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Tho science of politics is a science of human behavior. It concerns itself with
a specific segment of the activities of humans— those which either take place
in, or have aclearly discernibleeffect upon, the formal governmental machinery
of the community. The characteristic feature of a political scientist, therefore,
is not his unique theoretical framework but his special empirical interest. Two
main consequences follow. First, it is trivially true, and widely recognized, that
the major concepts of other behavior sciences arenecessarily an integral part of
the study of political behavior. Second, it is equally true that, within the social
sciences, it is the responsibility of political science to develop those elements of
behavior theory that are particularly relevant for the analysis of action in the
sphere of politics.

Much of current empirical and theoretical work in political analysis is or-
ganized around the observation that many political data can be conceived to
represent results of mechanisms for decision-making used (consciously or un-
consciously) by individuals or collectivities. 1 In a similar fashion, students of a
significant number of other types of behavior have tended to formulate their
problems within a decision-makingframework.2 When one examines these ap-
parently disparatebranches of behavior theory, it is difficult to avoid the con-
clusion that there exist potentially fruitful parallelisms among such theories as
those of consumer behavior, administrative behavior, price setting, legislative
enactments, propaganda, learning, foreign affairs, and social control.

Once decision-making is accepted as one of the key focal points for em-
pirical social science, the necessity for exploring the operational meaning
and theoretical dimensions of influence is manifest. Interest in decision-making

;l

stems from the conviction that a large number of events involving the be-

* This paper is based on work done under a grant made to tho Carncgio Institute of
Technology by the Ford Foundation for the study of organization theory. The author is
greatly indebted to his colleagues and students in the Graduate School of Industrial Ad-
ministrationfor their comments on earlier draftsof parts of thepresent, article.
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for example, Robert A. Dahl, Congress and Foreign Policy (New York, 1950),
Part I; Harold D. Lasswell and Abraham Kaplan, Power and Society (New Haven, 1950),
pp. 74-83; Seymour M. Lipset, Paul F.

Lazarsfeld,

Allen 11. Barton, and Juan Linz, "The
Psychology of Voting: An Analysis of Political Behavior," in tho Handbook of Social Psy-
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havior of human organisms can be treated as exemplifications of pervasive
mechanisms for reaching decisions. The interest in influence stems, in turn,
from its conception as the fundamental intervening variable for the analysis of
decision-making. Influence is to the study of decision-making what force is to
the study of motion—a generic explanation for the basic observable phenom-
ena.8 It is the general goal of the present paper to suggest a definition of the
influence concept and to explore with reference to the suggested definition some
key problems in the study of influence processes. An assessment of some of the
major problems in influence analysis is made in section I. In section 11, a defi-
nition of influence as a causal relation is formulated. On the basis of this defi-
nition, a formal model of a decision-making organism is presented and its im-
plications discussed; this is done in sections 111, IV, and V. Finally, in section
VI, measurement techniques are considered brieflyin the light of theframework
outlined earlier.

I. SOME PROBLEMS IN THE ANALYSIS OF INFLUENCE

Problems of Generality. The empirical study of influence has been hampered
by a tendency toward ad hoc formulations. As will beindicated in greaterdetail
below, operational definitions of influence for research purposes tend to be
markedly divergent and their relationship to the general concept atbest vague.
Although it may be desirable or necessary to consider different types of influ-
ence under differentconditions, one should be in a position to define theway in
which any given type (or its concomitant index) is related to a theoretically
formulated variable. Failure to achieve generality in the study of influence has
had two major consequences. On the one hand, it has limited the comparability
of studies of interpersonal influence (i.e., those studies that label a major
variable as "influence"). On the other hand, it has concealed the potential
relevance of studies in quite different areas of theory and research.4

Problems in Determining Influence Order. The difficulties of identification in a
system of interacting variables have been explored most fully by economists.6

In the analysis of influence the problem is frequently severe. Consider, for ex-
ample, arather common type of problem in the area of public opinion. Assume
that we are interested in exploring the relationship between domestic public
opinion on foreign affairs and overseas propaganda by the State Department.
In such an investigation, there is a tendency to take domestic public opinion
as given and ask the question: how do changes in public opinion influence
changes in overseaspropaganda? But if thepropaganda has an effecton foreign
countries, and if changes in the attitudes and/or actions of other countries have

* Note that this does not commitone to a Newtonianpsychology; nor is it anticipated
thatan analogicalapproachto the theory of influence willproveparticularly useful.

* Because it partially avoids this pitfall by relying heavily on learningtheory, the re-
cent Yale volume on persuasion has considerable merit. See Carl I. Hovland, Irving L.
Janis, and Harold H. Kelley, Communication and Persuasion (New Haven, 1953).

* See, for example, Tjalling C. Koopmans, "Identification Problems in Economic
Model

Construction,"

in Studies in Econometric Method, cd. Hood and Koopmans (New
York, 1953), pp. 27-48.
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aneffecton domestic public opinion (neither of which are entirely unreasonable
conditions), one can no longer legitimately treat public opinion as a given.
The identification of an influence order in such systems (particularlywhen they
are observed in an equilibrium state) is exceptionally difficult, and many in-
fluence relations represent closed-100p8 systems of this type—either directly or
through the operation of the so-called "ruleof anticipated reactions."

Problems of Unanticipated orDelayed Consequences. Influence is frequently de-
fined in terms of behavior change over a given time interval and measured by
overt motor or verbal activities. Such procedures have the major theoretical
objection that they ignore changes in the individual's latent readiness to act.
An adequate theory of influence must be more general than that implicit in a
simple stimulus-response treatment. A slightly different manifestation of the
same difficultyresults from the failure to account for the side effects of partic-
ular influence procedures. It is clear that in any interpersonal relationship in-
volving repetitive interaction, both the long and the short run consequences of
influence attempts must be calculated. For example, it is a commonplace ob-
servation in child psychology that although a child can be induced to conform
to parental demands by a number of methods, thesemethods are rarely neutral
as to the latent alteration in the child's propensity to meet future demands
with hostility. Finally, insofar as the "sleepereffect" discussed by Hovland and
his associates7 is anticipated, there is afurther complication. Manifest action in
response to an influence attempt may vary without regard to any variables
other than time.

Problems of the Dimensionality of Influence. We wish tobe ableto characterize
an influence relationship between two individuals. In order to make such a
characterization, it is necessary to know the dimensions for which measure-
ments are required. Since the empirical study of influence is still in its infancy,
it is not at all clear what theactual dimensions of an influence relationship be-
tween two individuals are. However, it is clear that such a relation frequently
cannot be defined by simply citing a single influence index.8 On the contrary,
the evidence that exists indicates that the influence relationship between two
individuals varies according to thesubject matter under consideration. 9 One of

« A 'closed loop' system is one in which the variables within the system are related in
such a way that one can trace a chain of relationships from a givenvariablethrough other
variables and back to the original starting point without retracing one's steps. Thus afairly common set of hypothesesin voting behaviorforms the following closed loop: voting
intention -+exposure to party position on the state of the economy->perception of the
state of economy-♦voting intention.An 'open loop' system is one in which such circles do
not exist. The terms were borrowed originally from servo-mechanics, where they are usedprimarily to describedifferent types of automaticcontrol devices.

