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Dramatic social change (DSC) is the new normal, affecting millions of people around the

world. However, not all events plunge societies into DSC. According to de la Sablonni�ere
(2017, Front. Psychol., 8, 1), events that have a rapid pace of change, that rupture an entire

group’s social and normative structures, and that threaten the group’s cultural identity

will result in DSC. This perspective provokes important unanswered questions: What is

the chance that a DSC will occur if an event takes place? And, when will other societal

states arise from such events? Addressing these questions is pivotal for a genuine

psychology of social change to emerge. The goal of this article was to describe a

methodology that attempts to answer these questions via a probabilistic decision tree

within a Bayesian framework. According to our analysis, a DSC should occur 6.25% of the

time that an event takes place in a stable society (68.75% of the time for incremental social

change, 12.5% for inertia, and 12.5% for stability). The Bayesian probabilistic decision tree

could be applied to specific event and thus serve as a guide for a programmatic study of

social change and ultimately informpolicymakerswho need to plan and prepare for events

that lead to DSC.

The most important challenges of our world are associated with unavoidable dramatic

social change (DSC). Despite this, social psychology as a discipline is not positioned to

address these challenges. As a scientific field, the explicit goal of social psychology is to

provide a bridge between macro (the social context) and micro (individual) processes.

Thus, some of social psychology’smost important theories refer to how the social context

of individuals, reflected in the social norms (Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990),

characteristics of a group (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), and social roles (Zimbardo, 2007)
impact individual’s behaviours and thoughts. By establishing the social context as the key

element unlocking our understanding of individual process, social psychology possesses

the theoretical tools necessary to understand the consequences of DSC at the individual

level. And yet, despite its theoretical premises, social psychology as a field has been

*Correspondence should be addressed to Roxane de la Sablonni�ere, Universit�e de Montr�eal, C.P. 6128, succursale Centre-Ville,
Montr�eal, QC H3C 3J7, Canada (email: roxane.de.la.sablonniere@umontreal.ca).

DOI:10.1111/bjso.12273

175

http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2534-7142
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2534-7142
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2534-7142
mailto:


criticized for assuming that societal or group contexts are stable rather than dynamic

(de la Sablonni�ere, 2017; Gergen, 1978; Gough, McFadden, & McDonald, 2013;

McDougall, 2015; Smith & Conrey, 2007). Indeed, the assumption of stability in the

field is reflected in several prominent theories in social psychology that focus on the
status quo (such as social dominance theory and system justification theory) rather

than on social change itself (see Table 1). This is not to say that social psychology has

exclusively focused on stability, as some of its important theories have been concerned

with collective actions as a form of social change (e.g., Tajfel & Turner, 1979; see also

Runciman, 1966). However, even Turner acknowledged social psychology’s fixation

with stability and labelled it the ‘stability bias’ (2006, p. 43). In his paper, he points out

how the study of stability, as opposed to the study of social change, has limited the

theoretical and practical implications of the field.
The goal of this article is to challenge the assumption in social psychology that the

social context of individuals is stable. More specifically, we offer a method that would

allow social psychology researchers to infer the actual social context (or societal state)

when an event occurs. Inspired by a probabilistic decision tree model in the context of a

recent review of the literature of social change (de la Sablonni�ere, 2017), we propose a

novel framework to measure and assess the probability that one of four identified societal

states (DSC, incremental social change, inertia, and stability; see Table 2) will occur given

an external event. Following the presentation of the proposed probabilistic tree, we will
examine how our scientific reasoning based on a Bayesian framework is a non-

conventional method in social psychology that may stimulate rethinking current models

of social change.

Predicting which of four societal states will arise from an event is a crucial starting

point for designing effective psychological strategies that promote successful adaptation.

Most psychological strategies are designed specifically for stable societal contexts, which

might make them ineffective when the societal context is marked by incremental social

change, inertia, or DSC. Thus, the model we propose will hopefully encourage social
psychology researchers to step away from their ‘stable’ bubble and into the complexities

of conducting research in dynamic societal contexts.

The need for a psychology of social change

Hurricane Irma in 2017 transformed the lives of 50 million people by destroying some or
all of their social infrastructures and homes. Some, like onemother in SaintMaartenwhose

2-year-old child died, lost everything including their loved ones. Others must find a new

home, sometimes in another country, and rely on government aid that comes ever so

slowly to them. Irma exemplifies DSC and its consequences. DSCs, however, involve

much more than natural disasters and climate change; they include disasters caused by

humans, such as thewars, nuclear weapons, terrorist attacks, and genocides that threaten

the social safety nets crafted by modern societies. DSCs also include the acceleration of

technological change, mass migration of individuals, and the political decisions that
demand a profound reorganization of the social structures in which people live, such as

dismantling the USSR. Even events viewed bymany as largely positive, such as the ending

of Apartheid, involveDSC, as they provokewidespread uncertainty. In short, DSCplunges

countries, nations, groups and individuals, rich and poor into a state of collective trauma

where much adaptation is required.
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Table 1. Theories and perspectives addressing social change

Theory Perspective on social change Key authors

In social psychology

Social identity theory

(SIT)

Social identity relies on two aspects that may be

associated with social change. First, SIT is a

theory of social structure that is based on

perceptions of legitimacy, stability, and

permeability. Second, SIT proposes identity

management strategies such as collective action

whereby minority groups aim to maintain or

acquire a positive and distinctive social identity.

Tajfel and

Turner (1986)

Social dominance

theory (SDT)

SDT posits that human societies follow their

evolutionary drive to organize themselves in

group-based social hierarchies. SDTmakes use of

social dominance orientation (or SDO), a

personality trait in which individuals are prone to

hierarchy-enhancing (high SDO) or hierarchy-

attenuating (low SDO) attitudes. SDO explains

who will show opposition vs. endorsement of

social change.

Sidanius and Pratto

(1999), Sidanius,

Pratto, Van Laar,

and Levin (2004)

Relative deprivation

theory (RDT)

RDT can be applied to social change in two distinct

ways. First, collective relative deprivation occurs

when people compare their group to other

groups and feel that their group is worse off,

which will motivate them to improve their status

by means of collective action. Second, in times of

DSC, people are usually confrontedwith a unique

situation that results in confusion and the loss of

social cues. It is therefore easier and more

relevant for them to compare their group’s

present situation to their group’s status at

another well-defined time period than to

compare their group with another group. Recent

research proposes the use of a historical

trajectory when assessing one’s group’s

collective relative deprivation.

de la Sablonni�ere,
Auger, Sadykova,

and Taylor (2010),

de la Sablonni�ere,
Taylor, Perozzo, and

Sadykova (2009),

Runciman (1966)

Immigration and identity

integration (III)

Immigration is a formof social change that requires

human adaptation. Research in this field has

demonstrated that individuals who

simultaneously identify with their culture of

origin and with the receiving group’s culture and

also desire contactwith both cultures experience

the highest levels of well-being.

Amiot et al. (2007),

Benet-Mart�ınez and
Haritatos (2005),

Berry (2005)

Identity process theory

(IPT)

IPT explores the structure of an individual’s

identity and the coping strategies used when

facing an identity threat or change that results

from social change.

