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ABSTRACT

, _A great deal of .research has been done in the area of
"compliance-message" tactics and strategies, but this research has
‘not produced a coherent framework for studying this interpersonal

- communication process. Based on six axioms concerning the nature of
communication behavior in general and on one postulate and ‘five
- theorems defining the interpersonal persuasion process, such a
framework was created and partially tested in a study involving 104
college students. The study investigated whether (1) clusters of
tactics constituting strategies could be identified on the basis of
the content of the tactics, (2) tactics to resist persuasion. could be
differentiated from those to persuade on the basis of content, (3)
messages identified theoretically as nontactical could be ;

- distinguished from tactical statements on the basis of content, and
(4) general rules concerning interpersonal persuasion could be :
discerned from—=the judgments respondents made concerning tactics. The
subjects sorted slips of paper containing statements corresponding to
interpersonal persuasion tactics into at least 3 and not more than 11

. piles based on the similarity of the content of the statements.
Cluster analysis produced nine clusters and three centroids from the
responses, all significant. Results indicated that there is.a logic
underlying the content of ‘interpersonal persuasion tactics that is
recognizable by those who use them and that tactics to resist
persuasion .and those to persuade tan be differentiated, as can °
tactical and nontactical messages. (FL)
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. ABSTRACT

Durlng the past few years, a great deal of research has been done in
Althougﬁ‘researchers

-~

LN .
P
.

the areafof "compllance—message" tactics and strategies.
have demonstrated relatlonshlps hetween the use. of tactlcs and such varlables

a

as 51tuation, reiationshlp,vgender, age, ‘and cognltlve complexity, no
4 theoretical framework exists for rooorporatldgddifferegt findings -into .
cohereot perspective on this process. The purpose of‘thie paper Qas
to develop a theoretical frame;ork in whlch to vlew “compllance—message ' .
‘ v The study proposes

‘

studies, and to provide a partial test of the framework.
an axiomatic, rules-based theory of interpersonal persua51on, and tests
oncerning the use of tactics within 1nterpersona1 persuasion

assumptions ¢
episode’ - Three rules concerning thé’ use of taCthS in episodes were
: > :
discovered, and recommendations for future research were proposed. A
-‘ »
7 a

. . * s@ . - a ’

~

Q
ERIC |
T -




v - f
ritgngs of Aristot}e to popular advice proclaiming the "all-hits,
to get what you want,"[2] tactics and strategies effective in influ- _ e
ehavior of others continue to arouse.both academic and general- )
. interes{.. Beyond its ability to generate interest, however, the art'of

. persudsion censtitutes an important; social skill, as Weinstein notes:
.. .. .if the, socialization process is defined as equippingciﬁdividuals ’

t¥ function as participating members off society, no set of skills ; e

(except the prerequisite linguistic ones), igs as essential to partici- ' g
. pating in SOCfetZ as the skills enablinq people to'gét cthers to think,

feel, or da what“they want them té do. [3] . ) .

"
. v

' Altﬁoughva great deal of advice concerning persuasion has been generated .
throughout the years, the facus here is on a body of research initiated by

Marwell and Schmitt.[4] Inspired by the work of French and Raven,[5] .Etzioni, [6] ,R

.

. Kelman, [7] and Parsons [8] in the areas of power and influence, Marwéll and Schmi;t'
developed a list of sixteen persuasion techniques that could be sed. in face- )
to-face infldence .situations. ' Since the publication of their work, authors
have used, added to, or deleted from the techhiques in the Marwell and *
Schmitt typoldgy, in efforts to determine the impact of such .variables. as

. situation, relationship, cognitive complexity, communication apprehension, .
age, and gender on the choice of persuasion techniques. Far fxrom Bowers’ [9] = .

- complaint that pheorists focusing on strategic behaviors in persuasion and
conflict situations had done little toward identifying techniques beyond _ _
threats or promises, rese€archers in-interpersonal’perSuasioﬁ have identified ’ -
nearly fifty unigue techniques which persuaders or persuadees may use
.(see Table One). . ; ' -

) . ¢

The epistemic rdots of interpersonal persuasion are found in toncepts

R of powers, although researchers in persuasion, [10] conflict, [11] and argument [12]

have contributed to the ynderstanding of .persuasion techniques, As Seibold ‘
and Thomas note, the area-of interpersonal persuasion represents a blending .
‘of other foéi, in communication, and has been researched under the rubric of '
“compliance-gaining message studies."(13] ° T '

' Despite the seemingly productive marriage of persuasion and interpersonal _
communication, "compliance-message" research‘(heréafter referred to as
interpersonal persuasion) has suffered from thr#e major shortcomings. First,
research in interpersonal persaasion has suffered 'from a lack of identity
with any particular theoretic perspective. _While some concepts of interpersonal

"communication have bee§>applied to interpersonal persuasion situations-- . . e
e.g., the impact of reXationdl development oh persuasion technifue choice-~

the findings in interperscnal ‘persuasion research have_not- been related’back

to theories of interpersonal communicétion. .Research tends to be variable-

oriented, with findings from different authors often unrelated and odcasionally
contradictory. No theoretic assumptions or framework exist for reconciling
contradictory findings on the impact of different variables ongféchnique

° !

selection. ' L

Furthermore, this area lacks a vocabulary which would enable researchers
to compare results more easily. For example, the words "strategy" and."tactic" ¢
are used by conflict researghers to refer to £wo different entities. King
elaborateé the issue: “vjl -

el I 4

A FuiText provided by Eric . ‘ )
2 . . : . :
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, A strategy .is a general plan of action designed by the 'influencer :

. to accomplish specific goals. For example, .if you wished:to move , _

’ P _the proverbial obstinate mule, legend has it that you have two - ’

' davailable st:;ategi'és:Jz the carrof or the stick . : . Once a parti-..

cular strategy has been selected, speéific,tactics are- developed !

to implement’ the genefal,plan to strategy, e.g., how hard to hit , -

the mule with the'stick, or how fat*in front-bflfhg mule to place®

the carrot.[14] g . . AR . e

° v

'In interpersonal persuaﬁioh research, "gactic" and ?straiegy“ are used inter-
changably and often refer to the same entity within-a single study. Marwell and
Schmitt refer to théir .generated messages as "tethniques"; Miller et al.’[15] .
call the same messages "strategies." Later research, e.g., McLaugﬁlin et al.,[16] .
refers to the cluster of mesgsages. as "strategy" and the specific messages as
wtactics."™ . Clearly, part of building a theory to account for behavior in inter-
personal persuasion situations would be- the constriuction, of a vogabulary which .
. ;ould‘clarify and“t%e together the conclusions of research in the arga.
: S : . ‘ - T
! ' A second major shortcoming'of>interpersonal persuasion research‘conaerns
the relationships of tactics to strategies. Despite repeated research, the
five typologies of "compliance-gaining" and two typologies of - “"compliance-
resisting"‘tecﬁniques developed thus*farihave produced diffefent‘clusteré of
messages. There appear to be three ‘reason: for this: (1) Messages for the ~
cluster analysis have been generated .in different ways, ‘either deductively,,
from past research,, or inductively, by having respondents generate messages,
,or by a dqmbina;ioﬁ'of the two methods. Even' within similar methods, however,
* ' clusters of messages differ.[17], - (2) Messages for.the clustér analysis have ,~\3 .
' always been si@uatidn bound. Respondentswhavéﬁbeeﬁ’exposed to persuasion -
messages  (Qr techniques) only as they relate to'a hypothetical situation.

v

¢

) Marwell aqdﬁﬁchmittrﬁote the danger in this:, . . .
s : withih each_ situation any given technique may be poorly or ) o,
' well represented by our example and thus provide a more or -
less accurate description of the respondent's teydency'to .

X : : use the .technique.[18] - . ' Coe

Thus, clusters of - interpersonal persuasion techniquesfexist only in regard

to situations,. and differ across situations. Further, a message may. make less
sense to a respondent in one situatiod than in another. (3) Messages have
always been clustered on the basis of their. likelihood of being used in a
particular situation. Rather than finding clusters of messages that have been
generated on the basis of what they mean in relationship to one’ another,
clusters have been generated in ‘terms of the messages'‘meaning for a situation.

Not only.are clusters situation=~bound, then; clusters may ndt reflect a logic o ¢
‘ in content which might appear had they been generated on the basis of their :
. meaning“ : : ' " ¢ , .

u .

