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" A Bit of Ancient History. This story takes up in the mid-1960s and

really concerns Joseph Woelfel. But to locate his work it is necessary to
recount and cite some research from a previous stream of thinking into which
hhs own ldeas penetrated and f!éwed for awhile. [n 1965 Joe WOe]fel had

been téaching for awhile at Canisius College. He had.a]ready finished his
doctoral preliminary examinations in sociology at the University of Wisconsin,
and was interested in getting more involved in research. At the time |
Wisconsin was looking for someone to head up a research project in the general
area of status attainment. Specifically, its objectives were to learn how

to Identify a youth's Ysignificant others" (SOs), whomever they might be and
however many or few they were; to identify the ways by which they inflgenced
a youth's status aspirations; and to learn how to measure the variables
deséribing the influence they brought to bear on the youth. While a start

oh the problem had already been made, the main advances were still to come.

He came to Madison to work on the project, and this was the start of our

- collaboration.

Perhaps we were.oﬁtimistic, but already in 1965 we were pretty sure that
status aspiration levels had a Iarge determining affect on the corresponding
subsequent status attainments. This was despite the fact that the first of
the two-or-more time-period panel analyses required to establish this had
not yet progressed far enough to provide the necessary evidence. O0f course,

today the evidence overwhelmingly supports the hypothesls, and researchers




now treat it as fact, nbllonger as conjecture.-'Furthermore, we had good
reason to believe that SOs did indeed do something which he!éed to structure-
the youths'.status éspifations. Long before this, it had been shown that
youths' status aspirations were asgociated with their parents' socioeconomi§'
status {Sewell, Haller, and Straus, 1957). Even earlier Kahl (1953} had
shown that within a status level, a youths' status aspirations varied
censiderably. Evidently, the parents of the youths Kahl studied,‘though
ordinary working class people, had inculcated diverse status Qoals in their
offspring. But how this was done remained a mystery. Later, Butterworth
and | (Haller and Butterworth, 1966; also Dunéan, Haller, and Portes, 1968)
and Alexander and Campbell (1964) provided evidence stfongly suggesting

that peer friends might affect each othefs‘ status aspirations. But again

the mechanisms by which this might have been effected remained unknown. In

- the early '1960s we came to realize that parents and friends were, socio-

psychologically, subsets of the more inclusfve cunstruct, ‘''significant .
other', that had been specified near 25 years earlier by Harry Stack Sullivan

(1950). He came to it by means of a close study of George Herbert Mead's

(1934) concept of the ‘'generalized other', together with considerable careful

obsefvation of his own psychiatric patients. |In the summer of 1964, a couple
of us were collaborating on an analysis of occupational status aspirations of
fafm-reared Wisconsin boys. We were able to show that variableé we considered
to be measures of S0s' expectations were rather strongly related to the
dependent variable (Haller and Sewell, 1967). But again the mechanisms of
this influence were not clear, Besides, the SOs were identified a priori

as parentéland peer friends. ﬁven then it seemed unlikely that these two

& priori categories were sufficiently broad to include all of the persons

who served as youth's SOs.
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Such was the state of knowledge of the key social psychological processes

in status attainment as of the time that Woelfel began to wofk on the.problem.
Joe had already thodght.through much of the basis of what later came to be
called the Galileo system, and he-Erought his ideas to bgar on the identifi-
cation of significant others. These Ideas were elaborated and specified in
gonnection with a sefies of long interviews he and the rest of the research
team {including Edward Fink, who joined the project soon after it sfarted)
conducted with selected youths and other persons whom they identified and
whbm we concelived to be their S0s. To make a long story-short,.Joe blended
Meadfan and Lewinian social psychology-—as, in my opinion, he has done again
and again since then—and reasoned that one person influences another by
indicating to him the conceptual categories, “filter categories', describing
him: placing him in a category_(“defining the self") or refining a categﬁry

("defining an object'"), or both. We saw these processes as occurring through

modeling and defining. A model is an S0 who influences one by exemplifying

‘a definition of the self or object. A definer is an S0 who influences one by '

telling him about himself. (Woelfel, 1967; Haller, Woelfel and Fink, 1969:
22-30.) In practice we used the number of ways a given $0 influenced a youth

as a sort of screen to isolate those $S0s who were really most influential.