Breakwell (1986)

System justification

theory (SJT)

SJT is a theory, which postulates that both

advantaged and disadvantaged members of

Jost et al. (2004)

Continued
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The field of psychology has long studied how people adapt to traumawhen facedwith

personal change, whether it results from abuse (e.g., Raby, Labella, Martin, Carlson, &

Roisman,2017), fromfighting in awar (e.g., Lee, Possemato,&Ouimette, 2017), or, similar

to the mother in Saint Maarten, from losing a loved one (e.g., Stroebe, Schut, & Boerner,

2017). Even positive life-changing events (e.g., a wedding or the first instance of self-

disclosed sexual identity; see Coulombe & de la Sablonni�ere, 2015; Riskind, Kleiman, &

Schafer, 2013) trigger stressmechanisms akin to those of negative events. However,when

DSCsoccur, that is,whenevery single individual inacommunity is touchedbyanevent, the
psychology of the individualmay be insufficient to understand this collective trauma. The

childless mother in Saint Maarten is not the only one who has lost all; her neighbours, her

family, and everyone in the community have experienced concurrently traumatic events.

Table 1. (Continued)

Theory Perspective on social change Key authors

society tend to defend existing social, economic,

and political structural arrangements. Thus,

system justification represents people’s

motivation to perceive the social structure as

good, fair, legitimate, and deserved. It is a theory

that explains stability rather than social change.

Identity threat theory

(ITT)

In ITT, when a threat to identity occurs as a result

of social change, individuals will regulate the

structure of their identity by restoring the

imbalance and modifying their identity through

different processes that include integrating the

new elements into their identity and assigning a

positive or negative valence to them.

Steele et al. (2002)

Adjustment

to change

theory (ACT)

ACT considers how individuals adjust to social

change and argues that factors such as social

support and the nature of the event predict the

way individuals and groups evaluate social change.

Goodwin (2006)

In subfields of psychology

Cultural and

evolutionary

psychology

Focuses on how social change and human biology

are linked and aims to identify how social change

influences human genetics and the way humans

adapt to these changes.

Feldman and Laland

(1996), Laland,

Odling-Smee, and

Feldman (2000)

Developmental

psychology

Research in this field has demonstrated that social

change has the potential to impact developmental

stages for children and adolescents as well as

their identities and well-being.

Greenfield (2009,

2016), Pinquart

and Silbereisen

(2004)

Industrial/

organizational

psychology

Focuses on organizational change as a form of

social change. Three main themes emerge from

this field: how to successfully implement

organizational change, how to limit the negative

impact of organizational change, and how to

understand the psychological processes of

people who are confronting organizational

change.

Burke and Litwin

(1992), Kanter

(1991), Meyer and

Allen (1997),

Reichers, Wanous,

and Austin (1997),

Sanzgiri and

Gottlieb (1992)

Note. This table is an adaptation from de la Sablonni�ere (2017).
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The fact that a group experiences collective trauma does not negate the resilience of

certain individuals (Bonnano, 2004), nor the fact that the DSC might be perceived as a

positive and necessary event by specific subgroups (e.g., when revolutionaries overthrow

a government; de la Sablonni�ere, French Bourgeois, & Najih, 2013). Nevertheless, while

such individuals and subgroups may be resilient to trauma in their personal lives, they

cannot escape the fact that their collectivity is experiencing trauma, asmost of the people

around them are deeply touched and in dire need of adaptation.When DSC and collective

trauma occur, individual psychology may be insufficient to understand the adaptation
processes of whole collectivities. This is where social psychology, the field that studies

howcontextual and collective issues impact individuals, canplay an important and critical

role in understanding the emergence, treatment, and prevention of collective trauma

following a DSC.

Defining dramatic social change in psychology

While social change has been a central domain of study in the field of sociology (e.g.,

Durkheim, 1893/1967; Sztompka, 1993; for a recent review, see de la Sablonni�ere, 2017),
social psychology did not follow the same path. Even though social psychology arose out

of the need to understand the emergence of dramatic social changes, such as the Jewish

holocaust and the unwavering obedience of SS guards (Zimbardo, 2007), social change

never took off as an important subject for social psychology. To the best of our knowledge,

the term social change first appeared about seventy years ago in the Annals of the

American Academy of Political and Social Science in an article that was entitled

Psychology of Social Change (Marquis, 1947). After this article, there have been few

attempts to revive both the concept and the study of social change in the field of

psychology (e.g., Pizer & Travers, 1975; Schneiderman, 1988; see de la Sablonni�ere,
2017).

For those few social psychologists interested in social change (see Table 1 for themain

theories associated with social change in psychology), the fundamental question to

answer is:What are the psychological consequences of social change for individuals? To

Table 2. The typology of social change

Societal contexts Definition

Stability A situation where an event, regardless of its pace, does not affect the equilibrium

of a society’s social and normative structures nor the cultural identity of

group members. The event, may, however, impact an isolated number

of individuals.

Inertia A situation where an event, regardless of its pace, does not either reinstate

the equilibrium of a society’s social and normative structures or clarify the

cultural identity of group members.

Incremental

social change

A situation where an event leads to a gradual but profound societal

transformation and slowly changes the social and/or the normative structure

or changes/threatens the cultural identity of group members.

Dramatic

social change

A situation where a rapid event leads to a profound societal transformation and

produces a rupture in the equilibrium of the social and normative structures

and changes/threatens the cultural identity of group members.

Note. This table is an adaptation from de la Sablonni�ere (2017).
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study this question, many researchers equated social change to collective actions. This is

particularly the case for social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) and relative

deprivation theory (Runciman, 1966), two influential theories in social psychology. In

these theories, social change occurs when minority group members or disadvantaged
group members fight to improve the situation or status of their group (Batel & Castro,

2015; de la Sablonni�ere et al., 2013; de Lemus & Stroebe, 2015; Taylor &McKirnan, 1984;

Wagoner, Moghaddam, & Valsiner, 2018). Other social psychology researchers focused

less on social change itself, and instead focused on how social change impacts the identity

of group members (Amiot, de la Sablonni�ere, Terry, & Smith, 2007; Benet-Mart�ınez &

Haritatos, 2005; Breakwell, 1986; Steele, Spencer, & Aronson, 2002). For example, Amiot

et al. (2007) created a model to explain the process by which individuals integrate new

social identities when changes, such as immigration, bring them in contact with new
groups.

Nevertheless, the social psychological approaches to social change described above

and presented in Table 1 are limited theoretically and methodologically. Theoretically,

social stability andhow tomaintain it ismoreoften the focus, as opposed to a social change

itself (e.g., Turner, 2006). Methodologically, social psychology has long held experimen-

tal methodologies to be the gold standard. As social change is very difficult to study under

the controlled settings of a laboratory (Moghaddam & Crystal, 1997; de la Sablonni�ere
et al., 2013), this methodology prevented many social psychologists from focussing on
the pressing issues associated with social change. Instead, the methodologies and

statistical analyses currently employed in social psychology take for granted that

individuals are in stable and unchanging contexts (Moghaddam, 2018; Smith & Conrey,

2007). This assumption of stability is further ingrained by the populations used in social

psychological research, namely university students from Western, Educated, Industrial-

ized, Rich, Democratic (WEIRD; Henrich, Heine, & Norenzayan, 2010), and mostly stable

societies.

