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TOWARD A TAXONOMY -FOR CONCEPTUALIZING
PERSUASION IN THE SOCIAL_SCIENCE

As 1ong as men’ probe the'means and- poss1b111t1es of manipul-
at1ng other peop]e whether to effect behav1or1a1 modification,
att1tude ;hange, soc1a1 control, etc., the structure and mean1ng
of persugsion can not remain stat1c - but must rather by dynagmic.

The consequences of studying. a dynamic proceés (especially from a
_taxonamic po1nt of v1ew), is very. d1ff1culg if not 1mposs1b1e,_
because of nature_of av}axonomy_iendswto m?ke\1nf1ex1b1e awphenonehon :
‘which istconstaﬁtly be{ng reviewed and rqvised in both theory and
'app]icqtéon.; Moreover, if we aclept the notion that persuasion or’
socia] influénce is a eomplex, interreﬂeteo, transactive, dynomic
progess, then the fast1d1ous task of developing a taxonomy for con-
*ceptua11z1ng persuas1on 1n ¢he soc1d1 sc1ences becomes overwhe1m1ng

It is not, howeyer,‘jmposs1ble or difficult to trace the develop- o
) ﬁent of the changing conoeptualizetion of persuasion from the’human-'
ities to the social sCfences. It 15 here - the carryomer of "prin- T

oip]es o£<persu§si0n" as arhumAnities - that the de&e]opment.of per- f
~suasion as a social §o{ence has betn retarded. My reason for subject-
~ ing you‘to this historical perspective first, is becausgg:t is my hunch

we will be able to discover some inherent weaknesses in definitions

and taxonomies (or the Wack of them) from the earlier peri§ of time,

wh1ch should help deve]op a more dcceptable contemporary ta‘xjomy of'

persuasion. Basrca]]y the, purposes of this paper are twofo1d (1) to

AX\
briefly trace tvé H1stor1ca1 development of persuasion until 1%’
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exemplifies. this cQang1ng concept of persuas1on with the words - "We've |

w . : K
& ) 2 - . - .
- - .
[ - . .o (';' .

1nterlocks with the more contemporary deve]opment of\persuas1on as
a soc1a1-sc1ence found in’ Dr. Millar's paper, and (2) to suggest a
taxonomy for conceptualizing persuasion in the social sciences.

1 suppose the advertisement for V1rg1n1a S]1m cigarettes best

... come a;]ong way baby!" So overwhelming was Ar1stot1e s treatise on

persuasion that it }etarded“innovative'scholar1y end'avors‘dn the area
of persuasion for an unwarranted 1ong per1od of time. One'author hask
wr1tten that "it required some 2300 years for Ar1stot1e S observat10n .

to be put to‘a r1gorous sc1ent1f1c test.”" It was around 1950 that .

persuasion began to find a home in the soc1a1 sc1ences and th1s was ﬁi?“

_ accomp]fﬂh;d outside the field of speech communication by Hovland and -
“his associdtes. But et me dagre5s for a few minutes in order to ”

"g1ve A historical perspect1ve on th1§ chang1ng concept of persuas1on

to the, social sciences from within the field of speech communication.

Until the m1d 1960 s most popu]ar persuas1on texts conta1ned

iy

similar def1n1t1ons wh1ch reflected the same not1ons found in Aristotle's .
Rhetor1c The not1on advanced by Ar1stot1e was that proof (persuas1on)

is a k1nd of demonstratqon that can be Judged by its effect upon

someone, and the end of that discourse is to affect the judge(s)

1Y

or audience by "gaining~their assent," by "effecting their soul," or
1

to "persuade to a course of action or to dissuade from it." The'

general definitions found in fraditiona] persuasion texts - from 1952

to 1962 - usua]]y 1nc1uded some variation on the standard statement -

of 1nf1uenc1ng the thought att1tude, op1n1ons, fee11ngs, conduct

and/or action of the 11’steners_.2 Wallace Fotheringham summarizes the

“w . L]
¢ . -

e




general thinking of that perlod of time S§ the fo]1ow1ng paragraphs

Brembeck ang/Howell (1952) prefer to consider
, persuaslpn an gttempt. For them, persuasign is
'the consci attempt to modify thought and action
v, by manipul ing the motives of men towar predeter—'