- The whole group, including Ed and AlejandroPortes (now in Sociclogy at Duke

University), and some others who were less inclined to soclial psychology,

carried on a running debate, partly in conversation, partly in joint writing,

and partly in missives that we wrote to each other. As | recafL all four of
us—Woelfel, Fink, Portes, and {—were quite deeply involved in these dis-
cussions. Indeed, some of us, with Sewell, were then also working on a paper

which for the first time applied path analytic techniques to two-point data
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regarding a social'psychologlcal conceptién of status transmission. WOeffel's
working paper, '"'A Paradigm for Research on Significant Others (1967) and tHe
latter paper (Sewell, Haller, and Portes, 1967} were both presented at the
annual meetings of the American Sociological Association -in San Franciéco in
1967. Woelfel's paper laidout the main lines of the theory which guided the
project. It marked the beginning of a new attack on identifying SOs and
determining the cognitive-interaction variables which formed status aspirations.
The other paper was important, too, because it provided the first truly
convincing evidence ofithe usefulness of the search for SOs and the processes
by which they influence youths' status aspirations. Measures of youths'
educational and occuaptional aspirations turned out to be highly predictive

of their corresponding status attainments. In turn, their aspirations were
shown to be strongly related to preliminary measﬁres df SO0s' educational
exemplifications and expectations.

In thé SO project, we learned that status models exert their influence _
on status aspirations of youths simply by exhibiting their status (adults) or
their own status aspirations (school peers), and that definers exert their
influence by communicating sfatus aspirations to the youth——the statuses they

demand of him, hope for him, think proper or possible for him, etc. In other

words, the influence of models is due to what they show of themselves, while

the influence of definers is due to what they tell the youth about himself.
0f course, many S0s, such as parents, are both models and definers; and the
sfatuses they exemplify to the youth and those they expect of.him do not often
correspond to each other. Status indications of 50s include the varying status

exemplification levels of perhaps several models and the varying status

‘expectation levels of perhaps several definers. Not all of this was clear
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rin the 1960s. But there was no doubt that the parameter to which a youth's

status aspirations (say, educational aspirations} responded was the mean
calculated over the corrésponding status indications of all his SO0s. This
observation weighed heavily in Woelfel's later application of "force aggre-
gation'' theory to human behavior (Woelfel and Hernandez, 1972). Three
articles (Woelfel and Ha]ler; 1971; Haller and Woelfel, 1969; Hal}er and
Woelfel, 1972) and a report (Haller, Woelfel, and Fink, 1969) grew out of the
project.

| Woelfel went to the University of I1linois's Department of Sociology
about the time he completed his doctoral thesis. It would be an understatement
to say that he was busy at this time. He was writing journal articles,
teaching large classes, tutoring several outstanding undergraduates, and
protesting the Vietnam war. But more important, he immersed himself in the
mathematics of multivariate analysis and mastered what was coming to be known

as metric multidimensional scaling. While 1 have not checked this out, I'm

- fairly confident that in his méasurement of the distances between objects in

x

psychological space (“lf Y and Z are 100 Galileos apart, how many Gallleos
apart are W and X'') he invented metric cognitive scaling independently of its
invention by others. All the while he was busy writing and rewriting his
maiﬁ theoretical work which.he calls the Galileo system.

The development of his system continued unabated as he moved to the

Department of Communication at Michigan State Unlversity, joining his long

time colleague from Canisius and Wisconsin, Donald Cushman, who was already
there, and later being joined by another old colleague, Ed Fink. Since most
of the remaining history is well-known to those of you present, let's now turn

to the.Galileo System.
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The Galileo System. The Galileo System is Woelfel's name. for his own
system of behavior theory. [t employs metric multidimensional scaling, but
it.is more than that. 1 do not intend to go into it in detall here; Joe
himself and others will do that. Indeed, he spelled it out largely since
léaving Madison, and our deepest collaboration preceeded thaf period in his
life.
In my judgment, Meadian social psychology, a psychology of cognition, Lewinian
psychology, and Durkeimian sociology are as. Important In the Galileo System as is MMDS.
Specifically, ! would say that the Galileo System proper has three distinctly

different parts. The first is a spare and a powerful soclal psycﬁo]ogical

theory of cognition and behavior. The second is a mathematical statistical

calculus, MMDS. The third is a set of techniques for mapping the theoretical
constructs into the calculus.

Yet scientific issues are not closed when their basic résearch aspects
Eave been classified. The Galileo System has a practical side which is
socially perhaps at least as Important as its abstract sfde. Just as the
basic science of nuclear physics may be applied to the manipulation of
energy, so the Galileo System has its potentlal applications regarding the
manipulation of human social behavior. Tﬁere would appear to be a form of
behavior engineering devolving from the Galileo System which | would label
“"Woelfel's Social Behavior Induction Method (Woelfel's SB{M).G We shall
return to this below, but for now let me make three comments about the
proposed name of the technique. 1) One would guess that this may be merely
the first of a series of SBiMs which may spin off from sociology. | have
iong believed that Meadian thought, in pafticular, has great potential