T Hovland, Communication and Persuasion, Ch. 8, and the articles there cited.
8 To be sure, one can define somethingin any wayhe pleases. What is meant is that

a uni-dimensional influence index willrarely be of much utility.
» James G. March, "Husband-Wife Interaction over Political Issues," Public Opinion

Quarterly, Vol. 17, pp. 461-70 (Winter, 1953-54); Albert H. Rubenstein, "Problems in theMeasurement of Interpersonal Communication in an Ongoing

Situation,"

SociometrvVol. 16, p. 86 (Feb., 1953).
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the most obvious examples of this fact can be found in the operation of the
United StatesSenate, where for most senators influence is highly specific to the
subject matter involved. 10 It is necessaryto specify one indexat least for each
important subject-matter area. 11 Moreover, it seems reasonable to believe
that thereare other dimensions and that an important function of any theoret-
ical formulation of influence will be to provide clues to them.

Problems of Measurement. The problem of influencemeasurement is consid-
ered more specifically in section VI, after some theoretical considerations have
been presented. However, it should be obvious from what has already been
indicated with respect to other problems of analysis that measurement is one of
thecrucial difficulties. At the present time, available measures of influence, like
influence theory, lack generality. The moreobvious modes of introducing such
generality into measures tend to make the measures operationally unfeasible.
In addition, themajor problem of comparison valuesremains unsolved. Insofar
as possible, a measure should be in terms of an interchangeable unit that will
facilitate comparisons of such things as the influencerelationships between two
pairs of individuals without any direct comparison between the members of the
pairs involved. At present, there is lacking not only an immediately obvious
unit of measurement, but even a generally feasible means of providing simple
rankings.

The theoretical framework outlined in the remaining sections of the present
paper was motivated by a consideration of such problems of influence analysis
as these. Some of the ways in which the conceptualization of influence that is
presented here contributes to at least the partial solution of these major prob-
lems, and the continuing theoretical and empirical gaps in the concept of in-
fluence, are indicated below.

11. INFLUENCE AS THE INDUCEMENT

OF

CHANGE

Consider the individual in a specified environment (i.e., reacting to a set of
specified cues, both internal and external). Assuming that the behavior laws
relating individual activity (neural, glandular, muscular, etc.) with the specified
environment are known, it is possible to define a path of behavior that will be
observed in the individual organism. For the moment, the extent to which the
laws provide a complete and precise prediction is relatively unimportant, so
long as they possess the minimum characteristic of delineating a boundary be-
tweenbehavior consistent with theprediction and behavior inconsistent with it.
It is in harmony with the more frequent uses of the term "influence" and with

10 George Galloway, The Legislative Process in Congress (New York, 1953), Ch. 14.
11 If the index has only two values, it is possible to talk of a set theoretical model for

describing therelationship, defining a partitioning of the joint decisions of A and B into
mutually exclusive sets of decisions made by either A or B alone. Comparisonof influence
positions then depends either upon the development of comparison values or upon the
existence of a situation in which the set of decisionsmade by A alone at timeto is properly
included in theset madeby A alone at timetx, or in the set madeby B aloneat some given
time. If a multi-valued index is used, vector notationseems to be indicated and the devel-
opment of standard measurement units to beof central importance.
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the present sense of that term to say that if the individual deviates from the
predicted path of behavior, influence has occurred, and, specifically, that it is
influence which has induced the change.

Suppose that a prediction of the following form is made: "Congressman X
will vote for bill Y." Suppose further that a sequence of events is observed
culminating in Congressman X, in fact, voting for the bill. Such an observation
obviously is consistent with theproposition that no influence has occurred. But
it is also consistent with the negation of that proposition. The prediction is a
narrow one, dealing with only a quite limited sequence of muscular activities,
andrefers to only a small part of a complete definition of a behavioral path. In-
asmuch as a similar observation can be made concerning virtually any predic-
tion of human activity, it is clear that although it is frequentlypossible to es-
tablish the fact that interpersonal influence has occured, it is peculiarly dif-
ficult to establish thefact that no such influence has taken place. Partly for this
reason, a distinction needs to be made between the influence relationship be-
tween two events (e.g., 'A votes yes,' 'B votes yes') and the relationship be-
tween two individuals (e.g., A, B). As has previously been mentioned, one of
the fundamental problems in the assessment of interpersonal influencebecomes
apparent precisely at the point at which it is recognized that there is no neces-
sary isomorphism among the causal relationships holding between the several
activities of two individuals. 12

On theother hand, suppose that a sequenceof events is observedculminating
in the Congressman's notvoting for the bill. It can then be said that influence
has occurred. Depending upon how refined are the observational instruments
utilized and upon the complexity of interactions among variables within the
organism, it may be possible to make more or less explicit the influencing event
and the mechanisms of influence;but, in any case, one is usually prepared to
say that whatever the mechanisms involved (and assuming the original predic-
tion to be correct) , what has occurred between the original prediction and the
observed nonfulfillment of theprediction will fall within the general definition
of influence.

For example, suppose that one of theeventsobserved between the prediction
that Congressman X will support the bill and his failure to do so is the an-
nouncement by the President of his opposition to the passage of bill Y. It
might well be assumed that this latter event influenced the activities of the
Congressman and specificallyhis inclination to support thebill. 1'Such an assumption would presumably be based either on one or on both of
two types of calculations. On the one hand, observation of the events occurring
and comparison with the predicted pattern of events may reveal only two
'unanticipated' observations: the President's announcement and theCongress-

11 Lasswell and Kaplan, Power and Society,p. 76; David B. Truman, The Governmental
Process (New York, 1951), pp. 188-93.

■' For the moment, at least, wewill not consider the complications introduced by the
possibility that the President'sannouncementis induced by certain previous activitieson
thepart of the Congressman.
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man's failure to support the bill. Under the prior assumption that the endog-
enous laws of the system are known, it is necessarily assumed that at least one
(but not necessarily only one) of the unexpected events is determined by exog-
enous forces. So long as the two eventscontinue to co-vary through a number of
trials, parsimony and some reasonable respect for the laws of probability sug-
gest that thereexists anecessary relationship between them. On theother hand,
since such an analysis fails to provide any causal ordering between the events,
it fails to satisfy the intuitive feeling that an explanation of events that gives
causal precedence to the Congressman's failure to vote for the bill should be
rejected. Consequently, the observation of co-variation is supplemented by the
attempt to find explanatory propositions for the two events.14

To any student of general scientific methodology, these comments on influ-
ence ring a familiar bell. As Simon has pointed out, 16 there exist some key
similarities betweenwhat is ordinarily considered tobe influence and that which
is considered under the more general rubric of causality. Since the definition of
influence to be proposed here draws heavily upon these similarities, it may be
well to indicate two important characteristics of an influence relation on the
one hand and a causal relation on the other by means of which their interrela-
tion is made clear.

