SOCIAL INFLUENCE AND LINKAGES BETWEEN TIHE INDIVIDUAL
AND THE SOCIAL SYSTEM: 5

Further Thoughts on the
Processes of Compliance,
Identification, and Internalization
Herbert C. Kelman

INTRODUCTION

In the early 1950s I developed a theoretical framework
for the analysis of social influence, based on a gquali-
tative distinction hetween threc processes of influ-
ence: compliance, identification, and internalization.
For cach of these, a distinct set of antecedents and
consequents is postulated. The model is particularly
concerned with specifying the conditions under which
changes induced by social influence attempts are tem-
porary and superficial and, by contrast, those under
which such changes are lasting and integrated into the
person's belief and value systems. A summary of the
model and of the research based on it was published
over ten years ago (Kelman 1961). Several experi-
mental tests of the model have been reported (Kelman
1958; Kelman 1960; Kelman and Cohler 1965; Kelman and
Eagly 1965). Furthermore, the model has been extended
to the study of attitude-digcrepant behavior (Kelman
1962; Kelman, Baron, Sheposh, and Lubalin, forthcoming)
and applied to the analysis of influence processes in
psychotherapy (Kelman 1963), in international educa-
tional exchange (Bailyn and Kelman 1962}, and in the
integration of individuals into the national system

This paper is a product of a research program on social influence
and commitment to sccial systems, supported by Grant MH-17669-04 from
NIMH, United States Public Health Service, 125

3

‘rom Perspectives on Social Power (James T. Tedeschi,

g S AT A T AT i 0T
. NatL A ‘_..-.'I.“.J. .v-l.lu_ 11 4 12 =



126 The Target of Influernce

{Felman 1969). A full presentation of the theoretical
framework and of the experimental work based on it,
however, has not yet appeared in print. Although [ had
completed a monograph many years age (Kolman 1956) and
cven stgned o contract to publish it, | was reluctant
to let it go to pross without making some further re-
vitions and cellecting somo more data. As a result of
this youthful discretion, the monograph remains unpub-
lished to this day.

In the intervening yvears, T have continued to work
on and witlt the three-process medel. 7 oroemain commi t-
ted to its hasic outlines [since I obviously cannot af-
ford to change my views too drastically antil the book
is completed!), but my thinking has developed in a num-
ber of directions. In particular, as I shall try to
point out in the present paper, I have coma te see the
three processes of influence as representing different
types of linkages between the individual and the social
system,  When my book finally appears, it will reflect
these revisions and extensions of my own thinking--as
woll as the enormous growth of the litcrature on social
infMucnce and attitude change that has taken place with-
in social psychology. In the meantime, 1 have takon
advantage of the opportunity offered me by the Albany
Symposium to present a partial status report on my
thinking about the three processes of influence, dwell-
imy especially on some features of the model that have
not so far appeared in published form.

To provide a context for my work on sccial influence,
let me note that it began within the cxperimental tradi-
tion of the Yale attitude change program under the di-
rection of Carl lioviand (see, for example, Hovland,
Janis, and XKelley 19%3). From the very beginning, my
own work within the vYale program focused on differences
in the nature of changes produced by persuasive communi-
cations along a "depth" dimension. Thus, my early ex-
periments were concerned with determinants of public
versus private changes (Kelman 1953) and of immediate
versus delayed changes (Kelman and Hovland 1953}, My
concern with the depth of change was reinforced by my
interest in doveloping a model of social influence that
would encompass not only the offects of persuasive cons

munidations, bwut aloo the effucks of more powerfual in-
[ Tacney abveampl s, welhe as pevehothinrs [ERRE R
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and conversion to social movements. These are the
kinds of interests that eventually led me to the dis-
tinction between the three processes of influence (hav-
ing started with a simpler public-private dichotomy),
and to the hypotheses specifying their distinct ante-
cedent and consequent conditions.

My approach to social influence is clesely linked to
two other traditions within social psychology: Lewinian
field thecry and functional theories of attitudes (Katz
1960; Smith, Bruner, and White 1956). The starting
point of my medel is an analysis of the influence situ-
ation from the point of view of the person being influ-
enced, with special reference to the social norms and
the power relationships that characterize that situa-
tion for him. This type of analysis has many points of
contact with the Lewinian formulations of induced hohav-
icr, and especially with the distinction hoetween differ-
ent bases of power developed by French and Raven (1709} .
In distinguishing different types of changoe produced by
social influence, the model focuses on the nature of
the person’s concerns activated in the influenee situa-
tion--the kinds of motives that are arousod and thoe spoe-
cific meaning the situation has for him in view of his
efforts at coping with the environment and achieving
his goals. Its orientation is, thus, very similar to
that of functional theories, such as those of Katz and
Smith, which postulate different conditions for atti-
tude change depending on the motivational basis of the
attitude to which the influence attempt is directed.
However, though my appreoach is clearly functional and
fully compatikle with those of Katz and Smith, it draws
a different set of gualitative distinctions. Their
schemes distinguish the different meanings that atti-
tudes--and hence influcnce attempts designed to change
those attitudes--may have in terms of the different cop-
ing processes in which the person may be engaged. My
scheme, as I have increasingly come to view it, dis-
tinguishes the different meanings that an influence
situation may have in terms of the differcent typos of
social integration to which the poerson may be oriented.
In other words, the thrce-process model is wvery mich in
thi: functicnalist tradition, in that 1t focuses on the
person's concerns and coping efforts within the influ-
once situation; unlike the other schoemes, however, it
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is a classification of different types of linkages he-
tween individual and social system, rather than of dif-
ferent types of personality functions.

In the present papcr I shall attempt to relate the
threeo processes of influecnce te both a situational and
a functional analysis. More specificatly, T shall
trace the distincerion between the three processes to an
analysis of Lhe structure of ¢he social influence situ-
atien in general. § shall then proceed to illustrate
some of the implications of the distinction for the
ways in which individuals relate themselves to their
various social systems. Before turning to these issues,
haowever, I need to say something about the definition
and the scope of social influence, as I use the term.

DEFINITION AND SCOPE OF SOCTAL INFLUSHCE

The term social influence is used here to refer to so-
cially induced behavior change. Thus, social influence
can be said to have occurred whenever a person (P)
changes his behavior as a result of Induction by anoth-
oy person or group (the influencing agent, or 0). The
terms induction and change, as usesd in this definition,
roquire some further claboration.

I will speak of inducticon whenever 0 offcers or makes
available to P some kind cf behavior and communicates
something about the probable ecffects of adopting that
bhehavior. In other words, O points a way for F--he pro-
vides a direction in terms of which P can then select
his own responses. The new behavior made available by
0 is not necessarily a specific response; 1t may be a
new pattern of behavior which challenges P's existing
beliefs and opinions.

Induction may be deliberate and intentional, as in
those cases in which O tries to persuade, order, threat-
en, express erpectations to, or provide guidelines to P,
On the other hand, induction may alsc be unintentional
to varying degrees, as in the case where O sets an exam-
ple or serves as a medel for P, In the limiting case
of unintentional induction, 0 may serve as a model for
P without cven knowing of P's existence. Often, induc-
tion represents a mixture of intenticonal and uninten-

when

tional elements; this would be troe, for exampele,

O i unaware of tho extent to which he is directing P's
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behavior by subtly communicating his own expectations
and preferences.

Induction may take place through direct or symbolic
contact with the influencing agent. That is, O may in-
duce behavior in P in the course of face-to-face inter-
action. Alternatively, induction may occur in the
course of P's exposure to mass communications or to
various institutional symbols (e.g., a flag, a uniform,
an official setting) representing an influencing agent.

We would speak of change as a result of induction to
the extent that P's behavior following induction is
different from what it would have been in the absence
of such induction. Thus, the definition of social in-
fluence implies at least some degree of resistance to
change that has to be overcome. The degrees of resist-
ance, of course, may vary widely. Phenomenologically,
there may be influence situations in which the person
experiences no resistance at all; he may, in fact, be
eagoerly seeking guidance and direction, Even in such
cases, however, change implies that 0's  induction has
diverted P's behavior into now directions. Theoreti-
cally, thercfore, T would conceptualize P's original
behavicoral tendencies as sources of resistance, oven
though theiy, competitive strongth might be negligible.

Changes resulting from induction may be overt or
covert. That 1is, they may take the form of concrete
actions or of new attitudes and beliefs, with the pos-
sibility of various combinations of changes at these
two levels. Furthermore, changes may be positive or
negative. We would specak of positive influence if the
individual adopts the induced behavior. Thus, positive
influence is the equivalent of conforming behavior, if
we use that term in a strictly descriptive sense. Nega-
tive influence refers to a change in a direction oppo-
site to that induced by the influencing agent. Nega-
tive influcnce is clearly different from resistance to
change, in that P's behavior is very definitely af-
fected by ©O's induction. In Willis's (1965) terms,
negative influence constitutes anticonformity rather
than independencce. There is also the possibility of
changes that are directly stimulated by the induction,
but that cannot be characterized as oither positive or
negative., The induction may lecad P to engage in a pra-

cess of recansidering his lichavier, but the changes re-
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sulting from that process may not be clearly related to
the direction induced by the influencing agent. Per-
haps such changes can be reanalyzed as representing
some combination of positive and negative elements,
along with elements of independent movement.