power, which could be harnessed if it were coupled to an'apprOpriate
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quantitative research technology. So other SBIMs may come into being as time
passes. 2) One might jump to conclusion that this is another form of what |
has come to be called ''"Behavior Modification.' It is not. Woelfel's system—
and probably the other imaginable SBIMs—~has very Ii;tie in common with any
form of S-R theory including Behavior Modification. Behavior Modification
methods are designed to be applied to individuals or small collectivities,
with extrinsic rewards deliberately provided to specific individuals to
Induce each to respond in a specific way. On repetition these responses
become conditioned behaviors. The SBIMs are aimed at very broad populations—
such as buyers, sellers, and voters. They will use mass communication methods
to cﬂange behaviors by shiftfng cognitions. Unlike Behavior Mddificatioh,
SBiMs will not ordinarily be used to induce enduring new response patterns.
They will not even employ extrinsic rewards. {f anything, they will affect
far more people than Behavior Modification will. So they should not be
confused wfth Behavior Modiflication. 3) The last observation is cbvious.
If other SBIMs may emerge in.the future, this one should be identified by thé
name of life inventor. Hence "Woelfel's Social Behavior Induction Method"
would seem to be a proper name for the applied side of WOeifeI's Galileo
System.

The theory. Woelfel's social psychological theory holds that behaviof
Is a function of information (cognitions), and that informatioﬁ can be
systematically manipulated. !t follows that behaviors can be manipulated by
manipulating information. The theory presumes that human béings are, so to
speak, matted together by dense networks of partially shared information.
The information networks are held together by communication through language,

and universes of discourse (sets of shared information) are collated by fhe o
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catégorieé provided by language. Within any domain of shared informatfon.'
specific objects exlist which aré both social and psychological. They are
social because they are shared. They are psychological because each has a
location in individuals' cognitive structures. They are shared by large,

but finite, and therefore specifiable, populations. So a given domain will
be applicable to a given population. Such a doméin will contain a set of
social objects pertaining to it. For example, a given election is applicable
to, say, the legal voters of Detroit. The specific offices to be filled,

the candidates who'd 1ike to fil]lthem, and the issues and parties distin-
guishing the candidates are among the social objects in the domain. Within

the domain, each social object of which any member of a population is

cognizant will @have a location in the member’s psychological
space. That location can be described as a point in an n-dimensional space.
Behaﬁiors within the domain are adjustments in the relative location of the
social objects. Adding new information whi;h redefines one or more of the
objects thus results in a somewhat different behavior than Qould have occurred
without that information.

The method. MMDS is the method by which the social objects of a domain
ére located at a point in an average psychological space (Lingoes, 1977;
Shepard, Romney, and Nerlove, 1972; Romney; Shepard, and Nerlove, 19%2). In
the case of the Galileo System (see: Barnett and Woelfel, 1976; Woelfel,
Woelfel and Woelfel, 1977; Woelfel, 1973; Woelfel, 1974; and Woelfel and
Danes, 1977), the metric is provided by asking each sample member of a given
population to specify how many Galileos——arbitrary but equal units—apart
are two given objects. By locating eacﬁ object at an average point in an

n-dimensfonal space, the researcher can mark the locations of each object

at one time or successive times. There are at least three advantages to
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this. 1) The observer can see the & to which the population conceives
objects as similar to or different frﬁm each other. Especially, he can note
thé distancgs of each from the self. People wi!l.favor things that are
located close to the self (provided they generally like themselves), and
oﬁﬁosﬁ those things which are far from the self. 2) Trends in behavior can
be determined by obgerving the changes in the locations of objects. 3).The
effects of deliberate introductions of new information aimed at changing the
population's definitions can.be observed.

The mapping techniques. In light of the foregoing, the key unusual
operational questions would seem to be 1) how to determine the objects per-
taining to the domain, and 2) how to determine what new information to intro-
duce in order to change the average location of objects. (The other technical
problems seem to me to be.those which, because they are common to all social
research, such as sempling and quéstion framing, do not merit.any attention
here.) 1 really do not know exactly how Woelfel determines which concepts to
include as social objects within the domain. My guess Is that he uses the
same sort of artfui sampling and interﬁiewing that was used on thé old SO
project., Of course, he can tell you better than |I. But on the chance that
this might be a good guess, the guidelines could be the following: 1) Deter=
mine the main contrasting social roles that divide the pertinent popu}ation—-
meh=women, young-old, eté. 2) Draw one or two persons ffom eacﬁ of the cells
generated by cross-classifying these social roles, each set of contrasting
roles now being treated as a variable.. This gives a purposive sample cutting
across the whole range of the populétion. 3) Beginning with the interviewer's
own general knowledge of the conceptual domain, conduct depth Interviews with

each sampled person, probing to learn what each considers the main objects

g
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to be. (Differénces crossing roles imply differences among role lncumbents

regarding the importance 2 even presence of specific cognitive objects. So

N,

sampling as conducted under 2} is likely to uncover objects that are more salient

to those in some roles than in others, and Is thus likely to permif an

in?lu;ive set of objects to be identified.) 4) These will be identified by

many different 5pecific words for any one respondent and certainly a great

many overall respondents. Moreovef. different respondents will emphaéize

different objects. 5) The nouns mentioned by each respondent would be placed

into a smaller number of generic categories. 6) Certain of the latter will

be mentioned with great frequency. These would then be included on a formal

interview schedule to be administered to a sample from which parameters may

be estimated.

