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ABSTRACT

Social Psychology: Action, Personality and Social Structure

This ﬁaper defines social psychology as the science of differential action
of persons. Action is defined as attitudinally-directed behavior with respecf '
to socially structured alternatives. Personality cqnsists of the organization
of cognitive and affective.relationships to objecfs. Attitudes are affective
orientations to particular social objects'br classes of social objects. Atti-
tudes are enacted by.persons in social contexts. For the most part, social
psychplogy is concerned with the influence of the personality and the social
context on action, and with the social factors influencing personality.
ﬁoreover, action butcdmes are behéviors with respect to socially defined ob-
jects. . Hence, social psychology is equivalent to "social structure and per-
sonality."

In predicting action outcomes with respect to objects the relevant char-
acteristic of both social context variables and personality variables (except
for the attitude toﬁard the object or related objecté) is the facilitation they
offer for enacting_the attitude. .If true, thi§ formulafion suggests several
principles regarding the conditions under which one can expéct attitudes toward
an object to bé correlated with certain other qlasseé of variables. The most
important of these is a basic "formula" for predicting action outcomes:

A =f (A ; F., A
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A= The overt action variable.
A, = 'The attitude toward the object.
E = Each facilitational variable, incltding both personality

and social structural variables.
Several.logical problems as well as substantive'questions are discussed.
Among them are observations leading to slighf modifications of the formula.
This view of social psychology thus emphasizes actioﬁ, treating inter-

action as a special and important case of action. The view obviously runs




counter to positions which equate the field with the study of communication
or which define it as '"psychology applied to social problems'". At the present,
social psychology cannot be reduced either to psychology or sociclogy, but is

partially dependent upon both and contributes to both.
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SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY: ACTION, PERSONALITY AND SOCIAL STRUCTURE*

Archibald 0. Haller

Social psychology is a field of theory and research stemming from several
sources, especially sociology and psychology. It is of great concern not only
to these disciplines but also to economics, political science, education,
communications, and other areas. Because, historicélly, it1has had its theo-
retical roots in ééveral‘traditions of sociology and psychology and because
presently it has applications in a variety of disciplines; it is not sur-
prising to find that there is quite a diversity among its several expressions.
Some aspects of it afe useful in one discipline; other aspects in other dis-
ciplines. Thus, the basic ideas of the field which are talked about by people
of one discipline are not necessarily_idéntical to those discussed by people
of another. Its terminology, too, is confusing. This is hardly surprising in
view of its varied exponents. But when it happens, as it often does, that
thqse_ofrpne tradition use one word for a certain phenomenbn while those of

another use a different word for it, and that those of different traditions

'may use the same word for different phenomena, it is, to say the least, diffi-

cult to gain a grasp on the field as a whole. However, simple differences in

words and perspectives do not stand in isolation from social life. Organized

gfoups which are the bearers of intellectual traditions have tfemenddus in-
fluence on systems of theory. It is entirely possib;e that the unification

of theory in social psychology, parts of which are important té many organizeq
groups, may well be delayed indefinitely because it has no one cross-disciplinary

group supporting it. Even assuming that it is logically possible, such a uni-

- fied theory can be formulated only when there is considerable communication

% This paper was preseﬁted at the Ohio Valley Sociological Society meetings

'Hay 1, 1964, under the title "The Scope and Nature of Social Psychology."
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among the groups which are exponents of various facets of it. Probably the
ﬁecessary degree of communication does not exist. And of course we do not
know whether such & unified theory is possible.
in any case, the manifestations of this variety of interests are many.
There are those who think that social psychology'is the foundation of all

the social sciences. Some of these pecple identify the field as 'behavioral

- science', often identifying it with the analysis of role behavior, which In

turn is viewed as the concept providing the meeting ground of all the social

sciences. There are those who believe that social psychology is really a

‘contribution to psychology in that it shows how interpersonal relations in-

fluence behavior. Others believe that social psychology is the discipline
which underpins sociology in that it explains why interaction, which to some
is the basic concept of sociology, is possible. There are those who think

that social_psycholpgy explains behavior, and there are those who think it eX-

' 3plains personality.

It can be argued that several writers, notably M. B. Smith, Miiton Yinger,

‘and Alex inkeles, have recently redefined the field in terms of a pair of

central problems. Broadly speaking, these are the development of personaiity
and tﬁe influence of personality and social structure on behavior in society.

Smith explicitly defines the field as a concern with such focal problems, and

it appears that inkeles does so }mplicitiy_(although it is difficult to follow

parts of what he says on the subject). These writers thus tend to define the
field as concerned with the relationships between social structure and
personality.i/ The concern with personal ity development turns out in this

formultation to be first, the influence of social structure on personality, and

'se;ond, the isolation of the mechanisms by which the influence makes itself

felt. The concern with behavior turns out to be first, the influence of per-

sons on each other in socially structured situations; second, the influence
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of personality on the selection of individuals into. various sectors of the
social order; and third, the infiuence of personality and overt beha&ior on
states and changes of social systems.

