about
social psychology (cf. Durkheim 1938, 1951).
In 1970 the American Sociological Association
had just about reached the apogee of a stunning
growth in membership from about 1500 in
1945 to almost 15,000 in 1972, levels which
then declined through the mid-1980s and only
returned to the 1970 level in 2006—another
indicator of the 1945–1970 years as a “Golden
Age” of social science as well as social psy-
chology (MacAdam 2007). There were only
eight sections of the ASA in 1970, and only a
minority of the 14,000 members belonged to
one or more of them; but social psychology was
clearly the largest section, both absolutely and
relatively, with 756 members, constituting over
5% of all ASA members and 18.5% of all sec-
tion memberships.

SOCIOLOGICAL SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY IN
DECLINE: 1970S TO THE PRESENT

As the right panel of Table 1 shows,
although total ASA membership was about the

TABLE 1. Growth or Decline in Sections of the American Sociological Association (ASA) between 1970 and 2006:
Overall and for the 8 Sections Present in 1970.

1970 2006

Total ASA Membership 14,156 14,222
Number of Sections 8 44
Section Memberships 4087 24,234

ASA Section Memberships % of Total Section % of Total Section
(ordered by 1970 size) N Memberships N Memberships

1. Social Psychology 756 18.50% 0664 2.70%
2. Medical Sociology 693 17.00% 1010 4.20%
3. Organizations 555 13.60% 1046 4.30%
4. Sociology of Education 489 12.00% 0796 3.30%
5. Methodology 471 11.50% 0407 1.70%
6. Criminology & Law 407 10.00% 0701 2.90%
7. Family 370 09.10% 0819 3.40%
8. Theory 346 08.50% 0829 3.40%

Source: American Sociological Association Section Records (contact sections@asanet.org)
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same in 2006 as in 1970, the number of sec-
tions and section memberships had grown to
44 and 24,234 respectively. However, the
membership of the social psychology section
had declined both absolutely from 756 to 664
(one of only two of the 8 sections present in
1970 that had an absolute decline in members
over this period, the other being methodology)
and even more relatively, now representing
about 4% of the total ASA membership and
only 2.7% of all section memberships.

Given the proliferation of sections in the
ASA over the last several decades, section
membership is arguably not a very good index
of either the absolute or relative position of
social psychology. However, data both on the
number of graduate departments offering spe-
cializations in social psychology and the num-
ber of faculty in these departments identifying
social psychology as a specialty are fully con-
sistent with the decline, tending toward disap-
pearance, of social psychology as an area of
specialization in sociology. Table 2 shows the
percentage of the top 30 graduate departments
in sociology that offered a specialization in
social psychology from 1970 through 2007,
and the average percentages of the faculty per
department that listed social psychology as a
specialty.

Again, the apparent decline in social psy-
chology as a subfield of sociology is striking.
The proportion of the top 30 departments
offering social psychology as a specialty
declined from a level of two-thirds to three-
quarters for the period 1970 to 1990 to only
about one-third for the period 1995 to 2007.
The proportion of faculty per department who

list social psychology as a specialty declined
more linearly from 14.4% in 1980 to 6.5% in
2007. Comparable data on this latter indicator
are unfortunately not available for 1970, but
given the trends in the table and the data in
Table 1, one might plausibly impute a value of
around 18% for 1970, in which case the pro-
portion of faculty in the top 30 graduate pro-
grams with a social psychology specialty in
2007 was only one-third of what it was in
1970. Declines in the proportion of social psy-
chology faculty lead declines in departments
listing social psychology as a specialization,
with departments presumably dropping the
specialty as the number of faculty drops to or
below a critical threshold such as one or two,
which is what percentages of faculty under
10% begin to imply in the typical sociology
graduate department of 15 to 30 faculty.

The numbers in Table 2 are quite robust to
finer breakdowns by prestige of department
(top 10 vs. second 10 vs. third 10) or type of
faculty (full-time vs. other), and project the
virtual disappearance of social psychology
from sociology in a period of time less than
that represented in Tables 1 and 2. If one
prefers more qualitative, ethnographic data, I
have directly observed these processes and
trends over the last 30 years in my own depart-
ment at the University of Michigan, once the
leading institution in interdisciplinary social
psychology as well as social psychology with-
in the disciplines of both sociology and psy-
chology, and currently struggling to maintain
a social psychology specialty area in sociolo-
gy, as are some other sociology departments

TABLE 2. The Decline of Social Psychology as an Area of Specialization for Departments and Graduate Faculty
among the Top 30 Graduate Programs in Sociology, 1970–2007

% of Top 30 Departments Having % of All Faculty with a Social Psychology
Year Social Psychology as a Specialty Specialty (avg. across Top 30 Departments)

1970 68.60% 18.0% (est)
1980 77.50% 14.40%
1985 79.00% 12.40%
1990 67.60% 10.60%
1995 33.30% 8.20%
2000 40.50% 8.50%
2007 34.20% 6.50%

Source: Compiled from American Sociological Association Guides to Graduate Departments for 1970, 1980, 1985,
1990, 2000, 2007
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(e.g. Wisconsin) with formerly sizable and
prominent social psychology areas.

Trends in Interdisciplinary and Psychological
Social Psychology

Psychology is a much more paradigmatic
field than sociology, and social psychology
has been an established subfield of psycholo-
gy since before World War II. Nevertheless,
even in psychology both the number of social
psychologists and the centrality of social psy-
chology to the discipline have declined. Data
of the type presented in Table 2 are not as eas-
ily obtainable for psychology, but one can
generate data for psychology comparable to
those for sociology in Table 1. These show
psychology as a discipline (at least as repre-
sented by American Psychological
Association membership) grew by 170 %
from 1970 (30,839 members) to 2000 (83,096
members). Sections (called divisions in APA)
have also grown from 29 in 1970 to 53 in 2005
(or 37,000 to over 75,000 memberships), not
proportionately as much as in sociology.
However, the number of members of Division
8 (Personality and Social Psychology) peaked
at just over 4800 in 1972, dropped to under
3000 by 1989 and has not risen stably above
that level since. The proportion that Division 8
(Personality and Social Psychology) repre-
sents of all division membership has declined,
though not quite as dramatically as in sociolo-
gy, from 12.4% in1970 to 4.0% in 2005.
(Similar trends are present for Division 9, the
Society for the Psychological Study of Social
Issues, though with its apogee in 1984.)1

Beyond the disciplines of sociology and
psychology, the collapse of interdisciplinary
social psychology has been well-described by
Sewell (1989), with formal interdisciplinary
programs extinct by the later 1970s; and one
can perceive a declining relevance and pene-
tration of social psychology into other social
sciences or broader social life and public pol-
icy. Full exploration of these latter trends is
beyond my expertise, and certainly the con-
straints of this paper, although some further
documentation will be provided as we turn to
understanding, explaining, and interpreting
the absolute and relative decline of social psy-
chology both as an interdisciplinary field and
within the disciplines of psychology and espe-
cially sociology.