These methodological and theoretical limitations have culminated in a limited
definition of social change. More specifically, social psychology has articulated social

change almost exclusively in terms of collective action. This disregards the fact that social

change is often out of the control of individual groupmembers; politicians take important

decisions without the accord of their constituents, environmental events may strike

anywhere without mercy, and technological advances can be made without conscious

awareness of laypeople. Unlike the concept of collective action, social changes are often

outside of our control. Furthermore, those researchers who have focused on the

consequences of change in psychological identity have rarely defined and operationalized
‘change’ itself. As such, it is unclear what are the macro-level variables of change, or even

the type of change itself, that demand adaptation. While a few social psychology theories

have examined social change and defined it more broadly (see de la Sablonni�ere, 2017),
these attempts remain the exception; the rule in social psychology is to reduce the

operationalization of social change to its bare minimum. This reductionist approach

disables social psychology from truly studying the different dimensions of social change,

along with how individual group members adapt to these changes. To move beyond a

simplistic conceptualization of social change, the field of social psychology requires a
definition of social change that maintains an individual focus while also placing macro,

large, and social contexts at the heart of social change.

Such a definition has recently been attempted by de la Sablonni�ere (2017). After

reviewing more than 5,000 abstracts (and 325 papers) and identifying the main

characteristics of DSC discussed in the psychological and sociological literature, a
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typology of social changewas developed. First, this typology identified DSC as one of four

possible societal states, the other states being stability, inertia, and incremental social

change (see Table 2 for the definitions). These societal states represent the situation of a

social group at any given time.

Second, the typology offered a definition of DSC. Specifically, DSC was defined as

requiring four essential characteristics: It requires a rapid pace of an event, it ruptures the

social structure, it ruptures the normative structure, and it threatens (or changes) the

cultural identity of the group (see Table 3 for the definitions). These four characteristics
are necessary conditions for a societal state of DSC. If one or more of the four

characteristics of DSC are absent, then one of the three other possible societal states will

result: stability, inertia, or incremental social change.

In this article, the general term social change refers to the transition from any one

societal state to another, such asmoving from stability to DSC or fromDSC to stability, and

so on. Such a shift in societal state results when an important event occurs. An event is any

development, action, or incident that triggers a shift in societal state. Our use of the term

‘event’ is consistent with previous literature, where events have the potential to lead to
social change (Sewell, 1996). An event may be real (such as a hurricane) or illusory (such

as the framing of crime rate or immigration rate so that they seem more striking). Any

event, even small ones such as the butterfly effect, has the potential to trigger a change

from one societal state to another. However, it is not because an event occurs that a

society will shift from one societal state to another (i.e., experience social change).

By identifying the four characteristics of DSC that are agreed upon in the literature, the

systematic review (de la Sablonni�ere, 2017) represents the first step towards better

understanding the psychology of social change. More specifically, the review offers a
concrete framework that allows researchers to better understand themeaning of DSC and

its consequences. For example, these four characteristics may be used to predict how

groupmembers develop coping mechanism following an event that leads to DSC, inertia,

or incremental social change. They may even be useful to create experimental

methodologies, as researchers manipulate the characteristics of social change and

examine their consequences on individuals’ well-being.

However, the psychology of social change is still in its infancy and much needs to be

learned regarding how individuals copewith social change. One question that is urgent to

Table 3. Characteristics of dramatic social change

Characteristics Values Definition

1 The pace

of change (PC)

Rapid

Slow

The speed at which an event impacts a collectivity.

2 Rupture in the

social structure

(RSS)

Yes

No

A break with the past so that even core aspects of society such as

social institutions have to be reconstructed; a society undergoes

a complete transformation.

3 Rupture in the

normative

structure (RNS)

Yes

No

A break with the past in terms of the core behaviours of the group

members that now have to be modified significantly in order to

achieve collective goals.

4 Cultural identity

threat (CIT)

Yes

No

A serious threat to identification and to the clarity of the shared

beliefs, values, attitudes, and behavioural scripts associated

with one’s group.

Note. The definitions in this table are from de la Sablonni�ere (2017).
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answer in our ever-eventful world concerns the probability of any event resulting in a

specific societal state. If a rapid external event occurs, what is the probability that a

particular society will shift to another societal state? For example, if a terrorist attack takes

place tomorrow in Germany and destroys the German parliament, what is the probability
that Berlin, or Germany, would shift from stability to DSC? If this attack took place in the

United States, the UK or Russia, would the probability of a DSC occurring be the same as

one that targeted Germany? Even though the typology of social change was essential for

definingDSC, it does not consider howdifferent events can lead to different societal states

depending on the context in which they take place.

For example, Hurricane Irma affected Saint Maarten and Florida with a very different

probability of DSC occurrence, even though it hit with similar strength of wind gusts and

rain. From news reports, it is clear that Saint Maarten or Puerto Rico’s situation after
hurricanes Irma andMaria canprobably be considered asDSC,whereas these hurricanes

did not leave Florida in a state of DSC; the same rapid event may have ruptured the

normative and societal structures in one society but not in the other.

We argue that a probabilistic framework is needed to understand when societies may

face the challenge of DSC when a rapid and dramatic external event takes place. Using

such an approach,we examine howaBayesian framework, ormore specifically a Bayesian

decision probabilistic tree, may be useful to assess such a shift in societal states, or the

process of social change, given a specific event. Thus, we move beyond definitions of
societal states (see Figure 1).

A probabilistic decision tree model

As the foundation of statistics, probability is used every day across many scientific

disciplines, including psychology, but also in our personal lives, whether we are scientist
or layperson, to function in our social world. We navigate the world by predicting the

Figure 1. The probabilistic decision tree with the prior societal state of stability. The dotted lines are

those where the path leads to dramatic social change.
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occurrence of events based on our past experiences and current assumptions. Such

navigation can be illustrated with a probabilistic decision tree (e.g., Figure 1), which

explores all possible discrete states that can be reached by a multidimensional variable

with a nonzero probability. Each particular binary decision (or variable) is of Bernoulli
type with a ‘yes or no’ value (see Table 3).

For example, every time we engage in an action, we tend to predict the most probable

outcome, given the sequence of variables that may interact with it. If a child deviates from

his normal behaviour (e.g., he puts his hands inside his T-shirt and pretends that he is an

armless monster, running around without the balance provided by his arms), his parent

will examine the situation and analyse whether the child is likely to fall (yes or no); if he is

likely to fall, the parent then analyses the chances that the child would hurt himself badly

enough that he will need to go to the hospital (yes or no). If there is low probability that
falling downwill result in a serious injury, then the parents might let the child play in this

unusual way, letting him experience this challenge and, hopefully, learn from it. If, in the

parent’s mind, the behaviour has a nonacceptable probability of becoming dramatic, the

parent will intervene.

In making a decision about the child, the parent used what is commonly called a

probabilistic decision tree based on the characteristics observed during the event.

Intuitively, the parent was analysing the situation based on an initial ‘subjective belief’ or

in Bayesian terms, an a priori state. These subjective beliefs depend on characteristics
proper to the environment (e.g., howdangerous the room is), the culture (e.g., a culture in

which children are highly restrained), and the individual (e.g., overprotective parenting

style). The parent hence stands at the first branch of the tree (will the child fall? Yes or no)

while holding an a priori state. Following this initial branching, a second branching

occurs as the parent wonders whether the injury would be serious (yes or no). In this

example, there is a causal sequence of observations: the behaviour, the risk to fall, the

chance of great injury. There is a statistical dependence between these characteristics,

and the decision tree should take into account this interdependence.
This probabilistic decision tree may become increasingly complex by adding further

branches (e.g., does the child have experience runningwithout the use of his arms? Yes or

no; is the parent a doctor? Yes or no). The probabilities in the branch will also depend on

how the context in which this event would occur is perceived (e.g., how dangerous the

room is perceived to be). Thus, the tree is created in terms of a specific context, which

may influence the probability that the parent will intervene and ask the child to stop.