This paper pfesents a point of view which seems cohsistenf with the
broad view of social psychology which equatgs it with social structure and
bersonality, yet which gives the field a central uﬁft-fsomething which is
lacking in definitions which are based ekclusfvely on c0ncérns with "focal
problems''. That unit is the action of persons with respect to objects. It
is my hope that the view does justice to the theoretical concerns of psychol=

ogists and sqciologists,'and perhaps others, who are interested in_the'field.

' CentraT Concepts

The central cohcépts of this point of vfew are péfsdnality,'social sfruc-
ture, attitude, and overt action. The main reason why socfal psychology isr
concerned with personality is because personaiity is thought to be one of the
main saurces_of simi!ariﬁies and differences in overt human action.. That is,
social psychofogisté assume that under'ekactiy'the samé Situatjoﬁal conditions
any two persons will act at least saﬁeﬂhaf'differently because of previously-
formed persénality differences. The field is concerned with social structure
becausé it forms ihe context which fs éssumed to mold personatity and to
channel its expression in overt behavior, and because it sets goal alternatives.
Hence, it too, is a main source of similarities apd differences in human action.
That is, social psychologists assume that even if the personalities of two
individuals were identical, their behavior would differ because of differences

in the structure of situations in which and with respect to which they act.
0f course, there are ho such things as identicél personalities or identical
situations in the real world. But there are apparently differences in both

which vafy in degree. The question is, exactly which aspects vary to what
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to Qhat degree and how d§ we knoﬁ'whicﬁ aspeéts are relevant fér which actions?
Personaiitx.' Like.any other phenomenon, personality may differ ina
multitude of ways. The total number, if there is any such thing, may never
be exhausted. Even so, a theory of personalify muﬁt try to do jdstice to this
variation=-this "uniquenéss“ of each individual human being. There are ways
of bringing a certain amount of order into the. area.
‘For one thing, we can order many phenomena along éohfinua. When this is
possible, we can measure degrees of difference amohg persons along any partic-
ular continuum. |f we can find some'way of distingufshing between continua

and among levels of any one continuum we can reasonably locate each person

according to his position on each of several variables. Broadly, this gives

us a way to account for uniqueness in an orderly and useful manner, but it

doesn't tell us anything about personality as such.  We turn next to this.

Basically, we view the personality as the cognitive and affective relation-

ships of an organiSm.to objects. Each personality differs to some extent from

. every other personality because of varjations in the objects cognized and in

the affective relationships to them. The personality variables which are -

accessible to the person himself are attitudes (affect-loaded cognitions) and

beliefs {simple or relatively affectless cognitidns) about specific objects.

thers are inaccessible to him but nevertheless real. The latter variables
are gggg_of.attitudes and belfefs which tend to vary together. They are in-
accessible to the person becaﬁse to reéognize them it is hecessary to have con-
siderable information about the cognitions and the likes and disltikes of maﬁy
persons. Obviously most peopie do not and qaﬁnot have such detailed knowledge.
But there are some ways by which fesearch workers can isolate them. The main
method for doing this is factor anaiysis of reported attitudes and beliefs.
Perhaps R. B. Cattell has done more work of this sort than any other. The

trick is to khow'which of the multiplicity of possible factors is most
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important. Cattell solves part of this for his pfﬁﬂoses.by elaborate studies
of the correlation among variables presumably suggested by profound gbserva-
tions made by outstanding psycholdgisté. Progressive refinement has'reduced.
these to perhaﬁs twenty féctors which seem to be both theoretlﬁally and em-
| 2/ (Ultimately, however, a'systematfc theory wjfl be needed
to Euggest fundamental personality variablesijwhethef accessible or nonacces~
sible. My guess is thét this will come from the analysis of.the structures of-
social systems as perceived by the actors participating fn them} .

Apart from the personality variables which are inaccessible to the person,
there are many others he knows about. These refer to attitudés and beliefs con-
cerning which interpersonal comparison is simple enoygh fo permit the subject
to develop awareness of similarities and differences betwe§n'himself and them.

In short, the word '"belief'! is defined here as a cognition'with little or -
no affective loading. Attitudes are defined as cognitions with relatiVely_
strong, or with_vériable, affective foading. These are the ''building blocks"
of persqnality.. They are best treated as a large ngﬁher of.variables. Some
of these variables are inacéessible to the person, and some are accessible.

Both classes have effects on behavior. The ways to use them in explaining and
predicting_behavior_are complex. We shall fry bglow to give some leads as to
how this may be done. First let us turn to the concept of social'structuré.