A findl shortcoming in interpersonal perséasion research is the confmsion
; concerning the relationship of "compliance-gaining" messages to "compliance- -
ot ™ resisting" messages. McLdughlin et al, argde that "compliance-resisting”
z#‘T ) messages may be simply a special case of the more general of "compliance-
< gaining" messages; i.e., they arg not a unique set of messages. Hazelton, .
' Holdridge and Liska differ: ) ' o R '

: $

. In contrast, we see two distinct charaéteristics of compliance; .
resistirig situations which suggest they may Ee.conceptualized,\§i'
least initially, as unique and not a special case of, compliance

. gaining. ‘First, compliance resisting is a response behavibr and L

[AFo e rovded o v ’ . 5’ .
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.&£he 'persuader to become a persuadee in the-course ‘'of an interpersenal influence

the:event around by trying.to persuade-

F although B is 'initially perceived as.th persuadee, at some point in the episode
B becomes a persuader. Thus, a variety lof communicative options are: open to

‘its focus on the jdentification of various messages people use to indude coop-

.  presumes a prior comﬁunibatign between participants. The : .
.study’ of compliancg:gaining does hot necessitate such an

' assumptiorr. Second there ate options available to the

‘resister!which are’ dt'kﬁggff!to be used by the person
.‘gain&qg“bdmpliance.[i?]-;’_ . s .

t

°
L] . ‘. v i
¢ . 8 Ty \

There aie‘three reaséns why Hazélton“et.al.'s‘COncluSion is as yetiun~
warranted;',Ffrstf examination of\ Tahle One reveals messages that aré cdmmon
to bogh“"compliance-gaining" and Ycompliance-registing” typologies. Whijle |
there may be seme options .open to the resister that dre not open to”the %er—
suader, no exclusive set of resist ncélmessdgeslhgve been found for resisters

.

of persuasiog to date. - o : . . ) .

Second, Hazelton, et al.fs arguiment assumes a linear notion of the iQflugnce
situation; i.e., A sends message M-a\to B, and B sends message M-b‘'back to A.
The assumption i% that the set of mesisages M—a‘does,not«ovérlap the set of
messages. M-b. Yet:.is entirely possib e for person A, griginally perceived as

situation. . The roles of persuader and persuadee’are not fixed-+they fluctuate.
For example, consider, a situation in which person:A frequently borfows'mqney
from person B. A again wants to borro money, and approaches B to persuade B
to lend A money. B may not only resis ‘the persuasion attempt, but may turn

:.|n that borrowing money; is wrong, or-that L
2 should manage mdney better, etc. ‘Purther, the event may again turn as A -
acknowledges B's right to influence A, ut again ‘regews the persuasion attempt. -

both'pextiéipants in an’ interpersonal persuasiaon episode, deperiding upen the
enactment. ! . . o T
. oo v S .

S
u

Finally, differences between "compliahcefgaining“.and "compliancerresisfé
ing" messages are largely artifactual. ”%ven where messages have been generated
by the respondents, they.have always® been as the respondent saw himself or
herself as a persuader cr a persuadee.. Messages have, not "been generated or
studied dyadically-i.e., by asking responhgnts whiat both people'can say in the
episode’, or better yet, by observation of actual influence attempts. If mes-
sages to persuade -are inherently diffexent“from messages to'¥e§ist persuasion,
they should be differentiated in cluster analysis which uses content as the
organizing scheme. < o~

A

. 7 . . 9
- o

"In summary}‘three.shOrtcomings exist in interpersonal persuasion rgsearch:
lack of a theoretical framework, lack ofa clear relationship of ‘tactics to
stratedies, and confusion concerning %hq distinction between tactics used to
persuade and tactics used to resist persuasijon. This’ study is designed to
alleviate the shortcomings by proposing a theoretical framework for studying
interpersonal perstasion, provide a test of the,franéwdkk, and clarify relation-_

ships between different tactics and_their'strategieg. B ; ] ‘

¢

N

pomain of Interpersonal Persuasion Research ; ’ N (/
. - ‘ | ( :

The defining-characteriétic"of intérpersonal persuasion :QSearch has been

£

‘eration in another person or to resist such attempts. Research in this area
has relied upon an "expanded view of persuasion"[20] which acknowledges the

inte;dependence of therpartic%pants in an interpersonal persuasion episode.

Persuasion, as Reardon notes . C ’ -

s . . ~ - -
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.Twp characteristics of Reardon's definition_shéula be‘expandea. First, there

.defininy the generating force for_interpe;sdnal pérsuasion episodes would be ;
- to say that there is a threat to A's goalé or that A's-.goals are dgpendgptjﬂpon
B's cooperation. Second, the definition stated that intérpersonal~perguasion . A
is an attempt to bring the rules of the other intgractant(s) in line with cne's -

‘persuasion might also be the process of determining hhich‘fules apply to the

_ concerning borrowing money in general, but the pers ion attempt may be ah

o : v | St L4
. is not something one person does to another. It is a
4 ‘means by which persons assist each other in the shaping of
' ‘their private‘and shargduvé;sions“of'realf%y.[2li L S &
: \ o _ R

S

Although the term "interpersonal persuasion" is somewhat problematic in that
it may connote an outdited notion* of the interpersonal communication procéss
(two, people in»fadéfto—fage'interaCtion), the term refers to communikation
events ranging along an interpersonal-noninterpersonal continuum, ﬁs-Miller -
suggested for interpersonal communication episcded.. The interpersonaf-noninter-
personal continuum is Shown in the variety of tactics®™andastrategies, available
to participants in interpersonal persuasion episodesf.< while fb exclusive set
of .tactics have beén identified for interpersonal versus nonintefpefédﬁal . .
episodes, there are some tactics which are more effective in*interp;rsonal 4
contexts than non~interpersonal. contexts. = For example: the tactic  "interpersonal
cost," in which the participant argues that cooperation (or lack of it) will
be harmful to the relationship, would be far more effective in an established
relationship than in a noninterpersondl one. A )

‘The definition of ihter%ersonal persuasion_offefed here is adapted from
Réardon's wonk on persuasion. " she argues that persuaéion occuxs when a threat
to goals is observed and when the threat islsufficientlﬁ important to warrant
the expenditure of effort involved in peréuqsion. Further, <he ‘argues that “
persuasibn'iS’something people do with one another, and interpersonal persuasion

. . : 14 . : .

.". . is an attempt to bring the rules of the other inferactant (s}

-in line with one's own. As such, it is a form of coordinated manage- Q\N

. ment of meaning, but it's original goal is to obtain xha;%coordinatién

v without having to relinguish or accommodate the psrsuadeﬁfs own-rule‘
- set.[22] : ' : :

»
13

may not be a threat to goals. For example, consider. the situation where A wants

to borrow money from B. .There is no threat to A's goaIs necebsarily (unless B
refuses to lend the money),.but it is nonetheless petsﬁasién.‘ A better way of

own. It may be that the rules are the same for all interactants, in which case
situation. In the previous example, both A and B might share similar rules

effort-to determine if there are othér rules which supercede rules .governing

the borroWing of money (e.g., ‘extreme néed). "In either case, the interpersonal

persuasion process is one in which participants<will negotiate appropriate rules

for behavior. ‘ AN N < . Lt
Interpersonal persuasion is therefore: (l) a conscious epdéévor;'(Z)'a

goal-directed endeavor; (3) a choice-laden activity; (4) cqaractefized by mutual
influence and interdependence; (5) characterized by efforts to reach a mutually
satisfactory outcome; and (6) guided by rules which are -both .imposed upon 7’
(relationship extrinsic) and negotfate§ by (relationship intrinsic) by the
participanté. additionally, interpersonal persuasion is assumed to be epgsodig,'
following phasic development: initiation, rule deéfinition, rule coqurmaﬁion,‘
strategic development, and termination:[23] ’




Do _ B 5 R . : o
s A Vocabulary of-Interpersonal’Pefbuasibn . R
Lo o . oo : . ’ ' .
) This section will defink some terms.crucial to the development of a theory
of .interpersonal persuasion. The termg A" and "B" will refer to pa%ticipéats
originally (i.e., at the beginning of an episode) defined as.the persuader and
the persuadee, respectively. . ; T ' S :
. e - : : .