Though my definition of social influence is rather
broad, it is not intended to cover all changes result-
ing from social interaction. Thus, for example, I
would not consider the acguisition of skills in a par-
ticular social learning environment to be an instance
of social influence, although attitude changes accom-
panying this process would clearly fall within my defi-
nition. Similarly, I would not view the moment-to-mo-
ment adjustments in bhehavior that people make in the
course of any social interaction--in the interest of
both effective communication and impressicon management
--as instances of social influence. Many of the changes
that I would exclude from my definition could probably
be analyzed in social influence terms, but a social in-
fluence model wculd not be particularly useful for these
purposes. Other models-—-such as a social learning mo-
del for analyzing the acquisition of skills or Goff-
man's (1959) dramaturgical medel for analyzing self-
presentation in social interaction--would probably be
more parsimonicus. A social influence model of the
type that I am proposing is likely to be useful only if
the following conditions are met:

{1y Thoere is some meaningful connection--recognized
in the wider society--between the induced behavior and
the influencing agent. The agent 1s not just trans-
mitting stimuli or reinforcers but is inducing behavior
that is in some way linked to him--that represents him,
or is tied to his values, or reflects his cxpectations.
Social influence therefore represents an aspect of the
relationship between P and O within a social system in
which both occupy specified positions. The nature of
0's role and of P's role relationship to him have a
direct bearing on the meaning cof the induced behavior.
In this sense, the transmission of information and
skills would not represent an instance of social influ-
ence, but the transmission of an attitude about such in-
formation and skills would.

(2) There is a clear induction. O is not merely
providing the stimulus for some new hehavior bv P but
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is actually making such bhehavior available to P--he is
pointing a direction for him. Take, for example, an
interaction situwation in which P has said or donc some-
thing inappropriate and O has sowchow communicated to
him what behavior is expected in this situation. P may
respond imrmediately by engaging in various maneuvers
designed to save face, to reduce embarrassment, and to
ingratiate himself. He may also develop a new view of
the norms governing the situation and change his be-
havior accordingly. The latter response would clearly
meet my conditions for a social influence analysis,
while the former would not,

(3) The behavior change resulting from the inter-
action is relatively grogs. 1t represents a learning
that the person carries away with him from the inter-
action situation rather than a moment-to-moment adijust-
ment within that situation. “this does not necessarily
mean that the change is highly durable or generalizoed;
it may vary considerably along these dimensions. It
simply means that the focus of the analysis is on ox-
portable products of the interaction, in the form of
norms, eoxpectations, attitudes, opinions, or action
preforences.

THE STRUCTURE OF A SOCIAL INFLUENCE STTUATION

In keeping with the definiticn of social influence that
I have just presented, we can describe an influence
situation--irn its most general form--as one in which an
influencing agent offers some new behavior to a person
and communicates to him, in some fashieon, that adoption
of this Lichavior will have coertain implications for the
achievement of his goals. Presunably, P will be posi-
tively influconced if he anticipates that adoption of
the induced behavier is likely to facilitate goal
achievement. He will be negatively influenced if he
anticipates that a behavior contravy to that induced is
likely to facilitate goal achicvement. What can we say
about the characteristics of an influence situation
that is conducive to such outcomes?

My answer to this question is diagramed in figurce
5.1, which represents the structure of a social influ-
ence situation as seen from P'u point of view. The
situaticn depicted in the diagram is one that culmi-
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nates in positive influence. A comparable diagram
could be constructed for the case of negative influ-
ence. Rowever, since my work so far has largely fo-
cused on positive influence, most of my discussion will
deal with that case. The diagram applies to uninten-
tional as well as intentional induction, although--for
the sake of convenience--I shall sometimes refer to
wnat an influencing agent would have to do if he wanted
to facilitate pesitive influence.

The diagram is based on the assumption that three
things must happen in an influence situation if posi-
tive influence is to take place: (1} A goal important
to P must be activated, so that he will be responsive
to the induction and expose himself to it. (2 P must
perceive O as having some relcvance to the achievemont
of the goal that has been activated, so that he will be
positively oriented to an induction coming from O,

{3) The specific behavior induced has to constitute

a sufficiently "distinguished path," so that P will
select it in preference to other response alternatives
available to him. All three of these conditions are
necessary for the occurrence of positive influence. If
no important goal is activated, P lacks the motivation
to search for new behavior and is unlikely, therefore,
to expose himself to the induction. If an important
goal is activated, but P perceives 0 as irrelevant to
the achievement of that goal, he lacks the motivation
to accept O's induction and is likely to turn else-
where in his search for new behavior. If both the
first and the second conditions are met, then there is
sufficient motivation to accecpt the induced behavior.
This motivation is not likely to be translated into
specific action, however, unless the third condition is
met as well--i.e., the induced behavior stands out re-
lative to the other behavicral options.

Let ug examine figure 5.1 in more detail. The left-
hand side of the diagram (i.c., the portion to the left
of the vertical broken line) sketches out what actually
happens in the influence situation from P's point of
view. The boxes represent the different kinds of in-
formation with which the situation provides P; roughly
speaking, they can be characterized as stimulus ele-
ments. The channels represent P's responses to the in-
formation. The diagram specifics three kinds of infor-

=R L

tional input:
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(1) Defipnition of the situation. Through deliber-
ate efforts by the influencing agent and/or through
other features of the influence =itvation, P is in-

formed about the nature of the situaticn in which he
finds himself and, more particularly, zbout what is at
stake for him in this situntion. Typically, in a deli-~

berate influence attempt, the influencing agent tries
to present an eifective chzllenge to P's existing be-
liefs, attitudes, or actions--to show that these are
not maximally conducive te the achievement of P's goals.
More often than not, such a challenge takes the form of
bringing some discrepancy to P's awershess--a discrep-
ancy between P's beliefs or attitudes and the evidence
of reality, or hetween P's own attituc and the atti-
tudes of important others, or between F's attitudes and
his own actions. If the challenge is =uccessful, then
P will be motivated teo recensider his current behavior.
In the search for alternative approaches, he will be
ready to expose himself to the induction as a possible
source of new directions. If the challenge is un=uc-
cessful-~if P remains unconvinced that important goals
are at stake in the situation--then he will bhe inclined
to leave the field. The broken-lined channel leading
out of the first bex in the diagram reprcesonts the lat-
ter case. That is, the influence situation fails to
culminate in positive influence bacausze P has not been
motivated to expese himself to the induction; in other
words, he has been "lost" to the influence attempt at
this initial point.

(2) Presentation of the agent. The influence situ-
ation conveys to P--deliberately or otherwise--informa-
tion about the characteristics of the influencing agent.
This information may refer to O's status, prestige, spe-
cial knowledge or expertise, group membership, repre-
sentativeness of certain peints of view, control of cer-
tain resources, ability to apply sanctions, or the like.
Trn a deliberate influenco attempt, this information is
designed to demonstrate, in a way maximally persuasive
to P, that what O says or does may have considcrable re-
lovance to P's goal achicvement, If this communication
is successiul, Chen P will ke inclined to give serious
consideration ko boehavioral pessibilities that O makes
available fto him--in other words, he will boe positively
oriented to O's induction. If the communication is un-
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successful-—1i1 P remains unconvincoad that O s relevant
to the achievement of his (I's) goals--then he will
turn elsewhere for direction and remain uninfluenced by
O's inauction. 1f P is convinced that 0O 1g detrimental
to the achicovoment of his qoals (o.g., because O repre-
sents a negalive refoerence grongp or g hatoed tdeology,
or bocause he 1s publicly identiticd with illeqal or
socially disapproved activitios), then he may actually
be influenced 1n a negative dicection.  The bhroken-
Tined channel leading out of the sccond bhox inn the dia-
gram represents failures in pogitive influence arising
from the fact that M has not Leoen porsuaded to oriont
himself positively to the influcncing agent. This is
the second point, then, at which P may he lost to the
influence attempt.