Social Structure. Excluding the effects of personality on social struc-

ture, there are, broadly speaking, two ways of'treating'thg retationship of

the person ﬁo the social structure, each;of'which depends upon what it is that
the:researcher wishes to study. .First, social structure may refgr to the
organization of behavior alternatives. All or mosf of thé-objects with respect
to which action may occur are consensually defined, and many of these are them-
selves social groups or aspects of organization of social groups. The social

object itself determines in part what are the behavior alternatives which are
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possible with respect to it. If one wishes tu explain and predict behaVidr,

he must know wha; are the behavior alternatfves from'which.the person must
choose. This ié a complicated mattef.' It is eas# to assume that one chooses
between A, or B, or C, etc., and that choosing one precludes choosihg the
others. In fact, this_is only one instance--the case of mutually exclusive
alternatives, Frequentiy, however, choosing A has.no béaring_whatsoever'on
choosing B. This may be considered the case of independent alternatives.
There is a third type, in wﬁich choosing A permits but dﬁes”not req@ire choos ing
B, but not #hoosing A exludes choosing B. This is the case of contingent |
alternatives. (Contingent alternatives are especially important when_fhe ob-
jects to which they refer are structures standing in an:endﬁ-meaﬁs relationship
ﬁo each other, a case we shall return to la;er.)' For_all-of thése cases it is
more useful to consider the main alternatives as A or not-A, B or not-B, C or
nbt-c. This becoﬁes somewhat more complicated.when the alternatives are not
Vdichotomous (a§ in A and not-A) but are, in_thé.extreme; continuous variables.

Even more, the objects to which the alternative behaviors refer may be highiy

stable structures in the sense that they are clearly consensually defined and

are durable, or they may be quite unstable in the sense that they may.not be
well defined or may be ephemeral. The occupational prestige hierarchy of
western society.is one examplé'of the former, and the shifting definitions of
the sit#aiion which are characteristic of mob behaviof'are examples of the
second. |

Another way of treating the social structural effects on personality in

‘the fie!d_pf social psychology is as a learning environment. That is, person-

ality is developed in socialtly structured situations. There are ways this

occurs. For one, the types of information (role definitions, other norms,
beliefs, attitudes) which are presented to the person by others vary syste-

matically according to broad social structural factors such as position in a
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stratification system, diversity and density of popu]atién, etc. Obviously
this infiuences the cognitive system of the pérsoh. fFor another, once atti-
tudes are learned and have becomg fairly stable, thé person's attembts to
enact them may be aided or inhibited in part by the structure of the situations
in which he atteﬁpts to carry them out. Success in such attempis seems at
least to confirm that aspect of the staterof thé personality, whfle failure
produces various changes in it. 0f the latter effects the most important may
be the tendency of the attitude to disappear when the various attempts to epact
it have been blocked, For examéle, success ful éttempts to enact a certain level
of aspiration do not lower the Ievel, they may even raise it. On:the other

3/

hand, failure reduces the level of aspiration.= If the attitude variablé has
as its object some aspect of the social system which is_éxceedingiy important,
this would indicate an important.changeuin personality. Finally, if a success-
ful attempt to enact an attitude leads one into a new situation,'qne with a
differént set of norms, etc.,'than were charaéteristic of his previous position,

he would evidently change aspects of his personality--the relevant coghitions

and affective relationships--to conform with it. For example, studies of en-

_trance into new groups, which once may have been nothing more than objects of

ievels of aspiratton show that the new member takes on many attitudes character-

istic of the group. tIndeed many people begin to take on such attltudes in anti-

cipation.of becoming members. |

Attitudes. As we have ﬁoticed,_attitudes {as_treated héte) may be con-
,sidered:as part of_personality. Yet sometimes they appear to function differ-
ently from other personality variables. As we noted earlier, in this formulation
an.attitude is view as a cognit{pn of and an affectfve_re]ationship toward an
object or class of objects. This definition excludes pureiy cognitive factors
such as beliefs and those psychologicai.elgments which in the hypothetical

extreme are opinions (except when they are the affect zero-points of attitude
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variables). 1t includes, on the other hand, such things as goal orientations
and levels of aspiration. None of the former but all of the latter imply the

existence of affective relationships toward their objects. We assume that,

except for the other factors in its (the attitude’s) environment, the attitude

would always be carried into overt behavior. In any case, in principle,

attitudes toward an obiect tend to be positively cprréiated with overt action

: L - S -
toward that obiect.“/_ Thus the attitude is part of the act. Naturally, the

attitude is hot directly observable, because it is merely an affect-loaded

s/

cognition, and neither affect nor cognition can be observed direct!y.

So far we have ;reated the alternative behayiorg possible with respect

to an object as'being determined, at least in.part, by the attitude toward

that and no other object. The issue is not that simple. In some of our own
research the prestige levels of the occupational structure form the alternative
levels of achievement (overt actions) that are possible. The structure is the

occupational prestige hierarchy and levels of it are the possible cbjects of

attitudes. The level an individual selects as *‘best" for him is the specific

cbject of his atfitude {or, more specifically, Ievél of aspfration) in this
framework. This is a goal-structure, or (more general]y)”it is the structure
of the object of an attitude, |

Attitudes.toward objgcfs other than the one we are focusing upon also can
have effects on overt behaviors with respect to the object. It is a sociciog-
ical commoqp]ace for people to speak of the educatidnal System'as the mechanism
for ajlocating people into different levels of the 6§cupational prestige struc-
fﬁre. In American society it is generally Believed that the ''way to get ahead!
is to become educated; ''the more eduﬁatién.you.get, tﬁe better the jobs you
;an get''. For our purposes this belief signjfies_that the various leveis of
the educational system may be treated bf the participants fn the society as a