1. Both relations are asymmetrical. That is, thestatement that A causes B
excludes the possibility that B causes A. Similarly, the statement that A influ-
ences B excludes the possibility that B influences A. Here again, much of the
confusion in the theoretical discussion of influence stems from the failure to
distinguish the influence relationship between events (i.e., subsets of activities
by individuals) and the influence relationship between individuals (i.e., the
complete sets of activities by individuals). The fact that it appears to be pos-
sible tospeak of asymmetries holding between eventsbut not so frequently pos-
sible to speak of influence asymmetries between individuals (e.g., the sharing
of influence may often be exhibited in the form of influence specialization
according to 'area') suggests that the appropriate model for the description of
an influencerelationship betweentwo individuals is one in which the influence-
related activities of the individuals arepartitioned into mutually-exclusive sets
in such a way that within each set asymmetry holds between the individual
agents of the activities. 16

2. In both cases, ordering of the relationship (i.e., causal or influence prec-
edence) requires the specification of a set of propositions 'explaining' any two
observed events so that there exists a set of propositions explaining one with-
out reference to the other, but no such set explaining the second without refer-

14 H. O. A. Wold, "Causality and Econometrics," Econometrica, Vol. 22, pp. 162-77
(April, 1954). For a generaldiscussion of the function of explanatory laws in the construc-
tion of theory, see ClarkL. Hull, Principles of Behavior (New York, 1943), Ch. 1.

16 HerbertA.

Simon,

"On theDefinition of theCausal Relation," JournalofPhilosophy,
Vol. 49, pp. 517-28 (July 31, 1952); and "Notes on the Observation and Measurement of
PoliticalPower," Journalof Politics, Vol. 15, pp. 500-16 (Nov., 1953).

19

Simon,

"Notes" (cited in note 15),pp. 513-14; March, "Husband-Wife Interaction"
(cited in note 9), pp. 469-70.
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ence to the first. The specification of a unique ordering for the relationship re-
quires, at the minimum, more than one observation, and under some circum-
stances is impossible. In particular, if all variables are explicable in terms of
other variables within the system, at best only a partial ordering is possible.

In general, it appears to be true of any statement of influence that it can
just as easily be formulated in terms of causality. Since in common parlance
(and the present framework) it is not true that all statements of causality can
be treated as statements of influence (i.e., influence and causality are not
equivalent), the set of all influence relations can be understood to be a proper
subset of the set of all causal relations. Specifically, the set of all influence rela-
tions is here defined to be that subset of all causal relations such that the be-
havior of an individual appears as the terminal point in the causal linkage.
Alternatively, we can say that two individuals are in an influence relation if
their behaviors are linked causally. 17

From this, it is obvious that whether a particular causal link is considered to
be apart of an influencerelation will in some cases depend upon the inclusive-
ness in definition of the causal system and upon the more or less arbitary spec-
ification of the boundaries of an event. Consider, for example, the following
causal chain:

(a) If A places a lighted match next to the firecracker fuse, the fuse will
light.

(b) If the fuse lights, the fuse will burn.
(c) If thefuse burns, thefirecracker will explode.
(d) If the firecracker explodes, a series of sound waves will travel in the

direction of B.
(c) If sound waves travel in the direction of B, B will contract the muscles

in his hand.
Clearly, each of the specified five events could be further subdivided (i.e., the
boundaries are arbitrary), and as influence has been defined above, not every
segment of this particular causal chain defines an influencerelation. Only those
segments (four in number) terminating in B's muscle contraction fall within
the definition.

Under some circumstances (i.e., if the system is an open-loop system) a lack
of inclusiveness in the system is not felt to be critical. The first event in the
chain can be treated as an independent variable. Some of the measurement con-
siderations associated with the non-inclusiveness of an open-loop system are
discussed below, but they should not be confused with themuch more serious
problems associated with the potential interaction among partially defined
systems. Where the system under investigation is, in fact, closed-loop but is
segmented into an apparent open-loop system, serious consequences for the
measurement (or even ordering) of influence relations are introduced.

17 Note theproblem of spurious correlation that exists here as elsewhere in the treat-
ment of causality. The fact that thebehaviorsof thepremiers of Hungary and Roumania
appear to co-vary is not sufficient evidence upon which to establishan influence relation-
ship between them.
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111. A FORMAL MODEL OF THE STATE OF THE ORGANISM 18

Up to this point, influence has been defined as that which induces behavior
on the part of the individual at time ft different from that which might be pre-
dicted on the basis of a knowledge of the individual organism at time to. By
behavior is meant any change in the state of the organism. 19 Thus, any changes
in the organism are considered except those that are implicit in the original
condition of the organism and, therefore,predictable on thebasis ofknowledge
held at time to.20

The definition of influence as that which induces a change in the stateof the
organism makes the problem of specifying that state in meaningful terms of
paramount concern for the theory of influence. At one level of abstraction, it is
possible to say that this is simply a question of strategy. We consider the set
of changes,of all possible types, in the organism, a set containing a perhaps finite
but certainly extremely large number (n) of elements. Then, in principle, we
might define thestate of the organism at a given time as a vector in n-dimen-
sional space, the components of which are the measurements made on those
elements of the set at the specified time. The strategic problem becomes that
of determining what subset of this extremely large set will be used as the opera-
tional definition of the state. The difficulty in approaching the organism from
this point of view stems from the difficulty in measuring many of the changes in
the organism.

Consider,for example, a physiological specification of changes—certainly, in
one sense, the most 'natural' type of characterization of the organism. At the
moment, at least, thecapabilities of physiological recording devices do not ex-
tend much beyond the most peripheral organismic responses.21 Consequently,
a neuro-physiological specification of the state of the organism must, in order
to be useful in the study of influence, involve thecreation of a series of hypo-
thetical constructs relating the several peripheral responses to each other. In
particular, some conception of the decision-making processes of the brain seems
manifestly necessary. Thus far, experimental work in neural psychology
has shed some important light on such questions as the areal specialization
of the brain, but somewhatless light on the dynamicsof its operation.22 That this
is substantially true is borne out by an examination of the recent attempts by

18 Specialacknowledgement is due to Professors Harold Guetzkow and Herbert Simon
and to Messrs. Douglas K. Mims, Frederick

Stern,

and Fred M. Tonge for theircriticisms
and suggestions with respectto the model outlinedin this section.

19 For a similar

definition,

see Donald B. Lindsley, "Electroencephalography," in
Personality and the Behavior Disorders, cd. Hunt (New York, 1944), Vol. 2, p. 1033.