In this article, we argue that such a decision tree may be applied to societies and more

specifically to determine when an event will lead to a DSC. The characteristics of DSC
previously identified (de la Sablonni�ere, 2017) can constitute the branches for the

decision tree, which allow for the inference of a posteriori societal state, given an event

and an initial a priori.

A probabilistic decision tree and DSC: The Bayesian framework

In this section, we analyse whether an event, assessed through the observation of four

characteristics (pace of change, rupture of social structure, rupture of the normative

structure, and the cultural identity threat) will end up in a specific societal state (DSC,

incremental social change, inertia, stability). We first note that the resulting societal state

can be seen as a latent variable not directly measured, as we are predicting its probability
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of occurrence. The four observable characteristics can be observed, measured, and used

to predict the expected a posteriori societal state.

From a probabilistic point of view, this prediction about the societal state can be

formulated as an inference (i.e., a posteriori inference) based on the observations of the
characteristics and the a priori assumptions about the current societal state. The Bayesian

formalism is the appropriate approach to answer this inferenceproblem, as this formalism

uses observations to correct the a priori assumptions, those made on the current social

state prior to taking into account the observations per se (e.g., Bernardo & Smith, 2000).

We first define the joint probability of a resulting societal state or ‘state’ and the

characteristics (i.e., the observations that can be measured): p(state, characteristics).

This expression represents the probability that a state and the characteristics occur

together, for example, the probability that a DSC occurs along with a rapid pace of
change, the rupture of the social and normative structures, and a threat/change to the

cultural identity.

This probability can be written in terms of a product that exhibits a conditional

probability over one of the variables, or a variable that acts as an observed value against

which the probability of the other variable is defined. In our case, the occurrence of a DSC

has a conditional probability that depends on the observation of the four characteristics.

Two possible writings emphasize which variable can condition the other one (the

condition is the variable after the vertical bar in the formulas):

p state, characteristicsð Þ ¼ p state
��characteristics

� �
p characteristicsð Þ

¼ p characteristics
��state

� �
p stateð Þ

The well-known Bayesian formula derives from the last equality:

p state
��characteristics

� � ¼ p characteristics
��state

� �

p characteristicsð Þ p stateð Þ

where

p characteristicsð Þ ¼
X

state
p characteristics

��state
� �

p stateð Þ

is a summation over all possible reachable societal states.

On the right side, p(state) represents the a priori probability of the current societal

state. The probabilityp(state|characteristics) represents the sameprobability but once the

observed characteristics are taken into account. The correction term that updates this

probability and leads to the a posteriori inference is a ratio that concerns the

characteristics. The four characteristics PC, RSS, RNS, CIT (see Table 3) can be explicitly

described in the joint probability of the characteristics, emphasizing againwhich ones can

drive (in a statistical causality sense) the others:

p characteristics
��state

� � ¼ p CIT
��RSS, RNS, PC, state

� �
p RSS, RNS

��PC, state
� �

p PC
��state

� �

A decision tree can help quantify this ratio. This three-level factorization can be well

illustrated with a decision tree that explores all possible values that may be reached by

combining the observed characteristics (see Figure 1).
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This expression can be further simplified under particular assumptions. For example,

in our current model we assumed that cultural identity threat may depend on the other

characteristics, p(CIT|RSS, RNS, PC, state). This assumption could be revisited, as wemay

instead theorize that cultural identity threat is independent from the other characteristics,
in which case the conditional probability over CIT would boil down to p(CIT|state). We

would then end up with the following model:

p characteristics
��state

� � ¼ p CIT
��state

� �
p RSS, RNS

��PC, state
� �

p PC
��state

� �

It isworthnoticing that the joint bivariate probability that addresses the rupture, either

of the social structure or the normative one, can be recast in two ways, depending on the

context of the change under concern:

p RSS, RNS
��PC, state

� � ¼ p RSS
��RNS, PC, state

� �
p RNS

��PC, state
� �

or

p RSS, RNS
��PC, state

� � ¼ p RNS
��RSS, PC, state

� �
p RSS

��PC, state
� �

The two forms are legitimate but they express two different situations in terms of

modelling the causal relationship between the social and the normative structures. For

instance, in the example of hurricane Irma, we may more likely choose the last

factorization as the rupture in the normative structure seems conditional to the presence
of a rupture in the social structure (and not the other way around).

The final formula expressing the decision tree model in Figure 1 is as follows:

p state
��characteristics

� �

¼ p CIT
��RSS, RNS, PC, state

� �
p RSS, RNS

��PC, state
� �

p PC
��state

� �

p characteristicsð Þ p stateð Þ

where

p characteristicsð Þ
¼

X

state
p CIT

��RSS, RNS, PC, state
� �

p RSS, RNS
��PC, state

� �
p PC

��state
� �

p stateð Þ

The probabilistic decision tree illustrated in Figure 1 exemplifies all possible

combinations of characteristics with the underlying state associated with each branch.

This is a model in which the ‘transition probabilities’ from one level to another have to be

defined. By transition probabilities, it ismeant that the value for each branching is p = .50,

or yes or no values. In our probabilistic decision tree, we used the four characteristics of

social change – as defined in the typology of social change – to predict the probability of

occurrence of DSC as well as the three other societal states (see Tables 2 and 3). Based on
the four characteristics and their definitions, there are a total of 16 possible combinations

(see Figure 1 and Table 4), where only one represents DSC (p = .0625 if all ‘transition

probabilities’ are identical), according to the definitions offered by de la Sablonni�ere
(2017).
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A real-world example of DSC would be the breakdown of the Soviet Union, the

destruction of Mosul and hurricane Irma in Saint Maarten. In these three instances,

the event that took placewas rapid, therewas a breakdown in both the normative and the

social structures of the groups, and the cultural identities of these groups were either
changed or significantly threatened.

According to our model, an event would result in incremental social change at a

probability level of p = .6875. For an incremental social change to occur, at least one of

the four characteristics needs to be present. For example, the fall of the Berlin wall for

West Germany had three of the four characteristics of social change; the changewas rapid

in pace, their social and normative structures changed drastically, but their identities as

Germans were not threatened, as it was the case for East Germans. Other incremental

social changes can have a combination of two characteristics (e.g., the development of
public transportation in a city without public transportation) or just one characteristic

(e.g., the transportation of fresh food around the globe).

Our analysis also shows that inertia can follow an event at a probability level of

p = .125. An example of such an eventwould be a governmental intervention expected to

drastically improve the situation of a suffering indigenous community but when the

intervention (i.e., the event) occurs, it does not rupture the social and normative

structures of the group as it was expected, and instead, it threatens their cultural

identities.
Lastly, the model shows that stability should occur at a probability level of p = .125.

An event that results in stability could be a big car accident that results in part of the city’s

highway being closed for a few hours. While such event might be fast and result in

important deaths, it is not fracturing the normative and social structures of the group, nor

is it threatening their cultural identities.