mined ends...' Thayer (1961) sees persuasion as

-'a conscious effort made by people to affect other
- people's behav1or in a specific circumstance or at
o a spécific time. S1m11ar1y, Wright and Warner (1962)
s sider persuasion as 'an active attempt to influence

s éop]e to action or belief by an overt appeal to

Other authors stress ‘the st1mu11 1nvo]ved, the
é// means used to influence. Minnick {1957) prefers:
y 'persuasion is discourse, written ororal, that is
/ designed to win belief or stimulate act1on by
, emp]oy1ng all of the factors that determine human —
N behavior.' Blau and Scott (1962) note that ‘'in ’_”

persuasion, gone person lets the arguments of another
person 1nf1uence his, decisions or actions...'3 *

/

/ If-bib]iographies accurage]y ref]ect'what das happening during

/
P the f1ft1es and’ sixties in the area of persuas1on, from an att1tude

and behavjoral change poant of view, then it is read11y visible why

soc1a1 scientists in other disciplines, attending speech communication

+

onvent1ons, found at necessary to set their watches and minds back
at least twenty-five years. During that time we were further1ng ’

our claim on provincialism by advancing definitionS’and taxonamiés
- that at best defied consistency. For example, many author1t1es N
A 1&,,}\ ‘
espoused the not1on that pefsuas1on was a s1ng]e type of oral dis-

tvcourse, that .it d1d not include communicative messages\Wh1ch were
1nformat1ve, enterta1n1ng or stimulating. These claims we{e d1st1nct1y
inconsjstent with the "stock" definitions of persuasion pnebionslj

_cited. David K. Berle neat]y'summarjzes the problem just aTlnged‘to.

.Y -

The inform - persuade - entertain distinction

has led to confusion.. .There ha® been a tendency to . ~
1nterpret these purposes ‘as exc]us1ve oné is..not. /
o F

. reason or emotion. 'f,//’——‘
A //j



- in the larger process of argumentation, (2) that argument is one-

‘tecbn?que or method which can be used infthe more inclusive process

-4-~

" giving information when he is entertaining; one is
not entertaining when he is persuading, and so on.
pfor example, it is popular today ‘to distinguish
between education (inform), prapaganda (persuade)
‘and entertainment (entertain).

L - < ‘ 4

: Equally as disturbing was t@? declaration that persuasion and

-

.- ot

argumentation were separate categoribs of communication that were -
mutually echusive of each other. A survey of the liter&ture reveals

not only a lack of agreement among the various authors as to. what the

N L4 - - '
relationship was between argumentation and- persuasion, but more «

significanfﬂy implies the cause for this disagreement was a tendency

: ~ . . " !
by the authors surveyed to define terms according to their jnterezts.

-~ The three major points of view revea]ed in this survey were,

(1) that_persuasion is a technique or method which can_be{emp]oyed _

/

of persuasion, and (3) that argumentation and persuasion are two,
different forms of discoursew- argument utilizing~sound reasoning

- . -
toward the attainhen}.of conviction, and persuasion utilizing judgment,

-
.

emotion, etc., toward the influence of action. ”
Another'eonfusion'surrounding the‘historical‘development and
study of persuas1on was the aversion of speech commun1cat1on theor1sts
to 1nc1ude propaganda and ‘coercion within the scope of their con-
ceptualization. The,resu]t of this exclusion led others outside the
speech communication disEipline to conclude that persuasion was a
limited counterpart of the more encompassing term. propaganda |

. .
There were a1so un11m1ted def1n1t1ons which 1nadvertent1y equated

- I
propaganda w1th persuasion. An exam1nat1on of twenty-s1x d1fffrent

1

5.
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_ or behavior."

and ne1ghbor1ng f1e1ds of activity are fgr'the most part b1Urred

-5-
definitions of propaganda all agreed that propaganda was'the "art
of fnfluencing, manjpulating, controlling, promoting, changing;j

inducing, or securing the acceptance of opinions, attitudes, action,
6 Thus, the medning. of/poth persuasion and propaganda

was indistinct because the def1n1t1ons of both yere equivocal.