FROM THE GOLDEN AGE OF SOCIAL
PSYCHOLOGY TO THE GOLDEN AGE OF

ECONOMICS

This rise and decline of social psychology
left a void to be filled at the leading edge of
social science. The 1970s constituted a transi-
tional decade between the 1960s and the post-
1980 “Reagan era” for all aspects of American
society, including the social sciences and the
universities in which they were and are heavi-
ly based. I would argue that economics, espe-
cially micro and monetary economics, has
filled the void, such that the last quarter cen-
tury could be viewed as a “Golden Age of
Economics” (or at least micro and monetary
economics). One indicator of the current pre-
eminence of economics is the higher salaries
and lower teaching loads that economists
command compared to other social scientists
in both academic and nonacademic settings.

Economics was arguably the earliest
social science to crystallize in the modern
(i.e., post-seventeenth century) era, and is
almost entirely a product of that era. Unlike
most other social sciences, which have lin-
eages back to ancient times, economics is
essentially a science of free markets, which
did not emerge on a large scale until the eigh-
teenth century. It has also developed more
steadily and linearly, while sharing in the
expansionary growth of the Golden Age from
1945 to 1970. Current theory and methods

1 The absolute numerical decline noted for psychology
requires more complex analysis than is possible here due
to the development of two organizations outside of APA—
the Society for Personality and Social Psychology (SPSP)
and the American Psychological Society (APS). The latter
was formed in 1989 after the declines noted, so its forma-
tion cannot be a direct factor, though social psychologists
may have left APA pre-1989 and then joined APS when it
formed. SPSP has not responded to repeated requests for
data on membership by years, leaving its impact on the
APA numbers indeterminate. The relatively declining cen-
trality of social psychology within psychology remains,
though clearly in much attenuated and historically gradual
form compared to sociological social psychology. (cf.
Rodrigues and Levine 1999; Brannigan 2004; Greenwood
2004)
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were more evident in economics prior to
World War II than in other social sciences; its
relevance to and role in at least economic
aspects of public policy were also recognized
by then, particularly as a function of the Great
Depression (Camic 2007); and it was numeri-
cally the largest of the social sciences in 1940,
at least as indexed by professional association
memberships. The role of economics in public
policy was greatly enhanced by the success of
the Kennedy tax cuts of the 1960s. But the
influence of economics in public policy was
then largely confined to economic realms or
clearly economic aspects of other concerns,
such as health-care financing and insurance.

In the 1960s, however, economists, most
notably Gary Becker (1976; 1986) at the
University of Chicago, began to apply eco-
nomic theory to a wide range of areas in other
social sciences. “Rational choice” theory and
modeling increasingly permeated other social
sciences, particularly political science, but
also sociology, leading James Coleman (1989)
to try to reformulate social theory on a foun-
dation of microeconomics. The central eco-
nomic idea that major social phenomena are
constituted by and emerge from individual
actors’ making constrained choices among
alternatives permeated more widely, even to
those not particularly enamored of more for-
mal rational choice theory, for example in the
growth of interest in sociology in things like
“human agency” (Sewell 1992), “micro to
macro” (and not just macro to micro) relations
(Alexander et al. 1987), and social “capital”
(Coleman 1988; Portes 1998; Putnam 2000).

Several major developments and influ-
ences from outside the social sciences—(1)
new understandings of the biological/genetic
basis of organisms and their behavior, (2) cog-
nitive neuroscience, and (3) the new approach-
es from computer science to conceptualizing
and analyzing information and its flows with-
in networks—were very compatible with and
readily related to or absorbed into economic
models and methods. Similarly, some older
behaviorist notions and the newer cognitive
orientations of psychology and social psychol-
ogy could also be comfortably related to and
integrated with economic theory. Large-scale
longitudinal studies of national populations

such as the National Longitudinal Studies
(Parnes 1981) and the Panel Study of Income
Dynamics (Morgan and Duncan 1974), initiat-
ed and shaped by economists in the 1960s and
1970s, ironically became foundational data
sets for non-economist social scientists as sec-
ondary analyses came to dominate primary
data collection for budgetary as well as scien-
tific reasons in most quantitative non-experi-
mental social science by the 1980s.

And some non-economists recognized the
degree to which explicitly making their work
more related and accessible to economics
could enhance its broader recognition, utiliza-
tion, and influence. Thus Kahneman and
Tversky (1979) adapted and translated their
social psychological theory and research on
the cognitive heuristics and biases of human
actors to economists and economic theory via
an article in Econometrica, whence it was
highly lauded and utilized, leading Kahneman
to receive only the second Nobel Prize in
Economics awarded to a non-economist.

Economics, Public Policy, and Society

The prestige and indeed power of eco-
nomics has increased as much or more in pub-
lic policy and society more generally as it has
within and among the social sciences. This has
been greatly aided by the increasing utiliza-
tion of economics and economists in a wide
range of professional schools, most notably
business, but also public health, social
work/welfare, medicine, law, and education,
and most importantly by the development of a
new form of professional school in “public
policy.” Although many universities long had
schools or programs in public administration
and/or international affairs/diplomacy, which
were oriented to training people to enter gov-
ernment bureaucracies and/or foreign service,
schools of public policy as we now know them
did not exist before the 1970s (Featherman
and Vinovskis 2001). To my knowledge and
that of those in public policy whom I have
asked, there is currently not a body of litera-
ture on the history and nature of this develop-
ment, but one thing seems increasingly
clear—economics, and especially microeco-
nomics, has come to play the central role in



SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY, SOCIAL SCIENCE, AND ECONOMICS 239

the curricula of these schools, and to a related
degree their faculty composition, increasingly
eclipsing the formerly foundational discipline
of political science. For example, microeco-
nomics and cost-benefit analysis based on
microeconomics are part of the required core
curriculum in any current leading public poli-
cy school or program, while sociology, psy-
chology, social psychology have until quite
recently played a minor, if any, role, in the cur-
riculum or core faculty of such schools.

Given its increasing preeminence in the
social sciences and the professional field of
public policy, it is not surprising that econom-
ics has become increasingly predominant in
government policy and broader public dis-
course. People trained in economics and/or
public policy play major roles in the formula-
tion and analysis of policy, both within gov-
ernment and in the growing extra-governmen-
tal sector of public policy institutes or “think
tanks” on both the political right and left
(Blank 2002). Economists chairing the
Federal Reserve System have arguably
become the most visible and influential social
scientists in the Federal government, and eco-
nomic theory and analyses have played
increasingly large roles in almost all aspects of
both domestic and foreign policy. And where-
as the most widely read books authored by
economists in the 1960s were essentially
attempts to sociologically modify classical
economic theory to deal with the changing
nature of society (e.g., Galbraith 1958), the
most widely read book today is Freakonomics,
one premised on the idea that economic theo-
ry and methods can supplant other forms of
analysis in understanding and solving social
problems, as epitomized in the lead-in to one
of its chapters in the first edition and on the
book jacket of the second edition: “philosophy
tells us how the world ought to be; economics
tells us how it is” (Levitt and Dubner 2005).