(3} Specification of the response. The influence
situaticn conveys to P the precise nature of the re-
sponse that is being induced and facilitates the per-
formance of that response. In other words, the induced
behavior is made readily available to P, hoth perceptu-
ally and bchaviorally. In a deliberate influence at-
tempt, the influencing agent would try to demonstrate
the unique relevance of that response (in contrast to
various other possible alternatives) to P's goal
achievemaent, He would try to reduce whatever ambiaqoi-—
ties might arise about the Form and content of that ye-
sponse, to overcome P'g rosistances. toe performing the
response, ahd to find ways of casing P into performance
of the response (e.g., through social facilitattion,
step-by~step involvement, or limited commitment). If
these offorts are successful, then P will be both will-
ing and able to adept the induced hechavicer. TIf the cf-
forts are unsuccessful--if the form and content of the
behavior remain ambiguous or resistances to its perfor-
mance have not been overcome--then P is likely to opt
for one of the alternative courses of action available
te him. The broken-lined channel lcading out of the
third hox in the diagram represents this particular
possibility of "losing” P to the influence attempt.
That is, even though P may he motivated to expose him-
self te the induction and positively criented to the in-
fluencing agent, the influence situation will (ail o
culminate in positive influcnce unless the induced boe-
havior has been transformad into a “"distinguished path,”
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In sum, the left-hand side of the diagram tells us
that positive influence occurs if the situation is so
defined that P exposes himself to induction, if the in-
fluencing agent is 5o presented that P is positively
oriented to him, and if the induced behavior is so spe-
cified and facilitated that P is willing and able to
adopt it in the face of various compsting alternatives.
To represent the psychological prereguisites for expo-
sure, positive orientation, and adeoption ¢f the induced
behavior, we turn to the right-hand side of the diagram,
which depicts P's perception of thes situation and his
anticipation of conseguences. Taken by itself, the
right—-hand side of the diagram simnply szvs that P owill
adopt the induced behavior if he sees it a5 meeting the
conditions for achieving a goal that ne positively va-
lues. Taken together, the two sides of the diagram--
linked by a series of arrows in both dirscticns--por-—
tray the structure of a social influence situation cul-
minating in positive influence: (1) The situation is
defined as one in which a goal that P presumably wishes
to achieve is at stake (arrow from left to right); if P
is convinced that the situation is indesd relevant to
that goal and if the goal is sufficiently important to
him, then he will expcse himself to the induction {ar-
row from right to left). (2) The influencing agent is
presented as cone who is instrumental to the conditions
for goal achievement (arrow from left to zight); if P
is persuaded that O is indeed in a position te facili-
tate or impede his goal achievement, then he will be
positively oriented to 0's induction (arrow from right
to left). {3) The induced response is specified as
the precise bohavier required to meet the conditions for
goal achicvement {(arrow from left to right); if P peor-
ceives that response as distinctive, readily performa-
ble, and uniquely relevant to the conditions for geoal
achievement, then he will indeed adopt it (arrow from
right to left).

There is no assumption that the different steps cul-
minating in positive influence must occur in the order
that I have described and depicted in the diagram. For
analytical purposes, the steps represent a logical se-
quence, but in any given influence situation they may

3 T T Mmooy N T

occur in various orders and combination - 3 The gan
ture of the influsnce zituaticn 21 ~t+4 o
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munication by the influencing agent, or--in the lahora-
tory--the same manipulation by the experimenter may si-
multaneously generate two or more of the necessary in-
puts. The only point is that, in some order and in

some fashion, all three conditions--activation of an im-
portant geal, perception of the influencing agent as re-
levant to geal achievement, and transformation of the
induced behavior into a distinguished path--must be pre-
sent for positive influence to occur.

This analysis also provides a systematic hasis for
specifying alternative modes of reaction in the absence
of positive infiuence (comparable to the alternative
modes of resolving inconsistency or reducing dissonance
that the various consistency theories have proposed).
Nifferent types of reaction are likely to come into
p’lay, depending on the particular condition for posi-
tive influence that the situation failed to mect. Thus,
if the situation failed to activate an important goal,
the alternative recaction may take the form of minimiz-
ing the issue. If it failed to present the influencing
agent as sufficiently relevant to P's goal achievement,
then the alternative reaction may take the form of dis-
missing the agent, of derogating his message, or--in
special cases--of anticonformity. If it failed to
transfogm the induced response into a distinguished
path, the alternative reaction may take the form of
misperceiving or misinterpreting the message or of some
other type of avoidance mechanism.

If we reformulate the three conditions for positive
influence in terms of dimensions, we come up with what
I would propose as the three basic determinants of the
probability of influence: the relative importance of
the induction, the relative power of the influencing
agent, and the prepotency of the induced behavior.
These three variables--or, more accurately, classes of
variablos--are represented in figure 5.1 by the arrows
moving from the right to the left.

(1) The impertance of the induction refers to the
extent to which P views the influence situation as hav-
ing motivational significance for him-~i.e., the extent
to which the situation has activated geoals important to
P, relative to the other gecals that he is currently pur-
suing (and that he mavy have to sacrifice or at least

anging hiz behavior}., The importance of

= Lild
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the induction depends, first ¢f all, on the strength of
the motives that have been aroused in the situation. Se-
cond, it depends on the perceived relevance of the situ-
ation to these motives. The more important the induc-
tion-—-i.e., the stronger the motives activated and the
more relevant the situation teo their zatisfaction—--the
greater P's responsivencss to communications offering
him new Dbehavicral options. The probability of accept-
ance of 0's particular induction depends on P's percep=-
tion of O's power.

{2} The power of the influencing sgent--with re-
spect to a particular P--refers to the axtent to which
P perceives him as instrumental to the achievement of
his geals. Thus, O possesses powsr over P insofar as
he is in a position to affect--to facilitate or impede
--P's goal achievement. The power of the influencing
agent over P depends on two factors. The first is his
capacity to control some of the conditions for P's goal
achievement, which might take the form, for example, of
controlling resources that P desires, or having the
right to apply certain sanctions, oOr possessing expert
knowledge that P would find useful in solving his prob-
lems. The second factor is the perceived likelihood
that O will in fact use the capacities he has in ways
that would affect P's goal achievement, which involves
an assessment of 0's motives and intenticns--as re-
flected in such characteristics as his manipulativeness,
his ruthlessness, and his trustworthiness. The greater
0's power--in terms of his perceived capacity and inten-
tion to affect P's goal achievement--relative to the
perceived power of competing influencing agents (includ-
ing P himself}, the greater the likaliheoccd that P will
accept his induction. It should be noted that I am de-
fining power independently of influsnce. Power, in my
scheme, is a bhasic determinant of influence, but it is
defined and assessed, not in terms of ability to influ-
ence, but in terms of the relationship between P and O,
Although propositions about the effects of power refer
to O's power as perceived by P, it is possible to link
O's power systematically to his objective characteris-
tics and his position within the social gystem relative
to that of P.

(3) ‘''he prepotency c

o ths axtent to

iy 5 .("\.‘III 4= 1~
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clearly relevant in the context of the motivations that
have been activated in the situation. The assumption
is that, even though P mey be motivated £ the
induced behavior, he may select one cof a number of al-
ternative courses of action that are generally availa-
ble to him. He may do sc either because he is uncer-
tain about the exact nature of the induced beshavior, or
because he considers some of the zalternatiwves egually
effective, or because he finds the ipnduced behavior ex-
cessively difficult or unpleasant. In zhort, resist-
ances to the induced behavior may enter both at the
point of perception and at the point of action. The
likelihood that a specific induced behavicor will be ac-
cepted depends on the extent to which thai behavior hau
Lecome prepotent--i.e., relatively stronger than the
various available alternatives. The induced hohavier

Fa
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bocomes prepotent tao the extent to which it is strength-
cried within the influence situation--for example, by
making the response itself more distinctive, by linking
it clearly to the conditions for goal achievement, by
minimizing discomforts that inhibit its performance,
by structuring the situation so that the person is grad-
ually eased into performing it, by soclially facilitating
performance of the response, or by introducing situa-
tional demands and pressures that can best ke met by
performing the induced response. Induced behavior alse
becomes prepotent to the extent that competing responses
are weakened or eliminated in the situaticn--for exam-
ple, by increasing the overall ambiguity of the situa-
tion, by demgnstrating the ineffectivencess or counter-
productiveness ¢f theose responses for the achievement
oif P's geoals, by blocking performance of such responses
or making it uncomfortable, or by making it difficult
for P to engage in evasive mancuvers or to lesave the
field. ‘'ypically, prepotency is achicwved through some
combination of strengthening the induced Lichavior and
weakening alternatives--for example, by making apparent
the special advantages of that behavior relative to var-
ious other options.

I have spoken of the importance of the induction,
the power of the infiuencing agent, and the prepotency
of the induced behavior as classes of variables because

there az2re numercus Torms that each of these variahkles

may tzke By t samg token
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which each may be operationalized in experimental stud-
ies., TIn one or another operational form, these three
variables typically constitute the independent variables
in experimental research on social influence (i.e., in
studies in which the dependent variable is some form of
attitude or behavior change). In many cases, the exper-
imental manipulation clearly represents a variation of
impor tance, or power, or prepotency. In other cases,
however, a single operaticnal variable way vary two or
all three of the conceptual variables simultaneously.
This is true not only for such complex operational vari-
ables as group decision versus lecture, but even for
such deceptively simple ones as size of the majority in
a group pressure situation or distance between the com—
municator's and subject's peositions in a persuasion ex-
periment. Sometimes, these multiple effects reinforce
each other; for example, the same operation may increase
the power of the agent as well as the prepotency of the
response, both of which are positively related to the
probability of influence. At other times, however, the
multiple effects of an operation may work against one
another in that they are related in opposite ways to the
dependent variable of social influence. For example,
cne might propose that increasing the distance between
the communicator's and the subject's positions increases
the prepotency of the induced behavior but decreases the
power of the influencing agent. This kind of analysis
may help to explain the curvilinear relationships be-
tween distance and influence that have sometimes been
found, and to reconcile some of the contradictory re-
sults of different experiments on this problem. 1In
short, even though the three variables are not always
independent of one another; their conceptual separation
may be very useful for analytic purposes.