, Jacques E]Tu], in his book, Propaganda, objected to this duplication

and suggested that we immediately rid ourselves of any sihp]istic

definitions concerning propaganda. He cites the definjtion formulated

| by Marbury B. Ogle as his example. - L | s

'Propaganda is any effort to change op1n1ons

- or attitudes...The propagandist is anyone who

communicates n1s ideas w1th the intent of -
influencing his 11stener Such a definition
. would include the teacher, the priest, indeed any-
person conversing with anothek on any topic. Such
a broad definition clearly does. not help us to
understand the specific’charactir of propaganda.
LA

Haro]d D. Lassgell a1so‘advocated Timiting the meandng"of propaganda
because "it seres no useful purpose. to conceive of propaganda S0
broadly thatfdt»hegomes a synonym for every form of commUn1cat1on 8
It wou]d be counterproduct1ve to cont1nue with the epdless dist of
propaganda def1n1t1ons,9 becaose even those who ‘have attempted a
definition generally agree,that a satisfactory def1n1t1on of the -

Voo

concept has not'yet been achieved, 'and that "the ‘frontier betweerd it
u10

The blurring process was 1ntens1f1ed when the doncept of coerc1on

©, o was. introduced to either propaganda or persuas1on theorists. They

patent]y den1ed it belonged in e1ther area of study Coercion as a’

form or persuasion has genera]]y not been deVeloped in depth and has

mainly been ignored in,textbooks,and profess1ona1"Journals as a means

-
w

r v




. when he def1nes coerc1on "as the -use or threat of force.

"1nducements is that they depend on communication' rath

N e S

. of persuasion ‘in social'control or social influence. Lindley Fraser

states that "propaganda may be def1ned Bs. the act1v1ty, or the art, .

of 1nduc1ng others to behave in a way in which they wou]d not

behave in 1tSma sence,]] However, he continues that “the- behavior

- propaganda induces...does not include attempts to influente b& means

.‘of force or compu]sibn.v Thus, the central element-in prgpagandist

r than

W12

concrete pehalties or rewards. Does this limitation mean that

the appearance,of helmeted po]1cemen;'with tear gas and riot-gune

does not communicate something to a group of demonstrators? - Does

-~

it mean the protester's behavior was not influenced even if force
was not used? B o » ‘

Fraser further tells us ' = » : e
.there is an extens1ve border area which goes by
the name of 'moral compulsi - inducing people BT
to do things utterly contrary to what they want A
to do by bullying, by threats, by social pressure, Y
. by mefre tediou® repetition. Sometimes these o
methods would be naturallj described as propaganda,
somet}mes not; but is is d1ff1cu1t to draw an ‘exact
line. Vorte :

L

'Austgn J. Free]y compounds any effort to distinguiSh-this boundary

w14 Take

~ »

the example of John F Kennedy and h1s "B]ockade Speech " in wh1ch

" he threatened armed reta11at1on by the United States 1f Russ1an‘v

.. ) . ‘ ] ) ' N\

missiles were brought into Cuba? The question iS, should verbal \j\

threats of force, used to influence behavior, be classjfied~as"'

-

; . . /. - s
compulsion or coercion -except in the cases where the threat is actually

L ”

carried out? - In essence, the realization of genuine intent cannot
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_contextually considered? = '-‘ 
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be determined until after the fact, and debenoing upon the\receiver's

x

‘response,fthe,sineerity o% the -threat may never be known. Confdsing

. the issue even more is what classification should be used if the

person or group being influenced, Believes the threat iswgenuine,

‘but in fact it isn't. I suppose the ultimate question I would pose

from these historical definitions is this: Are not all-the concepts.

‘o ’ ‘ . . - ;
considered thus far a means of social influence or persuasion when
. A A »

This cursory analysis of definitions and classifications has
revealed tnat~thefhsage of terms basic to-speech;communication and
other related disciglines had no unity of meaning; wene'circu1ar in
nature;mpnonoted misUnderstanding'éansed by special interest slanting,it :
semantical ambiguity.and eqUivocation, and Gagueness of‘category; ‘
and in some cases, were simply contrad1ctory Persoasion theorists
dur1ng th1s period of time reJected v1ta1 components of a comprehens1ve
paradigm. These reJect1ons were,gart1a11y based on ethical con-

- o i - . - - - ) I—
siderations and extremely restrictive points of view,

Throughout the sixties the discgpline of speeoh conmunication
edged 1ts way into the social science-arena:’ A miTestone publication’
by Berlo' (7960) emphas1zed some 1mportant d1mens1ons of commun1cat1on
which great]y affected our conceptyaT/éat1on of persuas1on |