20 Excluded, consequently, from the present discussion is the influence analysis of a
wholly self-containedsystem—that is, one in which all variablesare determinedby system
variables exclusively. This applies whether the system involved is the individual personal-
ity or a number of such personalities.

» Charles E. Osgood, Method and Theory in Experimental Psychology (New York,
1953).

" Donald B. Lindsley, "Emotion," in the Handbook of Experimental Psychology, cd.
Stevens (New York, 1951), pp. 473-516.
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physiologically-oriented scientists to define a theoretical model for the brain. 23

Although the terminology is frequently different, the content of such "physio-
logical" models is quite similar to the content of models drawn by analogy
from electrical systems24 or based directly upon inductive logic. 26 For these rea-
sons, there appears to be no advantage to be gainedby formulating the present
model in the terminology of neuroanatomy. It is explicitly a logical construct,
based upon a conception of the functional needs of the brain as a decision-
making instrument. Nevertheless, studies of influencein the future may fruit-
fullyutilize neuro-physiological measures of emotional alteration as a close ad-
junct to the more traditional attitudinal measures.

The model of the organism to be presented here represents an attempt to
develop a conception of the decision-making process upon which to build a
theory of influence. It is hoped that this theory will suggest at least partial
solutions to the major problems of influence analysis outlined above. For ex-
ample, an attempt has been made to provide sufficient generality so that any
of the types of influence ordinarily considered (e.g., authority, sense of legiti-
macy, control over communication) fit naturally into the structure. Such a
conception will provide clues both to the underlying similarities between ap-
parently different types of behavioral premises (e.g., habit and legitimacy) and
to underlying differences between apparently similar types of behavior (e.g.,
theprivate who salutesbecause he feels he ought to, and theprivate who salutes
in order to avoid the guardhouse).

In the model tobe developed, theformal terminology of set theory is used, as
well as a series of symbols. For thefollowing symbols, read the indicated Eng-
lish equivalents:

{ " " " } "the set of " " " "
« "iscontained in," or "is an element in the set of"

"such that"
p—p

a—-A) "if a, then b, with probability P"
Upper case letters are used to designate sets, and lower case counterparts are
used to designate elements of a set (e.g., aeA).

Two undefined terms are introduced. First, "state of affairs" (s). From pre-
vious attempts to do so, it appearsto be impossible to define state of affairs in
terms any less ambiguous than itself. Consequently, it is hoped that the in-
tuitive meaning of the expression will be moderately clear. Some examples of
states of affairs are 'sleep,' 'the solar system destroyed,' 'a light blinking.'

The second undefined term is the verb "to evoke." A state of affairs is said
to be evoked when it is activated within the organism so asto impinge upon ac-

" William R. Ashby, Designfor a Brain (New York, 1952)

;

Donald O. Hebb, The Or-
ganization ofBehavior (New York, 1949).

24 Norbert Wiener, Cybernetics (Cambridge, 1948).

" Rudolph Carnap and Y. Bar-Hillel, An Outline of a Theory of Semantic Information,
Technical Report No. 247, Research Laboratory of Electronics, Massachusetts Institute
ofTechnology, October 27, 1952.
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elements (in R) to which are associated a v-value of + or — . Qis the set of
all elements to which are associated arvalue of 0.tion. A state of affairs is evocable if it can be evoked. The term denotesa causal

relationship between an evoking state of affairs and an evoked state of affairs.
The characterization of evoking as a causal relationship introduces certain

difficulties into themodel. As indicated above, a causal relationship isordinarily
treated as asymmetric (i.e., aRb-+b(~R)a). However, if the present model is
to conform to psychological reality, one must be able to speak both of the
'state of hunger' evoking the 'state of eating' and of the 'state of eating'
evoking the 'state of hunger.' Consequently, theevoking set of states of affairs
(E) is considered to be external to the system at the time-space point examined.
In this sense it is treated as an experimental variable.

(6) Let the elements of R be related by a web of probability connections.
For example :

Given the limited discriminatory ability that is ordinarily associated with
human behavior, it might be predicted that the model would most accurately
approximate the decision-making activities of the individual if the values of p
were restricted to extremes (e.g., p greater than .9 or less than .1). However,
again by the iron law of parsimony, situations where the values of p are moder-
ate are not excluded arbitrarily from the present model. (As will be made clear
below, decision-making problems arise not only where the probability connec-
tions involve moderate p-values but also where the starting point in a chain
is simultaneously associated by means of chains of high probability with two
states of affairs having opposite i>-values.)

With these primitive terms, it is possible to develop a formal model of the
state of the organism for purposes of influence analysis.

(1) Let S= {all states of affairs}
(2) Let R= { BeS\ sis evocable in the individual }
(3) Let obea three-valued function defined over a domain consisting of all

of the elements contained in the set R, such that to each element (r,)
there is associated a value, v{r

t

), equal to +, 0, or — .
The psychological meaning of the partitioning of R thus defined will be left

unclarified in the formal structure defined here. At the same time, however,
thereappears to be no great advantagetobe gained by suppressing themotiva-
tion for the introduction of such a function. The role of v-values in the present
system is approximately the same as that performed by valences in Lewinian

The set A will contain at least one "alternative of action" (defined as a
starting point in a chain of connections between Q and G—thus, an immediately
achievable state of affairs) and at least one element of the set G. Further, each
chain of probability connections among the elements of A terminates in an
element of G. Thus, it is possible to say that each alternative of action in A has
a probability, v, of resulting in a geG having a u-value of +, and a second
probability, w, of resulting in a geG having a u-value of — . (Note that v and
wdo not necessarily sum to 1.) The set of behavior alternatives with a w-value
greater than a given figure (e.g., w>.9) and a w-value smaller than a second
figure (e.g., w<.2) can be considered a viable set of alternatives. Unless
that set contains only a single element, the model does notuniquely determine
the action of the individual.

psychology.26

Alternatives to using only three equivalence relations as indicated here
might be the introduction of a greater number of such relations or the use of
a complete ordering of elements on the basis of a utility function. The latter
possibility has long appealed more to the economist than to the behavioral
scientist.27 It offers the advantages (and they are not to be ignored) of mathe-
matical eleganceand productivity, but there is some evidence to suggest that
the demands implied by a utility function are probably beyond the capabilities
of the human organism and almost certainly foreign to its normal operations.
On the other hand, a number of classes somewhat greater than those defined
here has something to be said for it (e.g., ++, +, 0, -, --), and therejec-
tion of such procedures is based primarily upon a general inclination to be
most parsimonious in the definition of the model in those areas where informa-
tion is the least reliable.

