The Everyday/Laboratory Research War

________________________________________

1) Draw the battle lines of Memory War II: the ecological research approach vs. the laboratory approach.

2) Present Neisser’s opening address at the first Practical Aspects of Memory conference and its subsequent impact.

3) Describe the reprisal of the laboratory faction: the ‘bankruptcy of everyday memory’.

4) Discuss a potential compromise position.

5) Outline two other views of how best to conduct experimental investigations of memory (and psychology, in general).

The Factions

________________________________________

Laboratory Approach: 

In order to understand memory, or anything else, we need to find the general principles by which the system operates.  Studying a particular behavior, no matter how relevant it may be to everyday life is not useful because the behavior may be specific to the particular experimental situation.

Everyday Approach:

The ultimate goal of cognitive research is to explain real-world cognitive behavior.  Simplified experimental situations are no more likely to generalize beyond themselves than are everyday settings.  Everyday settings, however, have a better chance of being generalizable to real world behaviors.  

The Everyday Approach

________________________________________

Neisser’s (1978) Rant
1. Laboratory approach has failed to explain the vast majority of interesting memory phenomena that occur outside of the laboratory.

EX: Prospective memory

Different memory content 



Temporal Structure

2. What we have learned through lab approach is known by everyone

EX: Maintenance vs. elaborative rehearsal



Massed practice vs. spaced practice



Stories vs. Lists



Savings

3.  Memory, in general, does not exist

Studying memory divorced from its context is artificial and does not tell us anything about how memory operates 99% of the time.

EX: Ethology

More of Neisser’s (1978) Rant
________________________________________

4. Experiments about paradigms rather than theories


EX:
Sternberg’s serial search paradigm



DRM procedure 

· Auditory vs. visual presentation

· Manipulating the RI

· Blocked vs. random presentation

· Why are we studying this?

5. Cycle of research programs  

· ___________ proposes a theory.

· One army starts work showing it is true.

· Another army starts work showing it is false.

· Frequently, the course of the debate veers away from the issues towards the validity of the other army’s experiments.

· Then, people tire of the debate and move on.

Old theories never die, they just fade away.



EX: DRM procedure

Summing up Neisser’s (1978) Argument

________________________________________

What are the important questions?

· How do we use our past to define ourselves?

· How do we remember/report personally experienced vs. secondary events?

· What is the relationship between literacy / language and memory?

· How does memory enter into the completion of our daily activities?

How has the world changed since? 

· Applied Cognitive Psychology (PAM conf.)

· Memory across the lifespan

· Neuropsychology of patients

Common Misconceptions regarding Neisser’s rant

___________________________________________

1. Experimental work must be done outside the lab?

· No, just like chemistry

· But, NA+ inside vs. outside the lab

· Only researchers voluntarily visit

· Respect the real world

· EX: Correspondence model

· Fidelity rather than amount

· Allow rather than force responses

2. Researchers must use tasks that are similar to what one does in the real world
· Not a 1:1 correspondence, but…

· Variables and behaviors in the lab should correspond to variables and behaviors outside the lab

EX: Verbal overshadowing effect  

     Palmer & Meyer 

Banaji and Crowder – Everyday memory is bankrupt

________________________________________

Neisser promised new
1. Phenomena

2. Theories and principles

3. Experimental methodologies

B&C: None of these have been delivered

___________________________________________

The GOOD


· The priorities of science and the priorities of the real world need not be one and the same.

EX: 
Alchemy 

· Intuition is not the same as science

EX: 
Folk Wisdom

Flashbulb Memories

Confidence and accuracy

Serial Position curve

· Gave us a vocabulary to understand debate

	
	
	Generalizability

	
	
	High
	Low

	Ecological Validity
	High
	Perfect
	

	
	Low
	
	Worthless


Banaji and Crowder continued: The Not-So-Good

________________________________________

Comparison of laboratory and everyday approach

Everyday

· Low Generalizability / High External Validity

· Diges (1988)
· Poorly constructed; limited interpretation

Laboratory
· High Generalizability / Low External Validity

· Landauer and Bjork (1978)

· Tightly constructed; meaningful interpretation

___________________________________________

Problem #1: There are plenty of poorly conducted laboratory experiments, and plenty of well-constructed everyday experiments.

Problem #2: Compared entire history of experimental psychology with 10 years of everyday memory.

Summing up Banaji & Crowder’s argument

___________________________________________

1. After 10 years of work, the overwhelming progress that Neisser had promised was not delivered.

2. Much more was gained by the history of laboratory research

3. Much more will be gained by continuing in that tradition.  

Responses to Banaji and Crowder

________________________________________

1. Many experimental results in the everyday tradition are generalizable


EX:
The Bump




Power Law of Forgetting




Ross’ work on re-interpretation




Linton’s work

2. The everyday approach has generated new findings.


EX:
Autobiographical memory (Nelson)




Flashbulb Memories




Prospective Memory




Implicit/Explicit distinctions




Details vs. gist of lectures / conversations

Compromise


Topographical memory 

An everyday phenomenon…

…that has been brought into the laboratory.

Laboratory vs. Everyday in your paper

___________________________________________

Key issues
1. Theoretical and conceptual goals of your experiment

· How important it is that the results of your experiment help us to understand some real world phenomenon?

2. Relationship between experimental behaviors/variables and behaviors/variables that operate outside of the laboratory

· How closely do your experimental paradigm and independent/dependent variables match variables in the real world?

___________________________________________

What not to do:

· My experiments is part of the laboratory tradition because it was conducted in the lab and variable X was controlled, but it is also part of the everyday tradition because it was related to Y, which occurs outside of the laboratory all of the time.

Mook: The myth of external validity

________________________________________

Mook thought the pendulum swung too far.

· The push for external validity was as dangerous as ignoring relationship between research and real world.