«

_Paramount dhong those dimensions was (1) "that all use of 1anguage

has a persuas1ve d1mens1on, that one cannot communicate at all

s

: w1thout some attempt to persuade, in one way or another,, (2) "from :

SRS 4
a behaviorist's point of view, it is more usefu1 to define purpose * )
as the goal of a creator or receiver of a message,.rather than as

. , V Vel ‘




group of 1nd1v1dua1s ‘through the transtss1on of some message

the property of the message 1tse1f," and 3) that communicat%On is a

dynam1c process 15 This means commun1cat1on (and c0nsequent1y
i

persuas1on)" does nat have a beg1nn1ng, an end a f1xed sequence
of events. It is not statjc, atxrest It is moving. The 1ngred1ents .
within a process interact; each affects a11 of the others. “]6 o

Ber]o a]so 1dent1f1ed a significant factor not cons1dered by prev1ous

) persuas1on theor1sts; That- factor was that "the c0ncept of dynam1c

. a1so~1mp11es that factors that we may over]ook 1n any single 11st1ng

of the ingredients also determ1ne what is produced "]7

With the_behav1or1st 1nf1uence, there was a notzcgable shift

w;n the conceptual treatment of persuasion‘ln‘§he 1ater"sixt1es and

>

early seventies. 'Despite these’shifts,some of’the'dogﬁa transcending,

from earlier theorists was 5till visiblg. For -example, many'of'the

|
A

definitions now in¢luded such- 1imitations as ."conscious intent" on

- the part of the persuader, imp]ied a linear cause-effect‘process,

and suggested that the effect of persuas1on was vo]untary Erwfnh

Bett1nghaus declares that "1t is no- longer enough to look at persuasion

[4 s A .
as a one-way street, w1th a source actively communicating, and a.
~ ""
rece1ver pass1ve1y rece1v1ng,“ but rather that sources and receivers

w18

are trying to persuade each other. On “the oppos1te page, he .

defines persuasion as "a conscious attempt by one individual to_change

Y

the attitudes, beliefs, or the behavior of another indiyiduaT,or

. E1ther this is contradictory or the definition is h1gh1y 1nadequate

- After reviewing a sampling of conceptua] views held by contemporary -

4 K4

persuasion theorists, Milter and Burgoon readily accept the "bias that

- Q6 - ;

J9 0 T
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the term - persuas1on shou]d be reserved for situations involving

L . -
, )&9nsc1ous intent on the part of one party (the persuader) to 1nf1uence

Cad

20 in the same paragraph they adm1t that
&

another (the persuadee) "

"11m1t1ng persuas1on to situations 1nvo]v1ng conscious attempts at

[

’ 1nf1uence creates certa1n prob]ems, in part1cu1ar, it raises the

quest1ons of how one determ1nes whether 1ntent is present in a
) 021 ’

'partqcular s1tuat1on. Not on1/ 1s it somet1mes 1mposs1b1e to

determ1ne 1f 1ntent is consc1ous, 1t 1s frequent]y 1mposs1b1e to

)

determ1ne the spec1f1c 1ntent (1f one 1s attempt1ng t dea] w1th

effect: re]atlonsh1ps), and f1na11y 1t is poss1b1e that®&the “consc1ous

* 1ntent d1ffers great]y w1th "subconsc1ous" tntent Hhat 1abe1 w111

be p]aced on the influence process 1nvo]ved 1n "those few, unusua]

- ,‘s1tuat1ons" that these authors were "w1111ng to accept’" And if

3

they do accept the unusua1 s1tuat1ons, why not e11m1nate tPQ/

11m1tat1on from the def1n1t1on7 !