In reviewing the literature eighteen years ago (Kel-
man 1956), I was able to cite various experiments show-
ing the expected relationship between some operational-
ization of importance, power, or prepctency and the pro-
bability of positive influence. Many more such confirm-
ing experiments could be cited today. I attach very
little importance, however, to the confirmation of these
relationships per se at the very general level at which
I have presented them so far. Although they are stated
in the form of propositions, 1 really see them as more
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in the nature of assumptions. Based on a logical ana-
lysis of the generic structure of an influence situa-
tion, they are designed to help us identify and organ-
ize the variables that are operative in any particular
type of influence situation. Thus, the interesting pro-
positions from a social psycholeogical point of view are
those concerned with the specific forms that the vari-
ables might take and their relationship to social in-
fluence under varying conditions. TFor example, within
my scheme, wvariations in the ambiquity of the stimulus
context in an influence situation can be conceptualivzed
as varliations in the prepotency of the induced behaviorv.
The social psychological significance of an cxperiment
in this area, howeveor, doces not rest on what it tells

us about the relationship between prepotency and influ-
ence, but on what it tells us about the role of ambigu-
ity in social influence and particularly about the spe-
cific conditions under which it is or is not a major de-
termining factor.

From my own point of view, the major interest of the
scheme presented in figure 5.1 is that it serves as a
starting point for gualitative distinctions between dif-
ferent® types of influence situaticns. Specifically, in-
fluence situations culminating in compliance, in identi-
fication, and in internalization represent variants of
the generic situaticn depicted in the figure. They in-
volve the same steps and the same classes of variables,
but: differ in the specific forms that these take. Thus,
it is possible to represent a compliance situation, an
identification situation, and an internalization situa-
tion by means of separate diagrams similar in general
outline to the diagram presented in figure 5.1 but dif-
fering in some of the spccific contents. In short, the
value of the generic scheme is that it serves as a frame-
work for distinguishing the three processes and for com-
paring them with one another.

CONCEPTUAL STATUS OF THE
THREE PROCESSES OF INFLUENCE

I shall not describe tha three processes of influence
in detail, as fuller information is available elsewhere
{(¥elmarn 12961}, and will address myself instead to the
conceptual status of the processes. However, a very
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brief description of the three processes might be use-
ful at this point:

Compliance can be sald to occur when an individual
accepts influence from ancther person or from a
group in order to attain a favorable reaction from
the other, that is, to gain a specific reward or
avold a specific punishment contrelled by the other,
or to gain approval or avoid disapproval from him.
Identification can be said to ocour when an indivi-
dual accepts influence from another person or a
group in order to establish or maintain a satisfy-
ing sclf-defining relationship teo the other. In
contrast to compliance, identification is not pri-
marily concerned with producing a particular effoct
in the other. Rather, accepting influence through
identification is a way of cstablishing or maintain-
ing a desired relationship to the other, as well as
the self-definition that is anchored in this rela-
tionship. By accepting influence, the person is
able to see himself as similar to the other (as in
classical identification) or to see himself as en-
acting a role reciprocal te that of the other. Fi-
nally, internalization can be said to occur when an
individual accepts influence in order to maintain
the congruence of his actions and beliefs with his
value system. Here it is the content of the induced
behavior and its relation to the person's value sys-
tem that are intrinsically satisfyving (Kelman 1963,
p. 400}.

Fach of these three processes is characterized by a
distinct set of antecedent and consequent conditions,
which are summarized in table 5.1. On the antecedent
side, I am proposing {as can be scen from the tahle)
that qualitative features of the influence situation
will determine which process is likely to be brought in-
to nlay. Thus, to the extent that P's primary concern in
the situation is with the social effect of his behavior,
that O's power is based largely on his means-control
(i.e., his ability to supply or withhold material or
psychological resources on which P's goal achievement
depends), and that the induction technigues used are de-
signed to limit P's choices, influ=snce ig likely to
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take the form of compliance. To the extent that P's
primary concern in the situation is with the social an-
chorage of his behavior, that 0's power is based large-
ly on his attractiveness (i.e., his possession of qual-
itiegs that make a contimued relationship to him parti-
cularly desirable}, and that the induction techniques
used serve to delincate the requirements of a role re-
lationship in which P's self-definition is anchored
{e.g., the expectations of a relevant reference group),
influence is likely to take the form of identification.
To the extent that P's primary concern in the situation
is with the value congruence of his behavior, that O's
power is based largely on his credibility {i.e., his
expertness and trustworthiness), and that the induction
techniques used are designed to recrganize P's means-
ends framework (i.e., his conception of the paths to-
ward maximizing his values), influence is likely to take
the form of internalization.

Each of the three processes generated by its re-
spective set of antecedents corresponds to a character-
istic pattern of thoughts and feelings in which P en-
gages while adopting the induced behavior. Consequent-
ly, the nature of the changes preduced by cach of the
three processes tends to be different. In other words,
I am postulating a qualitative distinction between the
three processes in terms of their conseguents, as well
45 in terms of thelr antecedents (seo lower halty of
table 5.1). The crucial difference boetweon the three
processes on the consequent side is in the conditions
under which the newly acguired behavior is likely to
manifest itself, Behavior accepted through compliance
tends to manifest itscelf only under conditions of sur-
veillance by the influencing agent, i.e., only when P's
behavior is directly or indirectly observable by O.
Identification-based bechavior, though independent of
observability, tends te manifest itself only under con-
ditions of salience of P's relationship to ¢, i1.e., only
in situations in which P's role is somehow associated
with O. Identification-based behavior is designed to
meet O's expectations for P's own role performance and,
therefore, remains tied to the external source and de-
pendent on social suppeort. Behavior adopted through
internalization, by contrast, tends te be integrated
with P's existing wvalues, thus becoming part of a yer
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sonal system, as distinguished from a system of social-
role expectations. It depends neilither on surveillance
nor on salience, but tends to manifest itself whenever
the values on which it is based are relevant to the is-
sue at hand {although it does not always prevail in the
face of competing demwands, of course). Internalized be-
havior becomes independent of the original source and,
because of the resulting interplay with other parts of
P's valuc system, it tends to be more idiosyncratic,
more flexible, and more complex.

Returning to the upper half of table 5.1, we can
now sea guite clearly the relationship hetween the
three processes and the generic model of social influ-
ence depicted in the diagram. The probability of cach
process can be stated as a function of the basic deter-
minants of influence derived from the diagram: the im-
portance of the induction, the power of the influencing
agent, and the prepotency of the induced behavior. More-
over, for each process, the magnitude of these deter-
minants may vary over the entire range; that is, each
may be generated by inductions with varying degrees of
importance, by influencing agents with varying degrees
of power, and by induced responses with varying degrees
of prepotency. The processes differ only in terms of
the gualitative form that these determinants take--in
terms of the basis for the importance of the induction,
the source of the influencing agent's power, and the
manner of achieving prepotency of the induced response.
These differences in turn make for gqualitative differ-
ences in the induced behavior and in the nature of the
resulting changes. .

The generic model of social influence with which I
started involves conceptualization at the level of so-
cial interaction. It focuses on what happens in the
influence situation proper, and its basic variables try
to capture the interactions between the participants in
that situation. Yet, the independent variables of the
model, though stated at the level of social interaction,
have vexy definite referents to social system processes.
This is particularly evident when we move from generic
description of the determinants of influence to postula-
tion of the distinct gualitative forms these determin-
ants take when applied to the three processes.
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Thus, the different bases for the importance of the
induction postulated by the model can be analyzed in
terms of P's relationship to the social system. Concern
with the social effect, the social anchorage, and the
value congruence of one's behavior represent different
ways of worrying about one's integration in the social
system. In the first case, P is concerned with how ade-
quately he conforms to the rules of the system; in the
second, with how securely he is embedded in one of his
roles within the system; and in the third, with how
fully he lives up to system values that he shares. Sim-
ilarly, the different sources of vower of the influenc-
ing agent postulated by the model can he analyzed in
terms of the relationship between P and O in the larger
social system, going beyond the immediate influenco
situation. Thus, mcans-control may refer to those
agents whom P perceives to be in a position to allo-
cate the system's resources and to apply its sanctions;
attractiveness, to those in a position to define the re-
quirements of being a good system member; and credibil-
ity, teo those in a position to assess the systen's needs
in terms of its underlying ideology and long-term goals.
The different ways of achieving prepotency of the in-
duced behavior are most clearly at the level of social
interaction, since they refer to the specific induction
technisque used in the influence situation. Yet, even
here, the use of different induction techniques may be
related to different functions of the social system.
Thus, limitation of cholice behavior may occur most
readily in the context of the allocation of resources
and the application of sanctions; delineation of role
requirements, in the context of mobilizing support for
the system; and reorganization of means-cnds concep-
tions, in the context of set%tng and evaluating system
geals.