"means system'’. More generally, one set of actions may be defined as being
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‘exist. This leads to
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necessary for the enactment of another. We may speak of the former as “means
behaviors'; they occur with respect to “méans'systems“. We may speak of the
latter as““iject behaviors”; they occﬁr with réspect to "ohje@t syétemsﬁ.
This has at least three general consequences. (1) Attitﬁdes toward

objects are positively correlated with overt actions with respect to the

alternatives presented by their means systems. (2) Attitudeg_toward one or

another of the alternatives in means systems are positively correlated with
overt action with respect to their object systems. For some examples, level

of occupational achievement is positively correlated with years of college

completed, and attitude toward:attending college is:pos{tively cprrelated with

level of occupational achievement. Neither of'thesa. however, should be as

high as the correlation between an attitude and the behavior with respect to

its own object. 1t should be noted that sometimes alternative means systems
¥he +hird ?&n&vhll afms 2 L
4 ization: (3) The larger the number

of alternative means systems, the lower the posifive correlation which will_be

observed undef (1) and (2) abové.

 The centfal‘point“here is that attitudes which a;e not directly.related
to the object of the attitude we are studying can influence behavior toward
that object when the behaviors which are their Jogical outcome are differential
.meaﬁs for realizing the first attitude. .
Action. You have probably already noticed fhat weﬂare definin9 action as
a sort of paraphrase of Parséns and Shils' definition.é/ _Ii_is:attitudinally-

directed overt behavior. Unlike the units of personality (cognitions of and

_affettive relationships toward objects) which are states of organism-object

 relations from the point of view of the subject, overt actions are attitudinally-

directed'changes in organism~object relations whicih may be directly perceived

by persons other than the subject.
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The execution of the attitude in overt behavior is aided or impeded--

that -is, differentially facilitated--by-aspécts of-the'personalfty cther than

that attitude and by faétors in the social situatioﬁ. 'ln_theory, differential
attitudes, personality yariables, social situafional variables, and overt be-
havfor diﬁensions are all measurable, and in theory the first three can be
combined in such a way as to account for all of the QariatEOns among persons

in overt behaviors.

Explaining and Predicting Action

By now it should be clear that in this paper social psychology is the

science which takes the differential action of persons in their social contexts

as its central subject matter. As things stand today, there are several ex-

ptanations for acts. Probabiy most of them are wrong'fn‘important respects.
A valid exp!anatiﬁn.must, when coupled with appropriate.reSEéfdh techniques,
yield empiracally verifiable predictions about the re}afidnshfbs among the
variables of the explanation. .Such a valid.explanatién'shou!d tell us the
ways io select and combine variables so that they will account for the vari-
ation in overt behavior with respect to the object of the aftitude. The fact
is that we are notoriously deficient in this respect. O0ddiy, however, we
tend to lpok to'factors.other than fallatious'explanatory systems to account
for this deficiency, if indeed we even recognize it. Some seem.to hold that
feeling that one has explained the act is a2 substitute for demonstrable evi-
dence. This cannot suffice in an empirical discipline. Others hold that
social psychology is a new science with ”uqderdeﬁeloped“ research techniques,
and that this is why our theories do not account for the observed variations
in their domain. 1 doubt that this is the basic difficulty. But there is a
good deal of truth in it nonetheless: our methods of measurement and verifi-
ication are quite imprecise. Even 5o, the quaiify of our research techniques

is not alone enough to explain our poor predictive efficiency. Perhaps, we
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could do a better job of empirically accounting for differential action if we
toék'a new look at how to combine the variables which measure our key concepts,
In doing so, we should recégnize that an explanétory system which yields accu-
rate prediction in a laboratory may still be deficient when it:ié taken to

the field. So let us try to develop systems for explaining éction which are

capable of being rigorously verified under field as well as laboratory

conditions.

The preseﬁt point of view seems to provide a basis for a system. It is
too early to guess whether it will be sucéessful; it too may joiﬁ that over-
populated limbo of false hypotheses. Even if later it appears to be success-

ful, the tests will be limited because, among other,rgasbns, they are being

‘conducted on actions with respect to highly stablé“objects, One, which we have

worked on with I. W..Hiller, concerns the levels_of achievement with respect

to the occupational achievement prestige hierarchy.zj Another, conducted by
Anthony Diekema,'ébncerns levels of achievement of students in a uﬁiversity.gf
Both of these, espécially the former, require iong-term research and it will
take a long time before all of'the_results aﬁe available. A third, unpublished,
concerns joining or participating in on-campus groups. The structure of each
of these is quite durable, lasting long enough for the individual to develop
stable attitudes toward it and to conduct a large nﬁmbér of more specific acts

éarrying the focal attitude into overt behavior.

Briefly, since action is the unit we wish to study, these projécts treat

-the attitudinal component (the affective orientation to an'objéct) of the act

as the central action-impelling factor and the overt behaviors with respect to
fhe object of the attitude, or related objects, as the central end-product. The
measured attitudé level is viewed as the indicator of the degree of effort the
person will exert to perform at a certain level of overt behavior (if the object-
structure is a continuum) or to perform the behavior (if the alternative be-

haviors are dichotomous). Here, aspects of the personality other than the
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attitude toward the object, as well.as sociél'situatfonal variables, are
treated as members of one class, differential facilitation variables. In so
doing. the system departs from formulations which treat personality variables
and situationa{\variables,as members of two functionally distinct classes.