-~

Another case ofodef1n1t1ona1 weakness is a restriction of e
. e
"voluntary- change " Kenneth Andersen defines persuas1on "as a
process of 1nterpersona1 commun1cat1on 1n wh1éh the commun1cator

seeks through- the use of symbolic agencies to affect the cogn1t1ons

4

of the rece1ver and thus effect a vo]untary change in att1tude and/or

22 ".Again the quest1on is ra1sed

b

‘e P

~ action des1red by the commun1cafor

as to what the 1nf1uent1a1 process would be called that effected an

©

involuntary change in att1tude and/or act1on, -or a. voluntary change

that was not des1red by the commun1cator7 Andersen, in part, d1scusses

models and-at the same t1me 1nd1cts the linear 1mp11cat1ons within

1y

his onn‘def1n1t1on. His pos1t1on is that "persuas1on,1s dynam1c,

b I
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interrefated° the modelais static and Jinear. " 1In persuas1on the
persuader of one moment becomes the persuadee of the next... 23. T ‘ ':

T

According to wenburg and Wilmont, even this qualification of .the , "

- | . .. N

definition is not accurate. They,clain that all persons engaged in

-

. persuasive commuriication I'are engaged in sending (encod1ng) and.

) rece1v1ng (decod1ng) messages s1mu1taneous1y Each person 1s constan%%y

o aﬁfect1ng the-other " : . _ . .

.

- suasion, d1scuss}on,'argumentat1on; coercion and submissjon.” .

hdr1ng 1n the encod1ng and decod1ng process, and each person 1s

24 This process is transact1ona] rather thap' ° S

ghe back. and forth 11near exchange.

LR
-.

Unfortunate]y, some of. the most recent textg,in persUas1on

tneory st111 insist that there 1s a.clear d1st1nct1on between per-
25 -

2 . . . ' E .,
Char]es Larson states " ' .

-

£
W

Persuasron advises act1on or change. “Dis-
cussion.searches for courses of action or change. ,\
Coercion -and subm1ss1on\Qemand or force action or

comply. with*~imperative courses: .of action. And* ) ~
et argumentation attempfs to demonstrate the L oM
oY re1at;onshrp between evidence, information, and. .
coursés of action - not for the sake of -achieving -
the action bu%;more,for‘the.dempnstration of - o :
pf‘OOf itsel f 0 » o . g B

When we view the def1n1t1on of persuas1on by th1s same author, it is

apparent that any and all of the components ment1oned above wou]d1
” : 1<
qua11fy as a part of h1s persuas1on matr1x. He def1nes persuas1on as ‘

...a process whereby dec1s1on opt1ons are 1nten- ' “

S ionally Jimited or exténded through ‘the 1nter— -
> actiom~o ssages., sources, and receivers, and i’
~ through which attitudes, beliefs, opinigns, or - . ﬁv

behav1ors are changed by a cognitive restructuring
l_ , of one's 1mage of the world or of his frame of .
reference ‘

- -

In attempt1ng to arrive at a more cons1stent and acceptab]e L

ASY

taxdnomy of persuas10n» th1s d1scuss1on has avoided the psycho]og1ca1

/ . . L ¢




v - |
theories of persuasion28“since they are inc]uded in the paper to bg °
presented bw Dr. ‘Frank Millar. .It is disappointing to know,  however,
that 1nterd1sc1p11nary sc1ent1f1c 1nvest1gat1on was not pursued until

the mid-sixties, espec1a1}y since Heider's balance theory on
| [

attitudes was developed as early as 1946.

! .

The distinction of ‘scientific investigation from ideaT theory

I

is.important when d1scuss1ng the conceptua11zat1on of * persuasion as a

& »

3 "” ‘ soc1a1 science v Frequent]y, the b1ases of theor1sts such as, those -
d1scussed in th1s paper, 1nh1b1t the research of the social sc1ent1st.
There must be a clear d1st1nct1on between the 1dea1s of persuas10n
wh1ch we teach and upho]do as opposed to the realities. of perspas1on "

which is exerc1sed in the agtual. sbc1a1 sett1ng - As 1dea1 theor1sts

— we must advance "eth1ca1" means of persuasion; but as social sc1ent1sts
. _we canndt refuse to recognize and study the "uneth1ca1" means. ~
y N
In 11ké manner- the def1n1t1on of persuas1on advanced by the €§c1a1 e

"scientist dannot‘deny those categor1es or,counterparts»of persuas1on N

_that seem undesirable to the ideal theorist. The spcfa1'scientist

= must seek to devise accurate measurements for all means of persuasion

found in.society;.not just a methodology which is applicable for?the
&

. . . . ! . - !