UNDERSTANDING THE GROWTH AND DECLINE
OF SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY AND THE RISE OF

ECONOMICS IN THE LATER TWENTIETH
CENTURY

The most usual frame for understanding
developments in scientific fields is largely

intradisciplinary: different theories, methods,
and substantive ideas and concerns wax and
wane either as they become more or less rel-
evant or adequate to understand or explain
the empirical concerns of the discipline and
larger society or as they become more or less
a part of its core assumptions, paradigms,
and things taken for granted (cf. Kuhn 1962).
In my view, these are not sufficient or even
predominant explanations for the rise and
decline of social psychology. An intradisci-
plinary analysis is somewhat more com-
pelling, but also not sufficient, for under-
standing the rise of economics. Equally or
more important in the case of social psychol-
ogy as well as economics is the interplay
between a given discipline and phenomena
external to it: other related disciplines, orga-
nizational and institutional contexts on which
it depends for support, and the broader
social, cultural, and political contexts which
shape all social life, including scientific and
academic life. I will begin from the intradis-
ciplinary perspective and expand toward a
broader societal one.

Intradisciplinary/Intrafield Analysis

The Sad Demise, Mysterious Disappearance,
and Glorious Triumph of Social Psychology?
The heading of this section borrows from the
title of Gary Fine’s (1993) scholarly, thought-
ful, and stimulating analysis of the develop-
ment of symbolic interactionism (SI) over the
past several decades. Fine argues that SI as a
distinctive intellectual agenda and community
has withered, not because of deficiencies in its
ideas, but rather because SI has both “incor-
porated” ideas from other perspectives and
areas and seen its ideas “adopted” by them. In
that sense SI has both “disappeared” and “tri-
umphed gloriously”: .|.|. “the concepts of
interactionism have become the concepts of
much sociology” (Fine 1993:81). His thesis is
supported by the degree to which sociology
has become increasingly concerned with sym-
bolic interactionist and social psychological
issues, such as (1) relations between microso-
cial and macrosocial phenomena, (2) prob-
lems of human agency, and (3) the use of sub-
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jective/interpretive approaches to sociological
analysis.

However, others argue counter to Fine,
that SI is not as central to sociology as it once
was (McCall 2006), and frequently absent
from core courses in sociological theory
(Howard 2007). And whatever the “triumphs”
for SI or social psychology and the gains for
sociology, these are substantially offset by
losses on other fronts. Most importantly, soci-
ological discussions of micro-macro relations,
human agency, and social constructionism
(e.g., Giddens 1984; Sewell 1992) tend more
to assert or suggest rather than deeply analyze
or explain, because, as Sheldon Stryker (1987)
argued in the first Cooley-Mead award
address, these discussions are not grounded in
more rigorous symbolic interactionist or other
social psychological theory and research from
either sociology or psychology. Further, the
triumph or assimilation of SI into the main-
stream of sociology under the increasingly uti-
lized rubric of microsociology would be a
Pyhhric victory for both sociology and SI,
increasing their isolation from psychology,
which is, along with sociology, one of the two
core fields of social science as well as the
other parent discipline of social psychology.
Just as microbiology is not biochemistry or
biophysics, microsociology is not social psy-
chology.

Dissipation (a.k.a disappearance and tri-
umph) of social psychology? Three decades
ago, Allen Liska (1977) made an argument
similar to Fine’s, though less optimistic and
more applicable to the experimental and sur-
vey-based forms of sociological psychology.
In “The Dissipation of Social Psychology,”
Liska argued that social psychologists had
become more engaged and identified with
substantive subfields of sociology or related
professional fields such as criminology and
law, health and medicine, work and organiza-
tions, education, race and ethnicity, gender,
etc. Social psychologists’ contributions
enriched those fields, but dissipated social
psychology. Liska’s argument rings true for
me more now than it did then (cf. House
1977), my career since the 1970s perhaps hav-
ing exemplified his argument. This argument

also begs the question of why social psychol-
ogy did not have a sufficient rate of reproduc-
tion and immigration into it to compensate for
emigration of social psychologists into other
areas.

A variant of this claim is that sociological
social psychology, or aspects of it (e.g., social
structure and personality), simply morphed
into newly emergent subfields, themselves
linked to psychology and other disciplines,
most notably life-course theory and research
(Elder 1994; Elder and Shanahan 2006;
Featherman 1983; Featherman and Lerner
1985; Featherman and Petersen 1986). The
life-course area, like others that attracted
social psychologists, both provided new areas
for applying social psychology and brought to
the fore ideas underemphasized in social psy-
chology as of the 1960s and 1970s (e.g., the
historical and developmental context of
human behavior). However, the extent to
which such emergent areas became separate
and increasingly distinct from social psychol-
ogy (as in the case of social epidemiology dis-
cussed below), reflects changes in the external
environment (e.g., the launching of a new
National Institute of Aging at NIH in 1974
with life-course sociologist Matilda White
Riley as one of its early leaders) more than an
intellectual supplanting of social psychology.

Theoretical/methodological failures. In differ-
ent ways and with respect to different faces of
social psychology, both William Sewell
(1989) and Harold Kelley (2000) respectively,
pointed in their Cooley-Mead Award address-
es to theoretical deficiencies of interdiscipli-
nary social psychology and psychological
social psychology as helping to account for
their respective declines.

Sewell said of social psychology and
social science more generally in the Golden
Age (1989):

.|.|. no powerful theoretical breakthroughs
occurred during this period (or for that matter
since then). .|.|. Although important improve-
ments were made in the research methods. .|.|.
None .|.|. was sufficient to fuel theoretical break-
throughs. Unfortunately, the rather modest devel-
opments that took place in social psychological
theory and methods during the Golden Age were
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not sufficient to serve as the basis of a new inter-
disciplinary field.

Kelley (2000:4) lamented the lack of con-
sensus on a core subject matter in psychologi-
cal social psychology (cf. Hunt 1993; Zajonc
1999) and even more “that we have no gener-
al theory of social psychology”, and suggest-
ed a focus on “the study of interaction and its
immediate determinants and consequences”
drawing together the kind of analysis of situa-
tions provided by Thibaut and Kelley (1959;
Kelley and Thibaut 1978) with understandings
from personality psychology (cf. Turner
1988).

My own analysis of the “crises” and prob-
lems of social psychology in the 1970s (House
1977), building on prior analyses of Inkeles
(1959, 1963; Inkeles and Levinson 1969),
pointed toward yet another theoretical gap—
the failure to develop theories specifying and
explaining relationships between macrosocial
structures and processes and individual per-
sonality and behavior. This left social psychol-
ogy, and a discipline of sociology heavily
influenced by it, vulnerable to a critique that
they were masking and muting the role in
social life of social structural inequalities in
power and privilege and resultant latent and
manifest social conflicts (Burawoy 2005;
Calhoun and VanAntwerpen 2007; Gouldner
1970; Wallerstein 2007).

