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Continuity and Change: My Life
as a Social Psychologist

Herbert C. Kelman

When you reach a certain age, you become increasingly interested in rellecting
on your life and writing autehiographically about your vareer and your ideas,
and others become increasingly interested in hearing “your stories” (to quote
Mica Estrada-Hollenbeck, one of my students, to whom collectively these
remarks are dedicated). We all know, of course, thal Lthe interest in telling these
stories and in listening to them is bolstered by social norms that legitimize
older people’s reminiscences and mandate younger people's polile attention. I
am quite happy, however, to take advantage of these norms and to indulge my
autobiographical musings.
In a recent collection of essays by Holocaust refugees and survivors who
_subsequently became social scientists (Suedfeld, 2001), I had the opportunity to
reflect on the impact of the Holocaust on four topics that have heen central to
my work over the years: conformity and obedience, nationalism and national
identity, ethnic conflict and its resolution, and the ethics of social researeh
(Kelman, 2001a). In an article that I am writing for Political Psychology (and
which is characteristically late), [ trace the different ways in which interaetive
prohlem solving—my approach to conllict resolutinn {Kelman, 1998a, 1998c;
see also Kelman, 1972a), derived from the work of John Burton (1969, 1979)—
reflects central themes of my earlier work. Recent papers reviewing my work
on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict (Kelman, 1999 and on the concept of legiti-
macy {(Kelman, 2001b) have a decidedly autobiographical (laver. Furthermore,
several years ago, some of my students initiated an oral history project, in
which 1 have had the opportunity to talk aboul and reflect on each of the
problem-solving workshops and related programs—over GO events by row,
mostly (but not entirely} with Israeli and Palestinian participants—that I have
been involved in over the years. The project is uow heing brought to completion
by Cynthia Chataway and Reina Neufeldt, with the collaboralion of Rebecca
Edelson. Also, my colleague Michael Wessells has been conducting a series of
interviews with me, which he will eventually write up, focusing on the origins
and development of my work in peace rescarch, conflict resolution, and the
social psychology of international relations.
The present chapter gives me another and very special opportunity to
reflect on my work duving the past 55 years. The focus of these reflections is my
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particular way ol doing social psychology over these years—my way ol express-
ing the core of my professional identity as a social psychologist. The back-
ground of these refleclions, very appropriately, is the work of my students as
exemplified in the chapters and comments in the preceding pages.

On Being the Subject of a Festschrift

[ have always lelt thal Lthe grealest tribute that can be paid to a scholar is to
issue a Festschrift in her or his honor. The present Festschrift, thereflore, is a
gilt Lhat has profeuud meaning for me and that I value immensely. It validates
my work over the years and gives me the sense that what I have tried {o do has
had an impact on others, that il has reverberated in what they chose to study
and how they chose to study il, and that il is a link in that endless chain of
efforts to understand and improve our world, [ am deeply gratelul to all who
played a role in Lhis enterprise—in planning, arranging, speaking at, and par-
ticipating in the Festschrift conference in August 2000, in editing this volume,
and in writing, presenting, reviewiug, and editing the chapters and comments.
When Alice Eagly first spoke to me about the people to be asked to present
papers and prepare chapters for the Festschrifi, and later about the list of peo-
ple to be specifically invited to participate in the August 2000 conference, I was
very clear about one principle: [ wanted my students and their work to be the
primary [ocus of the enterprise. There is no necessary reason for a FFestschrifi to
locus on the subject’s students. It would be quite appropriate [or the contribu-
tors to he nonstudent collahorators or even colleagues who neither studied nor
collaborated with the subject but were influenced by his or her work. Indeed, in
the present case, the conlerence invitation list included not only my students,
but also my closest colleagues and collaborators over the years.! Still, it was my
students {many ol wham, of course, have also been and continue to be my close
collaborators) whom { wanted to be the contributors to the Festschrift itsell
My criteria for clalining people as "my students” may be a bit expansive
(or should I say expansionist?), as can be judged (rom the three lists included in
Appendix A. The first list is nob controversial. It includes, in chronological
order, the 33 doctoral candidates for whom ] served as the primary thesis
adviser (or Doktorvater, to use the German designation that [ find appealing). I
was pleased to note that both Lhe first and the last person en this lisl, Peter
Lenrow and Rebecca Wolle, respectively, were at the conference. Further analy-
sis of this dala set reveals Lhat the median position on this list is held by Lee

T was delighted to weleaue at Lhe conference current callaharators, like Levore Martin, and close
colleagues [rom earlier puriods, like Arthur Gladstone {going back to the lale 19405 and 1950s),
Williain and Zelda Gansan (going back to the [960s), and Gordon Hermani (going back Lo the
1970s), as well as Ai-Li Chin, the widow of Robert Chin, a close [tiend and colleague aver many
years. | would have been equally delighted Lo welcome olber close collabarators [rom difTerent pert-
ods of my life-~such a8 John Burton, Stephen Cohen, Rouald Fisher, Jerome Frank, Harry Terner,
Christopher Mitehell, Morris Uarlall, Thomas Peltigrew, Harold Saunders, Charlotie Schwartz,
Brewsler Smith, Michael Wessclls, and Ralph White - whn, cegrettably, were not able to tnake the

event.
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Hamilton, who (among numerous other achievements) coined the tern erimes
of chedience, which made both of us famous (Kelinan & Hamillon, 1989). Of Lthe
33 individuals on this list, 26 veceived thenr PhDs from Harvard Universily,
having worked with me eithee during my lirst five-year tern {1957--1962) as
Lecturer on Social Psychology or during my relurn engagement {1968-1999) as
Richard Clarke Cabot Professor ¢l Sacial ELhies. Six individuals received their
degrees [rom the University of Michigan between 1965 and 1969, during my
tenure there (1962-1969). (For the benehl of earclul readers, I should note that
in the academic year of 1968-1969, I was a prolessor both at Lthe University ol
Michigan and at Harvard, but teaching at neither—a coup that I attribute to
my low-key negotiating style.}) Nadim Rouhana rcceived his PhD [rom Wayne
State University, but had come to Harvard—with the blessings ol his Wayne
adviser, Kalman Kaplan (who himself can be found on the third list in Appendix
A)—to work with me on his dissertation. [ was appointed adjunct prolessor at
Wayne (needless to say, without pay) to serve as Nadim’s adviser.

The second list in Appendix A includes individuals [or whom—at various
points in their graduate training—1I served as academic adviser, research/prac-
tice adviser, member of the thesis comimittee, and/or thesis reader. Most of the
people on this list were graduate students in my department al Harvard or
Michigan. However, the list also includes a dozen individuals who received their
doctorates [rom schools other than my own? on whose doctoral committees I
played an active role. Interestingly, all 12 of these people at some point took or
audited my graduate seminar on International Conflict: Secial Psychological
Approaches. Also included on this list are pcople who have been actively associ-
ated with PICAR, my Program on International Conflict Analysis and Resolu-
tion at Harvard’s Weatberhead Center for International Affairs. For many ol
these, the association began with their participalion in my graduate seminar on
international conflict—which was clearly a major rceruiting ground as well as
socialization experience {or iny graduate students in lhe 1980s and 1990s. List
11 is definitely not complete. [ constructed it [rom memaory, since I have nol kept
systematic track ol all of my advising and thesis-reading assignments. Names
appearing on this list belong to thpse advisees in whose {raining I played an
active role and with many of whom I have maintained continuing contact.

The third list in Appendix A includes postdoctoral fellows, research associ-
ates, and visiting scholars who came to Harvard or the University of Michigan
under my sponsorship. I do nol include in this list names that already appear
on lisis T and Il. Moreover, like list II, this list is not comprehensive; of the
names included, some are individuals with whom 1 have collahoraled closely on
joint research projecls, and all are individuals with whom [ interacted closely
on shared intellectual intercsis. Again, I have maintained continuing contact
with many of the people on this list, Whether I have a right to claim them all as

2The Harvard Gruduate Schnol of Educalion (Ariela Bairey-Ben Ishay, Winnifred O'Toeole, Sara
Roy. Panrela Steiner), the Kennedy School nf Government {'Fhomas Princen), the Flelcher School of
Law aud Diplainacy {Daniet Lieherfeld), MET (Eilecu Babbitt), Boston University (Marin Hadjipay-
Iow), the Cily University of New York iBethanw [Horowitz, Lynn Ruggiero), the Universily of
Maryland (Jay Rothman). and the University of Oslo (Daniel Heradstveil).
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my students is open to debate. The destgnation is enlirely appropriaie lor those
wha came specifically as postdoctoral fellows shortly aller receiving Lheir
degrees. I fell it was also appropriate [or those who came Lo work with me as
research associates al Harvard and the University of Michigan early in their
careers. Including on this list people who came as visiting scholars at a later
stage in their careers may be an indicator of the expansionism [ mentioned. [
justily it by the fact that mnany ol them have themselves described me as their
“mentor,” thus feeding my expansionist lendencies. The best case in point is
the last name on list 11, Jorie Zalles. Although we interacted intensively during
his year as a visiling scholar at the Weatherhead Center, he had actually not
come specifically under my sponsoirship. Bul, when he took to calling mu maes-
tro (even in print), I felt justified in including himn on my list.”

These three lists do not exhaust the categories of people whom [ feel I could
right{ully claim as my students. Omitted from these lists are the sizable number
of undergraduates at Harvard whosc honors theses | supervised, some of whom
have gone on to become accomplished social psychologists. One of these under-
graduates, as it happens, did make list [; I refer to none other than Alice Eagly,
who produced a summa cuum laude undergraduate thesis under my supervision.
(Her thesis experiment, along with one of my experiments, was later published
in a joint article, sce Kelman & Eagly, 1965.) Alice went on o the Universily of
Michigan, where I joined her a year later and eventually became ber doctoral
thesis adviser. One of my qualifications for that role, I am sure, was that I had
learned carly on tbat the best way to supervise Alice was nol to interfere as she
proceeded with great competence to do what needed to be done.

Also omitted [rom the three lists are my students in the vartous graduate
seminars and undergraduate courscs that I taught over the years, unless I
played additional, active roles in their graduate education. It is always a special
treat to meet or hear from former students in my classes—including some who

3} wanl to reinembes warmly and pay tribute to six people on these lists whow we lost to premalure
dealh. Margaret (Peggy} Hofeller was my stadent at Mickigan and spent. her carver as a teachee and
dean at Hofstra Universily; my frequent discussions with her about the cancept of legitilnacy, which
was the focus of her doctoral thesis, greatly helped me in developing my own ideas on this topic.
Stanley Milgram was alrearly an aldvanced graduale student when I first coune to Horvard, but 1
served on his thesis prospectus committec and as a carelul reader of the {final product; in laler vears,
we interacled on varivus oceasions around our shared inlerest in vbhedience Lo autlority and the eth-
ics of huinan experimentatian, Donald Waunwick was an advanced graduate student when Larrived at
the University of Michipan, and [ served oo his doctoral committes, later he becainiz one ol my clos-
est. calleagues and best. lriends al Harvard, where we cotaught a conrse, esauthored several chaplers,
coedited a vélume on The Ethics of Social Intervention with Gordon Bermant (Bermant, Kelinan, &
Warwick, 1978), and jointly participated in various projects relating te elhical issues in sevial sci-
ance, | first met Earl Davis in Germany in 19606, and we interacled Mreguently around several shared
interests until his death in Ireland, where he tuid spent a large part of his career; he was a Visiting
Schelor at Harvard under my sponsarship in 1982- 1983, Anila Mishler and { were both research
assistants at the National Training Laboratory for Group Development in Bethel, Maine, in the
summer of 1943, in the lale 19505 and early 19G0s she worked, aloug with Lolte Bailyn, as my
research associate vn a project dealing with Lhe impact of a year in the United States on Srandina-
vian exchange students. Finally, [ met Jeflrey Rubin shortly alter he arrived at Tudts in the fall of
1969 and we bevame good lriends and colloborated vn a variety of projicts unlil his tragic death in
1995; he also spent a year as a visiling schelar at Harvard uinler my sponsorship.
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took one of my large undergraduale courses nnd whose names or faces | would
nat have recognized if they had not revealed themselves. I am delighted when
these former students tell me ahout the special memory, insight, or standpoint
that they took away lrom the course—particularly when they tell me how Lhe
course has changed Lheir lives or their view of the world. (Needless Lo say, |
assume that Lhese reported changes have heen of pasitive value to their lives
and to the world at large.) Special mention should be made here of my seminar
on international conflict, which I taught at Harvard 17 times {the {irst two
times wilh Stephen Cohen and the last two times with Donna Hicks) between
1971 and 1999. For many ol the students and aciive auditors in Lhis course (a
tolal of perhaps 400 aver the years)—whether or nvt their names appear on my
three ilists—participation in this intensive seminar and its associated practicum
did, in fact, have subsiantial impact on their subsequeni professional careers.

Finally, I restrained myself {rom including on the lists some of my younger
colleagues in different fields who—theugh Lhey were never my students in the
conventional sense of the term and never worked under my sponsorship—have
described me as their mentor gr role model. In according me this honor, these
colleagues were often communicatihg not only that their own work was influ-
enced by mine, bul that their definition of their professional roles was encour-
aged and legilimized by my model: in stepping outside of traditional
disciplinary houndaries, in combining research with practice, in addressing cur-
rent social issues, in attending to the ethical implications of the professional
enterprise. | happily claim these colleagues as my students, hut I do not feel
entitled to add their names to my “official” Jists.