. Pad

iﬂEgisodesr' stereopypical,integ@ctioh.sequences which occuy within a cul- A,
" tural’ environment. [24] " They are defined by both. societal and_ individual expec-
tations, and participants an distinguish them on the basis of symbolic, ’
temporal, or physical boungaries. “Wha': constitutes”an episode is defined by
o " the cultural milieu, and participants recognize thé norms; rules, and expecta- )
' tions that apply’to episodes. For example, ‘in the -instance where A wishes to, = s
., borrow money fromB, A isﬁaware,iatﬂleast implicitly, that there ‘are certain '’ © .
' tifles and places where it is best to make the request,.andgéértain'ﬁimes{j' : ?}
‘(\ places, -and methods that are not Iikely to_be effective in making the,réﬁuesg..
h An episode begins when'A ;nitiates‘th% requést, and ends when the request is
\Jrét., denied or modified. g : ' . )
Yb N s .

" . . Gy e
. (2N 1o . .

Inh his initial work on the‘Eodrdinated management of meaning, Pearce argued -
that there were threé types of episodes in ycommunication encounters. [25] Epi-
sode-1 consists of culturally sanctioned patterns of  meaning and behavior, and it
exists independently of any particular individual ‘or dyad. Episode-2 exists "in : .
the mind of the individual--it islghe.rules governing ;nterpersonil persuasion
which the individw 1 has become aware of through past -experience. Finally, o .
Episode~3 .consists of the created episode}when two people engage in communication.
Episade-3 is* the jointly pgoduced’interpretation.of'a particulan.commhnication
event. Thus, when people communicate, Episode ~1 providesa repetoire of behaviox,
. frén which tlhe individuals select an Episode-2 for the particulér situation,

, - and then enadt an Episode-3 with the otHer person. ‘

)

. o
’ N

v . Cronen, Egaxce’ﬁnd,Snavely bavevident'fied the forms which»an_EpiSQdeLQ
é&' may take:” enigmatic episodes (the actors Xjow a pattern exists but cannot
‘ interpret it), alienating episodes (the actors know what is_happening and oot
L . how to act, but actions seem inconsistent with self-concept), coordinated ’
* ..« conversation (gctdrs perceive a developing pattern under their control},
' positiyewspirals’(each act.by one person leads to a more favorable response :
. from the other), perfunctéry rituals ‘(the rules leave little latitude for
> behavior and the episode has little meaning. for the actors),-and value - .
L % expressive rituals (the episode rules’leave little latitude for behavior
but the episode holds great meaning for the individual).[26] It seems more
o likely for interpersonal persuasion to occur in-one of the first thgpé
N ’ kinds of episodes, rather than in the last three.- ' : ) . . P
Situational'Fegtﬁfgg;”aspgctQ of the context of. an interpersonal _
persuasion episodé’iden?ified by Cody and McLaughlin,[27] which affect its’,
enactment, including (1) the intimacy of the relationship; (2) A's antici-
pation of B's rgsistancé; (3) personal benefits to A;of B's coope;ation;
CY consgquenceé of B's‘cooperation; (5) dominance of either A or B in
the relationship; and (6) A's right to ask for cooperation, and B's right to ,
refuse cooperation. ‘Recent research has confirmed the consistency of situational :
perceptions by groups of  individuals.[28] Types of situations are interpreted
-similarly within homogeneors grodps, and situations similar to one another

will evoke tpe same deci51onsjconcerning’situatiohal diqensidnsnaffecting . .
episode endctment. ‘ B

-
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Episodic Structure: ghaSes of development thiough which an episode ‘ /, “

* progresses, inéluding initiation, rule definition, rule confirmation, strategic

developmgnt and- termgnation. While phases are usually in sequence, some .

recycllng can occur. Addltxonally, some phases may be sklpped, e. g‘, initiation.
1] o]

Interpersonal Task: the set, of responses by B which A is trylng to elicit. [29]

Strategy: a general‘plan of actlon designed by A to accompllsh the o
interpersonal task. . - _ _ . : .

Tactics: speciffc behaviors for enacting strategies, usually messages.

Rule: a folloWable prescription that 1nd1cates what behavior is obllgated,

preferred, or prohibited irr a certain context [30]
/"' S, - .

Outcomes.a\ghe result of 1nterpersonal persuas1on, 1nvolv1ng rule changes
of four types[3ll: (i) Acquiesgence, occurring when B rellnqulshes the rule in
;questlpnh (2) Accommodation, occurring when rule revision rather than complete
acceptance occurs. (3) Compromise, occurring when both A and B revise their
rules. (4) Coadjuvancy, occurring when A and B work together to generate
a mutually satisfying s@t of rules. - Like compromise, rule” revision occurs,
but the rules are negotiated. 1In addition, np rule change may .occur, e.,
there may be an immediate recognltlon of the appllcable rules ané both 2
and B agree on what they are. s

3 /
Appendix One contalns a sample conversation 1llustrat1ng the various

vocabulary %erms . : : "
s ‘

A Theery of Interpersonal Persuasion-
The. approach taken in th1s study is to use the assumptions of rules-theory -
to help explain interpersonal persuaSL n. Several authors have identified.

: 1ssues.wh1ch must be addressed in building rules-theory. We must know how . .

eplsodes arefgene ated how episodes generate practical force, and the

‘necessary and suf 1c1eﬁt cfgdltlons for task accomplishment.[32] Further,

we must beaable to faPS1fy the theoyy; in other words, it must be te stable. [33] .
Although Shiminoff argued that the9§§ construction from the rules perspective
was still too new to have developed axiomatic theories, Reardon has {
discussed persuasion: from a vules perspective ‘and Smith has provided the
beglnnlng of an axxomatlc theory of persuaslon [34] The app;pach taken here, is
to use Reardon's- a5sumptlons and Smith's axioms as a starting point to bulld

an axiomatic theory of internersonal persuas1on In. bulldlng an’ axiomatic

theory of intgrpersonal persuas1on, Hawes' definitions of axiom, postulate,

and theorem glll be uzed.[35] An axiom is a statement assumed to be true; it =
.is not direg¢tly testable, and the terms in an axiom are abstract. A postulate

. contains some observable and some unobservable terms;-it is derived from ap

,axiom. Theorems are derived either from axioms or from postulates; they
contain observable concepts, although they are not directly testable. Théorems
are tested,by derived hypotheses e

Six axioms, one postulate, and five theorems are presented here\as a”
theory of /interpersonal persuasion. The axioms constitute fundamental assump-
tions about the nature of communication behavior in general and of inter-—
personal persuasion in particular. The first three axioms and Theorem-3 are
adapted from Smith. ‘

|
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Four axioms are offered as general assumptions congerning communication *
behavior. They'are: o o ‘ :
o v Axiom 1: "Humans are seif-directed agents, having the capacity for choice."[36]
This axiom is based on the assumptions of rules-theqry, which state that people
’,do‘not blindly follow causal paths, but that they. create their own realities
“ and ;hoosé their behavior from awva.llable repetoires. ' .
) v . . K * ' v N
- Axiom 2: "Humans,aré goal-directed agents, strivi.j to. maximize rewards
and minimize punizﬁments."[37] - ' o
Invother words, human ‘behavior is rule-governed, and people se rules to create
situations most favorable to them. ' :
b Axiom 3:- "The external environment is a product of human cognitive schematic '
structures." [38] . , Ve : '
] " *
The éssumption behind this axiom is &hat to the extent there is’a "reality," it
¢ exists only in our perception and interpretation of it. ot
R The fourth axiom has its qrigin in the work of Pearce[39] and Cushman and 7

.Pearce.[40] Pearce argues that three interpretations of rules exist. In
Episode-1, there are rules 'which are contained within societal expectations
of behavior. People interpret the rules in'Episode-2, and Episodes-3 are ti.
enactments -of rule-governed communication behavior. Cushman and Pearce
suggest thet Episode -2, or individual-interprgtations'of rules, are located
in the self-ccncept. They are learned and generated through interdctions
with others. . . .

-
o

C A

v v . .
Axiom 4: The rules which guide individual behavior and inform individuals'
expectations of others' behavior are located in the self-concept. '

Two additional axioms serve to define the interpersonal persuasion process. *
keardon noted that persua§ion is an intentional process. [41] Cerﬁainly,'itlis
"possible to influence another person without being aware of it; for example,
a student may emulate'a.teacher‘whom s/he respected, without the teacher's .
intention to influence the student. Pgrsuasion, however, implies intentionality.

The fifth axiom is therefopre: . - .
’ P ) Axiom 5: Persuasion is an éctivity‘which is the result of human action; .
it is an intentional process. 4§ : -

Finally, the sixth axiom concerns the structure, function, and process
of interpersenal persuasion. The definition offered,earlier stated that
interpersonal persuasion was guided by rules, with the interactants striving
to negotiate a mutually satisfactory outcome. - The sixth axiom is derived
from these assumptions: N :

: P’ .