The inability of a scientific field or para-
digm to adequately describe and explain the
social phenomena it purports to deal with is
clearly a major force in its being transformed
or supplanted, but critiques such as those of
Sewell and Kelley tend to be overdrawn and
underspecified. Developments in social psy-
chology of the Golden Age hardly looked
“rather modest” in 1965 or even 1970, as sug-
gested at the beginning of this paper, and I
doubt that they did then to Sewell or Kelley.
Moreover, prior Cooley-Mead awardees have
documented substantial theoretical and empir-
ical development over the last 20 to 30 years.
Lack of integration of social psychological
theory and research and its failure to engage
major social issues concerned me and others
in the 1970s, and these problems have persist-
ed and even grown in the succeeding decades

(cf. Howard 2007). However, these problems
are arguably as much a function of changes in
the broader social environment that have
adversely affected social psychology, espe-
cially some of its more macrosocial forms,
and fostered the development and intellectual
and social influence of economics.

Intradisciplinary developments in economics.
In contrast to the increasing theoretical and
methodological diversity and dispersion of
social psychology and other social science
fields discussed further below, economics has
become increasingly paradigmatic theoretical-
ly (in terms of microeconomic theory) and
methodologically (in terms of econometrics),
especially to address issues of causality in
social science and policy (Blank 2002; Levitt
and Dubner, 2005). This has, however, also
placed economics at an increased distance
from the other social sciences. In many sub-
stantive areas, there are parallel but largely
disconnected literatures in economics vs. the
other social sciences (as evidenced for exam-
ple by cross-disciplinary citation and utiliza-
tion of ideas, or the lack thereof, especially
from other fields into economics). The cumu-
lative development and evolution of the eco-
nomics paradigm, as well as its increasing nar-
rowness and isolation from the other social
sciences, is partly attributable to its almost
unique relation, for better or worse, among the
social sciences to extradisciplinary forces.

Broader Developments in the Social Sciences
and Academia

The Failure of Success: Dramatic 1945–70
Growth of the Social Sciences Creating Forces
Away From Interdisciplinarity and Toward
Intradisciplinarity. Figure 1 (a and b) shows
the growth in membership since 1945 of the
professional associations of psychology, eco-
nomics, and sociology. All show explosive
growth from 1945 to 1970– ranging from
almost fivefold in economics to almost ten-
fold in sociology. Growth since then has been
at best slow and gradual, except for psycholo-
gy, which has grown mainly among PhD-level
applied practitioners.
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In the late 1940s and early 1950s, as in
World War II, individual social scientists and
disciplines needed linkage across disciplines
to do much of the research and teaching they
wanted to do—the total members across all of
the associations in Figure 1 as of 1945 being
less than the total within any one of these dis-

ciplines as of 1970—and disciplines were
often combined into departments (e.g. sociol-
ogy and anthropology, which were still com-
bined at Duke University when I began my
career there in 1970). By the early 1970s each
of the disciplines was large enough to feel rel-
atively self-sufficient. Disciplinary growth

Figure 1b: Membership in American Economic Association (AEA) and American Sociological Association (ASA),
1940–2005/6
Source: Diego de los Rios – delosrios@asanet.org, ASA Governance and Sections Assistant; http://www.
vanderbilt.edu/AEA/demo_info.htm

Figure 1a:  Membership in American Psychological Association (APA), 1940–2000 
Source: http://www.apa.org/archives/yearlymembership.html
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and success were increasingly inimical to or
marginalizing of (cf. Kelley 2000) interdisci-
plinary areas like social psychology. Most of
successful interdisciplinary training or
research programs of the Golden Age were
established in the postwar period before mas-
sive disciplinary growth, and most of these did
not survive much beyond the apogee of
numerical growth in 1970. Efforts to move in
similar interdisciplinary directions in the later
1950s and 1960s, when the size and strength
of the disciplines was growing by leaps and
bounds, generally never got off the ground
(Sewell 1989).

As Durkheim (1947) would have predict-
ed, this explosive growth also promoted
increasing specialization (aka fragmentation)
within disciplines, and even subfields thereof.
Forces toward specialization and fragmenta-
tion were reinforced by the increasing demo-
graphic diversification of the membership of
most disciplines, as will be discussed further
below, even as they remained numerically sta-
ble after 1970. Areas of specialization multi-
plied, as indicated in Figure 2 by the growth of
sections or divisions within the American
Psychological and American Sociological
associations. Thus an interdisciplinary field
like social psychology also faced increasing

competition and marginalization even when it
tried to assume intradisciplinary forms.

Growth in professional fields and an increas-
ing basic vs. applied divide. In the quarter
century after World War II, the general popu-
lation and higher education in America grew
dramatically. This drove growth not only in the
social sciences and arts and sciences more
generally, but also in professional schools
related to social sciences—business, criminal
justice, education, law, nursing, public health,
and social work—many of which had previ-
ously been intellectually and even institution-
ally linked to the basic social sciences as in
departments of sociology and social work
(Lengermann and Niebrugge 2007).

Social-science teaching and research on
more applied problems, and the social scien-
tists doing it, increasingly migrated to profes-
sional schools, e.g. criminology and law stud-
ies to schools of criminal justice or law; orga-
nizational studies to business schools; health
and medical studies to medical, nursing, and
public-health schools. This in turn fostered a
growing division between basic and applied
theory and research, with basic disciplines
increasingly disinterested in or hostile to
applied work, and, conversely, professional

Figure 2: Number of Divisions of the American Psychological Association (APA) and Sections of the American
Sociological Association (ASA), 1970–2005/06
Source: Rennie Georgieva—Georgieva@apa.org, APA Head Librarian and Assoc. Archivist; Diego de los Rios—
delosrios@asanet.org, ASA Governance and Sections Assistant
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fields increasingly detached from their foun-
dational academic disciplines. In the midst of
these developments a new professional disci-
pline emerged—public policy—which further
drained from the broad range of social-science
disciplines (and even other professional
schools) both intradisciplinary and interdisci-
plinary interest in and synergies between basic
and applied research. All of this was inimical
to more basic interdisciplinary areas like
social psychology, which are often stimulated
and nurtured, as they had been in World War II
and the immediate postwar period, by the need
to understand and even solve more applied
problems.