The contribuilors to this volume are a sample of my- -;tudents over the
years.! Most of the chapter authors are drawn (rom list I, although lists IT and
IIT are represented hy two authors each. The six commentators {all of whom can
he found on list 11) were all, in one way or another, my current students at the
time of the Festschrift conference. Since then, three of tbem (Jenniler Richeson,
Erin Driver-Linn, and Rhoda Margesson) have comipleled their work and
received their PhDs. Wheun [ describe the contribulors as a sanple of my stu-
dents, I do not imply that they are a random sample. They were selccted to rep-
resent different eras, different interests, dilterent orientations, different spheres
of activity, different disciplines, dilTerent nationalities. Differences aside, they
are all individuals whose work and ideas [ value and towmnrd whom I [eel great
friendship and allection. Though they are nol a random sample, they do repre-
sent the hody of my sludents, in that many others eould have heen invited to
contrihute Lo the Festschrift and all, individually and collectively, are of great
personal importance to me. Indeed, many others of my students participated in
the Fesischrift conference—in some cases, coming from lony distances. (John
Smetanka, wliom we tried very hard Lo trace, and eventually localed in Bang-
ladesh, gets the prize for making the longest juurney.) Some spoke {rom the floor,
others made moving remarks at the dinner. Several Lold me how much they
enjoyed meeting their “sihlings” Irom earlier or later generations,

*The one excepLion is Ann Locke Davidson, collaboralor and cosuthor of Janel Schafield. 1 have nul
met her persomally, bul am happy to welcome her 1o the [amily




218 HERBERT . KELMAN

The astute reader will have noliced by now that my students, in all Ltheir
categories and varieties—those who are listed and those who are unlisted, those
whose contributions appear in the preceding pages, those who participated in
the Festschrift conference and those who were unable to come (in some cases
sending mmuch appreciated messages of regret)—have, individually and callee-
tively, occupied a central place in my life. I can only hope that 1 have added
some meaning Lo their lives; T can say with assurance that they have given
meaning to mine. This is hardly surprising, in view ol the fact that the role of
teacher was a central part of my identity during my 42 years ol active [acuity
service al Harvard and Michigan—and, indeed, remains a central part of my
identity more Lhan 4 years inlo retiremment, even though [ no lonwer teach
classes or {officially) take on new advisces. Many teachers develop a feeling of
closcness to Lheir students, especialiy graduate students with whom they work
on their docloral dissertations; it is no coincidence thal fainilial terminelogy is
often used o characterize the relationship. This feeling is particularly marked,
however, [or me and iny wife, Rose, because we do not have children of our own.
My students provide the richiess and continuity that add meaning Lo our lives.

The Formative Years

Although I have spent most of iy carcer in the teaching role, I did not begin
serious teaching until 1957—10 years alter starting graduate schoel and 6
years after receiving iny PhD. Thus, I had a significant period_of time in which ]
was able to develop my identity as a social psychologist before 1 even began to
develop my idenlity as a teacher.

When [ began my undergraduate studies at Brooklyn College in 1943, at
age 16, I had only the vaguest carcer plans. I was still a member of the religious
Zionist youlh group that I had first joined in Vienna in 1938, alter the
Anschluss. The trajectory for members of this organizativn was lo make
altyah—niove to Palestine—and live in a kibbufz. | helieve that, hy the time [
starled college, I had pretly much decided that I was not going to follow that
puth, although 1 ain not sure exactly when and how I had made that decision
and dropped nut of the group. Nevertheless, my expeclation was that I would
pursue a carcer somewliere within the domain of Jewish life—perhaps as an
edueator, community worker, journalist, or some combination thereof. Writing
was always part of thal package and so, in the absence of more precise career
goals, [ vpted to major in Jinglish literature.

After the war, [ became increasingly involved in the peace and civil rights
movements, On the Lrain hack to New York fromn a conference in Chicage, orga-
nized by politically engaged pacifists—probably in the suimmer of 1945—1 had a
long conversation with Charles Bloomstein, a vonscientinus objector and oditor
of u thoughtful political newsletler during the war, which helped Lo crystallize
my thinking about where o go nexi. He said that, if he were in college now,
with my interests. he would study psychology or sociology, because the best
ideas for work on peace and sucial change are likely to come from Lhese fields. !
followed his advice and, in my junier year, opted Lo become a psychology major.
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(In the end, I graduated wilh a double major in English and psychology.) |
picked psychology over sociology, in part, hecause I had a running starl in psy-
chology, having already taken the introductory course. In part, I believe, T was
more comfortable with a psychological level of analysis becavse ils foeus oo the
individual brings il closer ta hoth the observahle data and the ullimale criteria
for social policy.

My introductory ¢ourse in sacial psychology, using Katz and Schank (1938)
as the texl, confirmed my interest in the field. I was particolarly intrigued by Lhe
Lewin, Lippitt, and White (1939) work on group atmospheres and autlocratic ver-
sus demactatic leadership (see also Lippitt, 1940, and Lewin, 1948, chap. 5). The
course instructor, Janet Kane—noting my performance in the course—strongly
urged me to take more social psychology, and I followed suil. The course in
advanced social psychology, taught by Daniel Katz (who was also department
chair at the time), left me with the strang sense that this was the field for me. In
the first half of the course, we read and discussed Floyd Allport's (1933) Institu-
tional Behavior and Franz Oppenheimer’s (1914/1975) The State. The second
half was devoted to the detailed study of survey methodology—including ques-
tionnaire construction and interviewing—and each student aclually designed
and carried oul 2 small survey. ] found the combination parbicularly exciting; it
persuaded me that sacial psychology—al least as practiced by Dan Katz—
comhined a [ocus on larger sacial and political issues with scientifically grounded
empirical research. My laboratory course in experimental psychology gave me my
first introductlion to the autokinetic phenomenon (Sheril, 1936), which 1 laler
used in my firsl-year research project at Yale (Kelman, 1950a). For my course on
persanality, I wrote a term paper, titled “Towards an Explanation of Nazi Aggres-
sion,” which drew heavily on the frustrativo-aggression hypothesis (Dollard,
Doob, Miller, Mowrer, & Sears, 1939} and also used the work of Cantril (1941)
and Fromin (1941). This paper [areshadowed my Lewin Memorial Address
(Kelman, 1973) and my work with Lee Hamilton on crimes of obedience.

The Lewin address—given in response to receipt of the Kurl Lewin Memo-
rial Award {romn the Society for the Psychological Study of Social Issues
(SPSSI)—harks back to the Brooklyn College days in other ways as well. After
taking Dan Katz’s course, I repeatedly turned to hiin tor advice about my
future plans. On one occasion, he gave me some literature about SPSS1 (of
wlich he was secretary-treasurer at the time) and mcentioned that it was an
organizalion I might be interested in. Clearly I was and have heen ever since;
SPSSI epitomizes my reason for turning to social psychology. | joined in 1946,
when I was still an undergraduate, and eventually became very active in il.
When 1 reecived SPSSI's Lewin Award in 1973, it was—very appropriately—
Dun Katz who presented it to me. Modesty notwithslanding, I cannot resist
quoting two of Dan's enmments in his presentation of the award. In comment-
ing on ny relationship to SPSSI, he described me as one of those “members
who in their personalities reflect the total pattern of the ohjcctives and prac-
tices of the organization” (Katz, 1973, p. 22). In comparing ine to Kurt Lewin,
he said that “Herb Kelman is in the patiern of Iurt Lewin in that he integrates
the two roles [of social psychological researcher/theoretician and social action-
ist]. He utilizes theoretical analysis and rescarch methods in his social action
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approach. The result of his work 15 both a beller social world and a better social
psycliology” (Katz, 1973, pp. 21-22). There was no way | could have even
dreamed in 1946, as [ sat in Dan Kalz's office, Lhat | would receive such an
award 27 years later. Bul il was preciscly the possibility of integrating social
action with social science thal atlracted e o sociul psychology—more pre-
cisely, to the kind of secial psychology rupresented by Daniel Kalz, Kurt Lewin,
and SPSSL

One highlight of this period was the appearance of Kurt Lewin on enmpus,
giving a lecture on his group decision experiments. I found the work fascinating
and concluded that this was the kind of work 1 would like to do. At the same
time, I was worried about Lhe ethical implications of using group-dynamics pro-
cedures Lo manipulate human behavior—an issue to which Lewin himself was
by no means oblivious (Marrow, 1969, p. 179), Not surprisingly, when I decided
in my senior year to apply to graduate programs in social psychology, my first
choice was the Research Center for Group Dynamics, which huad recently becn
established by Kurt Lewin at MIT. Unfortunately, Lewin died (at age 56) in Feb-
ruary 1947 and the center suspended new graduate admissions, pending its
move Lo the University of Michigan. Although | was not destined to study with
Lewin, he and his tradition played an important role in my graduate training
and my subsequeni career, as will become apparent here and there in the com.
ing pages. I am rather pleased, therefore, that Reuben Baron (chap. 1, this vol-
ume} calls me a Lewinian or neo-Lewinian. T have been tald Lthat hefore and
have suspected it myself. But when Reuben tells it to me, ] pay attention. Back
in the early 19G0s, when we worked together at the University of Michigan, he
informed me that I was a functionalist (in ihe context of social psychological
theory). He was right, of course, and ! should have known it, particularly in
view of Dan Katz's association with the functional approach (e.g., Katz, 1960).
But my tendency has always been to draw ideas from wherever 1 found them
without signiig on to a theoretical school. Still, T was happy to declare myself a
functionalist (e.g., Kelman & Baron, 1968, 1974) and to he so classified by
chroniclers of the field (e.g., Himmelfarb & Eagly, 1974). To be called a Lewin-
ian by Reuben Baron certainly feols right to ne, as well as complimentary. He
also calls me a “protodynamical systems theorist.” which also sounds great, but
I still need to figure out the implications of that designation.

Back to 1946: In my senior year in college, | had to devide what to do next.
One option was to enter the Jewish Theological Seminary (JTS) for rabbinical
studies—not because I wanted to become a pulpit rabbi, but because this
seemed like the most appropriate training for a eareer in Jewish education or
communily work. [ was well prepared lor this opLion. While attending Brooklyn
College, I also attended the Seinioary College of Jewish Studies {(affiliated with
JTS) and indeed received a BHL (Bachelor of Hebrew Literature) degree from
the eollege in 1947, at the same time as my BA. | proceeded with an application.
At more or less the same timne, [ applied to several graduate programs in social
psychology, recommended by Dan Katz. As it happened, ! was accepiled both by
JTS and by Lhe three programs—each with an interdisciplinary flavor—that [
was most interested in once MI'l' dropped out of the picture: Yale, Harvard, and
the University of Michigan. When [ could no longer delay my decision, | knew
that graduate school in social psychology was the way | wanted to go. Of my
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remaining three options, I eliminated Michigan, which had recently established
an interdeparimental (sociology and psychology) dacloral pragram in spcial
psychology that Dan Katz was to jein in the fall of 1947, because they wanted
e Lo take additional comrse work (notably in biology or physiological psychol-
ogy) during the summer before enlering graduate school, and I had ather plans
for the summer. I eliminated Harvard, which had recently established the inter-
disciplinary Departinent of Secial Relations, because Lhey initially olfered me
ne financial aid, which 1 needed:; later, in the summer, { was offered a scholar-
ship, but by then I had already accepled at Yale. Yale offered me a research
assistaniship with Irvin Child, whe was collaborating with anthropologist John
Whiting on a cross-cultural study of the relationship between child-rearing
practices and adult personality (Whiling & Child, 1953}. The study utilized the
cthiographies indexed in the Cross-Cultural Iile at Yale’s Institule of Human
Relations (later renained ithe Human Relations Area Files) as its source of data.
The work, the pay, and the interdisciplinary Institute of Human Relations-—
which I had already encounlercd in the volume on FFrustration and Aggression.
(Dollard et al.,, 1939)—seamed to meet my needs and [ accepted.

The decision 1o pursue graduate studies in social psychology did not mean
that I had decided Lo hecome a social psychologist, any more than opting for
JTS would have meant that I had decided to become a rabbi. But it certainly sel
me on a path toward adopting, shaping, and personalizing my identity as a
social psychologisl. My arrival in New Haven in the fall of 1947 began what I
descrihe as tny 10 formative years, in which 1 gradually defined my identity, not
oniy as a social psychologist, hut as the kind of psychologist that I remained for
the rest of my life (so far, at least; I refuse to disiniss the possibility of change,
even il the probabilily is very low). I shall try to describe the lour phases of this
formative period hriclly, aiming not to be eomprehensive, but to highlight the
experiences Lthat helped define my way of doing social psychology.

Yale

The Social Relations Department at Harvard or the Joint Docloral Program in
Social Psychology al the University of Michigan, il seems, would have heaen
more natural Lraining grounds for someone starting ont with the interests that
brought me to social psycholagy and ending up with the uses to which I ulti-
inately put my training. Yale at the time appeared Lo be a hit tou psychological
in its social psychology, too behavioristic in its Lheorelical orientation, too
exchusively experimmental in its methodological tasies, Loo “busic science” in its
agenda for somcone like me. [n facl, 1 considered switching to the Haviord pro-
gram alter my first few months at Yale—largely hecause 1 felt there was not
enough social psychelogy in the department—and I had the opportunity to do
so. In December 1947, Bennet Murdock and [ went to Cambridge to explore
options in the Social Relations Department. We met with GGordon Allport who,
il turned out, was particularly interested in us because he felt that—with our
Yale background—we could bring some needed strength in experimental psy-
chology to the socix! psychology program. Shortly afler our visit, he invited us
to juin the program, bul, in the end, hoth of us decided {o stay al Yale. In my

PR ——
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owt case, one consideralion, no doubt, was the facl Lhat T had made {riends in
the department and hecome integrated in the group of mnostly unatlached grad-
uale studenis whao spent most of thetr time at “the Institute” {ie., the Institute
of Human Relations, located it the Yale medical complex) where psychotogy
was housed—alang with anthropalogy, psychiatry, and child development. Most
importani, however, was that the praspeels for social psycholoyy al Yale began
Lo look much brighter to wne. First, at the urging ol some of my [ellow students
and ysell, Leonard Doob and Irvin Child agreed (o olfer a year-long graduate
seminar in sneial psychology and personalily. Second, Carl Hovland—the chuir
and leading presence in the department—received a Rockeleller grant Lo estab-
lish the Yale Cominunication Rescarch Program (gencrally referred Lo as the
“attilude-change project”} and offered me a research assistantship in it. The
invitation from Harvard gave me the opportunity lo recommit myself to Yale—
a decision that I have never had any reason to regret. Eventually, of course, |
ended up teaching in the Social Relations Department at Harvard and the Joint
Doctoral Program at Michigan, bnt fortified with my Yale training.