· People felt obligated to justify their research in terms of real world applications

· Then, the work was criticized because the real world applications were weak

The Myth:

One measures some variable in a representative sample in order to generalize the findings to a population of interest.  


Sound familiar?

Two questions:
1. Is that what psychologists actually do?
2. Is that what psychologists ought to do?
Mook: De-mystifying 'The Myth'
___________________________________________

1. Does the sample need to be representative?

Theory: Kids learn grammar by reinforcement?

Data: Parents correct errors of fact but let grammatical errors slide

Problem: Sample was not representative

Q: Does that matter?

A:  




EX: The earth
Q: Must all research be cross-cultural?


A: 

2.  Does the setting need to be representative?

Theory: Perception can operate without awareness

Data: People can identify walkers and even the gender of a person using point-light displays
Problem: People don’t walk around with either light bulbs or reflective tape on their joints.

Q: Does that matter?

A1: Interesting to know that it is possible;

A2: Interesting to know ‘how’ it is done

A3: Supports an important theory
What is the problem with the myth?
___________________________________________

It leads researchers to conduct experiments trying to establish the generalizability of an empirical result.  

EX: Will my experiment work…

with older adults…children…males…females?

in the morning…in the evening…at night?

early in the semester…late in the semester?

in a red room…in a blue room?

Does this sound similar to anyone?


Are they on the same team?


What’s the difference?

________________________________________

Q: Is it never appropriate to ask these questions?    

A: No, any of these could be worth asking.

Q: How do you know that a question is worth asking?  

A: If it is motivated by your theory?

Hey Mookie, What is the solution?

________________________________________

Prediction vs. understanding

Rather than focusing on the ability to predict behavior, we need to concentrate on understanding why/how behavior is produced.

EX: What’s for breakfast (it’s not eggs)?

Aging example

· In the lab, OA generally perform worse than younger adults in minimal cue environments.  

· This result is regular and tells us something very interesting about memory across the lifespan. 

· However, it does not help us predict behavior in the real world because in the real world, OA can use redundant cues to overcome this difficulty.  

The appropriate role of the real world in research
___________________________________________

1. Fertile mine for interesting questions
EX: Eyewitness ID is poor


Lineup construction can exacerbate problem

2. Not a consideration for experimental design or theory construction

3. Once theory has been validated, it is appropriate to evaluate the applicability of that theory to real world phenomenon.

4.  Generalizability and real world applicability are not necessarily related.  Therefore, let theory be your guide.

Rubin: The myth of experimental control

________________________________________

Why is the laboratory approach bad?

1. The assumption that control = generalizability

Not only is this false, the opposite is true.  

EX: Bowers and Bekerian (1984) 

2. Sufficiency of experimental controls 

· If the data are consistent

Problem: does not guarantee generalizability

· Theoretical relevance

Problem: may ignore irrelevant, but important variables

3. The amount of variance problem

· Rarely can explain majority of variance

· Accepting/rejecting the null: easily manipulated 

If you torture data sufficiently, it will confess to almost anything. -Fred Menger, chemistry professor (1937- )

4. All psychological theories are necessarily wrong

· At this point, we cannot predict behavior with any certainty.  

Counter: If a result is achieved, you can’t explain it

Counter-counter: Neither can you.

Hey Rubin, What is the solution?

________________________________________

1.  Find a behavior.

· Catalogue exquisite complexity of behavior

· Only then should we start proposing theories

· Quantitative rather than qualitative theories  

EX: Astronomy

2.   Find regularity in nature; then bring it into the lab

Everyday: 
Childhood amnesia; the Bump; TOT; prose memory; semantic memory; coins
Laboratory:  Stroop; retention function

___________________________________________

Note: 
Rubin and B&C advocate the same thing: identify regularity in human behavior.

But, they disagree SHARPLY on approach
B&C:




experimentAL control

· Control group should be a ‘blank slate’

Rubin:




experimentER control

· Experimenter should be a ‘blank slate’

· Pre-conceptions blind us to ‘The Truth’


Hey Rubin, How do we discover regularity?

________________________________________

1. Don’t control the behavior too closely

EX: AM

Memory for well-known prose

2. Don’t rely on ‘traditional’ dependent measures

a. Find regularity in the data.  Then construct a dependent measure that reflects the regularity in the data.

EX: TOT

3. Don’t put all your eggs in one theoretical basket

a. Constraining yourself too early may lead you to overlook important potential variables / constructs.  

EX: open kitchen cabinets

b. Examining the data in terms of your own theory may lead to the confirmation bias

EX: experiments that don’t ‘work’
___________________________________________

It is a capital mistake to theorize before one has data. Insensibly one begins to twist facts to suit theories, instead of theories to suit facts. 

~ Arthur Conan Doyle
Rubin (1977)
___________________________________________
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More data from Rubin (1977)
___________________________________________

[image: image2.emf]
Laboratory vs. Everyday: Who wins?

________________________________________

History will settle this one.  I don’t think there is any a priori way to choose between the approaches.  It’s an article of faith.  What we all agree that identifying regularity is our ultimate goal.  The best way to get there….we just don’t know.

___________________________________________

All share these common goals:

1. Search for regularity

2. Better understanding

i. Ability to predict behavior

ii. Understand root causes of behavior

However, we differ in our beliefs about the best way to accomplish these goals:

1. Theory-driven (laboratory approach)

2. Behavior-driven (everyday approach)

What would I like you to know?

______________________________________

1) How do we model memory / metaphor?

2) What are the component processes/systems of memory?

3) How accurate is memory (define accurate)?

4) How can I improve my memory?

5) What is the best way to study memory?

______________________________________

1) Vocabulary

2) Approach

3) Curiosity (if not commitment) to find more satisfactory answers! 