This is because it appears that the functional distinction should be made at

-another point. First, the attitude toward the object performs an impeliing

function in the explanation and prediction of overt action; and secohqfah—the
whe*éJL;ther yariahlés perform the functiﬁn‘of either aiding or hindering=-in
short, differentially facilitating--the expression of tﬁis impelient in overt
behgvior.'

Let us use levels of occupatiqnal achievément as the overt behavior we
wish to predict. It scems only common sense to suppose that .if one's level of
pccupational aspiration is quite low, it realiy does not make mubh dffferencé
how great his opportunities (social stfuctural_variables),and Y"abilities"
(personality variables) are for higher levels of occupa;ional achlievement; he
simply wili not be a high achiever because his energies are not directed toward

that end. Similarly, if his level of aspiration is high but his opportunities

‘and abilities are low, one can hardly expect very high achievement. Only when

‘both are at least relatively high can we expecf that the person will be a rela-

tively high achiever.  Now this means that the level of overt behavior Is a

jgnction of a non-linear combination, more or less like a'multiplier effect,

of the attitude variable and the facilitation for Its expression which is

of fered by other variables, personal and social structuralgj. We think the

same holds also for any other attitude variable the object of which is a stable
entity._.

A number of genefal "equations'' has been proposed for combining variables
to empiricaily account for variance in behavior variab}es, in;ludfng action

yariables. We shall not review these, except to mention that they usualiy
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aséume either additive effécts of all classéé of indépgndent variables or else
they.assume ﬁore or iess multiplicative effects bethen pefsonality variables
on.the one hand and socié} situationél variables on the other. The scheme
just outlined leads to a different basic ”equation“.. There are again two
classes. But here one of the classes has oﬁly one variable, the attitude
toward the object;'and the other class contains all facilitafiohal variables.
it is these two classes which stand in a higher order relétionship to each
other. It is as fol!bws:

Ac = (Ags Fi, Ag; Fay - o o . Ags Fp)
where A. = the overt action variable '
'.At = the &ttitude towérd the object

F, = each facilitational variable, including both
personal ity and social structural variables

(The semi-colon means ”more-or-less multipl:catnwe”, and the comma -
means ”more—or-less additive',)

Problems in Oggrattonallzmg_ the “@ua;ion'_'. Obviously this is not an

exact formula, though it seems closer tb reality than some. As a matter of

fact. even if it is basucaily correct one can be fanrly certain it will need
or used anth corve,

to be modnfceo for reasons we shail now present.

for one, this does not tel! one how to choose Variabies which may be

likely candidates to fulfill the function of differential facilitators because

the exéct facilitation variables which are relevant for one action variable
are not aiways the same as those which are réleyant for another. There should
be a set of guidelines for hypothesizing-eiact!y which of‘éll possible facili-
tational variables are worthy of consideration, Such a set of guidelines does
not exist. As a start in this direction, one could suggest that variables
describlﬁg differential reference group support for the relevant behaviors,
norms governing differential access to the object, self conceptions of and

objective indicators of ability to perform the specific tasks required, and
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attitudes toward related objects, might be generél classes of facilitational

variables. Nevertheless, whatever the particular rules that may be eventually’

decided upon, it seems apparent that they must include a reference to the ob-
ject itself and to other objects that may stand in an ends-means'relationship
to it. The guidelines for selecting facilitatfonal variables appiy not only
to behavior regarding the object of the action, but also those regarding means
Syﬁtems providing behavior alternatives upon which the overt behavior with
respect to the object may depend.

Another problem concerns the proper role qf attitudes toward objects
standing in'é méans-ends-relationship to each other. .To the extent that the
distribution of persons along one social structural variable automatically
allocates them along anotberlg/, the attitude toward either should function
as an impelling force for the other. Returning to én eariier éxamﬁlg, in
American soh!etyr;here is evidently an ends-means relationship, even if imper-

fect, between educational achievement and occupational achievement. To the ex-

-tent that this is true there should be a non-iinear (more or less multipli-

cative) relationship between educational aspiration level and occupational
achievement level. |t seems apparent that at least for this reason the above

formula is oversimplified. That is, in some cases, the attitude toward re-

lated objects seems to fulfitl the same function in the equation as does the

attitude toward the object itself. A modification of the equation is evi-

dentally needed to take this possibility into account.