This set is implied by the interpretation of "evoking" as a causal relationship
between twoelements of S and by the existence of the set R.j

(9) To each teT let there be associated one or more rtR by means of
probability connections.
For example:

(5) Let Q =R-G
That is, the set R is partitioned into two subsets, Q and G. G is the set of all

(10) Thus, to each set A there is associated a set
M Kurt Lewin, The Conceptual Representation and the Measurement of Psychological

Forces (Durham, 1938).

"Kenneth J. Arrow, "Alternative Approaches to the Theory of Choice in Risk-Tak-
ing

Situation,"

Econometrica, Vol. 19, pp. 404-32 (Oct., 1951); John

yon

Neumann and
Oskar Morganstern, Theory of Games and Economic Behavior (Princeton, 1947), pp. 15-31.

The set E can be called the evoking set. It conforms to what is normally
called the "cue" or the "stimulus."

p=.9 p-1.
gig% —> q% —*

Qx

(7) Let A = {rtR\r is evoked in the individual }

(8) Let T= { stS | s evokes an sin the individual }

P-.8tin ——> n(4) Let G={reß\v(n) ?*o}
p—.3

h >rv

E = { teT tis connected to an aeA }
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changing the set A, and thereby—at least potentially—changing the content
of the viable set of alternatives. The result is to induce a "change in set" in
both the traditional psychological and present meaning of the expression. In
problem-solving activities,the influence of a hint occurs through the mechanism
of changing the elements of E. Similarly, the provision of information designed
to define the situation for the individual actor frequently alters not only the
probability connections between the elements of R but also the elements con-
tained in E.

IV. INFLUENCE PROCESSES

The model outlined above defines the state of the organism in terms of a
number of elementary sets, w-values attached to the elements of those sets,
and probability connections among the elements. One of the advantages of
thus formalizing the state of the organism lies in the possibilities thereby
afforded for identifying general influence processes. Since influence has previ-
ously been defined as that which induces change in the state of the organism,
the present model focuses attention on four basic processes by means of which
influence is exercised. V. THE PROBLEM OF SYMBOLIC LEARNING

1. By changing the v-values associated with the elements of R. A change in
v(rt) from +to 0, for example, makes a potential change in the value of v (i.e.,
the probability of a given alternative leading to a + u-value) and thereby po-
tentially alters the viable set of behavior alternatives. Such a phenomenon is
that which is ordinarily called the "internalization of values." When an indi-
vidual is persuaded to internalize a desirefor a particular state of affairs (e.g.,
the election of a Republican President) which was desired previously simply
for its instrumental character, the equivalent representation in the model is
one in which the u-value of the state of affairs changes from 0 to +. Similarly,
socialization falls in this category, as well as most of those forces that arecom-
monlyregarded as cultural determinates of individual activities.

If one operates within the general framework outlined above, some of the
more complicated problems in the study of influence tend to become, if not
always simplified, at least clarified.29 For example, some of the confusion that
has found its way into influence analysis appears, from the present point of
view, to stem from the identification difficulties in handling influence through
symbolic communications. So long as our "rats" stay in their Skinner box
and learn primarily through direct experience, we are not greatly perplexed.
But when they exhibit some ability to communicate the wisdom of their experi-
ence to each other, some of our more simple-minded approaches to influence
begin to break down. Consider the rule of anticipated reactions.80 It has been
suggested that whenever the reaction of alter to ego's behavior is correctly an-
ticipated by ego (and vice-versa), it is not possible to untangle the influence
relationship involved. Superficially, this appears to be the most direct applica-
tion of the statementsmade in section I of the present paper with regard to the
problems associated with identification in the absence of an exogenous variable.
But in fact, if influence is defined as that which induces a change in the state
of the organism different from that predictable, the common statement of the
rule of anticipated reactions obscures a fundamental empirical assumption
that is not always true, and, in any event, should be made explicit.

2. By changing the probability connections among the elements of R. Such an
alteration can take the form of changing theprobabilities attachedto an exist-
ing link or the form of introducing a new linkage into the system.28 This is
probably the form of most of the activities ordinarily called "influence." The
threat of sanction, thepromise of reward, or the provision of information, are
examples of activities primarily directed toward restructuring the connec-
tions between differentelements of R. For example, the President who wishes to
exercise influence over the vote of a Congressman on a particular bill can
(among other things) attempt to alter the Congressman's perception of the
probability that a pro-administration vote will lead to desirable consequences
with respect to (a) the substantive matterat hand, (b) the Congressman's re-
election, and (c) the Congressman's future influence in Washington.

3. By changing the connections between T and R. This involves restricting or
expanding the set A with respect to a given set E. Stimulus-response condi-
tioning of any sort falls in this general category. Consider, for example, the
creation and extinction of habitual reactions. Habit is based (in part) upon the

The usual statement of the difficultyfollows approximately this outline: con-
sider two conditional predictions, the first held to be true by Congressman
Brown, the second held tobe true by Mr. Jones, a constituent of Congressman
Brown:1

I
Brown: "If I vote against higher taxes, Jones will votefor me."
Jones: "If I vote for Brown, he will vote against higher taxes." So long as

" One example of such clarification is presented in the present section. The writer is
persuaded it is far from an isolated case. For example, some of the respects in which the
problem of generality is attacked have been indicated in the discussionof influence proc-
esses (e.g., the elements of similarity between habit—and therefore the extended liter-
ature on habit—and legitimacy). With respect to the dimensionality of an influence rela-
tionship, the model suggests that in addition to the subject matter under considerationit
may be necessary to differentiate influence overalternative suggesting from influence over
choice among given alternatives, influence over highly specific acts or attitudes from in-
fluence overunderlying value premises, etc.

inclusion of only a single alternative in A, and a typical form of habit-breaking
is one in which the set A is expanded to include other alternatives. Similarly,
the inculcation of a "sense of legitimacy" represents, at least in part, a case of
thealteration in T-to-R connectives, asdoes also the phenomenon ofbehavioral
rigidity frequently associated with old age or with organizational behavior.

4. By changing the elements of E. This represents an alternative way of

»° Carl J. Friedrich, Constitutional Government and Democracy (Boston, 1941), pp. 589-
-91;

Simon,

"Notes" (cited in note 15), pp. 505-6." The latter can be treated as a special case of the former if the probability web be
taken as completely defined but having frequent instances where p=o.
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Brown votes against higher taxes and Jones votes for Brown, it is argued,
it is impossible to discern who is influencing whom and to what extent. How-
ever, it is compatible with the present definition of influence, and thesepropo-
sitions, for Jones to have no influence over Brown and Brown no influence
over Jones, since it is the source and not the form of the anticipation that is
decisive.

The anticipated reaction of alter to ego's behavior is part of the states of
affairs chains by means of which the state of the organism (ego) is defined at
a given point in time. It is a conditional statement of the generalform:

a > o

The form of influence that is relevant here consists in altering this statement.
Such an alteration need not be induced by the agent of the conditionally pre-
dicted event, and influence is wielded by the person inducing the alteration.