The distinctive position of economics. Of the
social sciences, economics was least impacted
by the growth of social-science disciplines,
and it even benefited from the growing migra-
tion of applied social science into profession-
al schools, where economics often assumed a
dominant role (e.g., in business and areas of
the health sciences focused on the financing
of health care and insurance). Already the
largest social science prior to World War II,
economics had a less explosive growth
between 1945 and 1970, growing at an annual
compounded growth of about 6.5% per year
over the 1945–1970 period, compared to
almost 8% per year for psychology and 9%
per year in sociology. Not only was the rate of
growth for economics more moderate, it did
not diversify demographically (e.g., by race
and sex) as did other social sciences, especial-
ly sociology and psychology (Ferree, Khan,
and Morimoto 2007). Finally, economics was
the only social science besides psychology
(where growth came mostly from practition-
ers) to grow steadily, if modestly, throughout
the 1980s and most of the 1990s, reflecting its
relevance to increasing economic problems of
our society and world and its greater compati-
bility with broader sociopolitical trends dis-
cussed below. All of these factors militated
against fractionating tendencies and facilitat-
ed further consolidation and development of
the mainstream paradigm of the 1970s. And
economics maintained a close linkage with
and intellectual influence on applied work,
particularly via the new schools of public pol-

icy and related extra-governmental think
tanks.

Trends in Funding for Social Science Training
and Research in the 20th Century: Funding in
the Golden Age

Dramatic economic growth during the
quarter century after World War II enabled
major innovations and increases in support for
training and research in science and other aca-
demic fields, including the social sciences.
Starting from a very low base, the increases in
the social sciences were proportionately very
dramatic, if modest in absolute size or relative
to the longer-established physical and biomed-
ical sciences. And funding from outside of the
university was often highly problem-focused
and interdisciplinary, as were also many new
or special funding initiatives within universi-
ties.

Thus, as Sewell (1989) emphasized, inter-
disciplinary research and training in social
science and especially social psychology was
greatly stimulated and supported by funding
from universities and more so from founda-
tions and, most significantly, federal funding
agencies, especially the National Institute of
Mental Health, National Science Foundation,
and even military and domestic mission agen-
cies. This external funding supported and
legitimized both interdisciplinary social psy-
chology in the Golden Age and intradiscipli-
nary social psychology for many years
beyond. However, Sewell bemoaned that sup-
port was not great enough in the social sci-
ences, compared to biomedical sciences, to
effect in the social sciences the kind of inter-
disciplinary breakthroughs in theory and
research and hence institutionalization of
interdisciplinary fields that occurred in the
biomedical area (e.g., biochemistry, bio-
physics, molecular, cellular and developmen-
tal biology, and “life science”).

Increasing economic problems and pressures
of the 1970s. More important, however, than
the differences in absolute levels of funding
for social versus physical or biomedical sci-
ence, were the severe and increasingly target-
ed declines in funding for the social sciences
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after 1970. As the economic expansion of the

1960s gave way to the “stagflation” of the

1970s, pressure began to build on the more

discretionary portions of the federal budget,

including spending on research and develop-

ment. As can be seen in Figure 3a, federal

funding (in real or constant year 2000 dollars)

for social-science research and development

(R&D) stood at $616 million in 1973, but by

1981 it had dropped to $479 million, a decline

of $137 million or 22% over 8 years. As

shown for psychology in Figure 3a and the rest

Figure 3b: Total Federal Research and Development Funding for Economics, Political Science, Sociology, and ‘Other’
Social Sciences in Millions of Year 2000 Dollars, 1973–2005 
Source: rbritt@nsf.gov—Ronda Britt, NSF Project Officer for R&D Expenditure Statistics 
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Figure 3a: Total Federal Research and Development Funding for All Social Science and Psychology in Millions of
Year 2000 Dollars, 1973–2005
Source: rbritt@nsf.gov—Ronda Britt, NSF Project Officer for R&D Expenditure Statistics 



246 SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY QUARTERLY

of the social sciences in Figure 3b, these
changes were not uniform, ranging from a
decline of 45% in “other social sciences” and
25% and 16% in sociology and psychology
(hence social psychology) to increases of
5.5% and 21% for economics and political
science, respectively. The same economic
forces also put pressure on the budgets of
foundations and universities, forcing them to
focus on their core missions. This meant dis-
ciplinary-based teaching and research in uni-
versities, at the expense of interdisciplinary
ventures, and more funding for social pro-
grams and services in foundations at the
expense of research and graduate education.
All of this weakened interdisciplinary fields
such as social psychology, both within disci-
plines as well as in their interdisciplinary
incarnations.

The massive funding shock of the first Reagan
administration. These funding pressures
paled, however, in relation to the massive
reductions in funding that occurred in the
early years of the Reagan administration. The
U.S. economy fell into recession in
1979–1980, and after a very brief recovery,
declined between 1981 and 1983 into the
deepest recessions of the postwar era. This put
very substantial further pressures on the bud-
gets of higher-education institutions, founda-
tions, and federal research and training fund-
ing agencies—with repercussions felt across
the range of higher-education institutions, but
most especially public ones, and across almost
all the arts and sciences and professions.
However, this very substantial economic
shock was massively compounded by a highly
targeted reduction in funds for social-science
research and training by the Reagan adminis-
tration, led by the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget, David Stockman.

These cuts had wide-ranging, substantial,
and immediate impacts, and have continued to
reverberate ever since, in ways that were not
only intended or anticipated but also probably
unintended or unanticipated by both the
Reagan policymakers and the affected social
sciences at that time. One major victim was
social psychology, then trying to revitalize
itself as a field, both within and between the

disciplines of psychology and sociology, by
increasingly addressing more macrosocial
phenomena, processes, and problems.

In a three-year period, between 1981 and
1984, total federal R&D spending for social
science fell by another $122 million or 26%,
making for a total reduction of $259 million or
42% from 1973 to its low point in 1984. No
area of social science was spared, but the per-
centage reductions ranged from 8.2% in psy-
chology (which is in part a natural/biomedical
science) to 18% in economics, 30% in politi-
cal science, 38% in “other” social science and
43% in sociology. Budgets for social science
R&D began gradually to increase after 1984,
but the total federal social science R&D bud-
get took until 1993 to recover to its 1973 lev-
els, leaving a two-decade period of reduced
funding compared to the end of the Golden
Age. Sociology funding did not return to 1973
levels until 1999, a quarter century of reduced
support compared to the Golden Age, while
economics returned to its 1973 level in 1992,
psychology in 1989, and political science in
1988.

This seemingly across-the-board strategy
had very differential effects on types and areas
of research. Particularly severely impacted
were large scale major data collection efforts,
especially large sample surveys of national
populations. Opportunities for initiating major
new data collections of this type with NSF
support became virtually nonexistent, and
even major public use data collections that
NSF had declared “national data resources”
such as the General Social survey (GSS),
National Election Studies (NES), and Panel
Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) were
severely curtailed. To the extent that it became
harder to fund major surveys or other large
scale data collection, it became relatively
more attractive for researchers to engage in
forms of research that required minimal or at
most some small-scale external funding—sec-
ondary analysis of existing large-scale survey
data or primary data collection via more qual-
itative, comparative-historical, and smaller-
scale experimental work rather than large-
scale observational, experimental, or survey
work. This especially weakened more
macrosocial forms of social psychology with-
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in sociology (e.g., of the social structure and
personality variety), and also social psycholo-
gy more generally compared to other, often
less empirical, subfields of sociology. In con-
trast, demography, which got most of its exter-
nal funding from the National Institute of
Child Health and Human Development in
NIH suffered much smaller reductions in
funding.