Third, there is in fact not only an interaction between attitudes toward
6bjects and the facilitational variables which should fend té yielid & strong
multiplier effect. There are alsc other interactions_betwéen them which
shauid.reduce that effect. There are two ways this can happen, The most im-
portant is the fact ;hat facllitation influences attitudes. As we noted

earlier in another context, it has been known for years that when the obstacies
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to goal achievemeht.are high the goal itself becomes less attractive to the
person, and there is sdme reason to believe Qhen the obstacles are low the
goal orientation is high. Also, there is no reason.to doubt the possibility
that highly motivated people caﬁ manipulate their situations to.some extent,
thus reducing the obstacles. Since goa} orientations are just another way of
talking about attitudes, and obstacles are just anoﬁher way éf talking about
differential facilitatfon. what appiies to onershdulﬁ applf to the other.
These add up to hypéthesizing a'pos!tive correlation_between levéis of asplra-
tion and levels.of faciiitation. We have locked intc this regar&ing leveis of
occupational aspiration, and the predicted correiations between jevels of
aspiration and ievels of facilitation are presentll{ in ggheral, this.means
that the above ”equatiﬁn“ must be modified to take.into account the influence
of attitude level and facilitational levels on each 6ther. |

Fourth is the zero-point problem.. In some attitude variables there is
no meaningful zero-point, yet the equation'' assumes that such a thing exfsts
in that it involves manipulations which are'ﬁultipllcative. ~There may be no
finai solution to this probability yet, operationally, it might be treated by
using a cqmputér to vary systematically a set of arbitrary zero-points on both
the attitude and the facilitational variables, and to hunt for an optimal
solution. The opfimal solution would be the one which maximized the.variance

accounted for in the overt action variable.

£1~Limitinq CasegﬁLACtion in Unstructured Situations. All of the above
assumes);;;bility of the structure of the object and of the personality and
social contgxt within which the attitﬁde is carried into béhavfor. in fact, thers=
are many situations where this does not hold--mob,behavicf or disaster behavior
for two. My guess is that in principle the same ideas apply, But'that the
possible objects of action and the behavior alternatives regarding them are

changing so rapidly that overt behavior directed toward one set of objects
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turns out to be irrelevant as these objects change éhd new ones emerge.
Similarly, the facilitation offered by situation may be changiﬁg rapidly so
that even if the abject Is stable, the behavior alternatives with respect to
it cannot be acted upon by the person. In any case, if oﬁ the whole this
frame.of reference works in expleining'and predicting action toward stable
ohjécts in stable situations, research should be undertaken to learn whether
it is applicable in principle to action fowafd unstablé objects in unstable
situations. Thi§ might_be done experimentally by progressively reducing the
stability of the objects and situations to the point where the predictive
efficiency of the,systemrbreaks down compiete}y. |

A Special Case: Interaction. As treated here, interaction is an importanﬁ

special case of action. Presumably it is the case in which the overt behaviors,
and therefore situations of each of two or more persons are progreésively
a!tered because their actions with respect to each other tend to produce new
cognitions and perhaps reiated affects in ea;h. A guess might be that the

same basic sets of variables might be used, though_tﬁey would be complicated

By thé fact that each person is altering the state bf_the variables defiding
the situation (objects of action and/or facilitation of context variab!és},
_for the other, and therefore altering the cognitive and gffective relationships
of the othergﬂ;; the objects .in the situation. I;_woqid thu; hot. seem too
difficult iﬁ theory to treat interaction within the above framework. in
practice, however, reformuiating the ''equation' to fit this case might be a

difficuit task.

Major Problems in This Formulation

Thare are at least three theoretical prob!émﬁ with this point of view,
each of which might mean that its promiSé is greater than it is really capable
of producing. The most important two of these we shall call the “identity of

- objects" problem, and the problem of ''determining the dimensions of behaviorzl
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alternatives''. The least important we shall call "Himmelstrand's problem'.

The “ldentity of Objects' Problem. It has been assumed that one could

sensibly speak of 2 unitary object which is sfmilarly cognized by all the per-
sons whose actions are being studied, and that the persons vary only according
té their affective relationship to_the_object. we_called-this an ""attitude'.
In fact, there is considerable evidence which shows that'probab}y no two peopie
conceive of the same object in exactly the same way.. That iﬁ, each pérson cog-
ﬁizes somewhat different facets bf the object. Perhaps, then, they are not
responding to exactly the.same'object, but rather to different sets of facets.
it should foltow that their attitudes are tcward.diffefent facets, and that

the logicaily possible sets of behavior alternatives are different for each.
person. Moreover, it sténds to reason that the more one knows about an object
the more facets he ''sees'. The more facets one ”sees“, the more the opportunity
he has for mixed feelings. Wwhat may be a unitary object to an uninfofmed pér-
son may function as several objects for a knowledgeable person. He may have
different attitudes. toward eabh_of.the various objects-or facets he sees. 5o

he may not really have an attitude toward the object as a whole. On the other

N

hand, up to a point it may be that the less a person knows about the object the

more iikely he is tu have an attitude toward it as a whole. |t seems to foilow
that the more a person knows about something the less effective is the present

system in predicting his behavior. |In the extreme it would seem that the

system can only work for predicting the actions of relatively ignorant people.

How strong is this érgument? _If_true,wit could be quite devastating. .

0f course it shohld apply to all attitude research, - Yet to date attitude re-

seafch seems to work. Probabiy few have such detailed perceptions of facets of
objects that we really cannot have an attitude toward any particuiar object as
a whole, provided it is commonly defined as a whole. Hence, the system probabiy

should not be abandoned because of this., Even so, the possibility that



S - 18 -
difference in kncwledéé might affect its usefulness sﬁould not be ignored.