Axiom 6: Interpersonal persuasion is an activity in which human beings

Strive for coordination; it is not the result of simple infoQrmation ,
L processing. As such, the structure of iﬁterpersonal persuasion consists

of rifles; tue function of interpersonal persuasion is to regulate

consenéps; and[the procéss of interpersonal persuasion is the adaptation
of rules to achieve coordination. : :

L] ." . . m . v . ‘ . .
- A postulate derived from Axiom 4 is guggested by Reardon, who argues
‘ that people are penﬁuaded-by appepls to consistency, appropriateness, and

efﬁectiveness.[42]¢;i%at is, people are pfersuaded to behave in a particular

o . l~. N v» .Z LN .
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behaviomsin line with’my image of myself?); appropriateness (is this. behavior

: "proper" in this si ation?); and effectiveness (will this behavior achieve . ¢

® my goals?). ‘Furthér, she-argues that to the extent that the. sekf-concept is used =9I ..

o as afgene&gtjpe:mechanism for behavior, dppeals to persomal consistency'will be: )

more effectizé; when,situgtional constraints are more salient, appeals to appro-

priateness, and effectiverness are moré successful.

manner because the igjfuader appeals to their senses of consistency (is this

J ’% -, Postulate: . An individual's self-concept and the rules within it
- . are ‘affected py the individual's assessment of himself or-herself
. . * . as consistent|, appropriate, and/or efféctive within a given inter-
personal persuasion: episode. 5 s o -

> ; LT e s U
& ’ -

2

,

] . . s ' . :
‘ : : The five theorems presented here serve to further deflnﬁ\gge interpersonal

. persu sion process. AXiom 6 states thgt the structure of the™i ﬁerperéonal .
persudsion process consists of rules. .From this axiom, a th é@;concerning,
the use of tactics and strategies can be derived: T~
b . . - ’ e

L ' Theorem 1: Participants insan interpersonal persuasion epigdde ™~ :
use tactics to invoke rules _for behavior. * T Sl

, Support for Theorem 1'is found in Moréié and Hopper, who argue-that two

. 4 kinds of talk charaoterize problem solving: remediation, or rulea )

application; and legislation, ox rule creation.[43] The authors claim that ‘,_

social change results from rule application more gften than from rule

legislation. Tactics are methods of/applying rales in the interpe;sonal

N ‘ persuasion situation. . : .

. A second theorem is derived from Axioms 5, 6, and the Postulate. ; . -
According to Ax}bm 6, the structuré)pf interpexsonal persuasion consists
of rules which are located in the self~concept (Axiom 5). The Postulate states

- that the self-concept will be affected by asgessments of individual behavior which
is consistent, appropriate, or effective within a givep episode. Tactics are
the method by which appFals to behavior are made. : - ) .
Theorem 2:, Participants in-an interpersonal,persuasion'episode use tactics
to make appeals for consistent, appropriate; or effective behavior on the part
of the other. -’ ‘ ‘ : .
- Reardsn's discussion of the Marwell and schmitt tactics lend ‘support

to Theorem 2. She argues that the tactics of moral &@ppeal, positive and nega- -

tive self~feeling, and positive and negative alfé;casting are appeals to self- . : -

concept rules of consistency; while promise, threat, positive and negative

expertise, linking, pre-giving, aversive stimulation, debt, altruism, and , .
s ; positive and negative esteem are appeals to self-concept rules of appropriateness. . !

Examination of Table One shows that the tactics of conseque.ices and benefits : '

could be appeals to self-concept rules of effectiveness.

L)

Axiom 6 stited that’ the function of intergprsonal pexsuasion is to regulate

. consensus; an outcome of that regulation is whether or not the persuader achieves, ?
\ his or her goals. If 'the structure of interpergonal persuasion is rules, then : '
\ the rules appealed to must be relevant to those involved. Theorem 3 is adapted. -
\from smith: ’ :
\ - Theorem 3: "people . .». Will choose to comply with persuasive
\ messages specifying contextually relevant rules or prescription§
N for .achieving goals more often than they will ccuply with messages. oo
, . stipulating contextually irrelevant rules." [44]
Q . . . T, ] ) ]
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_ Finally, the last two theorems deal with the process of interpersonal
}per$uasian,’which is the ad&ptation of rules to achieve coordination (Axiom 6).
A definition of episode was given in the vocabuldry section; it is argued
‘here.ﬁhat'interpersonal persuasion is' episadic. ‘

.
~

{ Theorem 4: , Interpersonal persuasion is episodic, progressing
. through phases of episodic’developmeqt, and directed toward some .
, interpersonal task. ) ' '
.Episodes-3 (enactments of rules designed to éé%ieve,coordination) can’ take
one of six forms. How the episode is defined will depend upon individual = °
perceptions, as the final theorem states:

Theorem 5: The definition of an interpersonal persuation episode will be
the reésult of the participants' perceptions’of situational features, and
outcomes of: the episodes.

Given the thgory in its present form, how have the expectations for building
theory from the®
persuasiofl episodes? Episodes occur when A perceives that his or her goals
are either threatened by or depehdent upon person B, and the threat or dependency
is sufficient to warrant an expehditure of energy by A. In otuer words, a
'shortcoming or threat in the environment perceived by an individual to be signi-
ficant will generate an interpersonal persuasion episode. Obviously, the
threshold of significance will vary between individuals. For example, a person
who -objects to cigarette smoke may not attempt to ‘persuade an individual net to
smoke if the time spent in the vicinity of the smoker is negligible. However,

the same person' might try to persuade an office mate not to smoke becauge_of:the
. ( e ‘I

Seéhpd, how .do episodes generate practical forge? The pragtfbal force of
an episode will be the result' of the participant's interpretatjon of the situ-
ational features, where the consequences of generating the episode are signi-
ficant, creating high practical force, or not significant, creating negligible
practical force. Again, the necessity, like significance, will depend upon
individual perceptions. ot T T .

‘What are the necessary and sufficient conditions.for task accomplishLent?
Interpersonal persuasion has been defined as the "attempt" at bringing another's

. rules in'line with one's own, not necessarily the accomplishntent ™ The attempt
‘may result in five outcomes: no rule change, acquiescence, ac¢ommodation, compro-

mise, or coadjuvancy. Even if A does not accomplish his or her original inter-"
personal task, task faccomplishment will be met througg one of the five outcomes.

Finally, how can tbis-theory be falsified? Three methods are possible.
First, it could be shéwn that interpersonal persuasion episodes are not guided
by rules. Theorem 1 States that tactics are means for invoking rules for
behavior. fﬁ this is so, respbndents should be able to. reqognize patterns .
within the tactics, and be able.to judge them consistently with regarifii”/;”;)

£4

their use. This assumption will be tested in the present. study. . .

Second, the theory could be falsified by showing a lack'of relatiq@ﬁhip';
between the rule-generating mechanism anpd the behavior affected. -In pﬁg
case of the theory presented here, no relationship between the self-concept
and interpersonal persuasion behavior, would have to be found. Third,
a laquVf a measurable practical force .for the ep.sodes could be shown,

¢

.

‘rules perspective been met?~ First, what tasks generate interpersoﬁal

~
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This would involve gauging the effectiveness of tactics with regard to a

particular matrix of situational.features and a, particular person. Previous
research has indicated that certain tactics have been assessed as more effec-
tiveuin some situations than others;-howé?er, no measures have yet;been made i
of the necessity of initiating an interpersonal persuasion episode. The second

; AY

and third methods of. falsifying the theory will be addressed in future research.

Research Questions

Four questions are posed by this study; three of them arising from
the shortcomings in previous research. The first question arises in regard to
the relationship of tacti¢s to strategies. As it was argued earlier, no enduring
clusters of tattics constituting strategies have been found. Further, the

" clusters identified have been generated on the basis of the likelihood of tactic

use within a situation. The first question -tc be addressed by. this study is:

Q-1: Can clusters of tactics constituting strategies be identified -
on the basis Oof the content of the tactics?,
Related to thé first qustion is disagreement over wheEhe: resistance tactics
are inherently different from tactics to persuade, as Hazeltod et al. claim, or
if they are similar, as McLaughlin et al. argue. The second guestion is therefore:

Q-2: Cah. tactics to resist persuasion be differentiated from tactics
to persuade on the basis of their content?

A third research questiQn concerns to overall nature of talk in the .
interpersonal persuasion episode. In research thus far, only the actual tactics
a participant would use have been studied. No attention has been paid to the
‘other talk which constitutes the rest of an interpersonaf persuasion episode.