Considerations such as those have increasingly led
me to the conviction that social influence processes
can be conceptualized most fruitfully in terms of the
social systems within which they are generated and to
which a person's acceptance of influence is directed.
Thus, the three processes of influence, when viewed
within the context of a particular social system, re-
present three ways in which P may be linked to the sys-
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tem--three ways in which he meets the demands of the
system and maintains his personal integration in it.
Each process refers to a distinct component of the so-
cial system that generates standards for the behavior

of individual members and provides a vehicle for their
integration in the system. hcceptance of influence is
equivalent to meeting the standards set by a particular
component of the system and protecting one's integration
in the system by this particular route.

Specifically, compliance relates to integration
through the rules or norms of the system, i.e., the be-
havioral requirements that it sets for itz membors. In
accopting influence by this process, P ig mecting the
system's normative demands—--adherimng to its rules-—and
thus assuring himself of continued access to rewards or
approval (or avoidance of punishment or digsapproval)
that depend on adherence to these rules. Identification
relates to integration through system roles in which P's
self-definition is anchored. Integration at this level
implies not just adhering to the set of behavioral re-
guirements associated with the role, but seeing oneself
fully in possession of the role. In accepting influence
by this process, P is meeting the expectations of the
‘role and thus assuring maintenance of the desired rela-
tionship to the system and the self-definition anchored
in it. Internalization relates to integration through
values of the system that the individual perscnally
shares. In accepting influence by this process, P is
living up to the implications of these shared social
values and thus maintaining the integrity of his per-
sonal value gystem. Tn short, viewed in terms of the
linkages of the individual to the social gystem, com-
pliance refers to integration via adherence to rules,
identification to integration via involvement in roles,
and internalization to integration via sharing of values.

‘This formulaticn of the three processes is nct a
drastic departure from the original model. It was ac-
tually implicit in the model from the beginning, but no
explicit attempts were made to link processes of inter-
personal influence to properties of the social system.
Even with the present emphasis, the model continues to
conceptualize influence from the standpoint of P; it
continues to focus on P's motivational and coping pro-

casses and to subject these to a functiconzal analysis:
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it still regquircs observation of behavior at the micro-
level and detailed analysis of the social actions and
interactions that mediate personal change. The only
differernce is that the motivaticonal patterns that the
model distinguishes arc now clcarly defined in terms of
the different linkages to the gocial system that thoey
represent.  Similarly, the actions and the intoractions
in the influence situation are viewed in terms of their
larger system context; that is, certain system demands
help to dafine the dimensions of the influence situa-
tion, and the bechavior of the individuals in that situ-
ation in turn has a bearing on the functioning of the
larger system. :

A special advantage of conceptualizing social influ-
ence in terms of properties of the social system is
that it helps to bridge analyses of social influcnce
with analyses of social control. Both are concerned
with linkages botween the social system and the indi-
vidual, except that social control analyzes thesc from
the system point of view, whilc social influcnce ana-
lyzes them from the point of view of the individual.
More generally, social influcence approached in this way
may help to bridge a microanalysits of social hehavior
with a macroanalysis. “This kind of maxlel may he help-—
ful in conceptualizing individual functioning as it al-
fects system functioning--i.c., in clarifying the ways
in which the integration of individuinls inte the sys-
tem affects the integration and cffective functioning
of the system itsclf, and the ways in which individual
change affects scocial change. Conversely, such a model
may be helpful in conceptualizing the ways in which the
structure and instituticonal patterns of the system (or
changes in these) affect the integration and functioning
of its individual members.

DISCREPANT ACTION AS
DEVIATTION FROM SOCIETAL STANDARDS

To illustrate gome of the ramifications of the threoe
processes of social influcence, conceptualized in terms
of linkages between the individual and the social sys-
tem, leot me turn to a problem that has been of contral
concern tc coxperimental social psychelogists: reac-
tions to discreopant {(or counterattitudinal) hehavior.
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For several years, my colleagues and I have been apply-
ing a functional analysis to some of the phencmena to
which dissonance theory and other consistency models
have addressed themselves, Basic to our approach has
been the attempt to distinguish gqualitatively different
dilemmas that discrepant action might bring into play.
We assume that contemplation of a discrepant act
arousces different concerns in individuals, depending

on the nature of the standards from which this action
has deviated and the nature of the action itself. The
particular concern that ig aroused, in turn, sets dif-
ferent psychological processes into motion and leads to
different ways of handling the dilemma. That is,
"modes of resolution" of inconsistency dilemmas are not
interchangeable, in ocur view, but are systematically
related to the particular dilemma with which the per-
son is confronted (Kelman and Baron 1968). Some of our
studies (Kelman, Baren, Sheposh, and Lubalin, forthcom-
ing) have distinguished, for example, between moral and
hedonic dilemmas, and predicted that the nature of the
cmotional reactions aroused and of the modes of resolu-
tion utilized will ke different for these different
dilemmas, and that various situational variables (e.g.,
incentives for the discrepant action) will be differen-
tially related to the strength of arousal and resolu-
tion in these two types of situations.

We have regarded the moral-hedonic distinction, and
others suggested by our research, merely as initial
probes toward a more systematic typology of concerns
created by discrepant action. It now scems to me that
the three-process model of social influcnce, particu-
larly when it is coordinated with properties of the so-
cial system, may be a useful starting point for such a
typology. Table 5.2 presents the form of the typology
as 1 currently envision it. The table classifies types
of discrepant action in terms of the societal standards
from which they depart. The rows of the table repre-
"sent the sources of the standards from which the per-
son's action has departed; the columnsg represent the
behavioral dimensions on which the deviation from stand-
ards has occurred; and the cell entries suggest the do-
minant emotional reactions aroused in the person by each
of the six types of deviation.?!
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The three sources of the standards, distinguished by
the rows of the table, are old acquaintances. At the
level of the individual, they refer to the social in-
fluence process by which P originally adopted the stand-
ards (acguired the attitudes) that his discrepant ac-
tion has now violated. In other words, the first row
refers to actions that deviate from compliance-based
expectations, the second row to actions deviating from
identification-based expectations, and the third row to
actions deviating from internalized expectations. At
the level of the social system, the three sources of
standards refer to three components of the systeom in
which standards might be embedded. These are, of
course, the system componcnts to which I have tried to
coordinate the three processes of influcnce: rules or
norms, role cexpectations, and scocial values. The ori-
ginal distinctions between compliance, identification,
and internalization readily suggest hypotheses about
P's reactions to his deviation in each of the three
rows. Thus, in the first row, we would expect P to he
primarily concerned with the way others may react to
his deviation; in the second row, he will be primarily
concerned with the implications of the deviation for
his relationship to groups in which his self-definition
is anchored; in the third row, he will be primarily con-
cerned with the intrinsic implications of his action,
matched against his personal value system.

The behavioral dimensions within which P may deviate
from societal standards--—-as distinguished in the col-
unns of the table--are socially defined and monitored.
Each of these dimensions refers to a domain of indivi-
dual behavior in which society has a definite stake and
in which 1t takes considerable interest, although dif-
ferent: societies may give different deogrees of emphasis
to one or another dimension. The socictal standards as-—
sociated with cach domain may be represcented at dif-
ferent levels {(compliance, identification, or interna-
lization) in a given individual's cognitive structure,
depending in part on the nature of his socialization
expericnces., For each dimension, qualitatively differ-
ent patterns of socialization and means of social con-
trol tend to be utilized. Table 5.2 presents two such
dimensions--corresponding to guiltlike and shamelike
reactions, respectively--but it may well ke possikle to

distinguish additicnal dimensions.
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The first column refers to discrepant actions that
depart from societal standards of responsibility (or
morality). Most typically, these involve actions that
cause harm to others, or to society in general {(e.g.,
by wasting valuable resources or failing to do pro-
ductive work). Actions causing harm to the self (e.qg.,
by excessive use of drugs or alecohol, or by dissipating
one's energies) alsc tend to be treated as departures
from standards of responsibility, perhaps because they
are seen as wasting human resources on which society
might otherwise have been able to draw. The domain of
responsibility is one in which "scciety" ingsists on the
right to make each member answerable {i.e., responsible)
to it for his actions. The social controls that are
typically exercised in this domain of behavior invelve
punishment or the threat of punishment, exclusion from
"responsible” roles in the soclety, and disapproval in
the form of anger.

The second column refers to actions that deviate
from societal standards of propriety. Typically, these
are actions by P that are deemed inappropriate (i.c.,
not "his own") for a person in his position--or, in
many cases, for any adult in the society. P has thus
failed to live up to a particular personal image,
whether it be a strictly public image, or a self-image,
or a self-image dependent on public confirmation. He
is not accountable for his actions in the same formal
sense as he would be for behavior in the domain of re-
sponsibility, but hehavior in the domain of propriety
is also subject to social controls. "Society" has an
interest in assuring that its members live up to their
images, since smooth and predictable interactions de- .
pend upon their doing so. The social controls that are
typically exercised in this domain involve ridicule,
ostracism, and disapproval in the form of contempt.