Consider the following commonly believed conditional prediction:
"If I am a good boy, Santa Claus will come to my house and leave some

gifts for me. (p = 1)"

Santa Claus is notperceived to be exercising influence over a boy who believes
this prediction; instead, influence is understood to be held by the individuals
who persuade the boy to anticipate this reaction on the part of Santa Claus.

As another example, consider this proposition (representing a belief that is
inculcated by the parental family in some cultures) :

"If one is dishonest, he will be rejected by his associates. (p= 1)" Given the
definition of influence used here, the individual who accepts this premise is
being influenced notby his associates but by his parentalfamily. If the attitude
is subject to decay in the absence of reinforcement and to reinforcement by
associates, the associates may exercise influence. But such influence is exer-
cised through reinforcing the attitude, not simply by virtue of their being the
manifest agents of the predicted event, and is measured by the difference
between what the attitude is and what it would have been in the absence of
reinforcement.

If this general reasoning is applied to the example of Congressman Brown
and Mr. Jones, the Brown-Jones influence relationship becomes obscure only
when the action of Brown in response to his anticipation of Jones' reaction
serves to reinforce Jones' anticipation of Brown's action and vice-versa. This
is the major empirical assumption underlying the complications foreseen. Since
it is frequently a reasonable assumption, the complications remain; but it is
important to distinguish the simple occurrence of ananticipated eventfrom the
contribution of the event to the reinforcement of the anticipation.

More generally, it is necessary consistently to separate the content of the
learned relationship from the mechanisms by which it is learned. To be sure,
there frequently is an important amount of interaction between content and
learning; and, to be sure, thereoften is a second-level influence process between
an agent of the predicted event and an agent of the symbolic communication
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so that thesuperficiallyperceived relationship actually does exist (though in a
two-step rather than in a one-step chain). But when the distinction is main-
tained, the power of influence analysis is considerably augmented. This be-
comes particularly obvious, for example, when one considers the function and
importance of the technical expert in an area of limited general knowledge.

VI. THE MEASUREMENT OF INFLUENCE: SOME APPROACHES

Having explicated the concept of influence and the related concept of the
'state of the organism,' and having indicated at least some of the ways in
which such conceptsfacilitate analysis, it remains to consider—within the same
framework—the major problems of measurement. Previously, some of the
difficulties of influence measurement were discussed in more or less general
terms. In this section, the specific advantages, disadvantages, and difficulties
of the chief methods of measurement currently in use are briefly considered.
Three general types of measuresare distinguishable in the literature: measures
of attributed influence, measures of opinion change, and measures of direct
interaction.

(1) Measures of attributed influence. It is possible to ask the members of the
group under examination to rank each other according to influence, either
over the individual respondent or over the group as a whole (re a particular
situation).81 Such a procedure has certain obvious advantages that should not
be overlooked. In the first place, it is simple. The simplicity from the point of
view of the observer is clear. The simplicity from the point of view of there-
spondent is less obvious, and strong reasons for anticipating considerable re-
sponse difficultycan be found. However, so long as the response categories are
relatively broad, no serious difficulty has been reported on this score by ob-
serverswho have used this technique. In the second place, it taps unexpressed
feelings and the implications of unobserved events. When overt behavior is
observed over a time interval, there appear tobe aspects of the influence pat-
tern that are elusive. It is difficult to determine, for example, whether it is
simply fortuitous that individual X changes his opinion in the direction of
individual F, or whether the fact that individual Z talks so much is indicative
of his influence position orrather of a personal attraction to the tonal qualities
of his own voice. By focusing on attributed power, it may be possible to dis-
tinguish real influencefrom pseudo-influence.

While theintrospective natureof this approach provides, at least potentially,
a major source of its attractiveness, it also results in a major disadvantage.
One has a certain hesitancy in accepting an individual's self-evaluation of
personal motivation in view of the distortions, conscious and unconscious,
that may be ordinarily anticipated. In addition, this technique provides no
ready means for comparing a relationship within a given ranking system on
the one hand and a second relationship in a completely different ranking sys-

" For example, Floyd Hunter, Community Power Structure (Chapel Hill, 1953)

;

J. I.
Hurwitz et al., "Some Effects of Power on the Relations among Group Members," in
Group Dynamics, cd. Cartwright and Zandor (Evanston, 1953), pp. 483-92; Ronald Lip-
pitt et al, "The Dynamics of Power," ibid., pp. 462-82.

www.irpublicpolicy.ir



446 THE AMERICAN POLITICAL SCIENCE REVIEW

tern on the other. Finally, in terms of the present model of the organism ana
the attendant specification of influence processes, this type of approach pro-
vides no clue to theform of influence involved—that is, to what sort of change
in the organism has taken place (or habitually does take place).

(2) Measures of opinion change. Gauging opinion change is the approach to
measuring influence that is probably most frequently used. Ordinarily, this
involves defining an attitude, permitting interaction, and subsequently locat-
ing a post-interaction position on the attitude. 82 Alternatively, samples matched
according to some a priori important characteristics can be used.83 In such a
case, pre-experiment attitudes are not obtained, but the groups are exposed to
different experimental treatments and then checked as to attitude. The as-
sumption is made that the matched samples are originally substantially identi-
cal as to attitude. Such a procedure has the obvious disadvantages associated
with the assumption necessarily made. On the other hand, where the situation
is such that it is reasonable to presume that a pre-experimental determination
of attitudes will have serious effects on the reliability of the experiment, the
matched samplemethod has considerable merit.

As contrasted with the attributed-influence technique, these methods have
the advantage of being at least somewhat external to the individual under
observation. That is, although the individual is asked to indicate his own atti-
tude, the experimenter does the measurement himself.

The method frequentlyrequires, however, that the attitude in question be
subject only to responses amenable to being located on a continuum.84 The
problem of multi-dimensionality is, in principle, controlled by introducing an
additional continuum for each dimension. Of course, insofar as there is a desire

»For example, James Bieri, "Changes in InterpersonalPerceptions Following Social
Interaction," Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, Vol. 48, pp. 61-66 (Jan., 1953);
Harvey Cromwell and Richard Kunkel, "An Experimental Study of the Effect on the
Attitude of Listeners of Repeatingthe Same Oral Propaganda,"Journal of SocialPsychol-
ogy, Vol. 35, pp. 175-84 (May, 1952); James C. Davies, "Some Relations betweenEvents
andAttitudes," thisReview,Vol. 46, pp. 777-89 (Sept., 1952) ;Leon Festinger, el al. "The
Influence Process in the Presence of Extreme Deviates," Human Relations, Vol. 5, pn
327-46 (Nov., 1952).- For example, Harold H. Kelley, "The Warm-Cold Variable in First Impressions of
Persons," Journal of Personality, Vol. 18, pp. 431-39 (June, 1950); Malcolm Moos and
B. Koslin, "Prestige Suggestion and Political Leadership," Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol.
16, pp. 77-93 (Spring, 1952); Jack A. Parrish and Donald T. Campbell, "MeasuringPro-

paganda Effects with Direct and Indirect Attitude Tests," Journalof Abnormaland Social
Psychology, Vol. 48, pp. 3-9 (Jan., 1953); Stanley Schachter and Robert Hall, "Group-
Derived Restraints and Audience Persuasion," Human Relations, Vol. 5 pp 397-406
(Nov., 1952).