At the National Institute of Mental
Health, which had become the major funder of
social psychological research and training in
the post-World War II era, and NIH, which
had just begun funding more basic social-sci-
ence research in the prior 10 to 15 years, the
response was to try to protect their budgets by
requiring that grants for research and training
be more explicitly tied to mental and physical
health. There was also an independent push in
that same period to redirect training funds
throughout NIMH and NIH from graduate
students to postdocs in response to the tight-
ening scientific and academic job markets.
One result was to massively reduce what had
been a major resource for general support of
graduate students in sociology and psycholo-
gy, and especially social psychology, hence
making these disciplines less attractive to
graduate students, and social psychology less
attractive within departments relative to other
subfields. Another was to shift social science
research and training funding in NIMH and
NIH increasingly toward health—strengthen-
ing research and training in those areas at the
expense of other subareas including social
psychology within both sociology and psy-
chology. A significant number of social psy-
chologists, myself included, increasingly shift-
ed their research and training focus to health
(others included Ron Kessler, Bruce Link,
Jane McLeod, and David Williams in sociolo-
gy and Sheldon Cohen, Karen Matthews, and
Camille Wortman in psychology, to name just
a few), building a strong interdisciplinary
field of social epidemiology (House 2002) ,
but weakening social psychology.

Among the social sciences, economics,
and secondarily political science, were the
least buffeted by the funding cuts of the 1970s
and 1980s. And research in economics (and
also demography) traditionally has not needed

large amounts of external funding because
most of the data are generated and often made
publicly available by government economic
and statistical agencies.

The targeted cuts of the 1980s may have
been the final blow vitiating budding efforts to
revitalize social psychology as a broad and
even interdisciplinary field in the early 1980s.
And the targeted funding reductions of the
early 1980s were part of a larger sociopolitical
turn against much of social science, including
social psychology.

Broader Sociopolitical and Sociocultural
Influences from the Left and Right: The
Legacy of the 1960s

The decade of the 1960s was a watershed
for American society and for American social
science. After 1968 American society experi-
enced a major sociopolitical shift to the right,
arguably induced by intense social conflicts in
the area of race relations and the interrelated
failures of the Vietnam War, social programs
of the Great Society, and an economy increas-
ingly gripped by stagflation. This shift was
similar in strength to the leftward shift initiat-
ed by the Great Depression. Republicans con-
trolled the Presidency for 28 of the 40 years
between 1968 and 2008, after Democrats had
controlled the Presidency for 28 of the 36
years between 1932 and 1968. Thus, the 1960s
represent the liberal-progressive apogee of the
twentieth century, as well as the apogee of
growth in the social sciences. Many of the
developments of that period in both society
and social science have remained, including
an enlarged welfare state and more empow-
ered status for African Americans in American
society, and the beginnings of major trends in
the same direction for women. It also estab-
lished a sizable presence of social science in
academic, scientific, intellectual, and public
life. In other ways, however, its legacy was
more mixed, contributing to rightward reac-
tion and greater polarization in both society
and social science, with social psychology at
least a minor casualty.

The perceived failure of social psycholog-
ically driven social science to successfully
address the problems of American society at
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home and abroad in the 1960s led to a search
for alternative approaches, or simply a retreat
from the idea that social psychology and much
of social science can or should play an effec-
tive role in public policy (Featherman and
Vinovskis 2001). The social changes and con-
flicts were in varying degrees internalized into
the functioning of social science disciplines
for better and worse. As MacAdam (2007) and
others (Burawoy 2005; Wallerstein 2007) have
suggested, sociology and at least parts of
anthropology, psychology, and political sci-
ence, including much of social psychology,
attracted increased members from those
groups newly empowered by the 1960s and/or
imbued with its values of social justice.
Initially these groups clashed with those who
had led the rise of social psychology and
social science in the previous quarter century,
but eventually rose to positions of power and
authority in their disciplines and academic
venues. Their presence increased social and
intellectual diversity in these fields, reshaping
and enriching them, but also tended to frag-
ment them, weakening the sense of a central
core or paradigm. Similar trends occurred in
history and the humanities, and parts of soci-
ology and cultural anthropology took a sharp
humanistic/historical/cultural turn (McDonald
1996), while other parts remained more con-
gruent with the more scientific mainstream of
the Golden Age.

MacAdam (2007:419) has argued that this
new cohort of sociologists also, paradoxically,
contributed to a decline of policy-oriented
research on applied problems, one of the foun-
dations of the vibrant interdisciplinary social
psychology and social sciences of the 1940s,
50s, and 60s:

The practical effect of this .|.|. [new cohort] .|.|. is
to politicize the discipline while largely “priva-
tizing” expression of those politics. That is, in
their formal academic roles, the value commit-
ments of the new generation of sociologists come
to be expressed primarily in their teaching and
campus politics rather than through an active
scholarly engagement with policymakers or
other public actors .|.|. [and hence] .|.|. to under-
mine and impoverish a certain version of “pub-
lic” sociology that was clearly ascendant in the
post-Word War II period.

My own sense is that MacAdam correctly
perceived the growing fragmentation within
sociology and other disciplines, and their
drawing back from policy-oriented research
on applied social problems. But he confuses
correlation with causation in attributing these
trends to the growing demographic diversity
of the disciplines. The leading instigators of
these trends were equally or more established
white male scholars who capitalized on
changes in the internal composition and
sociopolitical contexts of their fields to
advance an intellectual agenda counter to the
dominant models of social-science theory,
research, and engagement with social policy
of the 1950s and 1960s (e.g. Burawoy 2005;
Gouldner 1970; Habermas 1975; Foucault
1980; Wallerstein 1974).

In many ways economics was again insu-
lated, for better and worse, from the legacy of
the 1960s. A brief upsurge of “radical” eco-
nomics was largely gone by the end of the
1970s. The stagflation of the 1970s may have
adversely affected the image and development
of macroeconomics, (just as the seeming fail-
ure of the Great Society affected other areas of
social science), but it fostered the develop-
ment and application of microeconomic and
monetary theory and methods not only to
these economic problems, but to broader polit-
ical and social issues and policy. And the dra-
matic diversification in terms of race, ethnici-
ty, gender, and other social characteristics did
not really impact economics until the late
twentieth century. Thus, economics moved
more smoothly and stably forward into an era
in which its basic concerns with individual
actors making choices in free markets were
essential elements of a new Zeitgeist.