Each of the six types of discrepant action distin-
guished in table 5.2 should produce a distinct pattern
of reactions, predictable from the particular intersco-
tion of row and column that it represents. First of
all, a violation of societal standards will arousc qual-
itatively different concerns and emotional responses in
P, depending on the socially defined domain whose stand-
ards he vigclated and the level at which he had original-
ly adopted those standards. Second, depending on the
type of discrepant action involved, P will go about
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handling the concerns and resolving the tensions aroused
in different ways. Thus, for each cell it should be
possible to specify what P is likely to do when he finds
himsclf deviating from societal standards--both to aveid
or minimize the consequences of his deviation, and to
rectify the situation and come to grips with it psycho-
logically. Let us look at some of the reactions that
characterize cach of the cells, starting with those in
the domain of responsibility.

{1) Soacial fear. 1In this cell, P's primary concern
is with the way in which others will react to his devi-
ation--with the social consequences of his discrepant
action. He sccks to avoid or minimize the punishment
and disapproval that his action may bring about. Thus,
insofar as possible, he tries to hide or cover up what
he has done in order to evade discovery. If he has
been discovered, he tries to deny responsibility for
the action. His efforts to hide or deny the action may
take the form of somehow demonstrating that he is not
the type of pérscen who would do such things. If he
fails in his efforts to evade discovery or deny respon-
sibility, he engages in maneuvers designed to minimize
the severity of the consequences. He introduces exten-
uating circumstances that would reduce the level of his
respongibility--e.g., by showing that his action was
inadvertent, or that it was taken under orders, or that
it caused only minor harm. He may apologize to the per-
son he has harmed as a way of ingratiating himself with
the other and thus mitigating the punishment that the
other might administer or demand. He may also confess
his misdeeds, again as a way of manipulating the reac-
tions of others; confession tends to soften the social
response to deviation, since the person has demonstrated
a sense of responsibility and acknowledged the validity
of the standards that he has vioclated.

(2) Guilt. My use of this term is somewhat re-
stricted, though quite consistent with its usage in the
psychoanalytic literature and elsewhere. I am exclud-
ing what is sometimes called "real" guilt or "existen-
tial" gquilt (in contrast to "neurocotic" guilt)--in other
words, a concern with the object that has been harmed
and the value that has been violated. I leave this
kind of reaction to the third cell in this column. In
the sevand cell, the person is concerned with his rela-

o

tionship to the social system and his self-definition
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within it. His deviation has thrown this relationship
into question and undermined his self-concept as a well-
integrated, securely positioned member of his society.
The core meaning of this reaction is very well conveyed
by the German word Schuld, which means both guilt and
debt. Through his deviant action, P has incurred a
debt to the one he harmed and, most importantly, to so-
ciety. To deal with the consequences of the deviation,
he must find ways of reinstating himself in the social
order, of reestablishing his desired relationship to it.
Cne accepted way of accomplishing this is through com-
pensation of his victim; the form of such compensation
is socially defined and often publicly administered.
Other types of expiation and reparation are equally
effective in allowing P to "pay his debt to society."
In short, guilt is often resolved through the use of an
accounting system which allows the person to make up
for his deviation and regain his place in society. Con-
fession represents another way of dealing with quilt,
although in the present case {in contrast to the case
of social fear) it is Jdesigned not merely to manipulate
the reactions of others, but to restore onc's own posi-
tion in society. Confession 1s a form of expiation, in
that the person humbles himself; it is a renewed com-
mitment to the standards that were violated; and it is
a way of separating the transgressing self from the
normal self. It is important to keep in mind that in
the case of guilt P is not just concerned with being
restored to the good graces of others, but with reestab-
lishing his own self-definition as a worthy member of
society. Though the standards he has violated are ex-
ternal, they function in a way similar to that sug-
gested by Freud's (e.g., 1933) concept of the superego,
which represents an introjection of parental authority.
In keeping with the notion that the supcrego may be
quite rigid and severe, guilt may create a ccnsiderable
amount of inner turmotl. ‘The person may sece his devia-
tion as so unacceptable that he despairs of the possi-
bility of reestablishing the desired relationship to

the socicty. In such cases, the reaction to the devia-
tion may take the form of varving deqgrees of seltf-pun-
ishment. :

(3} Regret. The societal standards of responsibil-
ity winolated by P in this cell are integral parts of

his personal system of values. In keeping with these
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values, he is primarily concerned with the object that
he has harmed by his discrepant acticn. In terms of
longer-run considerations, he is also likely to be con-
cerned about the implications of his action for his
ability to live up tc his values. One reaction charac-
teristic of this cell is to seek ways of correcting the
wrong that has been done--not simply in the sense of
compensating the injured party in terms of a socially
established formula, but in the sense of exploring all
necessary steps for counteracting and minimizing the
harmful consequences of the action. Another type of
reaction in this cell is repentance, which involves not
only romorse for the wrong that has been done, but also
a resolution to avoid similar actions in the future. In
making such a resclution, P may engage in a process of
self-examination in order to understand why he failed
to live up to his own values and to determine how he
might want to change himself.

The three cells in the first column can be seen as
representing stages in woral development quite compat-
ible with the three levels and six stages of moral de-
velopment identified by Kohlberg (196%9). I do not sug-
gest that each individual can be placed in one of the
three boxes with respect to his moral behavior. I as-
sume that each individual may operate at different le-
vels depending on the particular behavior involved; for
example, he may be only complying to the norms about
chcating, but he may have internalized standards of
loyalty to one's friends. ELEven with respect to the
same specific behavior, a person may operate at differ-
cnt levels on different occasions. Nevertheless, I
would view the three cells as constituting a develop-
mental sequence in the course of childheod socializa-
tion, with definite implications for future performance.
Thus, the child first adopts behavior in keeping with
standards of responsibility through compliance; what
he learns at this stage is to discriminate social cues
for reward and punishment. He moves to identification
initially for instrumental reasons: by taking the par-
ent's role in his absence, he can predict more accurate-—
ly what behavior is likely to be punished. Taking the
parent's role may turn out to be satisfying in its own
right, by giving him a vicarious sense of power and ef-
ficacy, and thus identification may enter into his re-



Kelman: The Individual and the Social System 157

pertoire. He may then find that items of moral behav-
ior that he has adopted through identification are in-
trinsically desirable in terms of his evolving personal
style, and these may then be internalized. Not all in-
dividuals, of course, go through the entire sequence;
for some, moral behavior--or at least certain aspects
of moral behavior--may remain fixated at earlier levels
of development. Furthermore, though a person may have
internalized a particular standard of moral behavior,
he may still react at the level of identification or
compliance in specific situations.

Let me turn now to the second column of table 5.2,
which deals with deviations from standards of propriety,
and examine each of its three cells.

(1} Embarrassment. In this cell, P has somehow
failed to live up to his sclf-presentation. He has
behaved publicly in a way that falls short of the ex-
pectations that go with a specific role to which he
Jays claim or with the general role of an adult in the
society. For example, he has shown himself to be in-
competent, inadequate, clumsy, or socially maladroit.
liis primary concern is with the public image that he
has created~-with the possibility that others will re-
act negatively to his behavior and disapprove of him.
What is at issue for him is not his own sense of com-
petence, adequacy, and so on, but what he has communi-
cated about himself to others. He may be particularly
concerned that others will draw conclusionsg about his
general characteristics on the basis of his failure in
this specific situation. In this connection, feelings
of embarrassment may be stronger in the presence of
strangers than in the presence of friends, since fricnds
are unlikely to draw general conclusions on the basis
of P's behavior in this one situation, while for strang-
ers this is the only available sample of P's behavior.
One of the ways of dealing with cmbarrassment is to cov-
er up the discrepant action--to pretend that it did not
happen or that it did not mecan what it seemed to convey.
For example, if P fails in a task in which he claimed
competence, he may pretend that he was not seriously
trying to succeed or that his earlier claim had really
heen meant as a joke. TIf the fact of his failure can-
not be denied, he may try to deny its implications by
finding ways of demonstrating that he possesses the com-
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petence that has just been thrown into guestion--e.g.,
by performing a little jig as he comes out of a stumble.
Another way of dealing with embarrassment is self-rxidi-
cule, which has the effect of disarming others and soft-
ening the impact of their ridicule, of showing your own
control of the situation, and of communicating that you
find it so funny because it is so uncharacteristic of
you.
{2) Shame. Unlike embarrassment, shame does not
involve a mere concern with one's public image, but a
concern with one's personal image as reflected in the
public image. P's failure to live up to his self-pre-
sentation exposes what he regards as a possible under-
lying weakness. He 1is not really concerned with the
way others, in the immediate interaction situation,
will react to his deviation, but with its implications
for a role in which his own self-definition is anchored.
The deviation raises seriocus guestions about his embed-
dedness in the role, his ability to live up to its ex-
poctations, and thus his long-term place in the social
system.  As in the case of guilt, he tries to deal with
the situation by seecking ways of recestablishing his re-
lationship to society, which has been threatened. A
characteristic reaction would involve some attempt to
compensate for his failing, for example, by achieving
success in other aspects of role performance. If his
demands on himself are excessive and he finds it im-
possible to reastablish his relationship to society,
his reaction may take the form of self-contempt. Self-
contempt to the point of considering coneself inadequate
to enact any of his roles in society may lead to sui-
cide. Suicide, incidentally, is alsc a possible reac-
tion to extreme guilt, where it represents the ultimate
form of self-punishment.