But how to change cognitions? Here new information would be added.

Woelfel has a system for doing this, called the Mautomatic meésage generator.”
''''''' I"do not know how it works. However ft does it, the result Is a small set of
messages designed to shift specific social objects to new locations in
psychological space.

My general point so far is that the Galileo System is more than MMDS.
It is a theory and technology of human social behaivor analysis which employs
MMDS as its calculus.

Social Behavior Induction Methods. 1'd like to conclude by pointing out

Vthat, if indeed the theory works, its engineering potentials are impressivé.'
The first thing, of course, is for others to try to learn how to use the System
and to check out its practical potential. Assuming that it works effectively,
we can foresee the possibility that it will be widely applied in advertising,

- political campaigning, and diffusing new information. [ts application would
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form an elite-mass relationship between those who know how to use it and have
the means to do so, on the one hand, and the publics pertaining to the domains
in which they are interested, on the other. It would provide a method by

which the elites could learn a great deal about the domain-relevant conceptions

of the populations they wish to influence. In this way the public will

doubtless affect the.elite; in effect, telling the e]i;e that they, tﬁe
public, are more likely to be sﬁayed by 'this than by 'that.' Second, it will
make it possible for the elites to use the teﬁhnology for changing cognitive
structures so as to change the average behaviors of the populations. Thus,
like so many advances in knowledge, SBiM wiil be a two-edged sword. It is a
tool which elites could use to Improve their understanding of public needs
and thus be better able to serve them. It could alsoc be used cynically, to
moré effectively manipulate the public in the service of the ends of the
elité. This has obvious ethical and legal ramifications that:others may want
to lTook into.

On the political side (see: Serota, Cody, Barnett, and Taylor, 1977;
and Woelfel, Fink, and Taylor, 1976), if no one party in a multl-party system
obtains a monopoly of the method, my guess is that In the long run it would
make the candidates and the elected officials better informed about what thelr
constituents think. In such a case, each party's use of the cognitive change
technology would probably tend to cancel that of the other. The candidates,
however, would have a better understanding of the interests their coﬁstitueﬁts
have in the campaign. It might well make elected representatives more deeply.
aware of the views of their constituents. The best guess s that they would
therefore be better public servants. Of course, it is poséible that the

qual ity of leadership might suffer to the extent that leaders responded only
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to factors known to their followers, ignoring potentiallf pertinent events and
contingencies as yet unrecognized by ordinary people. Possibly, politicians,
knowing more about Qhat their voters thought, might at times be more inclined
to follow than to lead them. Nothing need be said about SBIM in a one-party
sttem or a dictatorship. Its affects would appear to be cbvious,

One last point. It has been noted that time and. time again enthusiastic
communications researchers have proposed methods they believe will have
powerful affects on human social behavior. They rarely work., So the skeptic
may think that Woelfel's SBIM may be just another flash in the pan. Of
course, this may turn out to be the case. But | doubt it. On the contrary
| think the prospects that it will work as predicted are really quite Qood.
The Galileo System is conceptually quite close to the social psychological
theory of status attainment, a theory which, after more than two decades of
research, using long~term two-point panel studies, seems to work quite well
tSeweil, Haller, and Portes,.1969; Sewell, Haller, and Ohlendorf, 13970;
Alexander, Eckland,and Griffin, 1975; Otto and Haller, 1978). In other words,
through research on the social psychology of status attainmeht and tﬁfough

the Galileo System which is conceptually very similar to it, the social

psychological perspectives of Mead and Lewin have been blended, and fhe b]énd :

has been expressed in terms that have lent themselves rather well to careful

quantitative tests. 1In the status attainment area and in Woelfel's successful

extensions of the parts of it dealing with significant others into other areas

of behavior such as marijuana smoking, Canadian séparatist movements (Woelfel,
McPhail, and Gillham, n.d.), etc., the tests have strongly tended to support
the theory. 5o it seems reasonable to expect that the practical application

of the Galileo System to the induction of social behavior will also turn out
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to be successful. The next steps are for other researchers to subject the
theory to careful tests, while simultaneously beginning to map the social

consequences which will ensue if indeed the theory works.
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