On balance, | found my Yale training more liberating Lthan restriclive, "l'o be
surc, we had to take the departinent’s dominany theorctical approach—-Yale learn-
ing theory, derived from the work of Clark Hnll {(e.g., Hull, 1343)—as our point of
departure and to become conversant in its language. But there was ample room
for adapting the model to one’s ¢wn necds and applying it te a broad range of
problemns. Indeed, the environment of the Institute of Human Relalions encour-
aged mnany ambitious (if at Limes, perhaps, a bit reductionist) efforts to apply
learning-theory concepts to the analysis of such diverse and socially relevant top-
ics as {rustration and aggression (Dollard et al., 1939—to which I have already
referred), social learning and imitation (Miller & Dollard, 1941), parsonality and
psychotherapy (Dollard & Miller, 1950), souial attitudas (Doob, 1947), and cven
war ant peace {May, 1343). As already mentioned; I was personally involved as «
rescarch assistant in two such enterprises: the rescarch on child training and per-
sonality (Whiting & Child, 1953) during my first ycar in graduate school, and the
rescarch on communication and persuasion (Hovland, Janis, & Kelley, 1953} dur-
ing the remaining three years. In keeping wilth the interdisciplinary flavor of
much of the work at the institute, I had considerable exposure to other disciplines
during 1ny graduate training—a great deal to anthropology and psychoanalysis.
less to sociology (in part because it was housed at the other end of the cxrmpus).

Car]l Hovland, my mentor as of 1948 and my thesis adviser, played a crili-
vl role in allowing me to develop my own approach te the field. He wus a firsi-
rale theorist and experimentalist, but—though one of Hull's leading students
and steeped in Hullian theory—he was more inlerested in addressing concrete
problems Lhan in testing theorelical systemns. He was eclectic in his choice of
theoretical concepts, as evidenced by his successful collaboration wilh such the-
oretically diverse colleagues as Irving Janis, Harold Kelley, and Muzafer Sheril
He often started with practical questions, such as Lthose thal the designers of a
persuasive communicalion might raise; Would it he more effective to present
both sides of the issue or only the side we are advocating? Would it be more
effective to starl out with our best arpuments or to end up with them? To
answer such gquestions, he would draw ou relevant theoretical coneepls.
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wherever he could find them, Lo develop complex hypolheses about Lhe condi-
tions under whieh diffecent relationships hald, and then procead Lo Lesl Lwese
hypotheses will sophisticaled experimental designs, This systemialic way of
deflining the problem and designing the rescarch that can address 3t is perhiaps
the most important lesson 1 learned from my association with Carl Hovland. As
for selection of the problein Lo be addressed and the theoretical approach Lo he
adopted, he always encouraged ne to follow my vwn inclinalions—ofl course,
within the substantive and methodelogieal frainework of the atlilude-change
project. On the olher hand, be had his ways of lelling me know when he was
nol salisfied with the direction I was taking. As a result, il took three exiensive
tries belore [ came up with a mutually acceptable thesis proposal. At the time, [
complained about Hovland's nondirective approach, but it soon became clear to
me that bis mentoring slyle, while clearly communicating his high standards,
encourapged me Lo develop independent ideas and emphases in line with my own
interests and concerns,

The emphasis in my Yale Lraining on rigorous theoretical thinking, elegant
experimental design, and sophisticated analysis was not only uselul, but alsu
congruent with my personal style. I was particularly captivated by analysis of
variance and determined to use a Latin square design tn imy thesis even belvre [
knew what the thesis would ke about (and 1 followed through—sce Kelman,
1953). Perhaps this training encouraged my bent toward linear thinking about
a world that I have always known te be circular but, ultimately, it has giver me
tools Lo think systematically about complex issues, including inleractive and
dialectical processes. Yale training—at least in my days—also helped Lo anchor
graduate students in the discipline ol psychology as a whole, not only their spe-
cialty. Psychology at Yale emerged as a lairly unified field, Jargely because of the
presence ol an overarching theoretical framework that served as the point of
departure for most {or at [east the most infueotial) faculty memnbers across the
spectrum. The conflict between “hard” and “solt” psycbologists that divided
some other departments {leading, o1 example, to the partition of the Harvard
Department of Psychology and the establishment of the Department ol Social
Relations in 1946} did not arise at Yale, since it was the "hard" psychologists
themiselves who chose to work on the “solt” issues. In this atmosphere, it was
quite natural that [—though always commitled Lo social psychology—woukl
take my minor area exam in learning (based on an extensive yearlong course
with Neal Mitler) and would acquire a heavy dasage of clinica) training {includ-
ing a yearlong seminar and supervised practice in projeclive testing with Sey-
mour Sarason and in psychotherapy with John Dollard, as well as regular
attendance at psychiatric rounds).

[ emerged (rom this training as a fairly well-rouoded psychologist, a well-
trained social psychologist, and a competent experimenter (as confirmed---I am
happy to say—by Reuben Baron, chap. 1, this volume). In additiun to its intrinsic
value, this Lraining gave me the {irm ground from which ta sirike out in new direc-
tions and the credibility to do so. At the same time, the modeling and mentorship
of my teachers at Yale, and particularly of Carl IHovland, provided validation and
encouragement for social psychological work that starts wilth applied problems,
that addresses larger social issues, and that takes an interdisviplinary orientation.




214 HERBERT €. KELMAN

In assessing the impacl of the Yale experience on my evolving wlenlity ns a
sacial psychaologist, I musl stress that my Ltheorctical training al Yale wns not all
5-R learning theory, and my social psychological Lraining in Lthose years did not
all happen at Yale. We had o greal deal of sympathelic exposure Lo psychoani-
Iytic theory, with emphasis on the need to Lrunslale its propositions into empir-
ically testable hypotheses—as was indeed done by several of our prolessors. |
was particularly interested in Freud’s papers on technique (Freud, 1924/1950,
pp. 285-402), which I studied earelully and have drawn on in my Juter leaching
ol psychatherapy and practice of conflict resolution. Kurt Lewin’s theory of pur-
sonality alse received exiensive coverage in our course readings and dircetly
influaenced some of the work of Irvin Child and Neal Miller. I immersed mysell
in the writings of Lewin and his assotiates, in both personality theory and
social psychology, and did papers and reports drawing on that literature. I cven
published a palemical paper (Kelman, 1950h) that contained a review of the
rescarch literature on group dynamics as of that date. [ developed a reputation
as Lthe resideni Lewinian in the departinent.

But I also used my summers well, to broaden my training in social psychol-
ogy in arcas that were not represented at Yale—and incidentally to hecome
acquainted with many birthright Lewinians and their work. In the summer of
1948, aller my [irst year at Yale, I participated in the Training Lahoratory for
Group Development at Bethel, Maine (original home of the T-greup), as a
research assistant and trainee. It all started when Ronald Lippitt gave a collo-
quiin on this emerging enterprisc al Yale. I raised a question ahout Lhe poten-
tial Tor manipulative use nf such group processes. In his response Lippitt Lold
me Lbhat it is Lypical of New Englanders to raise this kind. ol question—a
response that, as a Jew from Vienna and Brooklyn whe had lived in New Haven
for about half a vear, I found rather amusing. Whatever cethical questions I may
have had, [ asked Lippitt how I could get to Deihel and he helped to arrange the
assistantship that brought me there. I continued to bhave ethical queslions
ahaut training groups, as well as methodaological ones (I had trouble, for exam-
ple, witl the concept of a group whose sole task was to study itsell}, but |
learned a groat deal al Bethel that [ {found usetul in my later work (including
how to ride a bicycle). I also had the opportunity (o get to know the (aculty
meinbers [rom the Research Center for Group Dynamics who were al Bethel
that summer (in addition to Ronatd Lippitt): Dorwin Cartwright, Jack French,
and Alvin Zander

I spent the second summer (1949) of my graduate years at the University
of Michigan. where [ was s student in the summer instilute an survey methads
and » research assistant at the Survey Research Center—all of it made possible
by Danicl Katz. I did mtensive course work in hasic survey techniques, survey
design. sumpling. and scaling. For my assistaniship, [ had the responsibility of
planuing and carrying out the analysis of data from one of the studies in the
SRC's program on human relations in indusiry (which was under Katz's gen-
eral direction at Lhe time; the study director for iy project was Eugenc Jacoh-
son). I spent much of my spare tine at the Research Center for Group
Dynamics, inleracting intensively with members of the (inal cohort of Lewin’s
students who were there at the time—teaching, working on research projects,
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and/or Mnishing up their dissertalions: Harold Kelley, John Thibaual, Kurt Back,
Stanley Schachter, Alhect Pepitone, Murray Horwilz, and Ben Willerinan (who
was actually at the SRCy. T alsy found time Lo deaft my frst thesis proposal
(perhaps as o course paper), oullining an experimental test of the effects of
group decision on attilirdes, couched in Hullian terminology (replete with fyac-
tional anticipatory goal responses). | presented my ideas Lo Leon Festinger, who
had conducled one of Lhe earlier group detision cxperiments in Lewin's pro-
gramn and who was also al Michigan at the lime, bul he could see no reason why
I would wanl to work on this topic. In the end, my professors at Yale were also
insufficiently enthusiastic and [ dropped the idea.

My summer in Ann Arbor was a lurning point in my self-definition. Up to
that point I thought of mysell as a graduate student in (social} psychology. But,
heing away rom an epvironment in which 1 was defined by my student role,
and silualed in an environment in which I was lunctioning as a lull-Aedged
{albeit young) professional and Lreated as such, 1 ;egan Lo Lhink of myself as a
sncial psychologist. It is not that [ was unaware of my tontinuing status as a
student; I was certainly reminded of it when my Brsl twe thesis propnsals failed
to elicit clear support {rom my advisers. Bul [ had now made a commitment Lo
svcial psychology as an idenlity and a career. Increasingly, I acted as a young
professional-—and as one with his own perspective on the field. After my return
from Ann Arhor, 1 gave a colloguium on the innovalive approach Lo scaling
developed hy Clyde Coombs, with whom 1 had taken a course at the summer
institute. | also reported tu Carl Hovland on the as yet unpuhlished work on
sotial coinmunication that Leon Festinger and his associates were engapged in;
Hovland later told inc that my recommendation contrihuted Lo the decision Lo
bring Harold Kelley to the department the following year. In my last year al
Yale, I coilaborated with Arthur Gladstone (wilth whom I had also collabarated
carlier in establishing Walden House, the student cooperative house that was
my homc hetween 1948 and 1951) in two efforts, Early in 1851, we pave a joint
psychology colloquium on the social implications of psychological research, in
which [ spuke about manipulation of human behavior as an ethical dilemrua
conlronting many areas ol research and practice in the field (remarks that,
more than a dozen years later, became the basis of a symposium paper and
article—sce Kelman, 1965b). Around the samne Line, we published a letter in
the American Psychologist (Gladstone & Kelman, 1951), in which we proposed
thal some of Lthe basic assumptions ol pacifist thinkers were consistent with
psychological theories and Andings and that it would be important Lo subjcct
Lhem to systemalic research—a proposal that led to the establishiment, in the
following ycar, of the Reseirch Exchange on the Prevention of Wi These activ-
ities were voncrete expressions ol my interest in integrating my ethicat and
aclivist concerns with my prolessional work-—which had led me to social psy-
chology in the first place—and they set the pattern lor the kind of social psy-
chologist | was Lo became for the rest of my career.

My dissertation experiment used a fixed, persuasive communicalion, fol-
lowing the paradigm of the Yale attitude-change project {sec Kelman, 15534). In
the wrile-up, I [recly mixed (wilhout apology) 5-R and Lewinian terminology
and sources. My central concern—the relationship between overt conformity to
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social norms or social pressures and internalized change in altiude—was the
starting point of iny theoretical and ewipirical work for years Lo come. [ decided
tlat I would explore the internalization af atlitudes in a real-life contexl as well
as in the laboratory and—in view of my evolving interest in psychotherapy -1
cancluded that group therapy would he an ideal setting to pursue this inlerest.,
[ therefore applied, successfully, for a posidoctoral Tellowship from Lthe Social
Science Research Council to study group Ltherapy—not as a clinician, but as a
social psychologist interested in i1 as an inteusive influence situalion, palen-
tially conducive to important changes in attitude and personality. | fell enor-
mously validated when Hovland (who had hecome Carl at the end of my orals),
commenting on the direction I planned Lo take, told e Lthat he helieved inter-
nalization was the most important lopic Lo which the field needed Lo turn.

Johns Hophins

The SSRC gave me carte blanche in sclecting the site forr my postdoctoral fel-
lowship. I explored a number of optinns and boiled them down to a chnice
between Baltimore and the Boston-Cambridge area. I found active group ther-
apy prajects in four Boston hospitals and interesting research on group
process—especially the work of Freed Bales—in the Department of Social Rela-
tions at Harvard. Bales extended a warm invitation to liouse my letlowship in
his laboratery; the Boston Psychopathic Hospital (now Massachusetts Mental
Health Center) was also ready to house me. The Boston arca clearly offered a
rich, stimulating environment for my fellowship. My only worry was that I
would be overwhelined by all the options, try to do everything for the frst few
months, and eventually settle on one program—having lost precious time in the
process. Baltunore created nn such worries. There was only one thing going ou
there that was relevant Lo my interests, hut it was clearly of high-quality and
very congenial Lo me: the group psychothcrapy research project at the Phipps
Psychiatric Clinic, Johns Hopkins Ilospilal, under the direction of Jerome
Frank. It was one of the earliest systematic and methodologically rigorous
research programs on the evalualion of psychatherapy I had read some of
Frank’s papers on group therapy when [ began exploring thal topic. Most
important, however, I was familiar with his earlier work. Before going to medi-
c¢al school, Frank received a PhD in psychology [rom Harvard and went on to do
postdoctoral work at Cornell with Kurt Lewin twith whom he had also worked
earlier in Berlin}, One of the products ol Lhis period was a series ol studics on
social pressure and resistance thereto (Frunk, 1944a, 1944h)—anticipaling
some of the Andings of Milgram’s obedicoce research—which influenced my
own dissertation.