The probabilistic tree presented in Figure 1, however, is subject to the same criticism

as social psychology so far; it takes for granted that a society is in a state of stabilitywhen an

event takes place. This assumption is unwarranted, given that events triggering DSC can
occur in places that are already unstable. The reasonwhy hurricane Irma devastated Saint

Maarten far more than Florida might be because Saint Maarten was in a societal state that

was not stability when the hurricane stroke, while Florida experienced the event from a

stable societal state.

To address this criticism and highlight the importance of considering the context,

Figure 2 illustrates the decision tree from an initial state of incremental social change.

When an event is considered in a state experiencing incremental social change (a priori

assumption), the a posteriori state of DSC is far more probable (p = .25), with different
combinations of characteristics leading to DSC, compared towhen stability is the a priori

assumption (see Table 4).

Theoretical assumptions

The aim of our article was to propose a new methodology, inspired from applied
mathematics, to facilitate reconceptualizing the role of the social context, and more

specifically of DSC, in current theories and models in social psychology. Specifically, a

recent review article on the psychology of social change identified four well-established

societal states (de la Sablonni�ere, 2017). This article proposed that the state of a society

depends on the presence or absence of four characteristics (i.e., rapid pace of change,

rupture of social structure, rupture of the normative structure, and threat to cultural
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identity). Given that all four characteristics need to be present for a DSC to take place, we

argued that a probabilistic decision tree could be used to assess the probability of this

societal state resulting from a specific event. Our analysis suggests that when an event

takes place in a state of stability, a shift to a state ofDSCmay occur 6.25%of the time, 12.5%

for inertia, 12.5% for stability, and finally, 68.75% of the time for incremental social

change. Different probabilities may result from starting from different a priori societal

states, as reflected in Figure 2 and Table 4.

The obtained probabilities of occurrence were based on a decision tree designed with
twomain assumptions. The first assumption arises from the typology of social change (de

la Sablonni�ere, 2017) where the four characteristics of social change are not independent

from each other. This is important to acknowledge as it influences the way in which the

equations are formalized in the article. Specifically, for a DSC (or for other societal states)

to be defined as such, a rapid event needs to have affected the social or normative

structures. In addition, the threat to cultural identity is a consequence of the three

previous characteristics, as it is more likely to occur when an event is rapid and when

there is rupture in the social and normative structures. Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the
interdependence of these four characteristics.

Second, we further conjecture that the decision tree is able to take into account

the subjective perspective of individuals because it uses the Bayesian framework.

According to Bayes’ theorem, subjective perspectives arise from the uncertainty of the

world. Bayes’ theorem is designed to handle how this uncertainty is perceived. For

example, Bernardo and Smith (2000) wrote that ‘Bayesian Statistics offers a rationalist

Figure 2. The probabilistic decision tree with the prior societal state of incremental social change. The

dotted lines are those where the path leads to dramatic social change.
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theory of personalistic beliefs in contexts of uncertainty’ (p. 4) and specify that

Bayesian Statistics are concerned with the ‘logical process of decision making

in situations of uncertainty’ (p. 15).

The way in which the Bayesian framework accounts for subjectivity is reflected in

three specific aspects of the decision tree. First, in Bayesian statistics, the a priori is a

subjective assumption based on the perception of information without an objective

assessment (e.g., Jackman, 2009). In the current model, the a priori represents the

perception one has about the societal state at the time of an event. This subjective a priori
informationwill be updated in response to the observable data, or the four characteristics

of DSC.

The second way in which our model takes into account subjectivity is based on the

fact that the transition probabilities may change according to the individual that assigns

them (e.g., the policy analyst, the researcher). In the current paper, each of the

decision values for the characteristics was based on an equal transition probability

(p = .50) for each branch of the decision tree (e.g., yes or no binary values; see

Table 3). This conceptualization is limited in that a more informative probability
configuration might not be uniform (e.g., p = .10 for a rapid pace and p = .90 for a

slow pace), depending on how the probabilities are assigned. For example, if one uses

a lifetime perspective (the last 100 years) versus an historical perspective (the last

thousands of years), means of communications may be perceived as rapid (historical)

or slow (lifetime) with a different probability with respect to the perspective. Similarly,

different subgroups may use different transition probabilities. If we were to evaluate

the end of Apartheid, transition probabilities could be differently appointed by

Africans, Afrikaners, White or Coloured for each of the four characteristics or even
within each group depending on some individual or demographic factors (e.g., see de

la Sablonni�ere et al., 2013).

Finally, the third way in which the subjective assumptions are accounted for in the

current model concerns the fact that the decision tree may be hierarchical. A hierarchical

modelmeans that there is a probabilitydistribution associatedwith each branching of the

tree (Bernardo & Smith, 2000). In this perspective, the probability p for each transition

may be a stochastic parameter (i.e., involving a random parameter). In other words, the

distribution of the probability pmay vary more or less depending on the level of certainty
that may be attributed for each transition probability. If there is a strong agreement about

whether an event (e.g., a hurricane) is rapid versus slow, the distribution of p can have a

small variance in thatmost people agreewith the speed of the event. In contrast, if there is

Table 4. Probabilities of occurrences

A priori societal states

Stability Incremental social change

Tree branches p Tree branches p

A posteriori societal states

DSC 1 .0625 1, 3, 5, 9 .25

Incremental

social change

2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14 .6875 2, 4, 6, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14 .50

Inertia 7, 15 .125 7, 15 .125

Stability 8, 16 .125 8, 16 .125
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considerable disagreement as to whether an event (e.g., women’s rights) can be

considered rapid versus slow, this uncertaintywill be reflected in the larger variance of the

p distribution.

Theoretical, methodological, and practical implications: Rethinking

current models in social psychology

The current model offers a theoretical and methodological foundation from which the

field of social psychology can build as itmoves towards a focus on the psychology of social

change. Because social change remains such a complex entity (Buchanan et al., 2005;

McGrath, 1983; Suba�si�c, Reynolds, Reicher, & Klandermans, 2012), the definitions and

the examples that we described must be questioned, debated, and improved upon to

better address the specific social contexts, the theoretical zeitgeist, and the methodolog-

ical approaches that are constantly changing. While we acknowledge the difficulty in

defining, giving examples, and studying DSC, along with the potential improvements to
our model, we consider that the field of social psychology is at present too narrow in its

study of social change,making it urgent to begin a conversation on broader and alternative

theoretical and methodological views. It is this sense of urgency that motivated us to

propose the probabilistic tree, even at the risk of missing the ‘best’ exemplars for the

probabilistic decision tree in Figure 1 or of having a more optimal model (e.g., one with

transition probabilities different than p = .50).