Is everything said in the episode tasctical, or are theére non-tactical (e.g.,
questions and statements.of fact)-messages that can be exchanged in the episode?
Q-3: Ca Emessages identified theoretically as non-tactical be

diSting&ished from tactical statements on the basis of their content?

The final question to be answered by this study concerns the relationship
of tactics. to rules. If tactics are .methods of invoking rules for behaviozx,
judgments of the tactics should reflect some knowiedge of general rules governing
‘interpersonal persuasion episodes. The final gyestion is therefore:

Q-4: Can general rules conéerning interpersonal persuasion be
L discerned, from the judgments respbndgﬁ;s make concerning tactics?
. ) (\3 ‘ " ] t | . }
, . o | .
Method" ' .

1 .
N .

One hundred and four students enrolled in communication classes at the
University of Southern California participated in the study. The majority of
the respondents were attending,classes on a full-time basis, majoring in social
science area's. Their ages ranged from 18 to 32, with/én average ade of 21 years.

Fifty-four respondents were female; 27 were malej-and 24 declined to answer.

Sixty-seven of the respondents were Caucasian, with 14 respondents reporting
cther ethnic affiliations and 24 declining to answer. :

- v
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‘(reasonable). The other appeared as a tactic in conversations previously

. or characteristics can be defined so that all members within a cluster are more
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Respondents were asked to sort 'slips of paper on which statements correspon -
ding to interpersonal persuasion tactics were written.[45] Forty-eight statements
were adapted from the tactics listed in Table One and were written ‘in such a
way that they could be used by either ta persuadee or a persuader in the course

One as "A promises some x' in exchange for compliance,"” was written as "Promising
something in exchange for getting your way." Additionally, eight statements were
adapted from Bales IPA coding scheme and included as examples of non-tactics(46]
(asks & offers information, opinion, & suggestions, expresses agreement & disagreement) .
While it could be argued that everything said in an episode is strategic, in that
t is directed toward some goal, typically the tactics identified in previous
research have been in the form "do x because y." Exchanges concerned with infor-
mation, opinions, 5uggestions, and agreement have -not been identified as tactical
in previous research. Further, the IPA categories have been used successfully .
and reliably in the past to identify verbal behavior. Thus, they.a;é presented
as examples of non-tactics to determing whether-there are kinds of behaviox.
distinct from the reason-giving behavior typically associated with tactic.
Finally, two other statements were added; one was a reflection of a tactic which
could not be written from both the persuader's and thé persuadee's point of view

analyzed by the author, but has never been idéntified as a tactic in ‘typology
research. The tactic Erequently appeared in conversations as "17'd do it for ’
you," and became "Telling fthe other person you would cooperate with him/her if
the situation were reversed." All items were randomly assigned identification
numbers t9 avoid any biases inherent in a sequential numbering of items.

Participants were asked to sort the statements into no less than tﬁree piles
and no more than eleven-piles, where each pile, reflected statements similar in
content to one another. Respondents were told that the statements represented
tactics which could be used as part of a strategy by either of two participants
in a conversation. After sorting the statements into piles, the participants
were asked to rate each pile of statgments;as a whole along a set of five
seven-point scales: (1) intimate--not intimate (intimacy); (2) first thing I'd
say-last thing I'd say (likelihood) ; (3) "1likely to hurt a relationship-likely .
to help a relationship (copsequences); (4) not likely to get cooperation-likely
to get cooperation (effectiveness); and (5)-.good to use-bad to use (appropriateness).
Thue, a person‘making_three piles of statements used three sets of scales. Res-
pondents used the full range of possible discriminations, with most respondents
making eleven piles of statements. " ’

A frequency matrix was computed for the items. The 58 X 58 wotrix consists 7
of the proportion of the time in which two tactics occur within the .ame. pile.
As there are no existing programs to compute frequency matrices, a progrdm was
written for use on a microcomputer to produce the matrix. The matrix was
analyzed tising elementary linkage analysis,[47] which assumes that clusters of items

similar to one another than they are to ncnmembers of a cluster.+ The method defines
a linkage as the largest index of association which an item has with any other
item, so that each item is assigned to a cluster in terms of its highest index
of associaton. No arbitrary index of association is set a priori; rather,
+he clusters and linkages emerge from the data. However, an a priori-definition
of significance may be set for the clusters. Clusters are identified by finding
the highest index of asspciation in the matrix, where the relationship is
reciprocal. This relationship represents a cetroid. second order and higher _ :
relationships are determined until the cluster is completed. The next highest
reciprocal relationship is located, until all items have been classified within
a cluster. g ‘

14
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The strength of the relationships within each cluster are interpreted by
examining the frequency proportions. Those proportions which are .25 or less
are considered independent, those between .25 and .40 share a moderate rela-
tionship, those between .41 and .60 have a strong relationship, and propor-
tions over .60 indicate very strong relationships.[48] A significant cluster
is defined as one in which the centroid has a relationship in excess of .40,
and where all items with secondary or higher loadings have a relationship
of .25 or greater with at least one other member of the cluster. - -\

In addition to cluster analysis, scale.values for the consequences and
effectiveness scales were reversed and central tendency measures were computed
for the “items. Mean values for the items within the clusters are shown in
Table Two. ’ . ¢ ’ ’

Results

Cluster analysis of the frequency proportion matrix produced nine clusters
and three centroids, all significant. The clusters are illustrated in Figure
One, where a double arrow indicates a centroid and a single arrow indicates
a highest loading, with the head of the arrow indicating the relationship.

Cluster One consists ©f seven out of the eight non-tactical statements,
in addition to four tactics identified by previous research. All the state-
ents are concerned with the exchange of information, opinions, and suggestions,
and the cluster has been labeled Information Processing. Overall, these tactics . '
as a group are rated more intimate, more likely to beTysed, having positive

consequenceés, more effective, and more appropriate thdn the other clusters
in the study. .

B I

Cluster Two is an oddity in‘that its core consists of three tactics which
load on each other to form the main:part of the cluster. The 'statements in

. this cluster are concerned with'rejegtion, refusal to discus;-the problem,

and other behaviors which impede the identification of a mutually satisfactory
outcome, and is labeled Nonnegotiation. The tactics are ranked as less
intimate, less likely to be used, having negative consequences, less effective,
and less appropriate. ' -

'

The statements in Cluster Three tended to be ranked neutrally by the ¢

'.éarticipants. The largest cluster consisted of tactics concerned with the - \us)

relationship between the participants and their identities, and is labeled
Identity Managing. ‘

The items in Cluster Four were rated the most negative of-all the clusters,
Ttems such as deceit, threat, and explicit rejection make up the Manipulation
strategy. Clusters Five and Nine, on the other hand, were ranked far more
positively, and are constituted by tactics which identify the Empathy and
the NegotiationTStrategies. - ‘

The remainder of the clusters tended to be rated neutrally on an overall
basis by the respondents: Expertise, Ingratiation, Negative Exchange, .Emotional
appeals, Equivocation, and Explanation. :

Since all the clusters and centroids identified were significant, the .
first research question can be answered affirmatively: clusters of tactics
can be ‘identified on the basis of their content. Further, the content of
the clusters consistently constitute strategies which can be used by participants
in an interpersonal persuasion episode. |
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The relationship of non-tactical to tactical statements formed the basis
for the third question. ALl but one of the non-tactical statements.appeared
in Cluster One, ‘with expresses disagreement occurring in the Nonnegotiation
cluster. However, of all the statements, those in Cluster One are rated most
positively. Rather than thinking of these statements as non-tactical and
therefore not within the realm of interpersonal pérsuasion behaviory it
seems more productive to look at them as a first-attempt kind of strategy.
That is, participants may prefer to initiate episodes through an exchange of -
inférmation and opiniens, and only initiate the reason-giving behavior associated
with tactics as a second method of gaining assent. . -

The final question concerned the existence of rules in the interpersonal

- persuasion situation. Three rules are identifiable from the ratings of the
tactics in this study.®! These rules represent more general rules, and. occur
at the Episode-1 level. The first rule that becomes apparent concerns the

sequences in which *tactics should be used. Given the preference for

Information Prq;esq}nq,tactics:demonstrated by the respondents in this study, ‘ .
" the first rule is: - ' o
‘ : . . . ) r : o
¢ . on ) o -

R-1: Persuasion attempts should be initiated by statements whiech -
exchange information and/or simply request behavior from the, other
person. ' ' : !

A second rule emerging from the data concerns the tactics which should

not be used under ordinary circumstances. Manipulative tactics are especially

~seen as unlikely and unacceptable. ’
7

+

R-2: Manipulation tactics are dispreferred methods of persuasion
in interpersonal persuasion episodes. ' :

.
.