The Probiem in Determininq the Dimensions of Behavior Alternatives.

The question of how to treat the behavior alternatives is a difficult one.
He'speak of favorable or unfavorable attitudes toward an'bbject, and this makes

psychoiogical sense--people seem to have affective orientations to objécts.

- But what is a 'favorable' action with reSpect to an object? In concrete re-

" search situations we often find it easy to imagine exactly which overt action

k)

dimensions we wish to.study. Yet, if we are to develop a more complefe theory
we need to have a set of principles which tell us in advance which, among all
ﬁossibie overt behavior dimeqsions, are the most relevant for résearch on.ac;ion
with reSpeét to a certain kind of object. What we do now is to build our re-

search design around predicting behavior along a certain behavior dimension or

 class of dimensions (such as differential discrimination, differential goal
“achievement, joining or not joining an organization), conceptual ize and measure

an attitude variable relevant to that behavior dimension, and proceed from

there. Researchers usually ask, 'What attitude variable is the most relevant

for predicting behaviors with respect to X objects?' Suppose another kind of

- question was asked, ‘What are all the behavior dimensions by which we may

logically describe overt behaviors toward a specific object of a certain atti-

tude variaﬁle?” As things stand now, the research would not get very far.

What, for example. are the overt behavioral'expréssions.which logicaliy fdllow
froﬁ negative affect toward an object? Avoidance? Destruction of the object?
Obviously there is more to it than this. Perhaps'even more important, how can

we tell in advance what are the behavioral dimensions to look for? And do the

"behavioral_dimens[ons flowing from such negative attitudes have paraliel counter-

parts In the overt behavioral expressions of the positive attitudes? That is,
are such overt dimensions unidimensional along the whole range of behaviors

which are expressions of both positive and negative attitudes? For the present,
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one wouid Suppose thét we will continue to deve]op.our research designs b?
working backwards from the behavioré we wish to predict; But sometime we
will have to learn how to tell in advance exactly which 6vert behavior di-

mens ions. are consequences of a certain attitude variable.

Hhmne?strand’s.Prob!em. ‘A Swedish sociologist, Uif Himme]strand, has
discovered that there are péople who are conce;nad with tafking about possible
overt behaviors and theré are others who are concerned with performing them.
These might be called something like ”idealbgicallymoriented” peopie and
”action—§fiented”'people, He has a set of questions which (with minor modi-
fications) distinguish between these types in areas'séemingly.as far épart as

child-rearing practices and party polihicslg/. Naturally, the present system

is limited to péople whose_éttitudes have their end—prgducts:in action with
respect to the object of fhe attitude. We need to find §Ut whether there are
stable persohalfty or social situational factor§ which account for - the fact
that some people shy awav from expressing their attitudes in appropria;e
actions. Perhaps Himmelstrand's problem presents just.another'set of differ-

ential facilitation variables. |If it is more serious, however, it might re-

quire revision of the scheme.

Social Psychology and'Reiated'Subiects

tn this view, social psychology's task is to devefop a lqgjca%Iy con-
sistent, parsfmonious, and empirically valid.theory of the diffefentia! action
of persons. That is, it is the study of the forces which validly exﬁiainsf}L—
acts. |f this is so, then social psychology is more.than the study of per-
sonality, although since persons have attitudes and attitudes are pértiy a
resuit of other aspects of personality, and moreover, since other azpects of
personality condition the person's attempts to enact his attitudes, it is

clear thet the field must be concerned with personality to explain and predict

acts.
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Again, viewed in this way the central focus‘of social psychology is
ﬁot the study of human behavior in general. Acts are but one class of be-
havior. Social psychology is concerned with that class.

Neither is social psychology restricted to the'study of interaction.
Iinteraction in which the attitudes and ovért behaviors of one person influence
the attitudes (and thus personalities) and overt béhaviors of another, is an
important special case of action. Hence it does fall within the subject
matter of social psychology. Indeed one of the méfh charges to social ﬁsychol- .
ogy is .to explain and predict outcomes of interactEOn;. AQ a matter of fact,
it may be that the best approach to deQeloping a system to do so lies in the
péreful,formu!atidn of a system for explaining and predicting action outcomes.

Again, conceived in this way, social psychology is.not the.study of
communication, afthough communication--and especially language--pfovides con-
tent and pfocesées which are exceedingly important in the explanation and
prediction of action.

Perhaps, on the positive side, it is clear by now why this view of social

psychology is compatible with the view that it is the study of soéiai struc-

ture and personaltty. in a few words, this because persons {organisms with

cognitive and affective orientations to objects) act with respect to socially-
structured alternatives, because personalitf (the cognitive and affective re-
lation of a person to objeﬁts) itself is developed in socially structured
situations, and because--although we have not developed this point above~-
social structure is itself formed by and changes with the actions, interactions
and expectations (a class of attitudes) of persons..