Indeed, a more informative probability configuration might not be uniform (e.g.,

p = .10 for a rapid pace and p = .90 for a slow pace). To address this specific limit of the
proposed ideas, worldwide events that have already taken place could be modelled, as

well as the societal state that resulted. If we determine that across several worldwide

events a rapid event occurs 5% of the time, this information can then be used to make the

decision treemodel more reliable, thus optimizing its predictive ability when a new event

does occur. Using theoretical arguments and/or empirical evidence, researchers can learn

about, and adjust, the probability of occurrence of the four characteristics of DSC. They

can also adapt the model in real time, based on the new data offered by current societal

events.
While the probabilistic tree might have its limits, our main theoretical contribution

directly addresses one of the fundamental criticisms addressed towards the field of social

psychology: Social psychology is static and not dynamic (e.g., Gergen, 1978; Smith &

Conrey, 2007). More specifically, social psychological theories take the social context as a

stable entity while the interactions between a changing society and changing individuals

are too often neglected. In contrast, our theoretical and mathematical approach

conceptualizes DSC as but one of four societal states, which allows social psychologists

to place individualswithin their social contextswhile simultaneously acknowledging that
these contextsmay shift fromone state to another. In otherwords, societies are not always

in a state of stability. In fact, most of the time an event will induce a state of DSC,

incremental social change, or inertia, three states that are very different from stability;

based on our current model as illustrated in Figures 1 and 2, there is only a 12.5% chance

that a stable societal state will be the result when an event takes place, which means that

‘stability’ is far less constant than is currently assumed. This alone is sufficient to question

the way inwhich the field approaches the study of social changemore specifically, and of

the social animal more broadly.
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This assumption of ‘stability’ in the context is often taken for granted in social

psychological theories and associated subfields in psychology that touch on social change

(see Table 1). For example, one of the most prominent theories in Table 1 is system

justification theory, which postulates that members of society have a tendency to defend
or rationalize existing social, economic, andpolitical structural arrangements (Jost, Banaji,

&Nosek, 2004). Thus, system justification represents people’s motivation to perceive the

social structure as good, fair, legitimate, and deserved (Jost & Hunyady, 2002). According

to this theory, the motivation to justify the system is present even among disadvantaged

group members, at the expense of their personal or collective well-being (Blanton,

George, & Crocker, 2001; Jost, 1997; Jost & Thompson, 2000; Jost et al., 2004; Major,

1994). These system justification explanations convince individuals that their social

contexts are stable, understandable, predictable, consistent, and meaningful (Jost &
Hunyady, 2002). Thus, at its very essence, system justification theory assumes that the

stability of the context is the actual and desired status quo. Nevertheless, this assumption

of stability makes it impossible to know, based solely on this theory, whether

disadvantaged groups would be willing to justify an unfair system when contexts are

unstable – such as in contexts ofDSCor incremental social change – and thuswhenbeliefs

of stability would be much more difficult to achieve.

The assumption of stability is also reflected in social identity theory. Social identity

theory was proposed to understand how group membership affects individual’s actions.
To do so, it was postulated that individuals have a fundamental need to have a positive

social self-view, which is achieved by belonging to groups with high status (Tajfel, 1975).

When a group does not have a high status, social identity management strategies such as

collective action will be engaged in to achieve a positive self-view (Tajfel, 1974, cited by

Tajfel, 1975). Importantly, whether collective action (or other identity strategies) will be

engaged in depends on three different socio-structural characteristics: stability, perceived

legitimacy of group status, and permeability of group boundaries (Mummendey, Kessler,

Klink, &Mielke, 1999). Thus, social identity theory places the stability or instability of the
context at the heart of its theory. And yet, despite giving importance to the concept of

stability as anantecedent of collective action, social identity theory remains silent as to the

resulting stability of the context following collective action. Thus, while instability might

result in collective action, it is unknown when this social change will bring back some

formof stability in society (as in the stable tree, Figure 1), orwhether itwill leave the social

structure sensitive to other events (as in the incremental social change tree, Figure 2).

Thus, the assumption of stability in the context leads to the belief that collective action is

the end game, whereas the consequences of this social change on the dynamic social
context are ignored.

The fact that social psychology is dominated by static assumptions is also reflected in

themethodologies chosen to test its theories asmost social psychologists use a frequentist

approach. The frequentist approach ignores the subjective or a priori information and

rather focuses on rejecting null hypothesis uniquely from observable data (Gelman, 2018;

Jackman, 2009). One notable exception of ‘dynamic’ research is the work by Smith and

Conrey (2007) on agent-based modelling (or ABM), which reconceptualized how we

think about human interactions. Before ABM, theories on group polarization (e.g.,
Isenberg, 1986; Myers & Lamm, 1976) expected that any successful persuasion would

result in changes in individual’s attitudes towards the majority’s opinion, culminating in a

uniform group opinion. An ABM approach allowed for the dynamic study of human

interactions, so that researchers could better understand how attitudinal diversity persists

over time. In the spirit of ABM, we offer social psychology an alternative methodology

190 Roxane de la Sablonni�ere et al.



based on a Bayesian framework, where we no longer need to assume that the context is

stable, and instead, we can study the dynamic psychological processes involved in social

change.

With the Bayesian model proposed, we hope to provide social psychology with a
theoretical model to develop a genuine psychology of social change, where

researchers can begin to study the unique psychological processes associated with

each societal state, as well as those that are shared across states. For example, we

may find that social support is widely available in contexts of stability and

incremental social change, somewhat available in a state of DSC, but completely

absent in inertia, as social support resources may have been consumed in these latter

two societal states. Thus, the probabilistic decision tree allows social psychology to

explore the psychology of each societal state so that they may be better understood.
Furthermore, the model we propose encourages the psychological study of the

process of social change, as researchers now have the tool to investigate the

psychological mechanisms by which individuals adapt (or not) to transitions or

changes in societal states.

Finally, this article has important practical implications to considerwhen developed to

their maximal potential. Researchers and governments could use the proposed tool to

forecast the forthcoming societal state of a given community when an important external

event occurs. Experts could analyse the possibility that an event, fast or slow,will lead to a
rupture in the social structure and/or of the normative structure and/or threat to cultural

identity. If the four conditions are met, one can have some degree of certainty that a DSC

will be the result; if not, analysts can predict the state inwhich society will find itself if the

predictions are right. Once a new societal state is predicted, concrete and specific

intervention tools may be deployed to support the victims and optimize both human and

financial resources. An event that would lead to DSC in a society (e.g., hurricaneMaria in

Puerto Rico), as opposed to stability or incremental social change, would need more

resources, both human and financial, to prevent collective trauma. In moving forward
with the practical implications, a software has been developed inMATLAB to illustrate the

methodology presented in this work and is available upon request.

Conclusion

Rethinking how we do social psychology in the context of social change becomes
more and more necessary. Looking beyond the discipline of social psychology might be

one means of improving current theories. In this article, we propose one way in which

current social psychology models of social change can be examined from a

mathematical perspective. To our knowledge, there are very few theoretical models

that use a Bayesian framework in the field of social psychology (for a related example

see Moutoussis, Trujillo-Barreto, El-Deredy, Dolan, & Friston, 2014). The use of a

probabilistic framework as the one described in the current article has the potential to

open even more doors in terms of reconceptualising the study of social change and
possibly modern social psychology. Such Bayesian formalisms further our understand-

ing on how the individual functions in a dynamic social context with the hopeful

ambition of developing the psychology of social change. We argue that there is a strong

need to apply methods able to test dynamic models of human process as they can

better account for an ever-changing human in an ever-changing context.