A new conservative/neoliberal zeitgeist. The
leitmotif of both social science and the broad-
er society in the Golden Age had been the
recognition of the potential for bad, even evil,
in social and economic life, which had to be
controlled by enlightened social forces and
institutions. Much of social science, and espe-
cially social psychology, dealt with the power
of malevolent or anomic or amoral social con-
texts and situations to influence human behav-
ior and social life, and the need for more
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enlightened persons and institution to resist
these tendencies. This was evident in social
psychology, which in its psychological and
experimental face studied the power of situa-
tional and other external influences (e.g., Asch
1958; Milgram 1974; Ross and Nisbett 1991),
in its social structure and personality face
focused on how macrosocial structures (e.g.,
economic, racial/ethnic, or gender stratifica-
tion) and processes (e.g., industrialization and
urbanization) shaped individual personality
and behavior (House 1977, 1981) , and even in
much of its more qualitative and interactionist
faces examined how individuals adapted
themselves to situations, roles, and institutions
and had difficulty breaking free from harmful
ones (Goffman 1961).

The sociopolitical turn toward the right in
society reflected a move away from these per-
spectives toward seeing social or governmen-
tal regulation as the source of problems, rather
than solutions, and embracing a so-called
“neoliberal” market orientation in which max-
imizing the freedom of individuals and mar-
kets and minimizing the role of government is
the route to a better life and society for all.
This philosophy enabled Ronald Reagan to do
for Republican political fortunes what
Franklin Delano Roosevelt had done for
Democrats a half century earlier. And it creat-
ed a climate uniquely suited to the ascendance
of economics, especially microeconomics and
monetary theory, to preeminence in the social
and policy sciences and the practice of public
policy.

SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY, SOCIOLOGY, AND
SOCIAL SCIENCE: PAST, PRESENT, AND FUTURE

Twentieth Century Progress and Problems

I began by arguing that interdisciplinary
social psychology, as it manifested itself in
formally interdisciplinary academic programs
and research as well as within its parent disci-
plines of sociology and psychology, played a
leading role in the growth and development of
the social sciences in what many have seen as
their Golden Age in the quarter century fol-
lowing World War II. The last several decades
of the twentieth century present a much more
mixed picture for the social sciences, both

over time and across fields. For social psy-
chology it has been a period of decline in
many ways, with interdisciplinary social psy-
chology largely ceasing to exist in any formal
way, and the subfield of social psychology
within sociology currently threatened with a
similar fate. During the same period that
social psychology has been in decline, eco-
nomics has ascended to a position of relative
dominance both intellectually within the
social sciences and in social policy and broad-
er social discourse.

Like all developments in scientific and
scholarly disciplines and fields, these trends
have been a function both of intradisciplinary
events and of processes and of changes in the
broader institutional and social contexts in
which these disciplines are situated. Much of
the analysis and discussion of developments in
social sciences in the twentieth century has
been focused on internal factors, especially
within particular disciplines, though always
with some attention to their external contexts
(cf. Calhoun 2007). My sense is that in under-
standing the developments of social sciences
over the last two to three decades of the twen-
tieth century, more attention needs to be paid
to the changing institutional and social con-
texts in which the social sciences have been
situated.

In particular, I have argued that the broad-
er sociopolitical context and the focal prob-
lems or issues facing society were more favor-
able for social psychology (and also perhaps
the macroeconomics end of economics) in the
mid-twentieth century (the 1930s through the
late 1960s and early 1970s), while the last sev-
eral decades have been more conducive to the
development of economics (or at least its
microeconomic and monetary components).
These broader sociopolitical and sociocultural
contexts have contributed to more specific
changes at the level of institutions that direct-
ly impact social psychology and the other
social sciences, such as the development and
operation of institutions and funding in sup-
port of social sciences both in universities and
in governmental and nongovernmental organi-
zations. These in turn affect the life and work
of the individuals and disciplinary organiza-
tions like university departments and profes-
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sional associations who constitute what we
perceive and label as professional fields.

At all of these levels I have tried to iden-
tify specific factors that have contributed to
the absolute and relative declining trajectories
of social psychology and the rising one of eco-
nomics. The factors have included, in order of
my approximate estimation of their causal
importance:

1. First, a shift in the dominant social and
political problems confronting
American society at home and abroad
and the resultant sociopolitical forces:
from a politically liberal attempt to
mobilize governmental power to deal
with domestic problems of economic
and social injustice and deprivation and
international threats from fascist author-
itarian political regimes, to a politically
conservative attempt to deal with grow-
ing economic problems and continuing
threats from communist or otherwise
hostile political regimes via rolling back
government regulation and control of
economies and social life and building
up and utilizing military power.

2. Second, economically and politically
induced declines in support for social
science and especially interdisciplinary
social science both within universities
and in governmental and nongovern-
mental funding agencies, most adverse-
ly affecting those aspects of interdisci-
plinary social sciences and social psy-
chology requiring large-scale infrastruc-
ture and support especially for data col-
lection.

3. Third, a set of social science disciplines,
all swelled in numbers by their growth
during the Golden Age of 1945–1970,
and some also diversified in their mem-
bership by the inclusion of previously
excluded groups such as women and
racial-ethnic minorities. Growth in size
of individual disciplines created another
set of forces promoting intradisciplinar-
ity and militating against interdiscipli-
narity. Increased diversity created some
forces toward fragmentation within dis-
ciplines, and more importantly aug-
mented pre-existing fractionating
forces.

4. Fourth, a growing separation of basic
and applied work into a set of basic dis-
ciplines and a set of professional fields,
with the two only loosely related to each
other.

5. Finally, these all contributed to shifts in
the substantive, theoretical, and method-
ological foci of work within and
between social-science fields—away
from broader integrative frameworks
and approaches and toward a focus on
specific subfields, which proliferated in
some disciplines, most notably sociolo-
gy; away from more “scientific” toward
more “cultural/historical/humanities/
post-modern” theories; and away from
large scale survey, observational and
other data collection toward historical,
ethnographic, and smaller-scale experi-
mental work.

All of these trends have tended to be adverse for
social psychology, especially in its more
macrosocial and sociological forms, and its role
and influence within and across disciplines and
society. Most of the same trends have tended to
facilitate, at least relatively speaking, the devel-
opment of economics as a field both internally
and in terms of its influence on the broader
social sciences and society.

Twenty-first Century Prospects

But this is all history. What are the
prospects for social psychology and social sci-
ence in the twenty-first century? We are
already seeing shifts in the sociopolitical and
sociocultural forces that have shaped the last
three decades, with the prospect of a return to
a long period of more liberal/progressive
Democratic political dominance at federal and
other levels of government. As even more con-
servative commentators such as David Brooks
have noted, the conservative programs and
policies of the last several decades seem
increasingly incapable of dealing with the
major domestic and international problems
facing the United States and other developed
nations in a rapidly developing and global
world, all of which involve greater need for
collective/governmental action. Such shifts
are at this point not certain, but seem increas-
ingly likely. If they occur, they could easily
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ramify in the direction of creating increasing
support within universities and governmental
and nongovernmental funding agencies for
social science, especially of an interdiscipli-
nary nature and applied to major societal
problems.