¢

"hondrable and justh type of persuasion we often create in a Eteri1e o R
Vo . setting. Recognizing and investigatﬁng all types‘of persuasion does

not mean we accep® or support jt, but rather quite the oppos1te

| v By sc1ent1f1c research we can better counteract the'persuas1on wh1ch

“aezz e e

is oﬂfens1ve or unacceptab]e in our soc1ety. - e ' ,»#;~~%5~s§m_»74s

- - I : . ‘
- The sarme distinction (as between ideal theory and scientific

. ‘v "
investigation) must be exercised in any definition or taxonomy- which
“» ‘ -

15
- : . A . . ,
. o , . . v. o ,' ) A ‘ ‘.‘ s v ‘
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is app11cab1e to social sc1ent1sts 1nterested in the study of persuasion.
. From my perspect1ve we must open up the poss1b111t1es for 1nvestigat1on~

ratner than 7estr1ct them. There must be a greater emphas1s placed

N

upon the totality of‘the persupsionjprocess, and the complex inter-

relationship of the multiple combonents within that process. As an

example, researchers in pereuasion cannot afford to dec]dre that they -

~ » -

will ot investifate the verbal or nonverbal threat of force when it

is c]ear]y used to influence att1tude changé and social behav1or in

-vour contemporary soc1ety . Rather than excluding the study because. .

it is coercion, we must inversely include it as a category of

persuasion. Karlins and Abe]son state:

» . As research in persuasion cont1nues it becomes in-
- , creas1ng]y evident that simple pr1nc1p1es of

persuasion' are the exception rather than the rule.
We are beg1nn1ng to appreciate the complexity of -
the’ persuas1on process andrealize that whether or
not a ‘person is persuaded often depends on a
mu1t1p11c1ty of interacting factars (some still not
knowf)...Many investigations in the last decade 29
have added 'modifiers' to-old persuasion principles.

Social sejentists who are recebtive‘to an extended conoeptualiza-
tion of pereuasion will also participate in the,deve1opment of a more _
'preciee and.“effectiye eeience of behavior gontrol.""Thié exacting
science mihl in” turn "force modi fication of existing ;priﬁciples of
‘\o L persuasion' by suggesting-additiomal factors that influence behavior
| _chande «30 h | ‘ \'
The know]edge that no def1n1t1on or taxonomy can be formu]ated th/t/~

S ;;W; W111 be fu]ly sat1sfactory shou]d not suppress efforts toward that goal.

. ) ' 0bv1ous]y, if the data co]]ected‘1s‘ﬁot"coggmh'ejor.the‘methodology ,

-

perfected in this emerging sc1gﬁfe of persuasion,"’ then the




‘s

apparent pitfall visible in the foregoing definitiona] Egrvey'is

“dynamic in nature; a relationship phenomenon; can be either.inter-
" _personal or intrapersona];“verbal or nonverbal; vocal or nonvocal;-

- intended or unintended; ethical or unethical; conscious or ungonscious;

_various elements or subcategories that are.at the disposal of man -

o e -13- .
interacting factors.which are not yet known cannot be included. - The

, . v X
one necessary factor in formulation seems to bé flexibility. The
v : '

v

pointed out in the following statement.

Persuasion theorists see the process of persuas1on
as involving much-flexibility, the interaction of
many variables. However, as these theorists..
proceed to give advice to the commuricator or as
others take over the theory, the tendency is to
treat the formula as rigid and prescriptive with’
universal laws rather than f]ex1b1e and descr1pt1ve_

with qualified generalizations.3l -
; A , : S
With a focus on f]exibi]ity I would'define persuasion td be'the_?

s1ng]e encompass1ng term in any process of c0mmun1cat1on wh1ch

‘
-

1nf1uences thought beliefs, attitudes, and/or behavror It-1s

have negative or positive results; is context bound; can be trans-

mitted by intéraction or transaction; and the recipient can be in- h
fluenced either knowingly or unknowingly, with the response being

.