{(3) Self-disappointment. In this cell, finally, P
has failed to live up to standards of propriety that
are part of his personal value system—-for example, his
own standards of gquality and his own definition of what
14 required in the performance of a task or the enact-

mont of a role. In keeping with his values, he is pri-
marily concerned with the task performance or the role
enactment in which he has fallen short., lle is not wor-

ried about his social standing or the solidity of his
relationship to society, but he is disappointed in hiwm-
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self and his own achievements. One characteristic reac-
tion to his self-disappointment is to examine his be-
havior in order to understand where he has failed and

to determine how he might improve in the future. An-
other possible reaction is to examine his standards, in
order to see whether these have been unrealistic--wheth-
er he has been expecting more of himself than he could
deliver. Such an examination may lead to a revision of
his standards accompanied by a greater degree of self-
acceptance.

The three cells in the seccond column do not seem to
correspond as clearly to develcpmental stages as do the
three cells in the first celumn. In fact, Nancy Thal-
hofer has suggested that the developmental sequence
might even be reversed. Embarrassment actually repre-
sents a high degree of social development. Along with
regret, it calls for a considerable amount of empathy.
It also presupposes an awareness that the way in which
a person presents himself is a matter of great moment
to others in his environment. By contrast, self-dis-
appointment--in a rudimentary form--may be viewed as a
more primitive reaction. In other words, disappoint-
ment with reference to a set of personal expectations
may manifest itself at an earlier developmental stage
than shame and embarrassment. ©On the other hand, it
should be noted that self-disappointment, as presented
in the present scheme, implies a rather high level of
development, since it involves considerable self-con-
scioushess and a well-articulated value system.

One final point can be made about table 5.2. From
"society's point of view"--that is, from the point of
view of social control--guilt and shame are often the
most desirable reactions, even though from the indivi-
dual's point of view they may turn out to be the most
destructive. Societies, it seems to me, encourage
guilt and shame because social control is usually most
effective at the level of identification. Individuals
operating at the level of compliance are insufficicently
socialized; their adhercnce to social norms depends on
surveillance, which makes them less reliable and more
difficult to control. Individuals operating at the
level of internalization are, in a sense, excessively
socialized from the point of view of agencies charged
with social control. Since societal stendards are in-
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tegrated with their personal value systems, they tend
to make their own judgments about the validity of au-
thoritative demands. Their conformity to such demands
is, thus, more conditional. Individuals operating at
the level of identification are likely to conform to
authoritative demands with less surveillance than those
at the level of compliance, and with less guestioning
than those at the level of internalization. Identifi-
cation, with its associated emotions of guilt and shame,
can thus be seen as the influence process most condu-
cive to social control.

INFLUENCE UNDER CONDITIONS OF LEGITIMATE AUTHORITY

Implicit in my discussion of deviations from socictal
standards is the assumption that individuals gonerally
live up to societal demands at some level. The ques-
tion of how individuals are induced to live up to these
demands leads us directly to a special case of social
influence: influence under conditions of legitimate
authority. Legitimate authority is a domain of influ-
ence that by its nature must be conceptualized in terms
of linkages between the individual and the social sys-
tem. On the one hand, legitimacy is a property of the
social system, determined by the character and environ-
ment of the system. On the other hand, it c¢annot be de-
fined entirely in terms of objective characteristics of
the system itself, since it has no meaning apart from
the individuals who perceive it and the groups that
share the norms defining it.

For a long time, I had great conceptual difficulty
in relating legitimate power to my three-process model
of social influence. Thus, for example, of the five
bases of power distinguished by French and Raven (1959),
legitimacy was the only one that could not be clearly
coordinated with the three processes of infldence. tlow-
ever, as the model evolved to deal with linkages between
the individual and the social system, it became increas-
ingly receptive to the linkage concept of legitimacy.
The formulation at which I finally arrived differs from
that of French and Raven. They view legitimacy as a
separate base of power, commensurate with the other four
bases. By contrast, I view it as cutting across my
three processes of influence, so that it may be asso-
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ciated with any one of the three sources of power dif-
ferentiated by my model--means-control, attractiveness,
and credibility. I shall return to this point later,
after examining the character of legitimate influence
more generally.

According to my present formulation, all forms of
social influence (whether or not it emanates from legi-
timate authorities) are scen as responsive to demands
of the social system or of one of its components, and
as mediating the integration of the individual into
the social system. What is unique about situations of
legitimate influence, however, is that the influencing
agent is perceived as having the right to exert influ-
ence--to make demands--within the particular domain in
question, by virtue of his position in the social sys-
tem, Thus, for example, when the duly constituted ad-
ministration of a legitimate political system makes cer-
tain demands, citizens feel under an obligation to ac-
<ept them, regardless of their personal preferences.
Once a demand is categorized as legitimate, the indivi-
dual essentially finds himself in a situation in which
his preferences have become more or less irrelevant for
determining his actions. This situation differs from
the usual influcnce situwation represented, for example,
in most influence experiments, where the individual
chooses his behavior in terms of his personal prefer-
ences. The influencing agent in those situations has
to communicate to the influencee, in some fashion, that
accepting the induced behavior would be preferable from
the point of view of achieving his goals. © may do this
through persuasion, or negotiation, or setting an exam-
ple, or offering rewards, or even through coercion. In
all of these cases, P has to become convinced that
adopting the induced behavior is preferable for him. In
situations of legitimate influence, by contrast, O dees
not have to convince P that adopting the induced behav-
ior is preferable for him, given the available alterna-
tives, but merely that it is required of him. P's reac-
tions are governed not so much by motivational proc-
esses as by perceptual ones. A legitimate demand has
the quality of requiredness that one coften associates
with external reality. Legitimate power implies that ©
has the authority to define the dimensions of the situa-
tion to which P must relate himself. This authority,



162 The Target of Influence

incidentally, extends to both of the domains differen-
tiated in table 5.2: O has the right to define both
P's responsibilities as a system member and the limits
of propriety for P's role performance.

I have made a sharp distinction hetween influence
situationsg involving legitimate authority and those in-
volving preferential choice in order tc clarify what I
see as the essential nature of legitimacy. In actual
fact, most influence situations cannot be that sharply
differentiated. They involve elements of both moti-
vated prefercnce and perceived requiredness, which en—
ter into conflict with one another. Situations diffoer,
however, in tcrms of the balance between the two. To
the extent that elements of requiredness predominate,
removing the situation from prefcerential choice, some
of the dramatic outcomes that are associated with in-
fluence under conditions of legitimate authority be-
come possible. ©On the one hand, we have situations in
which individuals take actions in response to legiti-
mate demands that are clearly against their personal
preferences and short-term interests, often calling for
considerable sacrifices. The ability of authorities to
elicit such sacrifices from system members—--which in
turn depends on the extent to which the system itself
is perceived as legitimate--allows the system to func-
tion on a basis ©f consent, with relatively little need
to resort to coercion or to confront constant chal-
lenges. On the other hand, we have situations in which
individualsg take actions that they would normally con-
sider antisocial and immoral--as in the My Lal massacre
or the Milgram (1963) cxperiment--because these actions
have become legitimized. In accepting the legitimacy
of the authorities, the individuals tend to relinaguish
control and responsilility to them and to chey their
demands without question (cf. Kelman and Lavrence,
1972).

Cven though an influencing agent is perceived as
legitimate, his demands are ncot always obeyed without
guestion. I said earlier that P finds himself in a
gituation in which his preferences have become irrele-
vant once a demand is categorized as legitimate. The
picture changes, however, if a particular demand or
series of demands 1s seen as illegitimate or nonlegiti-
mate--not because it goes counter te P's preferences,
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but because it fails to meet certain external criteria.
To challenge the legitimacy of a demand is very diffi-
cult, particularly when O is surrounded by the trap-
pings of authority. There are great differences among
individuals in their ability to make such challenges;
the ability to do so depends, for example, on such fac-—
tors as position in society, availability of appropri-
ate models, and level of moral development. But there
are definitely conditions under which the legitimacy of
authoritative dewmands s challenged and, indeed, there
are criteria for mounting such challenges.