1 chose to go Lo Baltimoure, which turned oul Lo he a wise decision. In the
end, I stayed al Johns Hopkins lor three years. Afler completing my year as an
SSRC fellow, I wanted to extend iy stay—primarily because [ had siarted a
psychoanalysis, which I did not wanl to terminate promaturely. | was fortunate
to receive a postdactoral fellowship from the National Institute of Mental
Health (NEMH) for 1952-1953. which later was renewad for an addilional year.
For the first year and a half of my time in Balllmore |1 was lioused at the Phipps
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Clinic; after thal, 1 moved to the Homewood Cainpus, so 1 would have more
time to pursue my own work. I should menlion that my pians during Lhat
period were eomplicaled by my resistance to the military draft. We were in Lthe
middle of the Korean War and. huving Ginished my studies, [ was called up for
induetion shortly alter [ came Lo Ballimore. 1 had regislered as a canscientious
objector, hutl my New Haven drall bourd denied me CO status (on the basis of a
narrow inlerprelation ol the religious criteria lor that status). [ lost my
appeais, and, having exhausted my legal oplions, I ehose to refuse induction. I
was prepared to go Lo jail—knowing Lthat Lhe cusiomary sentence for draft
relusal was a year and a day—and | was making plans {or using my prison lime
most productively. Forlunately, however, the grand jury that considered niy
case, on the recommendalion of the dislrict attorney, ruled in my lavor The
dralt hoard finally gave up on nie, granted ine the CO classificalion, and even
apgreed Lo designite my NIMII fellowship as the alternative service required of
COs in those days.

The three postdoctoral years that 1 spent in Baltimare played a critical role
in my personal and professional development. The activities I pursued and the
ideas I formulated during that perind laid the foundations for most of my subse-
quent work. What helped Lo make Lhis such a firuitful period, I believe, is the
fact that I was by then a [ully credentialed, independent proflessional, no longer
constrained by my studenl status, yel at the same time not tied down by the
duties ol &t regular job. 1 thus had maximal freedom to pursue my own interests
and define my own identity.

At the personal level, the most iinportani foundational expericence of Lhose
years 1s that Baltimore is where | met, courted, and married iy life pariner,
Rose. This 1s clearly a loundation the two of us bave buill on over the years,
having reached, in August 2003, the 30th anniversary ol our marriage. Also, as
already mentioned, 1 was in analysis throughout my three years in Baltimore.
It was a [airly classical, Freudian analysis. Needless to say, it contributed a
great deal to my understanding of the therapeutic process and relationship. It
did not produce dramatic personal changes—no overarching new insights and
no recovered childhood memories. IL did not even hreak my lifelong habit of
coming late (after a while, iny analyst gave up brying to interpret it). What it
did accomplish, 1 believe, is Lo make me more reflective about my goals and
relationships and maore aceepting of mysel(—-more tolerant ol my limitations.

At the proflessional and intellectual level, T continue to draw and build on
the ideas that I developed during those years. [n many ways, my activilies in
Baltimore set the direction ol iny (uture work. It was at Hopkins that [ worked
out the distinction betwecn the three processes of social inlluence and at Mor-
gan State College in 1954 that I carried out the (irst experiment testing that
model (Kelman, 1958). I started out with the distinction between compliance
and internalization, supported by my dissertation. As [ explored the literalure
on various real-life influence situations, I concluded that this dichotomy did noi
adequately caplure suine of the mosl interesting instances of social influence—
particularly hrainwashing and religious or polilical conversion (the phenome-
non of the true believer), as weil as certain aspects ol childhood and adult
socialization_ I think Lee Iamilton {chap. 4, this volume) is right when she sug-
gests that the provess of identification—which I introduced Lo capture these
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thverse manifestalions of influence—is the most complex and interesting of the
three processes (and, I might add, the mast uniquely social psychologsical).

The group therapy project, which originally bhroughl me Lo Hopkins, pro-
vided many experiences and learning oppartunitics on which 1 have deawn and
built in many ways. Through regular and extensive obscrvalion ol Ltherapy
groups, parlicipation in stall ineetings, [requent conversations with colleagues
(especially Morris Parlofl and Jerome Frank himself}, and aclive involvement
in evaluation research (Kelman & Parioll, 1957: Parloll, Kelman, & Frank,
1954)—along with my personal psychoanalysis—I acquired 2 wealth of “anthra-
pological™ knowledge about Lhe field of psychotherapy. Frank's commonsense
approach and emphasis on the role of the therapist and the patient-therapist
refationship in delernining therapeutic outcome (see Frunk, 1951) was particu-
larly helplul in iny subsequent Leaching and writing (e.g., Kelman, 196:3) ahout
psychatherapy from a social psychological perspeetive. The experience in evalu-
alion resecarch was alse relevant to my laler work in evaluating the unpact of
international exchange programs (e.g., Kelman & Pzekiel, 1970), Finally, while
in Baltimore, | continued my interest in group process (following up on my
Bethel experience) and, together with Harry Lerner, edited an issue of ihe
Journal of Social Issues, comparing group methods in psychotherapy, social
work, and adull education {Lerner & Kelman, 1952). My exploration of group
process in Lhese different settings directly influenced my subsequent work with
problem-solving workshops in conflict resolution (see, [or example, IKelman
19%1a, 1997a).

My work in peace research and the social psychology of international rela-
tions alse has strong roots in this period. The letter that Arthur (Gladstone and
I published in the American Psycholagist stimulated correspondence and mevt-
ings that led to the lormation in 1952 of the Research Exchange on Lhe Preven-
Linn of War—which, as far as 1 know, represented the first organized effort to
promote the field ol peace research (Kelman, 1991b). The Rescarch Exchange
prblished a Bulletin, edited hy Arthwr Gladstone (with mysell as book review
editor), in which I published several articles on my evolving views on the study
ol war and peace and the psychological aspects thereoll The Research Exchange
also orgomzed sympusia {Lwo of which were published) and discussion meetings
at vartous prolessional conventions, as well as two snmmer workshops. {IRose
and [ attended the workshop at Fellowship Farm, Pennsylvania, in the summer
of 1953, in lieu of our honeymonn—setting a pattern (or the rest of our lives.)

Although my teaching career did not begin until 1957, | did have my first
teaching experience at the Baltimare College of Commerce, where T twice
Laught a course on business psychology. I needed to supplement iny meager lel-
lowship income to pay for my four weekly analytic sessions. In the course, we
nsed @t text on business psychology, bul mv lectures dealt with hasic tupies in
sociul psychology and persenality. The course conlained Lthe secds of the main
uwidergraduate course that [ was to leach—under dillerent titles and with grad-
ually changing content—throughout my icaching years.

I cannot end my account of the Baltimore years withoul mentioniny Lhat 1
played an instrumental role in founding a chapter of the Congress of Hacial
Equality {CORE} shortly after arriving in Baltilnore and wos an active partici-
pant in ils snccessful nonviclent direet-action campaign to open dime-store
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lunch counters and other facilities Lo the Black population. Rose and | spent
many a dale on a pickel line or sit-in at Woolworth's or Grant’s. I was aclive in
CORIE and other civil rights activities both befure and aller my Baltimore years
(serving as national field representative of CORE between 1954 and 196¢H, but
the Baltimore period stands oul in a number of ways. When 1 arrived in Balti-
more, iL was a completely segregated cily, hul one ready for change. IL Look a Tol
ol dedicated work, skill, and coordination Lo produce the change, but il was
exciting to he able Lo see our efforts make a real dilerence. Another feature of
Baltimore CORE was the active involvement of meinbers of the city's very vilal
Black community, including its labor union, church, and university sectors. We
were very much part of this community, engaged in a joint effort Lo creale social
change. The experience taught me a great deal aboul social change, particularly
the role of nonviolent direct action {see Kelman, 1968b, chap. 9} and the impor-
tance of combining it with other strategies, as we did in our CORE work: public
education, negotialion with local store managers, and campaigns directed to
the national headquarters of chain sLoves.

As my third fellowship year drew Lo a close, I had to think about finding a
job. My scarch for an academie position was unsuccessful and I began negotia-
Lions for a research position at the National Institute of Mental Healih. In the
meantime, I received an invitalion to join tbe tniltal group of fetlows at the Cen-
ter for Advanced Study in Lhe Bebavioral Sciences, newly established by Lhe
Ford Foundalion on the Stanford eampus. (It is probably no coincidence Lhat
Carl Hovland was a member of the hoard.) Some older collengues advised me
that it was time to get a real job. Dissatisfied with that advice, I turned to David
Riesman, who was a visiting professor at Hopkins that semester; I vwas sitting in
on his seminar and had gotten tu know himn fairly well hy that Lime, He told me
what I wanted to hear: that | will have other opportunities to get a joh, bul that
the invitation to the center represented a rare opportunity. It was one of many
bits of good advice that I received from David Riesman over the coming years.

Center for Advanced Study in the Behavioral Sciences

In my final analytic session, my analyst becaine uncharacteristically directive
(we were silting face to face in thal session) and told me that the only way to go
to California was Lo drive across the country. When I pointed out that I had no
car and did not know how to drive, he told me to buy & car and take driving les-
sons and assured me that by the end ol the trip I would know how to drive. He
even told me lwow Lo handle mountain roads. Rose and I did buy a car and had a
great time driving across Lhe country:

When [ arrived at the center, | found a very interesting and diverse group of
collcagues. The distribution of fellows in thal initial year was bimodal, including
a sizable number of very senior people (such as Franz Alexander, Kenneth Boul-
ding, Clyde Kluckhohn, Harold Lasswell, Paul Lazarsteld) and a sizable number
of quite junior people of whom, at age 27, I was one of the voungest. In part, this
was by design: One of the early ideas for constituting a center class was Lo invite
a number of scnior schiolars along with a group of younger satellites for each.
Thal concept oever took hold in that first year—in facet, n strong cgalitarian
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atimosphere evolved, in which cach fellow, regardless of age, was ireated as a
lully independent scholiw—and il was soon dropped. Anolher reason for the
himodal distribution, I believe, was Lhal recruitinent for the first class starled
very late, so that Lhe people who were free Lo accept Lhe invitation were either
senior enough o oltain & year's leave on short nolice, or junior enough to have
no stable job {ar, like mysel(; no joh al all} Lo take leave from,

[ probably should have devoted this year of complele freedom to writing up
ruy three-process model and my experimental test of it. But il seems that 1 pre-
ferred to take advantage ol Lthe rich array of intelleclual pursuits that were rep-
resenled al the center and to learn about the coneepts aud methods that
enlleagues from several diseiplines were advancing. [ participaled in a wide vari-
ety of activities—ranging froin a research project on psychological correlates of
different sotnatic disturbances (see Kelman, Alexander, & Stein, 1958) L0 a study
graup on sacial Inovements in which I presented my own analysis of the Sabba-
{tan movement (an influenlial Jewish messianic movement of the 17th century),

The year al the center did generate some concrete products in the peace
regearch domain. Encouraged by Lhe collegial atmosphere at the center, I called
together a number of the fellows—including Kenneth Boulding and Anatol
Rapopert—to talk wilth them about the Research Exchange on the Prevention
of War and get their advice on how to move {orward more rapidly (I was impa-
tient in those days} on the developiment of a professional base for the organiza-
tion and how to atlract international relations specialists to this enterprise.
These discussions led Lo the proposal to establish a new journal, which would
replace and expand on the Bulletin of the Research Exehonge. We decided to
name the new publication Jawurnal of Conflict Resolution: A Quarterly for
Research Related to War and Peoce, and to base it at the University of Michi-
gan, since Boulding was there, Rapoport was about to move there, and William
Bayth and Rohert Hefner—Dboth Michigan gradudte students at the time—were
already producing the Buifetin of the Research Exchange there. The Journal of
Conflict Resolution is now in its 47th year of publication. During the year al the
center, 1 also completed work on an issue of the Journgl of Social Issues,
addressed to research on wur and peace, thatl I coedited with Barth and Hefner
(l{elinan, Barih, & Ilefner, 1955), including my closing article, which clearly
refleeted the interdisciplinary selting in which it was produced (Kelman, 1955},

The most impotlant impact of my stay at the center was that it helped me
define inyself, at this early stage in my career, as part of an interdisciplinary
comnmunily of' behavioral and social scientists, 1 was, of course, strongly predis-
posed in this direclien. bul the year at the center provided ideas, contacts, and
validation for interdisciplinary work and, above all, rewarding experiences of
interaction across disciplinury lines. Thus, it set the pattern of my carcer as a
social psychologist—firialy anchored in my mother discipline—who has always
operated in interdisciplinary sellings and in relation to colleagues from other
ficlds, whether elinichns, ethicists. polilical scienlists, international relations
scholars, or Middle East specialists.

By the end of the year, | had not yet succeeded in locating a suitable aca-
demic pesition, despile strong support of tny candidacy for an opening tn the
Depavtment of Social Relations at Harvard from Clyde Kluckhohn, and despite
the elforts of Ralph Tvler—the center’s fArst director—to find an opening for
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me in the Commillee on Fluman Development at the University of Chichgn, |
decided to resuine negotinlions with the National Instilute of Meotal Health
and accepled a position in the Laboralory ol Psythology, purt of the NIMII
intramural programn, based af. its Clinieal Center in Bethesda.

National Institute of Mental Heallh

A good part of my first year at NIMH was taken up with fighling to hokl on to iy
job. T was teyminated (as was Rose, who had taken a position as social worker al
the National Institute of Nourslogical Disvases and Blindness) because the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare's (HEW's} securily office—established at
the height of the McCarthy period and still very much in place in 1956—ques-
tioned my past political activities and my assnciations {see Kelman, 1957). Alter
six months of struggle. with exeellent legal help from Richard Schifter (whom [
knew [rom his Yale law student days in New Haven, where he lived in one of our
sister co-up houses and was active—wilh support from ne, among others—in
estahlishing an ACLU chapter, and who was later to heeome assistant secrctary
of state for humnan rights), and witlh moral and financial support from SPSSI and
APA, we achieved a complete reversal of the termination action, including an
apology from the Secretary of HEW "This successful autcome would not have
been possihle withoul the unwavering support of my superiors and colleagues in
the Laboratory of Psychology and elsewbere in the NIMH system.

Because of the friendships thatl I formed with colleagues at NIMH, deep-
ened by their stand on my behall in Lthe face of the political pressures ol the day,
I view my experience there as a positive contribution to my formative years,
despile the vbstacles that 1 had to overcome. The relationships with three col-
leagues in the Laboratory of Psychology stand out in particular. David Shakow,
chief of the laboralory, became a valued mentor, who was very supportive of my
eLhical and social concerns and my approach to the scholarly enterprise. Morris
Parloff, with whom I had collaborated closely al Johns Hopkins, was chiel of my
section at NIMH and mstrumental in bringing me there—and continues to he »
valued and respected {riend Lo this day, more than hall a century after I first
met him. Donald (Mike) Boomer shared his office with me, as well as his wis-
dom and humor; among other things, he agreed to supervise me in short-term
therapy with a patient, thus doubling my experience as a therapist and adding a
Sullivanian model 1o the Freudian/behaviorist model thal John Deollard pro-
vided in his supervision of iny one previous venture inte therapeutic practice.”