Rethinking current models 191



References

Amiot, C. E., de la Sablonni�ere, R., Terry, D. J., & Smith, J. R. (2007). Integration of social identities in

the self: Toward a cognitive-developmental model. Personality and Social Psychology Review,

11, 364–388. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868307304091
Batel, S., & Castro, P. (2015). Collective action and social change: Examining the role of

representation in the communication between protesters and third-party members. Journal of

Community and Applied Social Psychology, 25, 249–263. https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2214
Benet-Mart�ınez, V., & Haritatos, J. (2005). Bicultural identity integration (BII): Components and

psychological antecedents. Journal of Personality, 73, 1015–1050. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1467- 6494.2005.00337.x

Bernardo, J. M., & Smith, A. F. M. (2000). Bayesian theory. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

Berry, J. W. (2005). Acculturation: Living successfully in two cultures. International Journal of

Intercultural Relations, 29, 697–712. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2005.07.013
Blanton, H., George, G., & Crocker, J. (2001). Contexts of system justification and system evaluation:

Exploring the social comparison strategies of the (not yet) contented female worker. Group

Processes & Intergroup Relations, 4, 126–137. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430201004002004
Bonnano, G. A. (2004). Loss, trauma, and human resilience: Have we underestimated the human

capacity to thrive after extremely aversive events? American Psychologist, 59, 20–28. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.59.1.20

Breakwell, G. M. (1986). Coping with threatened identities. London, UK: Methuen.

Buchanan, D., Fitzgerald, L., Ketley, D., Gollop, R., Jones, J. L., Lamont, S. S., &Whitby, E. (2005). No

going back: A review of the literature on sustaining organizational change. International Journal

of Management Reviews, 7, 189–205. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468- 2370.2005.00111.x
Burke, W. W., & Litwin, G. H. (1992). A causal model of organizational performance and change.

Journal of Management, 18, 523–545. https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639201800306
Cialdini, R. B., Reno, R. R., & Kallgren, C. A. (1990). A focus theory of normative conduct: Recycling

the concept of norms to reduce littering in public places. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 58, 1015–1026. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.6.1015
Coulombe, S., & de la Sablonni�ere, R. (2015). The role of identity integration in hedonic adaptation

to a beneficial life change: The example of “coming out” for lesbians and gaymen.The Journal of

Social Psychology, 155, 294–313. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2015.1007028
de la Sablonni�ere, R. (2017). Towards a psychology of social change: A typology of social change.

Frontiers in Psychology, 8, 1–20. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00397
de la Sablonni�ere, R., Auger, �E., Sadykova,N.,&Taylor,D.M. (2010).When the “we” impacts how“I”

feel aboutmyself: Effect of temporal collective relative deprivation on personal well-being in the

context of dramatic social change in Kyrgyzstan. European Journal of Social Psychology, 15,

271–282. https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000062
de la Sablonni�ere, R., French Bourgeois, L., & Najih, M. (2013). Dramatic social change: A social

psychological perspective. Journal of Social and Political Psychology, 1, 253–272. https://doi.
org/10.5964/jspp.v1i1.14

de la Sablonni�ere, R., Taylor, D. M., Perozzo, C., & Sadykova, N. (2009). Reconceptualizing relative

deprivation in the context of dramatic social change: The challenge confronting the people of

Kyrgyzstan.European Journal of Social Psychology,39, 325–345. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.519
de Lemus, S., & Stroebe, K. (2015). Achieving social change: Amatter of all for one? Journal of Social

Issues, 71, 441–452. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12122
Durkheim, �E. (1893/1967).De la division du travail social [The division of labor in society]. Paris,

France: Presses Universitaires de France.

Feldman,M.W., & Laland, K.N. (1996). Gene-culture coevolutionary theory. Trends in Ecology and

Evolution, 11, 453–457. https://doi.org/10.1016/0169-5347(96)10052-5
Gelman, A. (2018). The failure of null hypothesis significance testing when studying incremental

changes, and what to do about it. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 44, 16–23.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217729162

192 Roxane de la Sablonni�ere et al.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868307304091
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2214
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467- 6494.2005.00337.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467- 6494.2005.00337.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2005.07.013
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430201004002004
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.59.1.20
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.59.1.20
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468- 2370.2005.00111.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639201800306
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.6.1015
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2015.1007028
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00397
https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000062
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.v1i1.14
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.v1i1.14
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.519
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12122
https://doi.org/10.1016/0169-5347(96)10052-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217729162


Gergen, K. J. (1978). Experimentation in social psychology: A reappraisal. European Journal of

Social Psychology, 8, 507–527. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420080407
Goodwin, R. (2006). Age and social support perception in Eastern Europe: Social change and

support in four rapidly changing countries. British Journal of Social Psychology, 45, 799–815.
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466605X72144

Gough, B., McFadden, M., & McDonald, M. (2013). Critical social psychology: An introduction.

Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-137-07242-9

Greenfield, P. M. (2009). Linking social change and developmental change: Shifting pathways of

human development. Developmental Psychology, 45, 401–418. https://doi.org/10.1037/

a0014726

Greenfield, P. M. (2016). Social change, cultural evolution, and human development. Current

Opinions in Psychology, 8, 84–92. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.10.012
Henrich, J., Heine, S. J., &Norenzayan, A. (2010). Theweirdest people in theworld?Behavioral and

Brain Sciences, 33, 61–83. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X0999152X
Isenberg, D. J. (1986). Group polarization: A critical review andmeta-analysis. Journal of Personality

and Social Psychology, 50, 1141–1151. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.50.6.1141
Jackman, S. (2009). Bayesian analysis for the social sciences. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley. https://doi.org/

10.1002/9780470686621

Jost, T. T. (1997). An experimental replication of the depressed-entitlement effect among women.

Psychology of Women Quarterly, 21, 387–393. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471- 6402.1997.tb
00120.x

Jost, J. T., Banaji, M. R., & Nosek, B. A. (2004). A decade of system justification theory: Accumulated

evidence of conscious and unconscious bolstering of the status quo. Political Psychology, 25,

881–919. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2004.00402.x
Jost, J. T., &Hunyady,O. (2002). The psychology of system justification and the palliative function of

ideology. European Review of Social Psychology, 13, 111–153. https://doi.org/10.1080/

10463280240000046

Jost, J. T., & Thompson, E. P. (2000). Group-based dominance and opposition to equality as

independent predictors of self-esteem, ethnocentrism, and social policy attitudes amongAfrican

Americans and European Americans. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 36, 209–232.
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1999.1403

Kanter, R. M. (1991). Transcending business boundaries: 12,000 world managers view change.

Harvard Business Review, 69, 151–164.
Laland, K. N., Odling-Smee, J., & Feldman, M. W. (2000). Niche construction, biological evolution,

and cultural change. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 23, 131–175. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0140525X00002417

Lee, J., Possemato, K., & Ouimette, P. C. (2017). Longitudinal changes in combat-related

posttraumatic stress disorder among operation enduring freedom/operation Iraqi freedom/

operation New Dawn veterans with hazardous alcohol use: The role of avoidance coping. The

Journal of Nervous and Mental Disease, 205, 805–808. https://doi.org/10.1097/NMD.

0000000000000713

Major, B. (1994). From social inequality to personal entitlement: The role of social comparisons,

legitimacy appraisals, and group memberships. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology,

26, 293–355. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60156-2
Marquis, D. G. (1947). Psychology of social change. The Annals of the American Academy of

Political and Social Science, 249, 75–80. https://doi.org/10.1177/000271624724900110
McDougall, W. (2015). An introduction to social psychology. Brighton, UK: Psychology Press.