either overt or covert. ’ : . -

P

This conceptualization of persuasion should include all the

communicafing in hisAsocia] setting. Among the, e1ements ‘that should

be included in this taxonOmy are emotTve commun%cat1on, argumentat1on,4
" 9
propaganda, deliberation, 1nformat1on coercion, entertainment,

hypnosis, brainwashing and subliminal communication.
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" - The thepry grid is wide open, and if social scientists are - .
/'J . v - X . . . e L
genuinely goncerned with the awesome task of exploring the influences
- ( . E -
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' that can tontrol human behavior and ultimately alter the destiny of
societigs, so must the boundaries of their investigafion remain opén.
o It will be the operiness-of boundaries and the willingness to remain .
‘ . : ) . ' EN
b , . A
flexible that will ultimately result in a greater understap&ﬁng,of
f . the science of'perSuasion or social influence. ’ -’
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"FOOTNOTES S

Coopgr, Lane (Trans ), The Rhetoric of Arxstot]é (New York=
" |Appléton-Century- Crofts, fnc., 1932), jassim. - . o

For xamp1e see Robert T. Oliver, The Psycholo

-of Persuasive - - -
Speech (New York: David McKay’ C Company, Inc., S 1957),7p. 387.., -

Fot‘er1n§hama Wallace C PerspectJves _g Persuasaon (Boston
-/ Allyn.and Bacon, Inc , 1966) p. “5/ o . :

The Process of Communjcation (New York:
Rinehart and Winstén, 1960) , ‘p. %’ )

For examples .see Austin J. Freeley, Argumentation and Debate

‘ (San Francisco: Wadsworth Publishifg Company, 1961), p. 7
.and Douglas Ehninger and 'Wayne Brockriede, .Decision _x_Debate
(New York: Dodd, Mead and Company, 1963), pp. 18—19

Martin, L. John, International Propaganda (M1nneapo]1s Un1versity :

. Mof M1nnesota Press, 1958), p. 10. -
E11u1 Jacques, ropaganga (lew York: 4%1fred A. Knopf 1965), p. Xi.

Lasswell, Harold D., "A Definition of Propaganda,'" from Reo M

o Ch1stenson and Robert.0; McWilliams (eds.), Communication
and the Mass Med1a'(New York McGraw Hill Company,,Inc >

_1962), P 321. ) o )

0ver fifty def1n1t1ons were ava11ab1e in two studies a]one

9.
10. . “Fraser, L1nd1ey, ropaganda (London ‘Oxford Un1vers1ty PreSs, 1957),
pp 13-14. .. -
7. Ibiq., pp. 2-3. ' ) L
12. Ibid., p. 17. S
13, Ibid.,p. 2. - a N
14. Free]ey, Argumentatwn and Debate,’ p. 8.
15. Berlo, The Process of Commun1catygn, Chait l.., 2
160 Ibid., p. 24 L = N *
17. Ibid., p. 27: “”~_ ~';/ I
18. Bett1nghaus, Erwin P. PerSpas1ve Commu 1cat1on 2nd ed. (New York:
: ‘ Ho]t R1nehart and'W‘nston, Inc . 973) p. )
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New Techniques gj_ﬁersuasion
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© - 20, u111er, Gerald R. and M1chae1 Burgoon
S (New York Harper & Row, 1973),

- (‘

‘W 2ls _Ib!d.z pp. 3-4.°
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! - 22. Andersen, Kenneth E., Persuasion: Theory and” Pract1ce (Boston ,
Ce A]]yn and Bacon, Inc., 1971) p. 23: . .

23.. Ib1d. r . : o S e,

‘ 24? WenburgL‘Johﬁ\R. and Williah W. Wilmont, The Personal Communication
' Priocess (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1973), p. 5.

25.‘ Larson, Charles U., Persuasion: Recepjidn and Responsibi]ity
. (Belmont, Ca]1forn1a Wadsworth Publishing Co., 1973),
< . . chapter 1. n . o

—

26. Ibid., p..6. . - *

27, 1 1d;, p. 10.
' 28. These theoretical developments would principally include Heider's
’ balance theory, Osgopd and Tanenbaum's congruity.hypothesis,
Festinger's cognitive dissonance theory, Brown's differentiation .
~principle, Rosenberg's affectivercognftive consistency, Fishbein's
attitude-belief distinction, Katz's functional approach to
attitudes, Relman's processes of social influence, and others.
A comprehensive bibliography of the literature re]at1ng to
behavioral and attitude change has been 1nc1uded as a supp]ement
to; this paper

29.¢'Kar11ns, Marvin and Abe]son, Herbert 1., Persuasion, 2nd ed
: (New York: ~Springer Publishing Co. - 1970), p. 3.
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