51t shonld alsn he mentiuned thal way reluionship o NIMIL as an iuslitution over the yerars—both
before and afler my position on Lhe stafl'—was very posilive. In addition to Lthe bwo years of posuloctoral
felowships at Johns Hupkins (1952-1954), NIMH granted me o Speein] Research Fellowshop 1o sperd a
year (L960-1961) at Lhe Ipslitule for Sockal Research at Oslo. {The latler—nat coinvidentally— -was
offered 10 me afler T had been denied a Fulbrpghl grant for entitely political reasons, apparently hased
on meamplete information aboul my case at NTMH.) NIMH also supporled my research prograsm on
sucial influence and behavier chiupe with a zerex of rescarch gronts. as well as the Intenationul Con-
fercnee on Sotial-Isychological Research in Developing Countries Lhal [ ongranized at the Universily of
Ibadan in December 1956 1o January 1967. [n turn, T served on NIMIUs Psychology Training Review
Comnmitlee for several veurs, as well as ather NIMH cmomiltees.
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New research plans in Lhe psychiatric wards of Lhe Clinicat Cenler—inelud-
ing a sludy that Charlotte Schwartz and T were hoping Lo conduel en an experi-
mental program for psychotic patients and Lheir parenis—did not malerialize, |
did manage, however, Lo analyze and write up some earlier data and Lo work on
some theoretical papers. My najor- -and nat. insignificant—achievement during
Lhis two-year period, however, was completion of a nearly 200-page manuscripl,
prescnling my threc-process mnodel of social influence and the experimental evi-
dence in support of it (Kelmian, 1356). T submitted this manuseripl (unonytnously,
as required) in successful competition for the Socio-Psychological Prize of the
American Association for the Advancement of Science, The biggest mistake I
made in my professienal life was iy Gilure to publish this manuscript at the
time. I signed a conlract with John Wiley & Sons, who were prepared o publish
the manuscript with just the addition of an introductory chapter and virtually no
other changes. But [ felt it was not ready, wanting to do soine additional experi-
ments and seme theeretical elaboration. T did conducel some further experimnents
and revise and elaborate some of the texl, but in the meantime the literature
grew, the task became ore daunting, and | was distracted by a variety of other
interests. As a resuit, although the ideas :ind soma of the research have heen par
tially presented in articles and other books, [ have never produced that promised
full statement of the iodel and detailed presentation of the data—at least so far:
I have not entirely given up yet, and Erin Driver-Linn is proactively working
with me in pulling the old manuscript (as already revised) inlo a form and con-
text that might make it interesting Lo contetuporary readers.

Returning to 1957, it was clear Lo me {as well as to my colleagues} that—
despite the rewarding features of uy NIMI expericnce thal I have described I
really belonged in a university, rather than a psychological laharatory based in a
governmental medical facility, even one that allowed researchers as inuch auton-
omy as [ had at NIMH. A university was ohviously a more appropriate environ-
ment in which to pursue my interest tn international relations, to comnient on
public issues, and to explore the relationship between social research and social
action. Thus, when I was offered a faculty position in the Harvard Department
of Social Relations, starting in the fall of 1957, [ was delighied to accept.

The Teaching Years

My formal teaching career began with my first Harvard appointment in 1957. 1
had no teaching experience as a praduate stadent: teaching was never even an
available oplion. The teaching 1 did at the Baltimore College of Commerce was
a valuable experience and I certainly tock it seriously, hutl it was a jobb rather
Lban a central element of my identity. [U was only in 1957 that iy identily as a
teacher began Lo take shape, but il soon hecame ceniral to my personal identity
and has remained so Lthroughout the years. During my 42 ofticial teaching
years, starting in 1957 and ending with my retircinent {rom Leaching in 1999, 1
have held only three jobs in Lwo universilies—nol counting nver a dozen
appointments, of varying lenglhs of time. as visiting professor, fellow, or scholar
in different institutions in the United States and abroad.
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Because of iy poor plannming and sell-indulgence, Lhe preceding scction
used s0 much of the genervus amounl ol space wade availahle (o me thal there
is not enough space left Lo give the kind of detailed nceount of the 42 years cnv-
erved in Lhis section that 1 gave to Lhe b years covered in the preeeding section.
At best, I figure that I have about a third ns inuch space Lo cover three Limes as
many years. | maintaio, however, Lthat this imbalanee is quile appropriate to
the focus of this Festschrift an iy students and their work, lor two reasons.
First, my teaching years require less elahoration because Lhey are well repre-
senied by the sartnples of my students’ resvarch and thinking that are offered in
the preceding chapters. This is nol so mucb because ol a correspondence in the
content of their work and mine (which applies more in some cases than in ath-
ers) but hecause theirr work picks up, in one or another way, the kind ol social
psychology that I have practiced, taught, and stooed for. Second, in a book in
wliich and through which my students pay trihute to me, it is important thai I,
in Lurn, pay Lribute to my teachers and mentors. I hope this is part of what Lthe
detailed account of iny formative years conveys, explicilly and implicitly—in its
relerences especially to iny primary mentors, Daniel Katz and Carl Hovland,
but also tu others who have played an important mentoring role, such as Irvin
Child, Levnard Dooh, Jerome Frank, David Riesinan, and David Shakow. Their
most important contribution has been to encourage me to be and become
mysell, and [ hope that I have played a comparable role in my relationship Lo
my own students. More generally, the emphasis on iny own [lermative years
reminds us of the How of influence across generations in the developinent of
scholarly traditions. Fur the reasons given, then, I ain content to limit myself
(particularly since [ have no other choive) to just a few general observations
ahout my 42 teaching years. ]

(1) By the titne I enteved the teaching role, 1 had pretty much developed
my identlity as the kind ol social psychologist that I was Lo remain—with some
variations on the basic themes—Tlor the rest of iny career. As a consequence,
must ol my teaching [rom the beginning has been in the areas of my special con-
cern, and my teaching and advising were nicely inteprated with my interesis in
research, theory, and practice. Of course, over the years, [ did my share ul Lhe
teaching that had to be covered, including coteaching the undergraduate intro-
ductory course (albeit the semesier that covered social psychology, personality,
and psychopathology) and the proseminar in social psychology, as well as nin-
ning general research seminars. Many of the undergradoate theses 1 supervised
were in areas outside ol my special interest; a large proportion of students I
advised were in special concentrations {such as conflict studies), in joint con-
centrations belween psychology and oiher disciplines (sociology, government,
Far Eastern studies), or in tarvard’s inlerdisciplinary social studies program.
At the graduate level, tao, [ often took on students who were working on inde-
pendent projects, unrelated to the research programs of any of the laculty
members, and more often than not using nonexperimental methods. (Roger
Brown was also known to take on students with diverse interests, not necessar-
ily related to his own work; both ol us, in this regard, were {following in the foot-
steps of Gordon Allpori.) T also spent a lot of time in careful editing of my
students' work, as many of my advisecs will testily. In short. [ did not just use



254 HERRBERT €. KFLMAN

my Leaching and supervision in Lhe single-minded pursuil «f my ewn agenda.
but I did find grent synergy between my teaching ov advising and my rescarch.
Many of my best ideas develaoped or beeame crystallized in the course of iterac-
tions with my graduale sludenls, discussions in my seminars, ar preparation of
lectures.

(2) It is interesting that, in each of my three academic appeintments, one
of my “outside” inlerests—my exercises in reaching out Lo other fields, beyond
the conlines of social psychology: whether psycholherapy, international rela-
tions, or ethics—ivas a key laclor in my scleclion. To be sure, my credentials as
a bona fide social psychologist, including my Yale degree, my experimental
work, and my theorctical contributions, were by no means irrelevant and
indeed gave me Lhe requisite “idiosyncrasy eredits”—Lo use Edwin Hollunder's
(1958} eancepl. | know, for example, that the AAAS Socio-Psycholngical Prize
contribuied stgnificantly to iy invitation to Harvard in 1957. But iy primary
credentials for the particular position for which I was recruited that year
derived Irom my work in psychotherapy.

The appointinent was specifically in tbe clinical program within the
Department of Social Relations and the initiative for it came fromn David
McClelland, head of the clinical prograin at the time, who was interested in my
social psychological perspective on psychotherapy and my analysis of it withiu a
general framework of social influence and behavior change. In line with this
interest, 1 developed and taughl a yearlong seminar, required of all thivd-year
clinical students, alongside o their practicum training in psychotherapy (which
was, of course, supervised by a clinician). The first semester—which viriually
all of the graduate students in social psychology took as well—tocused on pro-
cesses of sochal influence and covered the theoretical and experimental litera-
ture in that field {including, of course, the three processes) and various real-life
influence situatlions other than psychotherapy (such as childhonod and adult
socializatlion, political and religious conversion, and asstmilation), The second
semester focused on theory and rescarch in psychotherapy, with emphasis on
the patient-therapist relationship and the therapeutic interaction (comparing,
in particular, Freud's, Sullivan’s, and Rogers’s views on these matlers).

[ was appointed for a five-year term as Lecturer on Social Psychology, a
title 1 preferred, because it both expressed my professional identily and com-
municated clearly that—though teaching about psychotherapy—I was nat
claiming clinical credeniiats. While based in the clinical program, 1 taught a
iniddle-leve} course on Attitudes and Their Change, and had extensive contacts
with colleagues, praduate students, and undergraduates in social psvehology.

In 1962, when my five-year term at Harvard came to an end, | moved to the
Uuiversily of Michigan as Professor of Psychology and Rescarch Psychologisl st
thie Center for Research on Conllict Resolulion, AL the Universily of Michigan,
my tenure and my academic duties were in the Department of Psychology, It was
undersicod from the beginning that I would be centrally involved in the Joint
Doctoral Program in Social Psychology, a cellaborative enterprise between the
Socinlogy and Psychology Departments. For a short Lime, in fact, I was chair of
the program. [ Look on the assipnment at a time when the program was ahoul to
collapse hecause of differences between the two departinents in their size and
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operating style. My colleagues wnd 1 helieved thal, in view of my strong commiet-
meni to an interdisciplinary view ol social psychology, I might he able Lo keep
the program altve. Unforlunately, however, my strong commiltment was ool
matched by sufficiently strong political skills and so—to my profound regret—!1
ended up presiding over the dissolution of Lthis experimeut,

My outreach beyond the confines af my own discipline, once again, played
a sighificani role in my appaintment at the University of Michigan, which
was—as noled—a joint appointment between the Pgychology Depariment and
the Center for Research on Conflict Resolution. The center was an outgrowth
of the Journal of Conflict Resolution, which, as I mentioned carlier, was based
at the University of Michigan. The community that developed at the univer-
sity around the editorial work on the journal decided to push the work forward
through the establishment of an interdisciplinary research center in the field,
and the idea gained support from the university administration. The desire to
expand the number of faculty members with an interest in the center’s inter-
disciplinary work, my continuing involvement with the Journal of Conflict
Resolution as a founding member of its editorial hoard, and Dan Kalz's key
role both in the center and the Psychology Department all contrihuted to my
invilation to come to the University of Michigan.

Another one of my “ouiside” interests—my concern with ethical issues—
played a significant role in my invitation, in 1968, to return to Harvard as Rich-
ard Clarke Calot Professor of Social Ethics. This chair was established in 1966
{o commemorate Richard Clarke Cabot and the Department of Social Ethics,
which he chaired {along with his professorship in the Medical School) between
1920 and 1931, when it was absorhed in a new Department of Sociology. The
chair is not intended for a professional ethicist, bul for a scholar in any depart-
inent of Lthe Faculty of Arts and Sciences who focuses on ethical questions eon-
fronting individuals in modern society.

According to the endowment, the incumbent “should deal with problems
of practical ethics, should help students face ethical guestions [rankly and
openly, and should help them relate themselves thought{ully to the social issues
of the day, so thal they might at least envisage the possibility of careers in
either social or public service” {Bentinck-Smith & Stouffer, 1991, p. 109). The
first incumbent of the chair, very appropriately, was Gordon Allport, who had
started his Harvard teaching career as an instructor in social ethics under
Cabot. Allport, unforiunately, died in 1967, at age 70, within a year after the
appointment. The Departinent of Social Relations—as the historical successor
(via Sociclagy) of the Departinent of Saocial Ethics—was given the opportunity
{0 search for the next incumbenti and it chose to nominate me,

Clearly, the departinent would notl have offered me a professorship had 1
lacked strong credentials in my own discipline. But it was my focus on ethical
issues that provided the additional qualifications stipulated in the description
ol the chair: my work on the ethics of social research, on the psychology of
social issues, on war and peace, and on justice and social change. My book, A
Time fo Speak: On Human Values and Social Research (Kelman, 1968b), which
was in press al the time of the appoiniment, was probably one of the most
important items in my bihliography when my candidacy was being considered.
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Rose sund Twere reluctant. to leave the University of Michigan, but the invi-
tation from Harvard was bard {o resist. One of ihe special attractions was the
nature of the chairv, which turned my “exbracurrieular” activities into part of
Lthe job description. Anather was, of coutse, the specia! meaning of being named
us Gordon Allporl’s successor, particularly since | had gotien Lo know him guite
well during my Orst appeintirent at Harvard and he had been a sonrve of
encouragetnenl and inspiration.