What might be the implications of all of
this for the development of social psychology
and the social sciences in the twenty-first cen-
tury. Here we must remember two things from
recent developments in social psychology and
social science. First, is that human agency and
micro to macro effects do operate in conjunc-
tion with broader social contextual constraints
to shape broader more macrosocial develop-
ments, including developments within and
across social science disciplines and their rela-
tionships with and impact on broader social
policy and society. Second, is that history, or
path-dependence, matters. The last several
decades have created not only a society, but
social-science disciplines and fields which are
very different than they were in 1970. The
internal development and external influence
of social psychology has been diminished dur-
ing this period, and that of economics
enhanced. Thus social psychologists, and
especially sociological social psychologists,
have their work cut out for them if they are to
re-invigorate their field and the relevance and
impact of it for social policy and society.

This is, however, very much worth doing,
as the current economic (or related biological
and cognitive informational) approaches will
increasingly not be able to understand,
explain, or help to solve the kinds of problems
confronting society—ranging from global cli-
mate change, to domestic and international
social deprivation, injustice, and inequality, to
international terrorism and political conflict
and instability in and among multiple regions
and countries, to facilitating the health and
development of children, parents, and fami-
lies. Such issues will require the concepts, the-
ories, and methods of sociology and sociolog-
ical and interdisciplinary social psychology to
complement, augment, and balance the cur-
rently more dominant concepts, theories, and
methods of economics, genetics, or cognitive
neuroscience.

Let me follow Nobel economist Amartya
Sen (1999) and suggest two broad areas in
which this is important. First is a need to bal-
ance the current emphasis on human choice or
agency in social life with appropriate recogni-
tion of the still enormous power that social
structures and constraints exert on human
action. As the economist James Duesenberry
(1960:233)once noted in commenting on early
work of Gary Becker, “Economics is all about
how people make choices. Sociology is all
about why they don’t have any choices to
make”. Second, there is a need for an
increased recognition of human beings as pur-
posive, motivated, value-driven actors, whose
choices and behaviors are a function of a
wider range of motivations and values than
just seeking pleasure or information. These
kinds of considerations are essentially exoge-
nous to theories of economics or rational
choice, and even to theories of social interac-
tion that focus only on how people gather and
process information to make choices to
achieve favorable short-term outcomes. A
sociologically informed interdisciplinary
social psychology has a greater potential for
addressing such issues than currently domi-
nant perspectives within and across social sci-
ence disciplines.

The kind of interdisciplinary social psy-
chology we need is not, however, just a return
to former days of glory. The broader aspira-
tions of interdisciplinary social psychology at
that time were to constitute an integrative
social psychology grounded in what are
arguably the two basic sciences of human
social life—sociology and psychology. But in
the twenty-first century we must recognize,
articulate, and incorporate major advances
that have occurred over the last half-century in
other disciplines relevant to human social life,
which clearly must include economics, genet-
ics, and cognitive neuroscience.

What Is to Be Done for and by Sociological
Social Psychologists?

Finally, what can and should sociological
social psychologists do to improve the state of
our subfield, in ways that will not only
strengthen it, but also strengthen sociology
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and interdisciplinary social psychology and
social science, and ultimately society? I have
no pretensions of having the answer to these
questions, but hope to have begun a collective
process of trying to generate such answers,
beginning with recognizing some elephants
and gorillas in our living rooms, which we all
sense and discuss in private, but not enough in
public.

Let me simply offer some orienting
thoughts that I hope will be amended, modi-
fied, and even discarded in the course of
future collaborative discourse.

1. First, we need to formulate and articu-
late why sociology needs to have as one
of its core elements a sociological wing
of an interdisciplinary social psycholo-
gy.

2. Second, we need to reconnect with our
social psychological colleagues in psy-
chology (who have themselves declined,
if much less precipitously, in absolute
and relative strength) to jointly recog-
nize and articulate for ourselves and oth-
ers how a sociologically and psycholog-
ically informed and balanced social psy-
chology is foundational to the more inte-
grated social science needed to under-
stand, and explain, and deal with major
social phenomena and problems of the
twenty-first century. This will include a
broader understanding of human beings
than just as practitioners of “rational
choice” and a broader understanding of
the pervasiveness and power of social
constraints on human action.

3. Finally, we need to significantly articu-
late with and be able to effectively incor-
porate and utilize developments in other
disciplines within and outside of social
psychology, most notably economics,
but also the biomedical and even physi-
cal sciences.

These are general strategic goals, which
require tactical specification and elaboration.
Let me close with two more specific sugges-
tions, one regarding education or training and
one regarding research. We need to reverse an
orientation trend in education and training that
reflects two residues of the 1960s—the growth
and specialization of the social-science disci-
plines, and subfields thereof, and an educa-

tional philosophy that students and faculty
should only study and care about that which
interests them and seems directly pertinent to
their interests. The conjunction of these
residues of the 1960s—the former more struc-
tural and the latter more cultural –has led to
the development of a set of students and sci-
entists/scholars within and across most disci-
plines or areas of social science who know a
great deal about their particular areas of
expertise, and little or nothing about other
areas that may in fact, be of central impor-
tance to their area of interest. This tendency is
intradisciplinarily most characteristic of soci-
ology and social psychology, where there is
little or no consensual agreement of what are
the core substantive, theoretical and method-
ological components of the field (cf. Zajonc
1999), and least true of economics which has,
to its credit, developed a consensual core of
concepts, theory, and methods. Interdisci-
plinarily, however, economists are no better
off than sociologists or other social scientists,
who know little about each other’s disciplines.
Contrast this with the natural sciences, where
physicists, chemists, and biologists have all
studied and appreciate at least rudiments of
each others’ disciplines. We need to identify
and teach a core content of intradisciplinary
and interdisciplinary social psychology and
social science. This must include social psy-
chology as a core element of sociology, the
other core elements being social organiza-
tion/stratification and demography, all of
these applied to a broad range of substantive
areas.

In research, we need to not only conduct
research, but also to articulate and demon-
strate how it can help us understand, explain,
and solve important “applied” problems of
individuals and society. We must convey
absolutely and relative to the other disciplines
and subfields, what a sociologically grounded
interdisciplinary social psychology has to con-
tribute to understanding, explaining, or ame-
liorating problems such as: global climate
change; economic and racial-ethnic inequali-
ties; the positive development of children, par-
ents, and families; the nature and functioning
of work and organizations; social conflict, ter-
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rorism, and war; and human health and well-
being more generally.

Social psychology, in both its interdisci-
plinary and intradisciplinary forms, has had
better times in the past. It can and should also
have them in the future, because it is integral
to the future of sociology, psychology, eco-
nomics, and the broader social sciences, and
to all of these realizing their potential for
understanding and improving social policy
and social life. But we can only get to that goal
by recognizing and confronting where we are
now and where we have been, for better and
worse.
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