Ag we have discussed it here, social psychology is a distinct field
having close theoretical ties to both sociology and psychology. 1t is not

difficult to say that it is "just a branch" of either, and many people have

in fact called it a branch of one or the other. Psychology proper is not
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concerned with actions as such. It is concerned with beﬁavior in general or
with the study of individuel personalities. Social psychology is only in-
directly concerned with either; its direct concern is the explanation and pre-
diction of the action of parsbns, which i$ a special case of behavior, and
which involves the study of personality only insofaf as the latter affects
action. Sociology on the other hand, is not directly éoncerned~with action
of pefsdns as such, but rather with theVStates and changes of social systems.
it depends upon social psychology, however, because actions are among the
basic unil_:é of social systems. But social psychology is dependent upon both

fields, It rests in part on pscyhology because of the_{atter's concern with

personality, cognition, and affect. It rests on sociology because of this

field's systematic analysis of social structural variables. As things stand

‘now, it probably cannot be reduced to either. But such a reduction could occur

if it could be shown that the minute details of social organization in fact
account empirically for all of the behaviors of persons which we call action;
this would make it part of sociology. Or it could occur if general principles

of the behavior of organisms could be shown to explain and predict what we

call action; this would make it part of psychology.

But whatever theoretic convergences may occur in the distant future,
there is plenty of work for specialized social psychologists to do now in their
attempts to dgugiop_a valid explanation of action. The practical and theoret-
ical pay-off of this, both tc its parent disciplines and to other areas, should
be great indeed in that it should bring order into a ;héotic host of special
problems that perplex us today because we are unable to e#plain and prgdict

the actions relevant to them.
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There may be some cases where this does not occur, such as'when fanatics
might find their determination to act made firmer by an increase in
resistance.

This and all other principles assume levels of facilitation higher
‘than zero. '

We must therefore have ways of discovering what pecple's attitudes are.
We do this by observing certain overt actions (which are logicaily
subject to the same explanatory system as are any other actions),
namely, persons' responses to instruments designed to elicit under
standard conditions their attitudes toward objects. Such instruments
are valid to the extent that standardizing the conditions for eliciting
these responses encourages frank verbal expression of the internal
attitude. But these verbal expressions are not the attitude itseif,;
it is not directly accessible to the observer. (Replying to a question
is itself an act; it is an attitudinaliy-directed behavior with res-
pect to question. As such it must be subject to the same laws as is

~any other act.) :

Attitudes may be held toward particular objects, or toward clases of
objects. People may have attitudes toward a particular person, John,
provided he is conceptualized by them as a unit. Or they may have
attitudes toward classes of objects, such as delunquent boys (of which
John may be a member) or such as males (of which all del inquent boys
are members, and of which John is a member}). To use attitudes to pre-
dict overt action with respect to an cbject, we must be certain that
our instruments do in fact measure attitudes toward that object, rather
than another. |f we wish to explain and predict differences among per-
sons in discriminating behavior (an action variable) toward 0jibwa
Indians, the class "0jibwa ' Indians' is the object of the attitude.
John Eagle, a particular Ojibwa, is not the object. On the other
hand, if we wish to determine who will and who will not discriminate
against John Eagle, we must ask attitude-elijciting questions about

him, not about Ojibwas in general.

There is a principle underlying this point. Facilitation (defined
below) being equal, the more inclusive the class which is the object
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‘ of an attitude, the lower the correlation between the attitude

P _ variable and overt action with respect to any one member of the class;

o and conversely, the less inclusive the object of an attitude, the

' hiaher the correlation between the attitude variable and overt action
with respect to apy one member of the class.

&/ See T. Parsons and E. A. Shils, 'Values, Motives, and Systems of Action'
in T. Parsons and E. A. Shils (eds.), Toward A Genera} Theory of
Actuon, Harvard University Press, 1951, pp L47-275, esp. p. 53.

' This work was begun in 1957 and it is to be completed in 1967 or 1968.
Preliminary publications on it include . W. Miller and A, 0. Haltler,
A Measure of Level of Occupational Aspiration', Personnel and Guidance
~Journal, January, 1964, pp. 44B-U55; and A, 0. Haller and 1. W. Miller,
Lo The Occugational Aspiration Scale: Theory, Structere and Correlates,
Michigan State Univ., Agri. Exp. 5ta. Tech. Bul. 288 1963,

-~ See A. J. Diekema, Level of Occupational Aspiration, Performsnce in
College, and Facilitation: A Preliminary Test of Certain Postulates
Concerning the Relationship between Attitude and Behavior, unpublished
doctoral dissertation, Michigan State University, 1965.

2/ Note that this implies another principle: the higher the level of either
the attitude variablie or of facilitation the higher the correlation
between the other and the level of overt behavior with respect to the
object of the attitude or wnthhrelated objects.
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12/ This is a case of contingent behavior alternatives; we referred to it

earlier.

11/ See 1. W. Miller and A. 0. Haller, op. cit.; also A, 0. Haller and i. W
Milter, op. cit. :

12/ V. Himmeistrand, SociaI'Pressurés, Attitudes éﬁd Democratfc Processes,
Aimqvist and Wiksell, Stockholm, 1960,