(3) Over the course of the years, the center of gravity of my work shified
from sncial influence to inlernational canflict and its resalution. This is cvident
[rom my own writings and [rom the research of the students I supervised. The
shifl can be noted, for example, as one moves across the chapters in the present
volume, Perhaps the best indicator of the shift is the topic of my trademark
graduate seminar, which traditionally met on Wednesday evenings. (n the ear-
lier years, the title of my trademark seminar was Processes of Social Influence
or seme variant thereof, and it ullowed the [orinal of the seminar described
earlier that I {irst introduced in 1957. Needless to say, students heard and read
a Jou about my three processes of social influence, but the seminar covered the
experimental literature on social influence and examined a nmmber of real-life
influence situations. In the later years, my graduate seminar on Internationai
Conflicl: Social Psychologicat Approaches becaine my trademark Wednesday
evening event. The seminar dealt with soctal psychological dimensions of inter-
national relations and upproaches Lo the resolution of international/infercom-
munal conflicts, with special emphasis on interactive problem solving—the term
I came to use to designate my own approach. The seminar used the Middle East
conflict as its special lustralive case and included an intcnsive Isracli-
Palestinian prohlem-solving workshop in which the seminar students partict-
pated as apprentice members ol the third party. (In 1979, the illustrative case,
to which the workshop was also devoted, was the Cyprus conflict.)

Despite the shift I have noted in the center of gravily of my work, [ believe
that there bas been a remarkable degree of continuily over the veavs. It is true
that a major turning point in my work occurred in the late 19G3s and early
1970s, when I became acquainted (in 1966) with John Burten’s wark in conflict
analysis and resolution, began to build on it theoretically and methodologically
(c.g., Kelman, 1872a), made iy first efforts to apply the approach in the Middle
East, and finally commitied mysel( (in 1973) to putiing conflict resolution in
the Middle East at the center ol iy professional agenda, However, my interest
in the social psychology of international relations and in conflict resolution goes
back to the very Leginnings of my career, as I pointed out in the preceding sec-
tion. This inlerest played an nnportant role in my original selection of social
psychology as a field of study, and it was reflected in much of my work in the
1950s and 1960s, including parlicipotion in the founding ol the Research
Exchange on the Prevention of War and the Jowrnal of Conjlict Resolution,
editing of Internctionul Behavior (Kelman, 1965a), research on the impact of
international educational and cultural exchanges {e.g., Kelman & Bailyn, 1962;
Kelman & [lzekiel, 1970), and research on nationalisin and the relation of the
individual to the national system fe.g., Delamoater, Katz, & Kelman, 1969;
Katz, Kelinan, & Flacks, 1964 Keltman. 1969).
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By the same Loken, social influence has remained o continuing Lhene, even
as the eenler of gravity ol my work shiflted toward mteruational conflict. My
work with Lee Hamillon, culminating in Crirmes of Obedience (Kelman &
Hamilton. 19891, explores influence processes in hierarchical relalionships.
TFurthermore, my conflict resolulton work iwsell’ centers on o modet o mutual
inflluence in a conflict relationship and has drawn on my early interest in group
processes as a source ol significant attitude changes 1see Kelman, 19970). More
generally, conllicl as a multilaceted process of mutual infHuence is one of the key
propositions in my analysis of the oature of international conflict (Kelman,
199%¢), and influencing the other side is one of the key components of the mac-
roprocess of negotiation (Kelman, 1996). In lacL, I have tried to link the analy-
sis of inAuence in international relations to my ithree processes ol influence,
and I helieve I have come closest to doing so in my recent formulations of recon-
ciliation, to which I shall return in the next section.

Finally, the continuity in my work over the years is provided by certain
central themes that have characterized my work on social influence as well as
on international conflict. In hoth areas, [ have heen particularly eancerned with
the depth and durability ol change—whether in response to persuasive commu-
nications or to conflict resolution efforts; the role of individual change as a vehi-
cle for change in the larger social system; the role of legitimacy in the
relationship of individuals to hierarchical organizations and to the nalion, the
stale, or other collectivities and institutions; and the moral dimension in
human relations, inclnding the ethical issues generated by Lhe process and put-
come of social scientists’ own research and practice.

(4) In addition to my trademark graduate seminar, | have offered a trade-
mark undergraduate course throughout my teaching career. The course had
different titles at different times and its contents changed and evolved aver the
vears, reflecting developments in Lhe field (and in the world), new emphases in
my own work, and differences in Lhe definition of the overall theme of the
course. But, many lopics and illustrations survived over the years—including
some of the jokes [ used in my lectures, which I was reluctant to drop as long as
they seemed to produce the desired response. In my first term at Harvard, the
course was called Attitudes and Their Change. At the Universily of Michigan it
became Attitudes and Social Behaviorn, a tille already in the catalog. When I
returned to Harvard as Cabot Professor of Social Ethics, [ introduced a general
education course entitled Human Values and Social Psychological Research to
reflect the mission of my chair. I later moved the course, with appropriate mod-
ifications, into my department with the title Individual and Social Change. 1
also, during that period, included a weekend exercise as part ol the course,
using SIMSOC, an instructive simulation of the formation and [unctioning of a
society developed by my colleapue William Gamson (1978). On one occasion, we
did a simulation of the Israeli~Palestinian ¢onflicl. In the fall of 1985, as Ster-
ling McMurrin Distingnished Visiting Professor of Liberal Education al the
University of Utah, I taught a course on Stahility and Change: Recurrent
Themes in Social and Political Psychology. On veturning to Harvard, [ restruc-
tured my Lrademark course and taught it under the title Stahility and Change
in Attitudes and Social Relations.



2RH HERBERT ¢ KELMAN

The lasl version of my tracdemark undergraduaie course. which | Laught five
times in the 1990s, was a large-enrolliment core curricuham course cotitled Indi-
vidual and Sociul Responsibility: A Social Psychiatogicad Perspective. Harvard's
core curriculum identifies several dilferent ways of knowing, not necessarily cor-
responding to established disciplines, to cach of which students are expected to
have some exposure. My course, which wax parl of the area of social analysis, was
developed and originally taughi with the assistunce of Susan Korper, who has a
superb level of knowledge and understanding of all strands of my work—
including my work on attitudes, social influcnce, authority, ethics, confiict resolu-
tion, and the Middle East. She helped to devise an outline that sumehow covered
and integraled all of those domains, put logether an appropriate reading list, and
selected and edited a series of films illustrating central themes of the course. The
course, using iy own version ol a rule-consequentialist approach to moral deci-
sion making, covered a wide range of topics in social psychology and related fields
bearing on the question of how individuals—through personal and collective
effort—determine and assume responsibility for their own actions and for public
policies and practices. At various points throughout the course, [ introduced
“reflexive exercises,” designed Lo turn our analysis of individual and social
responsibility back on the behavior of social scientists themselves. This course
gave me the opportunity to pull together virtually all of the themes that I had
addressed over the years and to relate them to each other in s meaningful way. [
found it particularly rewarding to present these ideas to a broad spectrum of stu-
dents, most of whom concentrated in the natural sciences or humanities, and—
in keeping with the terms of the Cahot chair—to offer them some of the Lools for
dealing with the ethical questions they would [ace in life and relating Lhemselves
to the social issues of Lthe day.

A Social Psychological Perspective

The subtitle of my core curriculum course raises a question to which 1 address
the remainder of this chapter. What do I mean by "“a social psychological per-
spective”? Or, to reverse the question: What is my perspective on social psychol-
ogy? I believe that the best answer Lo this question is provided by the preceding
chapters in this volume. Despite their diversily—or, perhaps, in keeping with
their diversity—they all illustrate, in one way or another, the particular perspec-
tive on social psychology that my work represents. Perhaps the best way I can
even come close to integrating this rich sel of papers is to offer a few observa-
tions ahout my particular perspective on the field that, [ propese, they all share.

Definition of Social Psychology

Inside my copy of the classic text in soctal psyehology by Krech and Crutchfield
(1948), I found some pieces of paper with reactions to their inlroductory chap-
ter that, froin all indications, I had written close to the time the book was pub-
lished—in other words, early in my graduate student years. I had some
misgivings about their definition of social psychology as “the science of the
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behavior of the individual in society” (p. 71, especially their arguinent that per-
son objects are similar Lo other bljects, excepl for possessing cerlain special
properties, In iny notes, I argue that our reaction to other human beings cannot
be compared, for example, with our reactions Lo wind ar waler, even though
tbese share sune of the propertics of huinan beings, such as mobilily and capri-
cionsness. The notes grappic with the question of what preciscly makes human
ohjects unique for us.

T ultimately [ound my answer in Lhe concept of social interaetian, as devel-
oped primarily by sociologically basced soctal psychologists. I remembher lceling
sense of recognition in the sumnmer of 1949, when I first heard IFreed Bales (in a
lecture at the University of Michigan, where he was teaching summer school)
define social psychology as the study of secial interaction. This definition goes
beyond Krech and Crutchlield’s in focusing on the behavior in society of tndi-
viduals in relation to once another, Moreover, social interaction 1s more than
behavioral interaction—mare than action and reaction of individuals in one
another’s presence. [t refers to the interaction between “minded” individuals,
each of whom assumes that the other—just like the sell—brings a set ol expec-
tations, intentions, and goals to the situation. Thus, participants in social inter-
action, in pursuit of their own needs and intercsts, engage in a conlinuing
process ol taking the other’s role in order to assess and address the other's
expectations, intentivns, and goals. Social interaction is informed and guided by
its socictal and orgamizational context, which defines the nature of the situation
in which the interaction takes place and the norms and rules that govern the
interaction.

As my own conception of social psychology evolved, T brought the societal
and organizational context of interaction explicitly into iny definition of the
field, while maintaining the focus on social interaction, This forinulation corre-
sponds to Shoshana ZubofT's (chap. 7, this volume) idea of social psycholoyy's
“middle kingdom” and to José Ramoén Torregrosa’s (chap. 2, this volume) call
to give the sociological ditnension the place it is due in our conception of social
psychology. Thus, in a statement also cited by Torregrosa, I offer the following

definition of the field:

Sacial psychology—which is a sub-field of psychology as well as sociology---is
concerned with the inierseclion between individual behavior and socicelal-
institulional processes, It follows from this concern that the primary locus
for social-psychological analysis is social inleraction, which is, par excel-
lence, the area in which mdividua! and institulional processes inlersect.
Social interaction is thus the level of analysis that is most purely and most
distinctly sociul-psychnlogical. (Kelman, 1965a, p. 22)

A full analysis of secial interaction requires simultaneous attention to
variables at the level of the individual and of the social system as both inputs
and outcomes of the interaction: How is Lthe interaction shaped by what the
individual participants bring to it and tbe societal/organizational context in
which it occurs, and how does it, in Lturn, impact the subsequent functioning of
the participants and of the larger social systein (the group, organization, soci-
ety, or collectivity) within which their interaction is an episode?
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According to Lhis definilion, the subject matter vl social psychology clearly
includes the study of sceial interaction processes themselves, such as verbal
and nonverbal conununication, interpersanal relations, or small group dynain-
ics. It alse includes the functioning of individuals, as shaped by their diredt or
indirecl interactions with other mdividuals, media, and instilulions m negoliat-
ing their social environment, and as expressed in social attitudes. social roles,
or vollective identities; as well as the microprocesses of societal and organiza-
tional functioning, sueh as the social interactions through which leadership is
exercised, decisions are made, or conflicts are managed. Most distinctively
social psychological topivs are those Lopics that explore velutivnships across the
individual and social-systein levels of analysis—i.e.. the effecls of societal/
organizational inputs on the hehavior af individuals, ov the eflects of individual
inputs on the lunctioning of societies or organizations—with social interaction,
explicitly or implicitly, as the mediating process. A good example of the former
relationship ts the process ol socialization into a society, profession, or move-
ment, whereby the rules, roles, and values of the parlicular social system are
transmitited (through various secializing agents) Lo individual members and
expressed in their attitudes, beliefls, and actions. A good exainple of the latter
relationship is the process of social protest, wherchy the motives and percep-
tions of members of a society are Lranslated (through various forms of collective
action} into changes in societal policies and praclices.

Sacial psychology, as I define it, is particularly well suiled to exploring the
relationship between individual change and social change, Changes at these
two [evels can best be conceived as linked to cach olther in o continuous, circular
fashion. Structural changes, hy way ol various proccsses ol social inleraction,
produce changes at the level of individuals, which in turn, by way of another set
of interaction processes, produce new changes at the system level, and so on,
Thus, [or example, the U.S civil rights mévement in the 1950s and 19605 was
spurred on by structural changes in the United States and elsewhere—such as
the rise of a Black urban middle class and the estublishment of independent
states in sub-Saharan Aflrica; the resuliing group mobilization and mass aelion
promoted psychological changes in Lhe lormn of development of group conscious-
ness and of a sense of entitlement and efficacy, which in turn cncouraged the
organized use of political influence conducive to civil rights legislation and to
changes in occupational, educational, and political structures. My interesi in
the relationship between individual change and social change was a major fac-
tor in my initial choice ol social psychology as my field of endeavor and it
became increasitgly central to the way 1 conceplualized my work. Thus, as [
came to look at social influence in terms of the linkage between Lhe individual
and the social systein—and at the thrce prucesses as representing different
types and avenues of linkage (cf. Kelman, 1974; Kelman & Hamilton, 1989,
Kelman & Warwick, 1973)—it became clear that changes in individuals' atti-
tudes and behavior in response to social influence may have consequences for
the soctal system within which the influence relationship iakes place. In my
later work, I have stressed that my approach 1o conflict resolution—interactive
prohlem solving—and ifs operationalizalion in problemm-solving workshops are
quintessentially social psychological in that they seek to induce changes in
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individuals, through interaction in small-groap settings, as veliicles Ivr change
in the larger system: in Lhe official policies and the political cultures of the con-
Aicting partics.

The definition of sotial psychology that I have vullined here seems to cover
the work presented in all of the preceding chapters. [ am nul suggesting that all
of the authors would necessarily subscribe to my definition, hul what all of Lhe
chapters have in common—despite the breadth and diversity of the Lopics they
addrcss—is embeddedness in a social psychology that explicitly assigns a cen-
tral rofe to the societal and organizational context of the behavior and interac-
tion of individuals. This view of the field, corresponding to Thomas Pettigrew's
(1991) concept of contextual social psychology, distinguishes the work presented
in this volume [rom much of Lhe work thai characterizes mainstream American

social psychelogy today.