Finally, respondents in this study show a tendency to rejec£ tactics
which impede the identification of mutually satisfactory outcomes. A third
rule is therefore: - - -

R-3: Participants in an interpersonal persuasion episode should
make an effort to cooperate with the other person. //

\

.

Discussion

_ Several conclusions may be drawn from this study. First, there appears

. to be a logic underlying the content of interpersonal persuasion tactics which
is recognizable by the people who use them. Tactics “sorted by';he respondents
formed significant, internally consistent clusters which' represent strategies.
Further, these tactics can all be represented by verbal statements in such a way
that a conversational coding scheme could be developed from the clusters.

Second, there are tactics which are most likely to‘bg used by a resister
of persuasion.rather than a person originally identified as the persuader in a = |
conversation. The strategy consisting of nonnegotiation tactics is, with the -
exception of expreéesses disagreement, constituted by tactics which have been
identified as means to resist persuasion. While they could undoubtedly be used
by the. persuader should the pérsuasion attempt turn into a counter-persuasive

s effort, they are, none the less, tactics which are used to resigf rather than
attempt persuasion. At the same time, it is equally apparent that all the
tactics are open to both participants in an interpersonal persuasion episode,
and there is no need to develop separafe coding schemes for persuaders and
persuadees. '

-
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.statements will constitute the bulk of conversation when actual interpersonal

14

" Third, a cluster of tactics and non—tactiéal statements was found which
is geared more toward information processing than toward providing reasons
why a ~erson should behave in a particular way. ' A distinction can -tentatively
be dra:m between persuasive Strategies.whichoseek to convince a person that s/he
should behave in a particular manner and strategies which seeW to ascertain if
the sperson 'is able to.behave that way. Furthermore, the preference by respon-
dents for the information processing tactics reflects a common assumption
about the process of influencing others' behavior~-4t is more acceptable to
simply ask people to do something than it is to .resort to a variety of reasons
why they should behave that way. It seems likely that informationvprocessing

persuasion episodes are examined.
Theie are several'limitatiéns to the findings in this study;' First, with
the exception of the reasonableness t actic, only one item was written to te
reflect each tactic. One statement may not adequately represent <certain .
tactics, and as a result, respondents may not have been able to make consistent = =
judgments concerning the intimacy, likelihood, consequences, effectiveness, -
or appropriateness of the tactics. For example, the tactic new vinformation"
had low assdciations with the members of an otherwise strong cluster. It may
be that in the absence of a conversation in which it occurred, regspondents
were unable to clearly understand. the tactic, Other tactics probably suffered
from the same shortcoming. ~ . . o . -

-
. «

. [ S .- -
A second limitation concerns, the siZé and"nature of the saﬁple. The
respondents in this study represented a fairly homogenous group,,and the ' . o
majority (at least 54% were women. Differences between male‘and'female
choices of tactics in particular's;;uations has been noted in past research,.[49]
and it may be that the findings -here’are more true for female respondents
than for male respondents. , \ »

» .

Finaily, the' judgment of tactics in thisvstudy was based entirely on
the content of the statements. Obviously, the meaning of a tactic may change s
depending upon the way in which it is said. A statement may look like a . . .
nonnegotiation tactic in terms of content, but the modifying linguistic cues. S
may prove it to be agreement. Reliable estimations of tactic use will only
be determined through the observation of actual interpersonal pérsuasion,
episodes. : ‘

\
1
- 4

Thére are three sets of questions which remain unanswered by this study
and should be addressed in future research testing the theory. First, how
does the use of tactics guide episodic development? That is, are there tactics
used within the initiation and terminatign phases of interpersonal persuasion
episodes? Currently, videotaped conversations representing interpersonal
persuasion epigodes are being coded, and stochastic modeling of the speech
acts may help to provide answers concerning episcdic development thfough
tactical use. » '

2 second group of questions concerns the existence of societal rules
governing interpersonal persuasion attempts. Are there ‘rules which are
common to all episodes, or are persuasion attempts guided by idiosyncratic ]
rules. While the rules offered in the previous section are general, more rules
may-be discovered through the examination of actual conversations. Unless we
are able to locate rules common to most interpersonal persuasion attempts, -
we are unlikely to make any meaningful predictions about the way people will
behave. Further, it will be difficult for us to identify effective means of

Y
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i e | B o _lS
behaviOr if there are no rules common to most episodes. One way of. locating
commor rules is to study episodes generated in a variety of relationship levels,
and to systematically alter situational features. Situational features will
provide cluses to applicable rules, and different levels of relationships

>
Finally, what tactics and strategies facilitate mutually acceptable outcomes?

Are there tactics and strategies which are more effective than others in developing.

coordination? BAnswers to these questions will serve a pedagological purpose in

helping people to,act more effectively in influence situations, and they can

be obtained through®a combination of observation and ellcitation of assessments

from the participants. The conversations row under analysis have been combined

with self-report scales by the parficipants concerning their assessment of

situational featdres, their satisfaction, and their perceived competency

in the situation. Relationships between the participants' perceptions of

the situation and analysis of their behavior should begin to provide information

regarding effective behavior in interpersonal persuasion episodes.

The theory presented in this study has been tested only in part, and the
initial findings are encouraging. Further work in testing the theory may

_necessitate the addition of theorems which further define the interpersonal

persuasion process, or the formulation of alternative explanations for
interpersonal persuasion.behavior.

=]
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. : .- f TABLE QNE '
. NG ‘ Linguistic Form of Tactics and Their Origins - ' .
. . ) PersQade Resist
| . N 7. -
PROMISE: A promises B some X in exchange for compliance. X H? X
S S - | T
PRE~GIVING: A gives some X to B before asking for ) o
compliance. . . : X A
. I 4 * B . ! oo A . .
: . . ' ’
~ LIKING: A acts friendly in order to put B in a ' . i
good mood before asking for compliance. ‘ . . X ) , T
POSITiVE EXPERTISE: A tells B compliance will be rewardlng '5, E . !
due to the "nature of things." v _ : X a’ X,
NEGATIVE EXPERTISE: A tells B noncompliance will be harmful = . o \
due to the "nature of things." . x} . x \
v MORAL APPEAL: A tells B a.moral person would comply. ) X
I : : \ .
‘ ' ’ T : .- K !
POSITIVE SELF-FEELING: A tells B.that compliance will make S
B feel good avocut him/herself. ' , \ x
£ _ : T
- /
NEGATIVE SELF-FEELING: A tells B that noncompliance will
m%ke B feel bad 5bout hlm/herself : TR ’ X
POSITIVE ESTEEM A\tells B that compllance w1ll bring
- respect from others. oL v ; o b 4
’ NEGATIVE ESTEEM: A tells B that noncompliance will bring N -
scorn from others. o . x
_ POSITIVE ALTERCASTING: A tells B that'a person with good
qualities would comply. : s : X
NEGATIVE ALTERCASTING: A tells B that only a person Wlth . .
bad qualltle§ would refuse to comply. ‘ X . X - 0X
5\\\ DEBT: A tells B @ompllance is owed because of past favors... X
~ALTRUISM- A asks for B's compliance because of exceptional%}
“ need. _ , C X X ..
-~ . * N B { .
THREAT: A will punish B is B does not comply. _ ' X X
“ : o
- AVERSIVE STIMULATION: A punlshes B and makes cessation
contigent upon B's compliance. ///" X
- NEGATIVE COMPARISON: A points out to B that no request R
like this has been made in the past. : : X
REASONABLENESS: A points out to B that no reasonable
Q person would ask for compliance. ' » X
PLEADING: A pleads with B not to force compliance. _ X X
Q . )
ERIC , 00
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. e : «  Persuade Resist
HURT: A tells B how hurt s/he is by the request. - . X
SURPRISED: A acts astonished that B would make the i ,
nequest. . ’ , . X
MUTUAL TALKS: A tells B they need to talk about it
A ; . . 'S

more. _ ‘ C ! X x
COMPROMISE: A tells B they can reach a compromise. ¢ X <X
EXPLANATION: A asks B why 's/he warts compliancé. X . X
CONCEQSION:' A offers B less than full compliance. X . x
SIMPLE REFUSAL: A refuses to comply with B's request. x x
NO DISCUSSION: A tells B s/he won't discuss the request. X x
NO OBLIGATION: A tells B s/he has no obligation to comply. X
CONSEQUENCES: A explains to B the negative consequences - : b
of Als cgmpliance. . ‘ X

N I 2
BENEFITS: A explains to.B the positive benefits of , : ‘
A's noncompliance. ' . ] _ X o,
HINTING: A hints at requested behavior. - p3 .