"4 One variation of the more standard opinion-change techniques warrants specific
mention. Where the influence relationship studied involves a simple dyad, it is possible
to use the revealed-differences method. Two respondents are presented with problems,
each of which admits of only twopossible responses. They are then asked to reconcile any
differences that arise and arrive at a joint position for each question. The proportion of
decisions "won" by the most-winningperson forms an index of the influence differential.
To theextent that it is possible to assume the equal weightingof decisions, such a method
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to combine results on several trials, such a method introduces a unit problem.
Ordinarily, equal distance between two points arbitrarily defined as adjacent
on the continuum is assumed as well as (occasionally) equal distance between
any two such points on any continuum considered. There may be circum-
stances under which one should be prepared to make assumptions of these
types in order to facilitate the execution of a measurement program, but the
transformation of 'equal-appearing intervals' into 'equal intervals' should be
made consciously and with an awareness of the somewhat dubious foundation
for the transformation.

Quite aside from the difficulties in using substantial numbers of dimensions
in the absence of a commonmetric, one of the major tasks in attitude measure-
ment is that of identifying the dimensions of an opinion area. In this regard,
recent developments in scaling procedures (e.g., the development of latent
structure analysis)86 offer hope that this is not an impossible task, albeit it is
manifestlynot a simple one.

As a consequence, when one dealswith opinions, whether measured by means
of a Likert-type scale or by more complex scales, rankings, or perceptual
judgments, the difficulties in analysis are substantial. One indication is the
variety of forms that such analysis has assumed: the utilization of mean
values,86 degrees of change,87 simple combined indices,88 standard deviation of
estimates,89 per cent of group,40 relative rank correlation,41 net direction of
changes,42 and 'change-no change'43 measures for defining the existence or
extent of attitude change.
i"
s feasible and provides a reasonably straightforward wayof comparing differentrelation-

ships. See Fred L.

Strodtbeck,

"Husband-Wife Interaction over Revealed

Differences,'

American Sociological Review, Vol. 16, pp. 468-73 (Aug., 1951). Recently, Strodtbeckhas
been experimenting with a similar techniquein three-persongroups.

86 SamuelA. Stouffer et al., Measurementand Prediction (Princeton, 1950).
** Herbert C. Kelman, "Attitude Change as a Function of Response Restriction,"

Human Relations, Vol. 6, pp. 185-214 (Aug., 1953).
87 Raymond L.

Gorden,

"Interaction between Attitude and the Definition of the
Situation in theExpression of Opinion," American SociologicalReview, Vol. 17, pp. 50-58
(Feb., 1952).

" Rheem F. Jarrett and Alex C.

Sheriffs,

"Propaganda, Debate, and ImpartialPres-
entation as Determiners of Attitude Change," Journal ofAbnormal and Social Psychology,
Vol. 48, pp. 33-41 (Jan., 1953).

"» Everett W. Bovard, "Group Structure and Perception," Journal of Abnormal and
SocialPsychology, Vol. 46, pp. 398-405 (July, 1951).

40 Irving L. Janis et al. "Effects of Preparatory Communications on Reactions to a
Subsequent News Event," Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 15, pp. 487-518 (Fall, 1951).

41 Malcolm G. Preston and Roy K. Heintz, "Effects of Participatory vs. Supervisory
Leadership on Group Judgment," Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, Vol. 44,
pp. 345-55 (July, 1949).

a Carl I. Hovland and Walter Weiss, "The Influence of Source Credibility on Com-
munication

Effectiveness,"

Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 15, pp. 635-50 (Winter, 1951-
-52).

43 Solomon E. Asch, "Effects of Group Pressure upon the Modification and Distortion
of Judgments," in Groups, Leadership, and Men cd. Guetzkow (Pittsburgh, 1951) pp.
177-90.
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Finally, two somewhat different complications introduced by the applica-
tion of procedures for measuring opinion change should be mentioned. First,
where such measurement is used in a group larger than two, the 'satellite'
individual is awkwardly handled, since any two individuals whose opinions
always coincided would have equal influence. This gives a 'yes-man' an influ-
ence rating equal to that of his boss, a result with which most students of de-
cision-making would probably feel uncomfortable. 44 Second, the usual opinion-
change technique and its several variations all leave unanswered a key ques-
tion that is also unanswered by the attributed-power technique: what form of
influence is involved? To return to an earlier example, no distinction is made
between the private who salutes out of conviction and the private who salutes
out of fear of conviction.

(3) Measures of influence attempts. Where the opinion change technique con-
centrates on observing behavior (or attitude) at two different points in time
and recording manifest change (resulting presumably from interaction pres-
sures during the interval between observations), the attempted-influence tech-
nique focuses directly upon the interaction pressures themselves.45 Influence is
measured either by influence attempts alone or by some index of influence at-
tempts accepted by the other individuals.46

Theunit utilized varies somewhatfrom oneobserver to another. In the Bales
system, the basic unit is a simple declarative sentence, with some allowance for
scoring non-verbal actions (e.g., laugh, extended pause). It is possible to use
other units such as a single 'utterance,'47 'message,'48 or 'influence attempt.'49

Seriousobjections can beraised to any of theseunits, the major objection being
directed at the assumption that each unit is equal to every other unit. It seems
reasonable to believe that there are three types of unit inequality that are
ignored in such an assumption. In the first place, the impact of a given unit
from a given source will vary according to the target individual. In the second

44 One method of avoiding this difficulty is to prohibit communication between re
spondents and present themwithproblems completely alien to their experience. Such pro-
cedures pose considerableproblems of interpretation,but they do provide interestingand
important dataon the mechanisms ofpersonal adjustment used by the satelliteindividual
in a situation of uncertainty.

46 The recording of interactive events has been used by several observers in one form
or another, probably thebest known schemes being those developedby Bales and Carter.
See Robert F. Bales, Interaction Process Analysis (Cambridge, 1950); Launor Carter
et al., "A Note on a New Techniqueof Interaction Recording," Journal of Abnormal and
Social Psychology, Vol. 46, pp. 258-60 (April, 1951). In essence, the observation of in-
fluence in this case is madeby attempting to observe the in-process interaction.

48 Theodore M. Mills, "PowerRelations in Three-Person Groups," American Sociology
Review, Vol. 18, pp. 351-57 (Aug., 1953); Norman Polansky et al., "An Investigation of
Behavioral Contagion in Groups," Human Relations, Vol. 3, pp. 319-48 (Nov., 1950).