Features of Social Psychology

My perspective on social psychology has certain distinct features thal are well
represented in the various chapters in this volume,

(1) A direct implication of my definition of social psychelogy is a view of the
field as an nterdisciplinary enterprise. I am not merely referring te the {act
that secial psychological work often requires forays into other disciplines—
which in my case have included, over the years, anthropology, clinical psychol-
ogy/psychiatyry, ethics, political science, international relations, and Middle East
studies. I view social psychology itself as an interdisciplinary field, anchored in
both psychology and sociology and bridgiug the levels of analysis peculiar to
cach of these fields. A symbolic indicator of the coparentage of social psychology
is the fact that the first twa texts in social psychology, published in the same
year; were written by a psychologist and a sociologist, respectively (McDougall,
1908; Ross, 1908). Personally, the fact that I served as both president of the
APA's Division of Personality and Social Psychology (1970-1971} and chair of
the ASA's Section on Social Psychology (1977-1978) attests to my commilment
to social psychology as an interdiscipline. My students have gone in a variely of
directions, Of the chapter authors in this book, four have made their careers in
psychology departments, three in sociology departments, three in political sci-
ence or international relations, and one each in a medical school, a husiness
school, and a social service organization.

(2) Social psychology, in my view, must ol necessily rely on a multiplicity of
methods. I was trained as an experimental social psychologist and conducted an
active experimental program in the 1950s and 1980s. The work included a
number of experimental Lests of my three-process model of soeial influence (see
Kelinan, 1974, 1980). In the 1960s, during my period at the University of Mich-
igan, I collaborated with Reuben Baron and our associates in a series of experi-
ments designed to test a functional analysis of the efTects of attitude-discrepant
behavior on attilude change (Kelman, 1980; Kelian & Baron, 1974; Kelman et
al., 1969). I have never abandoned my commitment to experimental research as
an important and uniguely valuable component of the social psychologist’s
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methodological reperloire—even though 1 have not personally pursucd an
experitnenial program [or many years. Experiments make a unique contribu-
tion by constructing a working model of a phenomenon, which allows us to vary
its dimensions systematically and to establish causal relations. Bul I do not
believe that social psychology can be a purely experimental science, with the
goa! of establishing general laws of social bhehavior. The relations observed in
the laboratory are limited by their historica! and cultural context, as well as by
the structure of the experimental situation itsell (Kelman, 1967b). Experimen-
tal research becomes uselul when it is put together with findings yielded by a
varjety of other methods, which identify Lthe phenoinena to be explored in a lab-
oratory setling and which help establish the generality and external validity of
laboratory findings—metbods that include apinion surveys, intensive inteir-
viewing, systematic observation, participant observation, participatory action
research, discourse analysis, and content analysis of documents. The rescarch
of iny students—as exemplified by the chaplers in this volume-—has been car-
ried out both in the Jaboratary and in the field, has used experimental as well as
the entire range of nonexperimental methods, and has applied systematic
approaches to both quantitative and qualitative data analysis. Some of the
research programs described in the preceding chapters—as well as somne of the
doctoral theses 1 have supervised, including those of Tamra Pearson d’Estrée
(Pearson, 1930) and Rebecca Wolfe (2002)—use a triangulation approach,
exploring the same phenomenon in different contexts and with different meth-
ods, which significantly enhances the generalizability of the findings.

{3) Another aspect of my view of social psychology is its character as a cross-
cultural, international enterprise. Cross-cultural research does not refer only to
research in which coltures, or types of cultures, serve as the independent vari-
able. Clearly, such research is instructive, in correcting for cultural biases in our
conceptions of human nature and in sensitizingus to cultural differences in nor-
malive expectations and in modes of satisfying basic human needs. A challenge
to this genre of research is Lo avoid the temptation of essentializing cultural dif-
ferences, by recognizing that such differences arise from particular historical,
structural, and situational circumstances and can change as thesc circum-
stances change, and that intracultural varialions on psychosocial dimensions
arc often as greal as or greater Lhan intercultural variations. But cross-cultural
rescarch also refers to studies in which general propositions are tested with
cross-cultural data, as in the Whiting and Child (1953) study, on which I held my
first asststantship; in which related phenomena are explored in a variety of cul-
tural settings, as exemplified in Lee [amilton’s mmultifaceted research program
(chap. 4, this volume); or in which new research programs are shaped within a
different cultural context Lthan the one in which social psychology has so lar
evolved, well exemplified by Lhe work of Ignacio Martin-Bard and Maritza
Montero as discussed by José R. Torregrosa {chap. 2, this volume). Such cross-
cultural work is essential to the scientific development of the field, in produciug
a body of propositions and findings with increasingly general validity and uni-
versal applicahility. To this end, it is necessary not only to test hypolheses with
cross-culiural data, but to assure wide participation of investigators Lhroughout
the world (including, of course, the Third World) in the definition of research
problems, the formulation of hypotheses, and the interpretation of findings. Sci-
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entific requirements thus coincide with the ethical requirements ol avoiding
exploitation of developing societies and assuring that rescarch carried out in
these societics addresses their own problems and serves their own interests
(Kelman, 1967a, 1982a). Move broadly, my view of social psychology calls for the
development of a transnational community commiited Lo enhancing the capact-
tics and opportunities of scholars around the world to participate in building the
field. This concept was the underlying purpose of Lhe International Conference
on Sacial-Psychological Research in Developing Countries at the University ol
Ibadan that I arganized and ehairved (Kelman, 1968a).

(4) Applied research and practice based on social psycholegical principles
are as central Lo my view of the agenda of our discipline as basic and theory-
driven research. Paraphrasing Lewin’s (1951) famous dictum, [ believe that
there is nothing so conducive to theoretical insight as reflective application and
practice, and nothing so practical as a govd theory.® I do not maintain that all
social psychologists must engage in applied work or that all social psychological
rescarch must have obvious relevance to applied problems. But I do maintain
that applied research and practice are not only legitimate loci for social-
psychological work, but important avenues [or enriching the discipline. The
relationship between theory and application can take a variety of forms, rang-
ing [rom Carl Hovland’s research on attilude change—which generally started
out with applied questions that he sought to answer with sophisticated theoret-
ical analyses and experimental designs——(uy action research (of which my work
on conflict resolution is one variant), in which theory and practice are fully
integrated. Lewin's beliel that the “attempt to bring about change in a process
is the most firuitful way to investigate it" (Deulsch, 1968, p. 478) suggests that
application and practice are particularly capable of contributing to theoretical
understanding insofar as they are geared to producing change. The relationship
between theory, application, and practice as a central feature of social psychol-
ogy is clearly proclaimed in the subtitle and the tripartite division of the
present book and is reflected in cvery one of its chapters.

(5) The applications of social psychology that are of particular interest 10
me arc those directed to addressing urgent social issues and ta the betterment
of the human condition. The issues with which I have been especially concerned
over the years, lrom a social psychological perspective, are war and peace, social
Jjustice, conflict resolution, civil rights and civil liberties, intergroup relations,
social protest, and responsible citizenship, T identify with a social psychology

% 'he exact wording of Lewin'y statement is as follows: "Many psychologists warking today in an
applied held are keenly awire of the need lor clese cuoperation between theoretical and upplied psy-
chalogy: This can he acepmplished in psycholopy, ns it has been accomplisheld in physies, if the theo-
rist does not ook toward applied prohlems with highbrow aversion or with a lear of social problems,
and il the applied psychologist realizes that Lhere is nothing so practical as u good theory” {(Lewin,
1851, p. 169). Generally, only ihe last phirse of this statemenl is cited. [n part, no doubt, this reflects
the particular interest of those who vite IL.ewin on this point. In purt, however, | believe it is simply
due to the Mot that the first halT ol the apharism 15 not staled as sucvinetly and foreefully as the see-
ond hall. The second hall clearly asseris the value of theory o wpplicition, whereas Lhe first hall
merely admonishes theorisls not Lo scorn applied work, withoutl asserting that applied work is actu-
ally of value Lo theory building. ! halieve—perhaps presumptuously—that my parsphrasing is o
more sharply drawn and balaueed statement of the print Lewin wanled to make.
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that is engaged with Lthe problems of our soeiety at the domeslic and global lev-
cls, that encourages the systemalic analysis of social problems and the integra-
tion af research with social iction, and that recognizes and takes inlo account
the inevitable involvement of our social and polilical values in social research
(Kelinan, 1968b). In line with this orientation, ] have been an active member af
the Society for Lhe Psychological Study ol Social Issues, wlhich—as already men-
tioned—1 joined in 1946, when | was still an undergraduate. [n later years, my
social-issues orienlalion Lo the field has also been expressed through groups
like Psychologists for Sacial Responsibilily, the Society for the Study ol Peace,
Conflict, and Violence (the APA’s Peace Psychology Division), and the ASA’s
Section on Peace, War, and Conflict.

(6} Finally, the ethical dimension occupies an important place in my view
of social psychology. Many of the traditional Lopics for social psychological
research can be scen as a conlinuation of moral philosophy in a different guise.
Good examples are studies thal point to the shortcomings in moral behavior
resulting frem social pressures and cognitive biases, such as social conlormity,
groupthink, unquestioning obedience to authority, bystander apathy, prejudice,
slercotyping, resistance to new information, and legitimization of oppressive
practices. Social psychological research has also flocused on conditions that
strengthen the moral foundations of social lile, including siudies of social jus-
tice, helping behaviar, cooperation, empathy, personal responsibility, [orgive-
ness, moral reasoening, integrity in living up 1o one's values, and legitimacy in
the exercise ol power. Social psychology can thus contribute to our understaud-
ing of Lthe empirical conditions for moral decision making and behavior, as well
as our formulation of the assumplions about human nature and social order
that underlie our approach to moral justification. Apart from the ethical dimen-
sion in the content of social psychology, I also consider it imperative for social
psychologists {and other social scientisis} to give svstematic altention—aus an
integral part of their professional role—to e ethical implications of the pro-
cesses and products of their research {Kelman, 19G8h, 1972b).

Social Psychology in Practice

To round out this discussion of my perspective on social psychology, let me offer
a few comments on how this perspective has shaped my thinking on the two
topics that have been central [oui of my work over many years: social influence
and international conflicl—and the reiationship between them.

(1) As Lee Hamilton {chap. 4, this volume) points gut, my three-process
model is a model of social influence, as is clear from the title of my original
essay (Kelmap, 1956) and from most of iny wrilings—although [ may have
muddied the waters by referring ta “processes of attitude change” (Kelman,
1958) and “opinion change” (Kelman, 1961) in the titles of two early articles.
As a social psycbological model, it starts out with the structure of the influence
situation and looks at influence within the contexi of the relativnship between
the influencing agent (0) and the person being influenced (1°). The three
processes distinguish between threc types of relationship, best captured by the
source of O’s relalive power over P {i.e., O's abhility to afTect Lthe achievement of
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P's goals relative to P's own power and the power of competing influencing
agentis): O's means control in the case of compliance, attractiveness in the case
of identification, and credibility in the case of internalization (Kelinan, 1958).7
In view of the nature of the relationship that characterizes each process,
coinpliance-hased hehavior tends to he manifested and sustained only under
conditions of surveillance hy O, and identification-based behavior only as long
as P’s relationship to O remains salient and salisfying, whercas internalized
behavior—though rooted in P's relationship to O—Dbecomes part of P’s own
value system and independent of the original source.

From the beginning, I viewed the three-process model as relevant to the
entire range of inflluence situations, well beyond the persuasive communication
setting in which I originally tested it. Thus, I applied it to analysis of changes in
psychotherapy (Kelman, 1963), effects of international exchange experiences
(Bailyn & Kelman, 1962), and the development of individuals’ ethnic identity
(Kelman, 1998Db). In the 1960s, with my work (in collahoration with Daniel
Katz) on nationalism and personal involvement in the national system, and
with my increasing fascination with the concept of legitimacy, [ began to extend
the model to the analysis of the relationship of individuals to the state or other
social systems, and to the nation or other collective entities (e.g., Kelman, 1969,
1997D). These efforts eventually led me to reconceptualize social influence,
generically, in terms of linkage between the individual and the social system,
and the three processes as three ways in which individuals may be linked to the
system—three ways in which they meet demands from the stale, nation, soci-
ety, organization, or group and in which they maintain their personal integra-
tion in it (Kelman, 1974).

Each process, in this view, refers to a distinct component of the social system
that generates standards for the behavior of individual members and provides a
vehicle for their integration in the system: system rules in the case of compliance,
systemn roles in the case of identification, and system velues in the case of inier-
nalization. Rules, roles, and values are social psychological concepts par excel-
lence, in that they bridge the individual and the societal/organizational levels of
analysis. Rules, roles, and values are properties of the social system (the society
or organization} that define the relationship of its members Lo the system and
Lthai are adopted—to different degrees and in different ways—by individual mem-
bers. (Individuals, ol course, eacl have their own constellation of rules, roles, and
values, corresponding to the array of groups with which they are afhiliated.) Con-
ceptualizing sovial influence in terms of linkages between the individual and the
social systemn places the three-process model squarely within my definition of
social psychology as the field concerned with the intersection between individual
behavior and socielal-institutional processes. Social interaction, it will be
recalled, is the point at which individual and orgamzational processes intersect.

"The three-process model—in which Lhe source of O's power is une of three distinct antecedent con-
ditions postulaled for each process, and the one that was menipulated in the firsL experimental Lest
of Lhe model—shows many points of contact with French and Raven's (1959) model, distinguishing
Nive hases of social power, which they developed independently at the same time. The overlaps are
not surprising in view of the fact that both inodels draw heavily on Lewin’s discussion of own ver-
sus induced [orces (see, 2.¢., Dentsch, 1968, pp. 4571601,
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Accordingly, the sicroprocess of sociat influence—the relationship belween P
and O pustulated Tor each of the three processes—cean he seen s an episwde
within the larger sucial system that provides Lhe conlext for Lheir interaction and
for which that interaction has conseguuences.

The rule-role—value distinclion served as a basis [or identifying dilTerent
emolional reaclions experienced by individuals when they find themselves devi-
ating froin sovietal standards ol responsibility or propriety (Kelman, 1974,
1980). These distinctions generated » medel that predicts the kinds ol concerns
that are likely to be aroused and the way individuals arve likely to deal wilh
them, depending on whether the standards they have violated are compliance
based (rules), identification based [rvle expectations), or internalized (social
values). When the violated standards are in the domain of responsibility, the
concerns {ake the form afl social [ear, guilt, and regret, respectively; when they
are in the domain of propricty, the concerns take the forin of embarrassment,
shame, and sell-disappointment, respectively. Nancy Adler (1974) tested this
mnodel in her doctoral dissertation with women who had undergone abartion, As
she reminds us (especially me) in her contribution to this Festschrift {(chap. 5,
this volume), the edited voluine on varieties of discrepant action, to which I
invited ber to contribute a chapter, never suw the light of day. | am very grate-
ful to her lor using her chapter in this voluine 1o present a summary of the
mode! and of her findings. I have never undertaken any empirieal tests of this
model mysell, but I have used it extensively in my undergraduate teaching; my
lecture on embarrassment, in pariicular, was always the highlight of my course.