DECEIT: A lies about the difficulty of the requested

behavior. X X
Y
SIMPLE STATEMENT: A asks B to comply. ’ X
DISCLAIMER: A disavows negative implications of behavior ° T,
while asking for compliance. o ° X
A * ’
CHOICE: A tells B the choice of action is up to B. X
. . . o . . a 4
OBLIGATION TO OTHERS: A tells B of obligation to others :
beside A to comply. ' : X X
EMPATHY: A expresses understanding of B's position while . i
asking for compliance. ' ' X
. .' . . Il
NO SELF-INTEREST: A disavows any benefit from B's compli- > S . -
ance. :
NO SELF-AUTHORITY: A disavows any authority on subject
matter while asking for B's compliance. X
PERSONAL REJECTION: A rejects 8 as person in relationship . .
_as..result of noncompliance. ‘ X :
INTERPERSONAL COST: A tells B that compliance will hurt ¢
the relationship. . x X

EXPLICIT REJECTION: A uses obscene language to refuse
compliance. ‘
23
J

S




ERIC .

B Tox Provided by ERIC

’
R

(Table One, cont.) . 21
: : : ) ) - Persuade Resist

EQUIVOCATION: A tells B eath will decide what each
one wants to do. ' ' : x

REJECT WITH ALTERNATIVES: A refuses compliance while

offering alternatives to B. .. X p’3
CHARACTER APPEAL: A tells B that B should trust A to

know what is pest.‘ . : x x
NEW INFORMATION: A exposes previously unknown information

to B as reason for .noncompliance. : X

-

FALSE COMPROMISE: A.indicatks willingness to compromise while

reaffirming self-interest. x
4 T i )
. IRRELEVANT EXPERTISE: A disavows any interest‘'in the cost
of noncompliance while refusing to comply. : x
"E 2 ‘T\‘n

-

[A indicates speaker, B indicates listener]

\

Sources of Tactics:

Rath Anne Clark, "The Impact of Self-Interest and Desire for Liking on the
Selection of Communicative Strategies,! Communication Monographs, 46 {1s79), ,
257-273. ' ) °

Michael J. Cody, Margaret L. McLaughlin, and William J. Jordan, "A
Multidimensional Scaling of Three Sets of Compliance-Gaining Strategies,"
Communication Quarterly, 28 (1980), 34-46.

Michael J. Cody, Margaret L. McLaughlin, and Michael J. Schneider, "The .
Impact of Relational Consequences and Intimacy on the Selection of Interpersonal
Persuasion Tactics: A Reanalysis,"™ Communication Quarterly, 29 (1981), 91-106.

Toni Faibo, "Multidimensional Scaling of Power Strategies," Journal-of
Personality and Social Psychology, 35 (1977), 537-547.

Mary Anne Fitzpatrick and Jeff Winke, "You Rlways Hurt the One You Love:
Strategies and Tactics in Interpersonal Conflict,¥ Communidation Quarterly,
27 (1979), 3-1l1. i

Vince Hazelton, William Holdridge and Jo Liska, "Toward a Taxonomy of
Compliance Resisting Communication,” paper presented at the Western Speech
Communication Association Convention, Denver, Co., February, 1982.

. Gerald Marwell ard David R. Schmitt, "Dimensions of Compliance-Gaining
Behavior: An Empirical Analysis," Sociometry, 30_(1967), 350-364.
Margaret L. McLaughlin, Michael J. Cody, and Carl S. Robey, vsSituatienal
Influences on the Selectien of Strategies to Resist Compliance-Gaining Attempts,"
Human Communication Research, 7 (1980), 14-36.

.William J. Schenck-Hamlin, Robert J. Wiseman, and G. N. Geprgacarakos,

‘" Typology of Cbmpliance—Gaiﬁing Strategies and the Logic of Their

Underlying Use," paper presented to the Internaticnal Communication Association
Convention, Acadpulcd, Mx., May 1980.




N T TABLE TWO -
Clusters, Their Items, and Mean Values for Seales

Int Like Cons Efft Appi'

Inforfation Processing . . .

*asks opinions : v 3.22 2.45 2.45 ©~  2.64 2.26 “ N
. *asks sugdestions . 3.25 2.41  2.40 2.63 2.31 e
. *exXpresses agreement 3.67 3.15 - 2.06 2,83 ¢ 2.91
L *asks for information 3.34 22.50  2.46 2,60 2.31
*of fers 'suggestills : 3.23 2.57 2.40 2.67 2.23 v
* simple statement 4.21 2.7% 2.96 3.14 - 2.98 SN
explanation 3.12 _ 2.63 2.71 2.90 2.47 - ~
reject w/ alternatives « 3.16 '2.75 " . 2.60 ~ 2.72 7 2.50 .
*offérs information 3.47 2.46 . 2.51 '2.64 = . 2.31°
*off »rs opinion ' 3.40 2.65 2.71 2.81 2.54
new .nformation 4.18 = 3.78 4.:20 3.88 3.79

L

overall mean 3.48 2.73 2.68 2.86 .. 2.60

s

Nonnegotiation

personal rejection . 5.32 5.00 5.71 - 5.11 . 5.07

simple refusal 5.22 4.75 5.52 4.86 4.96
no discussion ‘ 5.05 . 4.73 5.45 - 4.74 4,95
*expressing disagreement 4.88 4.45 4.88 4.47 . .4.28
‘irrelevant expertise 4.92 © 4.74 ° 5,40 = 4.92 4.94
no obligation. ' 4.92 4.50 5.08 4.50 4.56
false compromise o 4.35 3.90 4.28 . 3.98 3.86

overall mean N 4.95 4.58 - '5.19 4.65 4.66

Identity Managing

negative altercasting " 3.68 4.80°  4.86 3.87 4.38
moral appeal 3.66 4.54 4.61 3.52 4.24

: positive altercasting 3.57 4,32 4.42 3.55 4.04

. reasonable--P -+ -z 3.80 4.64 4.61 3.93 4.34
reasonable--R. 4.25 4.63 *+5.08 4.42 4.53 .
obligation to others , 3.54 3.98 4,05 *3.49 3.95 a-

. positive esteem “3.62 , 4.32 4.33 3.39 4.16 '

positive self-feeling 3.51 4.27 ».21 3.63 3.98
neg%tive self-feeling 3.91 5.06 5.13 4.05 4,88
interpersonal cost 3.68 4.86 4.97 4.19 4.57 /
negative esteem 3.89 4.89 4.89 3.94 4.54 °

no self-interest 3.80 4.10 4.16 3.82 3.90

overall mean




- (Table Two, cont.) | : , { : 23
: : - Int Like '  Cons Efft Appr .
. 7 ] . / . -
Manipulation ) ‘ ’
) s
deceit s 4.86 0, 5.24 5.61 4.64. 5.19 , :
threat 3, 4.89 5.42 5.5° .4.96 5.32 y;
explicit rejection ‘ . 5.09 5.20 5.7 5,04 .5.35 ) e
aversive stimulation ' 5.01 5.61 5.67 ° 4.99 5.62 . ‘
surprised v 4 3.98 4.85 .5.11 4.21 4.58
overall mean = . T ©4.77 5.26 5.55 4.83 5.21 .
Empath : o e L
) 7£u R i {)su , . "
| | disclaimer o , 3-41 3.47 3764 3.24 3.41
.. empathy = . Y 3,01 . 3.12 3.12 . 2.83 2.81
altruism . ] ., 3.0l 3.68- 3.77 3.27 3.46
no self-authority 3.39 3.18 3.12 2.88 -2.89.
1 : ) ‘ :
] overall mean 3.21 3.36 3.41 3.06 3.14
Q)Expertise‘ ;
. . 1
negative expertise 3.82 4.34 4.43 3.71 4.19
positive expertise = - 3.74 4.00 3.97 3.38 3.78
Zharacter appeal - _ 3.38 4.03 4.07 3.39 3.72
~ . .B N
qoverall mean 3.65 4.12 - 4.16 3.49 3.90
Ingratiation . 5
promise : - 3.82 3.92 2.89 3.12  ~3.59
pre-giving “ 3.86 4.25 4.44 3477 3.89
. - liking . 3.73 4.08 4.07 3.42 3.87
hinting 3.85 3.66 _ 3.80 3.48 3.59
;  overall mean : 3.82 3.98 3.80 3.45 3.74 -
Negative Exchaﬁge .
N 7 v
deht 3.36 4.09 4.17 3.57 4.93
negative comparison 3.16 3.92 4.14 3.65 - 3.83
do for you 3.56 4.00 4.19 3.70 4.01
overall mean 3.36 4.00 4.19 3,70 4.01
1, ’ N
N%gotiation
. concession ' )2 3.24 3.00 2.84 2.98 2.76
compromise ce - 3.29 2.65 2.44 2.48 2.29
matual talks - 3.29 2.79 2.77 '2.90 3.14
bverall mean - 3.27 2.81 2.68 2.79 2.73

-




(Table Two, cont.)
. A !