McGrath, J. E. (1983). Looking ahead by looking backwards: Some recurrent themes about social

change. Journal of Social Issues, 39, 225–239. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540- 4560.1983.tb
00186.x

Meyer, J., & Allen, N. (1997). Commitment in the workplace: Theory, research and application.

New York, NY: Sage Publications.

Rethinking current models 193

https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420080407
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466605X72144
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-137-07242-9
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014726
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014726
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.10.012
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X0999152X
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.50.6.1141
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470686621
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470686621
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471- 6402.1997.tb00120.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471- 6402.1997.tb00120.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2004.00402.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280240000046
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280240000046
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1999.1403
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X00002417
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X00002417
https://doi.org/10.1097/NMD.0000000000000713
https://doi.org/10.1097/NMD.0000000000000713
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60156-2
https://doi.org/10.1177/000271624724900110
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540- 4560.1983.tb00186.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540- 4560.1983.tb00186.x


Moghaddam, F. M. (2018). Political plasticity and revolution: The case of Iran. In B. Wagoner, F. M.

Moghaddam & J. Valsiner (Eds.), The psychology of radical change: From rage to revolution

(pp. 122–139). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Moghaddam, F. M., & Crystal, D. S. (1997). Revolutions, samurai, and reductions: The paradoxes of

change and continuity in Iran and Japan. Political Psychology, 18, 355–384. https://doi.org/10.
1111/0162-895X.00061

Moutoussis, M., Trujillo-Barreto, N. J., El-Deredy, W., Dolan, R. J., & Friston, K. J. (2014). A formal

model of interpersonal inference. Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 8, 160. https://doi.org/

10.3389/fnhum.2014.00160

Mummendey, A., Kessler, T., Klink, A., & Mielke, R. (1999). Strategies to cope with negative social

identity: Predictions by social identity theory and relative deprivation theory. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 76, 229–245. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022- 3514.76.2.229
Myers, D. G., & Lamm, H. (1976). The group polarization phenomenon. Psychological Bulletin, 83,

602–627. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.83.4.602
Pinquart, M., & Silbereisen, R. K. (2004). Human development in times of social change: Theoretical

considerations and research needs. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 28,

289–298. https://doi.org/10.1080/01650250344000406
Pizer, S. A., & Travers, J. R. (1975). Psychology and social change. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Raby, K. L., Labella, M. H., Martin, J., Carlson, E. A., & Roisman, G. I. (2017). Childhood abuse and

neglect and insecure attachment states ofmind in adulthood: Prospective, longitudinal evidence

from a high-risk sample. Development and Psychopathology, 29, 347–363. https://doi.org/10.
1017/S0954579417000037

Reichers, A. E., Wanous, J. P., & Austin, J. T. (1997). Understanding and managing cynicism about

organizational change. The Academy ofManagement Executive, 11, 48–59. https://doi.org/10.
5465/ame.1997.9707100659

Riskind, J. H., Kleiman, E. M., & Schafer, K. E. (2013). “Undoing” effects of positive affect: Does it

buffer the effects of negative affect in predicting changes in depression? Journal of Social and

Clinical Psychology, 32, 363–380. https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.2013.32.4.363
Runciman, W. G. (1966). Relative deprivation and social justice: A study of attitudes to social

inequality in twentieth-century England. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

Sanzgiri, J., & Gottlieb, J. Z. (1992). Philosophic and pragmatic influences on the practice of

organization development, 1950–2000.Organizational Dynamics, 21, 57–69. https://doi.org/
10.1016/0090-2616(92)90064-T

Schneiderman, L. (1988). The psychology of social change. Ann Arbor, MI: Human Sciences Press.

Sewell, W. H. (1996). Historical events as transformations of structures: Inventing revolution at the

Bastille. Theory and Society, 25, 841–881. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00159818
Sidanius, J., & Pratto, F. (1999). Social dominance: An intergroup theory of social hierarchy and

oppression. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO978

1139175043

Sidanius, J., Pratto, F., Van Laar, C., & Levin, S. (2004). Social dominance theory: Its agenda and

method. Political Psychology, 25, 845–880. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467- 9221.2004.00401.x
Smith, E. R., & Conrey, F. R. (2007). Agent-based modeling: A new approach for theory building in

social psychology. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 11, 87–104. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1088868306294789

Steele, C. M., Spencer, S. J., & Aronson, J. (2002). Contending with group image: The psychology of

stereotype and social identity threat. Advanced Experimental Social Psychology, 34, 379–440.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(02)80009-0

Stroebe, M., Schut, H., & Boerner, K. (2017). Models of coping with bereavement: An updated

overview.Estudios dePsicolog�ıa,38, 582–607. https://doi.org/10.1080/02109395.2017.1340055
Suba�si�c, E., Reynolds, K. J., Reicher, S. D., & Klandermans, B. (2012). Where to from here for the

psychology of social change? Future directions for theory and practice.Political Psychology, 33,

61–74. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2011.00864.x
Sztompka, P. (1993). The sociology of social change. Oxford, UK: Blackwell.

194 Roxane de la Sablonni�ere et al.

https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00061
https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00061
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2014.00160
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2014.00160
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022- 3514.76.2.229
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.83.4.602
https://doi.org/10.1080/01650250344000406
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579417000037
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579417000037
https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.1997.9707100659
https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.1997.9707100659
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.2013.32.4.363
https://doi.org/10.1016/0090-2616(92)90064-T
https://doi.org/10.1016/0090-2616(92)90064-T
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00159818
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139175043
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139175043
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467- 9221.2004.00401.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868306294789
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868306294789
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(02)80009-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/02109395.2017.1340055
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2011.00864.x


Tajfel, H. (1974). Social identity and intergroup behavior. Social Science Information, 13, 65–93.
https://doi.org/10.1177/053901847401300204

Tajfel, H. (1975). The exit of social mobility and the voice of social change. Social Science

Information, 14, 101–118. https://doi.org/10.1177/053901847501400204
Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In W. G. Austin & S.

Worchel (Eds.), The social psychology of intergroup relations (pp. 33–47). Monterey, CA:

Brooks-Cole.

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1986). The social identity theory of intergroup behaviour. In S.Worchel &

W. G. Austin (Eds.), Psychology of intergroup relations (pp. 7–24). Chicago, IL: Nelson-Hall.
Taylor, D. M., & McKirnan, D. J. (1984). Theoretical contributions: A five stage model of intergroup

relations. British Journal of Social Psychology, 23, 291–300. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-
8309.1984.tb00644.x

Turner, J. C. (2006). Tyranny, freedom, and social structure: Escaping our theoretical prison.British

Journal of Social Psychology, 45, 41–46. https://doi.org/10.1348/014466605X79840
Wagoner, B., Moghaddam, F. M., & Valsiner, J. (2018). Toward a psychology of revolution. In B.

Wagoner, F.M.Moghaddam& J. Valsiner (Eds.),The psychologyof radical change: Fromrage to

revolution (pp. 1–7). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Zimbardo, P. (2007). The Lucifer effect. New York, NY: Random House.

Received 22 December 2017; revised version received 16 July 2018

Rethinking current models 195

https://doi.org/10.1177/053901847401300204
https://doi.org/10.1177/053901847501400204
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1984.tb00644.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1984.tb00644.x
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466605X79840