Criteria for challenging the legitimacy of a demand
are built into the very conception of legitimate power.
Legitimacy implies that power is exercised within cer-
tain limits and according to certain rules, rather than
in an arbitrary fashion. The perceived legitimacy of a
demand depends, therefore, on the degree to which it
conforms to the established procedures and constraints.
There is always an external reference point--a consti-
Eution, a code of laws, a set of institutionalized prac-
tices or traditional customg--to which both the system's
members and its leadership arc subject. There arc thus
specifiable ways of determining whether or not a given
demand is legitimate. Morcover, if tho system is to boe
perceived as legitimate, it provides mechanisms of re-
course {such as court tests or the ombudsman) that por-
mit members to challenge official actions thoy deem i1-
legitimate on procedural grounds--on the grounds that
they are outside the domain of O's power, or that the
way they have becon executed is in violation of the
rules. The perceived legitimacy of authoritative de-
mands depends not only on procedural considerations,
but also on the extent to which the policies in which
they are embedded conform to the basic values on which
the legitimacy of the system itself ultimately rests.
In short, then, demands from legitimate authorities can
be challenged on the grounds that they viclate the es-
tablished procedures or the underlying values of the
system. Thus, even in seemingly pure situations of
legitimate authority, P may resist influence; but he
would do so, not simply because he finds the induced
bhehavior personally undesirable, but because he foels
that acceptance is not required of him--i.c., that the
demend is not legitimate or iz, imiced, llegitimatoe.
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Given this formulation, one of the most important
and most interesting guestions for empirical explora-
tion concerns the conditions under which individuals
will feel free (or aven obligated) to challenge author-
itative demands. I would hypothesize that a key fac-
tor is the manner in which the individual is integrated
into the social system, which ig eguivalent to the pro-
cess by which he accepts the system's legitimacy. Be-
fore elaborating on this hypothesis, let me present in
summary fashion a classification of patterns of person-
al involvement in social systems from which the hypo-
thesis is derived. The model is specifically concerned
with the naticnal system, but it should be equally ap-
plicable to the involvement of individuals in other
kinds of social systems.

Personal involvement in the system translates di-
rectly into perceived legitimacy of the system. That
is, to the extent that a system member is in some fash-
ien personally involved in the system—-to the extent
that he feels attached to it and is integrated into its
operations--he will percecive the system as legitimate.
Table 5.3 presents six patterns of personal involvement
in (and hence perceived legitimacy of) the naticnal

systoem.
The six patterns result from the interaction of two
qualitative dimensions. The rows represent two sources

of attachment or lovalty to the system--sentimental and
instrumental attachment. The columns represent three
ways in which the individual is integrated into the
system-~-ideological, role-participant, and normative
integration. In other words, the rows distinguish, es-
sentially, two types of motives of the individual that
lead him to cathect the system. The columns, on the
other hand, represent the three components of the system
via which members may be bound into it--its wvalues, its
roles, and its rules or norms. To put it more simply,
the rows define why individuals are loyal to the sys-—
tem, the columns define what it is they are loyal to.
For our present purposes, we are primarily concerned

with the columns, which refer to the three components
of social systems corresponding to the three processes
of sccial influcnce. The three processes of influcence

contribute to the prescent model in two senses: they
help define the way in which a particular type cf inte-
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gration is initially established, and the way in which
an individual integrated via each of these components

is likely to react to a specific system demand. Let me
briefly review each of the three columns in these terms:

(1) Ideclcgical integration. An individual who
is ideclogically integrated is bound to the system
by virtue of the fact that he subscribes to some of
the basic wvalues on which the system is established.
These may be the cultural values defining the na-
tional identity, or the social values reflected in
the instituticons by which the society is organized,
or both. The ideclogically integrated member has
internalized these values and incorporated them in-
to a personal value framework. When he is faced
with demands for behavior in support of the natiocnal
system he is likely to respond positively, because
support of the system is generally congruent with
his own values. The extent to which he meets speci-
fic demands, however, depends on the extent to which
he sees these demands as consistent with the under-
lying values of the system to which he is committed.

(2) Role-participant integration. An individual
who is integrated via role-participation is bound to
the system by virtue of the fact that he is person-
ally engaged in roles within the system--roles that
enter significantly into his self-definition. He
may be emotionally caught up in the role of naticnal
as such, with its associated symbols, and derive a
sense of self-transcendence and compensatory iden-
tity from it; or he may be functionally caught up in
various social roles that are central to his iden-
tity and whose effective performance depends on the
national system. His integration into the system is
based on identification, in the sense that he has a
stake in maintaining the system-related roles and
the self-definition ancheored in them. When he is
faced with Jdemands to support the system he is like-
ly to respond positively, because such support is
generally required by the system role to which he is
committed. The extent to which he meets specific
demands depends, however, on the extent to which the
relevant role has been brought into salience by situ-
ational factors. o
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(3) Normative integration. An individual who
is normatively integrated is bound to the system by
virtue of the fact that he accepts the system’s
right to set the-'bghavior of its members within a
prescribed domain. Here we are dealing, one might
say, with legitimacy in its pure form, in which the
guestion of personal values and roles has hecome ir-
relevant. Acceptance of the system's right to un-
questioning obedience may be based on a commitment
to the state as a sacred object in its own right, or
on a commitment to the necessity of law and order as
a guarantor of equitable procedures. The normative-
ly integrated member regards compliance with the sys-
tem as a highly proper and valued orientation. When
he is faced with demands to support the system he is
likely to comply without question, since he regards
it as his obligation to do so. The extent to which
he meets specific demands, however, depends on the
extent to which these are authoritatively presented
as the wishes of the leadership or the requirements
of law. One important indicator of the authorita-
tiveness of a particular demand is the existence of
positive or negative sanctions to control proper
performance (Kelman 1969, pp. 286-87}.

We can now return to the guestion I raised earlier
about the conditions under which individuals will feel
free--and obligated--to challenge authoritative demands.
I would propose that those who accept the legitimacy of
the system by virtue of the fact that they share its
basic values are most likely to challenge the legiti-
macy of certain specific demands. They usually provide
the most important long-run support for the system, but
they are not always "dependable'" in the short run, in
that their support is contingent on the system's living
up to its (and their) values. It is not surprising
that civil disobedience is most likely to arise among
this group of ideoclegically integrated members. By
contrast, those whose integration is primarily at the
normative level are most likely to accept authoritative
demands without question.  Though they tend to give re-
liable, unquestioning obedience, they are likely to be
passive and lacking in creativity, From the point of
view of the system, those who are integrated at the
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level of role participation are the ideal members,
since they are more dependable in their support than
the value-integrated members, but at the same time more
enthusiastic than the normatively integrated ones. This
observation is directly related to my ecarlier point
that identification, with its associated emotions of
guilt and shame, can be seen as the influence process
most conducive to social control.

As I pointed out at the beginning of my remarks
about legitimate influence and demonstrated in table
5.3 and elsewhere, I propose that influence under con-
ditions of legitimate authority may take different
forms, corresponding to the processes of compliance,
identification, and internalization, which were origin-
ally designed to handle influence under conditions of
preferential choice. While I see important parallels
between the two types of influence situations, then, I
would also hypothesize certain differences between them.
These differences can be traced to the differences in
the psychological situations in which people find them-
selves under conditions of legitimacy (where they ac-
knowledge the right of the influencing agent to set be-
havior for them) as compared to the conditions of pre-
ferential choice.

Perhaps the most notable differences occur in the
case of compliance. Compliance poses special diffi-
culties because the original model postulates coercive
power as one of its possible determinants; legitimate
influence, on the other hand, is by definition nonco-
ercive. Nevertheless, I feel that the parallelism is
sufficiently close to treat both as variants of the
same influence process. <Compliance in a situation of
legitimate authority is similar to compliance in the
original model in that the influencee's behavior in
both situations is controlled by the existence of posi-
tive or negative sanctions. In the original model, how-
ever, sanctions constitute a motivation for compliance.
That is, the person complies in order to obtain a par-
ticular reward or avoid a particular punishment. In
the context of legitimate demands, sanctions still play
an important part in control and compliance, but pri-
marily as indicators that the demands are really author-
itative and meant to be obeyed, rather than as motiva-
tors for the choice that would be perscnally most re-
warding.
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I would further predict that the reactions accom-
panying compliance would differ in the the two situa-
tions. A person complying in a preferential choice
situation is likely, to experience a certain amount of
resentment because his opportunities for choice have
been limited. This would be particularly true if com-
pliance is achieved through coercive tactics. A per-
son complying under conditions of legitimate authority,
on the other hand, is less likely to be resentful, be-
cause he sees it as the right of the influencing agent
not only to demand compliance, but also to impose sanc-
tions for noncompliance. By testing such hypotheses as
the one just described, comparing the side effects of
compliance, identification, and internalization in the
two types of influence situations, we can gain some in-
sight into the nature of legitimate authority as well
as the psychological mechanisms that mediate influence
in general.

NOTE '

1. This clasification, and many of the ideas re-
lating to it, devcloped in the course of a long serics
of discussions with Nancy Thalhofer, when we were both
at the University of Michigan. I am greatly indebted
to Dr. Thalhofer for stimulating my thinking along
these lines.
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