I‘Ft _Like
Emotional Apéeal
hurt ‘ 3,25, 4.31
__pleading . 3.5 4.3l
overall méan 3.40 4.31
Equivocdtion
choice .- 4.04 4.02°
equivocation T 3.98 3.52
overa%} mean. 4.01 - 3.77
Exglanaﬁion‘
. benefits ' 4.08 4.15
consequences 3.74 4.14
overall.mean ' - 3.91 4.15

*statements adapted from'Bales' categories

-

cons _ Efft
4.50 + 3.68
4.37  "3.64
4.44 3.66
3.89 3.89
3.46, 3.47
3.68 3.68
4.50. 3.88
4.58 4.09
4.54 3.99

. 22'?

Appr

W
O 10
[N |

4.02

24
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TABLE THREE
Frequency Proportions in Clusters

Information Processing

— -

*asks opinions XX

*asks suggestions 91 xx

simple statement ‘ 36 40 XX )

*offers suggestions 59 61 26 %X

*agks for information 82 84 34 60 xx

*expresses agreement 35 35 27 31 3 xx

explanation 54 53 27 41 58 24 XX

reject w/alternatives 43 44 20 58 44 29 43 XX

*offers information 62 61 27 73 62 34 40 51  xx, ,

*offers opinion 59 55 28 73 55 33 37 50 77 &x

new information 15 16 08 23 19 09 19 22 28 .25 xx
Nonnegotiation ,

personal rejection XX K
simple refusal .73 XX

no .discussion 72 74 xx

*expresses disagreement 56 - 55 52  xx ,

‘irrelevant expertise 60 66 67 48  xx )8

no obligation 39 54 53 41 57 xx . .
false compromise 15 18 17 17 27 36 XX

Identity Managing )
moral appeal blold )

negative altercasting 70 xx :

reasonable--P ' 65 61 xx

. positive altercasting 68 63 63 xx

reasonable--R 37 41 55 39 | xx i

obligation to others 40 40 39 45 27 xx .
positive esteem 54 50 45 64 27 41 XX

positive self-feeling 50 39 42 54 23 32 62 XX

negative self-feeling 51" 53 44 42 26 36 51 55 XX
interpersonal cost 42 50 43 36 30 31 34 37 54 plod

negative esteem 52 55 51 47 34 30 59 51 67 53 XX

no self-interest 28 23 28 25 20 45 29 27 24 21 32 xx
Manipulation

deceit XX . 4
threat 66 pod

explicit rejection 53.. 59 XX

aversive stimulation 51 65 59 ple 4
surprised 32 34 27 48  xx

' -

Ve EEEEEEX
\.

disclaimer XX
empathy 62 XX

no self-authority 45 49 xx - » .

altruism v ‘ 43 48 30 xx ¢ ' .

28 - S
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Expertise
positive expertise

negative expertise
character appeal

Ingratiation

promise
pre-giving
liking
hinting

‘Negative Exchange

negative comparison
debt.
do for you

Negotiation
concession
compromise

mutual talks

Emotional Appeal

hurt
pleading

Equivocation .

choice
equivocation

Explanation

benefits
consequences

*statements adapted from Bales' categories

XX
60
47

58

56
21

XX
51
35

XX
49

27

xx
44

58
31

XX

XX

XX

XX
34

XX

26 -

7
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FIGURE ONE
Clusters of Tactics

. Information Processing

exp agr sim state offer op

ask op =—=dask sugg ffer sug &——u offer info (-—-new‘ info
ask info
expl reject w/alt L
Nonnegotiation | .

5
¢

exp disag =e¥per ej\-——’simp ref € ir expert €= o Obligmes false comp
no disc¢ -

Identity Managing v ‘ . !

reasf—R
reas--P
- pos est
pos s.£f.
- .r‘xeg'estl—-’neg s.f.§=== int cost
k
,gho Sh int

Manipulation

deceit €=Fthreat =~ aver stim &= surprised o
. . [
exp rej
Emgathy

disciHempathyé—- no s. auth
1altrui§m'

Expertise

neg exp €=y pos exp'(-——-char ap

Ingratiation

'promiseé——)pre—givingGL——likingé——-hinting

30




. Negotiation

(Figure One, cont.)

Negative Exchange

<

do for you ===ydebt=—-Ppneg comp

concession =) compromise €===mutual talks

Emotional Appeal

.

‘hurté&==y pleading’

Equivocation

choice ~—Pequivocation

Explanation

consequences é=—=pbenefits

P
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o APPENDIX-ONE : _
Illustration of Concepts in the Vocabulary Section

" The foll¢wing example'will serve to clarify some concepts in the vocabulary -
section; it is a conversation analyzed in previous research.

A_: Do you have time to help me out on my French?

1 : .
: When?
Bl Aen( ‘
A2: Tonight.
. o ] ) i
B,: Tonight? ' . o . -
A3: I know it's finals, but i just need a little hélp. ’, -
B3: How much do you need?” I have an exam coming up.
) ' ’
A A,: As much as you can.
Bé: Well, like how much?
AS: Well, I don't know 'cause I don't get these first letters that, I
don't know, as much as you want. Do you have any time?
I BS: Well, I have some spare time, but I think I would like to spend it' .
on my studies. But, how bad is your French? :
At I'm failing it, so I really need help. But I don't know, can’ you

help me? . ‘ o
i . Well-- _ : A | | - (
A.: A littlebwould be good enough, I mean-- .

Yeah, I could do that, uh, we could study together if you want, and if
you have any problem, then you could ask me then. Like, I study for
my own, and you study for yours. Then if you have any problems with
French, you can ask me then.

A_: Okay, that's good.

8
B8: Okay. _ ‘
. Ag: Yeah, I need help pretty good.
B.: bk .
9 &y
This convefsation‘repreSents an episode, and since the participants came f :
. to a mutually satisfactory goal through a progression of controlled thoughts, _ -
: the episode is an example of "coordinated gonvgrsation." Situational . ‘ :

features are not entirely discernable here; we may assume that the
ﬁ participants are friends (as they were instructed to assume in enacting the
| ‘episode). A clearly will benefit if B cooperates, and B might lose studying
'“‘ time if s/he does. A apparently believes s/he has a,;ight‘to make a request
o of B, although the first utterance -(A,) acknowledges that the request may be.
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(Appendix One, cont.) . ‘ . o 30
untimely. . . . : ' .

There ° - no intiation phase in the episodic development. Normally, some’
exchange of ~ings would occur before A proceeds to Rule Definition in’
A.. Rule €Comn. ation appears to oqcur}immediately in B, by asking when

help is needed. However, confirmation is not complete when in A_ the

request appears to go out oflbdpnds_for the accepted rule. ,In acts<A, through
B_, strategic develppment occurs, with A providing reasons why B shouid help
and B attempting to meet those demands without too much sacrifice.  Acts

A_ through B9 represent the termination or leave-taking phase of the

episode. i ) ) ) . :

The interpersonal task in the conversation is B's accomodation to A's
request. It is the behavior which A is trying to elicit. The strategies
used by A are to exchange information and make the request based on his/her
exceptional need (failing the class). Specific tactics used are simple
request'(Al) and altruism (A.). ' o .

' A.rule apparent in the conversation is one concerning helping behavior,
and may be expressed R.: A friend is obligated to respond-to a request,
provided. the request iS reasonable. : . . )

‘The outcome of the episode in the conversation is accomodation, because
some, revision of the rule has occurred. B acknowledges A's right to ask for
help, but does not offer as much help as A appears to want. Had B offered-

a countér-rule (e.g., It's not fair to ask for anything during finals) and
later given it up, the outcome would have beén acquiescence. ‘Compromise
would have been the outcome had B agreed to tutor A just this once, but had
informed A that the request would not be hondred in the future. Finally,.
coadjuvancy would have been the outcome had A and B negotiated specific
rules governing future occurances of similar episodes. .

'
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