I have used the concepts of rules, roles, and values mosi extensively in the
distinction between thoee types of political urientation that characterize the way
in which individuals relate themselves Lo political authority and define the citi-
zen role, Lee Hamilton and I, in collaboration with IFrederick Miller and later
also Jdvhn Winkler, developed scales of rule orientation, role orientation, and
value orientation (as well as scales of sentimental and instrumental attachment)
to the political system. Discussion of the three political orentations and findings
based on the use of the three orientation scales are central components of our
analysis in Crimes of Obedience (Kelman & Haiilton, 1989). Rule, role, and
value orientations also formed the core of an analysis of civic responsibility that
I presented at the inauguration of Alfred Bloom (anather one of my doctoral stu-
dents) as president of Swarthmore College (Kelman, 1993h). Finally, in iny aval-
ysis of movements of social prolest (e.g., Kelman, 1970, 1984), [ eventually
distinguished belween rule-oriented, role-oriented, and value-oriented pretest
movements, based on ithe extent to which a movement locuses primarily on
struggle over resources, status, or policy, respectively.

(2) As my work came Lo focus increasingly on international conflict, T did
not ahandon my interest in social influence, as I have alrcady pointed cut in the
earlier comments on the continuities in my work. The microprocess of interac-
tive problemn solving, to whicli I shall return later, is in cssence a process of
mutual influence. At the macrolevel, as well, infuence is a central componenl of
my analysis of international conflict {Kelman, 1997¢) and negetiation (Kelinan,
1996). As Reuben Baron (chap. 1, this voluine) notes, [ have even applied the
distinction between my Lhree processes of influence to international and
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intercommunal conflict resolution—a natural extension, since in hath lines of
work I have been concerned with the quealily of change: its depth, durability,
sustainabilily, and integration in the behef systems ol individuals and societies.
What has eluded me for some time, however, has been a precise match of influ-
ence processes ab the international/intergroup level to the three processes of
social influence that I distinguished in my earlier work. [ am indebted to Nadim
Rouhana for providing that match with his treatment of conflict settlement,
conflict resolution, and reconciliation as thiree distinel processes (chap. 10, this
volume). Although my view of reconciliation—both in general and, specifically,
in the Israeli-Palestinian case—differs from Nadim’s in a number of importani
respects, | am persuaded of the value of the qualitative three-way distinction
and I feel that it oflers the link to the three processes of influence thal I have
been looking for. )

Establishing this link is, of course, esthetically pleasing Lo me, but the ulti-
mate queslion 1s whether it is analytically useful. Does the link of conflict set-
liement to compliance, conllict resolution to identification, and reconciliation to
internalizalion provide conceptual handles for distinguishing qualitatively dif-
ferent types of peacemaking with distinct antecedent and consequent condi-
tions? 1 argue that it does in a recent paper (Kelman, in press), whicl focuses in
particular on the correspondence of reconciliation at the intergroup level to
internalization at the level of the individual. [ conceptualize reconciliation as a
change in each side's group identity—at least to the extent of removing nega-
tion of the other as part of one’s own identity—in a way that strengthens the
core of the identity, just as internalization represents a change in specific atti-
tudes and beliefs as a way of maintaining the integrity of the person’s value sys-
tem as a whole. In short, vonflict settlement in this scheme involves a mutual
accommedation of the parties’ interests, conflict resolution an accommodation
in their relationship, and reconciliation an acconumodation of their identities.
This distinction points ta three broad tasks that all social entities—individuals,
groups, organizalions, societies—must address as they negotiate their social
environment and seek to balance Lhe reguirements of self-maintenance and
social order: protecting and promoting their interests, eslablishing and main-
taining their relationships, and affirming and expressing their identities.®

Interests, relationship, and identity are social psychaological concepts, in
the sense that Lhey refer to the relationship between individuals and the social
system, and also in the sense that they refer to properties of hoth individuals
and soctal systems. Individuals have interests, relationships, and ideuntities,
which they pursue and express through the vurious groups and organizalions
with which they are affiliated. The groups and organizations—formed, essen-
tially, Lo serve their members—in turn develop their own interests, relation-
ships, and identities, which become personally important to the members and

BThis distinclivn was foreshadowed in an earlier paper on cthical issucs in sacial seietce research
(Kelman, 1982h), in which I dislinguished three types of cthically germane impacts of research,
conceptually linked to the three processes of influcnce and the three 1ypes ef system oricntation:
impact on the concrete interests of regearch participants, on the qualily of interpersonal relation-
ships, and on wider social values.
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which the members are expected to support. These three concepts broaden the
three-process tmodel Lo capture the interaction of individuals or groups with
each other and with larger social systems in a vaviety of saci:ul contexts and
their inlegration in these social syslems, The microprocesses of social inffuence
can be suhsumed under this broader {ramework hy distinpguishing three Inei for
the inleraction between P and O: The interaction may center on parlicipants’
interests, whose coordination is governed by o sysiemn of enlorceables redes, with
wlhich individuals are expected lo comply; on the partiopants' relationship,
which is manaped through a systewm of shared rodes, with which individuals
identify; or on participants’ iceniitivs, expressing 2 value system that individu-
als internalize.

(3) In enumerating my mentors, I did not include John Burten, because I
did not meet bim until 1966, when ! was 39 years old—well heyond what 1
described as my “forinative years” earlier in this chapter. But Burten’s work
te.g., 1969, 1979) on the analysis and resoelukion of inlernational conflict and his
madel of unofficial diplomacy have had a profound imnpact on my subsequeni
woark (see, ey, Kelinan, 19723, 1999) What particularly excited me about his
appruach—when 1 first heard about it in 1966 and then had the opportunity
later that year to participale in an exercise on the Cypius conflict that he orga-
nized at the University of London—was that [ saw it as a distinctly social psay-
chological form of practice. Burton’s method, in my parochial view, was a way of
putling into practice the theoretical ideas about sacial psycholegical dimensions
of international confhct that I had been thinking and writing about.

My particular variant of conflict resolution—which 1 have come to call
interactive problem soluing—has evolved out of Lhe problem-solving workshops
that my colleagues and I have conducted over the years, particularly on the
Isracli-Palestinian conflict (Colien, Kelman, Miller, & Smith, 1977, Kelman,
1986; Rouhana & Kelman, 1994). The basic principles and procedures of cur
approach are derived from Burton’s work, although the precise form it has
taken has been influenced by our particular disciplinary background and inter-
vention style and by the nature and history of the particular conflict on which
our efforts have focused, The work has remained exciting to me over the
decades because it continues lo evolve as historical circumstances change and
we are faced with new challenges. What has made it personally rewarding as
well is the extenl to which il draws on virtually everything [ have done as a
social scientist and social activist over the years, including my work on interna-
tional conflict, social influence, individual and social change, group process,
nationalism and national identity, and international contact and exchange, and
my experiences tn nonvielent direet aclion and my personal invulvement in the
Middle East.

In my earliey discussion of the definition of soctal psychology, 1 repeated
my frequenl observation that interactive problem solving and its operational-
izalion in problem-salving workshops are quintessentially social psychological
in that they seek to induce changes in individuals, through interaction in small
groups, as vehicles for chanye in the larger social systein—iu the palicies and
the political cultures of the conflicting societies. I like to tell people that I
“think smatl,” which is true in the sense that I organize small-scale events, on a
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modest budget, with mdividuals wha are generally nol political decision mak-
ers, and I make no claims to resolving the conflict and bringing peace by these
means. My only ¢laim is that we make a stnall contribution to the larger peace
process by using our academnic base Lo work with individnals and small groups
from the ennllicling societies, But, hawever smal] the contribution may be, our
microprocess is designed systemnalically tn promote change at the macrolevel.
The problemn of transfer ol changes {rom Lhe workshop to the political process is
a central theoretical issue that [ have addressed in iny writings from tbe begin-
mng (e.g., Kelinan, 1972a, 1993a); more recently, Cynthia Chataway {2002; sce
also chap. 12, this volume) has writien about the issue. Many of the features nf
the workshop are specifically designed to balance the requirements for maxi-
mizing change within the worksbhop against the requirements for maximizing
transfer to the larger process, Most notahly, we prefer to work with participants
who are not officials, but who are politically influential in {heir own communi-
ties. They are thus less vonstrained in their workshop interactions, but they
occupy positions thal enable them to transfer what they have learned to deci-
sion makers, political elites, and the wider public.

My conceplion of the prohlem-solving workshop reflects iy earlier experi-
ence with two other social coenstructions: the social psychological experiment
and the nonviolent direct-action project, as iltustrated by the lunch-counter sit-
ins organized by Baltimore CORE in the early 1950s. As a form of action
research, the workshop coinbines elements Lraceable to both of these models.

Like an experiment, the workshop creates a microcosm in a relatively iso-
lated, self-contained, and controlled laboratory setting, in which some of the
forces that operate in the larger system (or the real world) can be activated,
observed, and analyzed.? Good conBict resolution practitioners, like good exper-
imenters, know that the microcosm they have constructed is not the real world,
and that the contribution of their work to understanding and changing the real
world ultimately depends on systematic attention to how Lhe products of the
labaratory interaction are generalized and transferred to the larger system.

Like nonviolent direct action, interactive preblem solviug is based on a
model of social change that envisages complementary efforts at many system
levels. Microlevel activities, such as bringing together individual metnbers of
conflicting parties in a workshop or erganizing a sit-in at a neighborhood
department stare, can contribute to the larger process by challenging assump-
tions, raising consciousness, and introducing new ideas, which gradually
ehange the political culture and increase the likeliliwod of change at the level of
political leadership, institutional bodies, and official policy. Microlevel projects
are mare ltkely to make such contributions insofar as they have built-in multi-
plicr effects, achieved, for example, by strategic selection of the participants in
a workshop or of the target of a direct-action campaign.

All three of these models rely on the cumulative effect of small efforts. Each
workshop, eacli experiment, each dircct-action project makes its contribution as

1t should be noted that warkshops difTer from experiments in that they are not simulativns of the
real world. They involve real memhers of Lthe conflicting parties engaged in a very real and often
consequential inleraction around the issues that divide their socicties,
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one element in a larger program, which i turn i1s one program ameng many
related undertakings that build on each other and together provide some of the
insights and tools for gradually improving the warld. To prodoce a cumulative
ellect, however, requires mere than accumulating workshops, experiments, or
eampaigns. It requires integrating work at this level with work at other levels
that it is meant to complemenl and rcinforce. Thus, interactive prablem solving
needs Lo be integrated with offieial negotiations, prassroots eflorts, and public
education to promole eonflict resolution at the tnaerolevel, just as experimental
research needs to be integraled with survey, observational, and historical
researeh to produce valid knowledge of the social world, and noeaviolent direct
aclion needs to be integraied with negotiation, political aetion, and economie
pressure to promaote change in social policies and practices.

Conclusion

The observation about the cumulative effect of smal! efforts seems like an
appropriate point on which to conclude this chapler, whose underlying theme
has been the cumulative eflect of our enterprise across generations.

In the spirit of a Festschrift, the contributors to this volume have all com-
mented on the influence thal I have had on their work. This infliuence is not
necessarily reflected in the content of the work, but may manilest itsell in the
kinds of problems they have chosen to werk on, the way in which tbey have
approached them, and the professional roles they have carved out for them-
selves. I like Lo believe thal—apart from exposing them to a few useful ideas—I
have contributed to the professional development of my students by encourag-
ing, modeling, and legitimizing ways of doing social psychology that are congru-
ent with their own interesls and orientations,” even if they do not always
correspond to traditional patterns.

Contemplating the influence that I may have had on my students led me
quile naturally to focus, in this chapter, on those who significantly influenced
my own thinking and shaped the kind of social psychology that I praclice—
ranging {rom Kurl Lewin, who almost became my inentor; Lthrough Danie] Kaiz
and Car]l Hovland and my other mentors and leachers during my formative
years; to John Burton and Gordon Allport, in whose footsteps 1 have had the
privilege of following. I believe that influences from these diverse sources can
be found, not only in my own work, but also in the work ol my students. It is
prabably difficult, if not impessible, to trace specific influences, hut the cumula-
tive effecl of the Aow of influence across generations seems evident in the con-
iributions to this volume.

I am not able to summarize or integrate this diverse set of contributions,
but I can, in conclusion, sketch three elements of the perspective on social psy-
chology that the contributions (and the contributors) secm to share:

* The contributions to Lhis volume are all examples of contextual social
psychology {Pettigrew, 1991), which systematically looks at the behav-
iar and interaction of individuals in their societal and organizational
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context. Daniel Kulz, incidenlally, was a leading exponent ol this view
ol psychology (see, e.p., Katz & Kalin, 1966). OfF necessity, sich on
approach tends to he interdisciplinary, as illustrated by many of the
contributions. In Jact, perhups a third of the coulribulors are not card-
carrying social psychologists; they practice social psychology from a dif-
ferent disciplinary base.

* The work discusscd in this volume is problein-driven, riather than
method-driven or even theory-driven. Though many of the chapters fea-
ture theoretical analysis, they tend to direct this analysis Lo problems of
application or praclice, in the spirit of Car! Hovland and Kart Lewin,

» All of the contributaors focus on Lhe study of social issues and the solu-
tion of social probleins, in the spirit of SPSSI (in which Gordon Allport,
Kurt Lewin, and Daniel Katz were all leading figures) and of John Bur-
ton and the scholar-practitioner inodel. In keeping with this orienla-
tion, they display sensitivity to the ethical dimension of Lhe work ol the
social psychologist and other social scientists. They embrace a social
science that seeks to find ways of enhancing one group’s identity with-
out denying the identity of other groups, of resolving social conflicts by
peaceful and constructive means, and of atherwise contribuling Lo the
betterment of the human condition.
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