47 Kurt W. Back, "Influence through Social

Communication,"

Journal of Abnormal
and SocialPsychology, Vol. 46, pp. 9-23 (Jan., 1951).

48 Festinger et al., "Influence Process" (cited in note 32).
*' Lippitt et al., "Dynamics of Power" (cited in note 31).
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place, the impact of a givenunit upon a given targetwill vary according to the
source. In the third place, the impact per unit upon a given targetfrom a given
source will vary according to the communication content.

Since this unit inequality seems fairlyclear, the real assumption behind the
observation of attempts to influence appears to be that given an interaction
period of sufficient length, the unequal units will tend to show a mean value of
1 for each interacting individual. Of the reasonableness of this modified as-
sumption one mayhave somewhat greaterconfidence, but in view of its impor-
tance, it deserves further investigation.

In addition, concentration upon the interaction process obscures the impor-
tance of unobserved events. For example, it is argued, one will over-estimate
the significance of a spokesman or a person in an authority role, where influence
is based upon previous decisive changes in the organism. In this respect, it
should be noted that if influence is defined as 'un-predictedchange in a specific
organism over a given time interval, one is on safe theoretical ground; but this
should not be taken as an invitation to ignore the interesting questions raised
in a hierarchical influence structure or to spare caution in interpretation of
observations in ongoing organizations.

Like theprevious two techniques, the measures of influence attempts do not
make clear what types of changes in the organism are involved. In some respects
and under some conditions it is possible to make limited inferences in this direc-
tion from interaction data, but the possibilities for exploitation along these
lines are not as great as along others.

Finally, the techniquesoutlined here have fewer non-experimental uses than
either the attributed-influence or opinion-change techniques. This is not to say
that these methods are applicable only in a laboratory situation, but simply
to record the obvious fact that the restraints placed upon the utilization of
such methods are, in this respect, more severe than the similar restraints im-
posed on the other major techniques.

Although the methods indicated here have considerable actual and potential
utility, their somewhat questionable integration with the model outlined
earlier in the present paper (or with any other model) indicates a needfor some
change both in the recording procedures utilized and in the forms of analysis
undertaken. Supplementation by introspective recall methods and by at-
tempts to make explicit the decisional premises held at the time of a decision
seems indicated, as does the development of techniques (possiblyphysiological)
for localizing moreprecisely the points in time at which significant changes in
the organism occur.

There still remains the major problem of determining comparison values. It
has been indicated that one could define the difference between predicted and
observed behavior as a measure of influence. No attempt has been made to
indicate in what terms a value could be assigned to that difference. Changing
the formulation from "behavior change" to "premise reconstruction" does not
greatly improve the position vis-a-vis this complication. Consider an organism
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that undergoes change at two different points in time. Is there any way of
determiningat which point greater influence occurs?

Twopossible ways of approaching the problem suggest themselves (although
others might be developed). First, one can evaluate the relative influence over
a terminal act. Make the followingestimates:

(a) Given the influence at th in how many different ways could the organism
have arrived at the act?

(b) Given the influence at <2, in how many different ways could the organism
have arrived at the act?

If these "different ways" are weighted according to some probability estima-
tion and those that have sufficiently small probabilities are excluded, the
change that had the greatest positive effect upon the probability of the event's
occurring may be called the 'more influential.'

As an alternative, one can evaluate the relative influence upon the organism
in general by estimating the proportion of acts the organism might perform
which were changed by the influence at h as compared with the influence at
U- (Again, probability weightings would be necessary.) Obviously, the inter-
action between premises of action makes any estimation of the sorts outlined
here a tricky one, but it is a direction that warrants exploration.

CONCLUSION

An attempt has been made to sketch an explication of the influence concept
that is both logically consistent and operationally feasible. A formal model of
a decision-making organism has been outlined and used to deduce the major
forms of interpersonal influence. On the basis of this formalization of the con-
cept, some major complications—operational and theoretical—have been
explored with reference both to the conception of influence here proposed and
to the procedures currently in use in empirical research. The object has been
to suggest answers to some important questions and to raise questions about
some answers implicit in previous research into influence processes. Although
no attempt has been made toreview theentire history of the study of influence,
at least one proposition can be made with some assurance: the measurement
of influence and the formalization of the concept have proceeded in an un-
fortunately ad hoc fashion, with little communication either between the
'theorists' and the 'empiricists' or between the several practitioners within
each class of that dichotomy. For example, it is extraordinary—but true—
that despite the fact that there are currently in use a significantnumber of dis-
tinctly different methods of measuring 'influence,' it is not at all clear under
what conditions they provide comparable answers. It is, of course, possible,
though rarely useful, to define a concept by a measurement technique; but in
the absence of some knowledge of the inter-correlations involved, one cannot
define the same concept by several different measurement procedures. Yet this
is the current state of influence measurement. Similarly, one can find few
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serious attempts in the literature to relate formal definitions of influence either
to measurement methods or to the main body of social science theory.

These considerations and the others introduced above imply some of the
directions in which influence theory and research might fruitfully proceed.
Without attempting to be exhaustive, the present writer feels constrained to
indicate some of the specific questions of considerable importance as heprojects
the developmentof the theory of influence.

a. Questions with respect to theformal theory: What is the relationship between
action theory, as formulated by Parsons and his associates, and the theory of
influence? Is it possible to define a conception of the structure of the individual
personality that will fit systematically into a general theory of influence? Can
deductions about influence be made from the theory of information? If not,
what modifications or additions would make such deductions possible? What
is the extent of congruence between the present formulation of the influence
concept and the formulation implicit in Lewinian field theory? What connec-
tions can be established between learning theory and the theory of influence?
What is the relationship between influence theory and the formal theory of
probability?

b. Questions with respect to measurement methods: What is the extent of inter-
correlation among the standard measures of interpersonal influence? Can the
differential conditions of high and low correlation be specified? What measures
from the explicit process of interpersonal interaction can be used effectivelyas
indicators of change in the state of the organism? What is the meaningful
metric for comparingopinionchanges? To what extent is it possible to identify
the physiological manifestations of the receipt of influence?

c. Questions with respect to the relation betweenformal theory and measurement
techniques: To what extent can the measurement implications of the present
model of decision-making be translated into operational measurement pro-
cedures? In particular, is it possible to devise a method for discerning the de-
cisional premises of the individual actor? What are the mechanisms involved in
relating measured interactions with hypothesized organism changes? Under
what conditions will measurement necessarily result in a non-unique specifi-
cation of the state of the organism? What are the predictive consequences of
such non-uniqueness?

Once answers are provided to questions such as these, it will be possible to
proceed to the major task of influence theory and research: the formulation
of a structure of propositions, defining the mechanisms of influence in an
empirically-testableform.
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