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This research examines how problems with classification systems limit 
knowledge claims that can be made about compliance gaining message 
behavior. Strategies and their operationalizations from 74 compliance gaining 
message classification systems were previously integrated into a 64-category 
scheme that lists each strategy along with all definitions and examples located in 
the literature representing that strategy (Kellermann & Cole, 1991). Difficulties 
encountered during this cross-taxonomy strategy integration motivated an 
assessment, reported here, o f  the nature and structure o f  these different 
classification systems. The findings o f  this assessment o f  compliance gaining 
strategy taxonomies are threefold. First, current classification systems f o r  
compliance gaining messages include strategies that vary in myriad atheoretical 
ways. producing lists o f  techniques that are neither exhaustive nor mutually 
exclusive. Research findings reflect the structure o f  chaotic classification systems 
rather than the essence o f  compliance gaining message behavior. Second, 
conceptual definitions o f  the strategies are unclear. nonspecific, nonexclusive, 
and nonde/imiting; these definitions make understanding the nature o f  the 
strategies difficult and classification unreliable. Third, approximately two-thirds 
o f  the operationalizations used in the research literature are not valid
representatives o f  the strategies f o r  which they were initially generated. As a
result, many "accepted" knowledge claims about compliance gaining message 
behavior are suspect, misstated, and/or o f  unknown validity.

Compliance gaining and interpersonal influence have been central topics 
of study for communication scholars for some time. By one count, over 
100 research articles have been written on compliance gaining in the 
past 1 S years with the greatest concentration of those articles appearing 
in the 1980s (Boster, 1990). Compliance gaining research has focused 
mainly on two questions: ( 1) What compliance gaining strategies are 
available? (2) When are these compliance gaining strategies used? To 
answer these questions, classification schemes for compliance gaining 
behavior were needed and, justifiably, taxonomic development received 
a great deal of attention. Many different taxonomies are now available 
for classifying compliance gaining messages (see, for review, Seibold, 
Cantrill & Meyers, 1985; Wheeless, Barraclough & Stewart, 1983). 
Marwell and Schmitt's (1967) list of 16 compliance gaining techniques is 
perhaps the best-known taxonomy and is widely used by communica-
tion researchers (e.g., Burgoon, Pfau, Parrott, Birk, Coker & Burgoon, 

3 

From: Resource Library at kkcomcon.com

🔗 

https://kkcomcon.com/CCPDFRepository.htm
https://kkcomcon.com
https://kkcomcon.com/doc/KCompGainTax.pdf


Communication 
Theory 

1987; Jackson & Backus, 1982; Lustig & King, 1980; Miller, Boster, 
Roloff & Seibold, 1977, 1987; Sillars, 1980). Another well-known 
classification system is that of Wiseman and Schenck-Hamlin (1981; 
Schenck-Hamlin, Wiseman & Georgacarakos, 1982). Proposed in re- 
sponse to perceived deficiencies in the Marwell and Schmitt typology, 
this system also is used widely by communication researchers (cf. Neu- 
liep & Mattson, 1990; Tracy, Craig, Smith & Spisak, 1984). Taking a 
different approach, Clark (1 979) classifies compliance gaining messages 
by whether they have instrumental, interpersonal, or identity objectives. 
Wide citation of Clark‘s work indicates its heuristic value, though its 
rare use points to its uniquely different approach to classifying compli- 
ance gaining messages. Cognitive psychologists interested in interper- 
sonal influence often rely on Schank and Abelson’s (1977) “persuade- 
package” taxonomy, which has been tested and refined by Rule and 
Bisanz (1987). A fifth major classification system was developed by 
Falbo (1977a; Falbo & Peplau, 1980) to examine power strategies used 
in interpersonal relationships. Falbo’s taxonomy is used mainly by social 
psychologists to explore the effects of gender on strategy selection in 
interpersonal and organizational contexts (e.g., Cowan, Drinkard, & 
MacGavin, 1984; Offermann & Kearney, 1988; Offermann & Schrier, 
1985). In the organizational domain, Kipnis’s (1984; Kipnis & Schmitt, 
1988; Kipnis, Schmitt & Wilkinson, 1980) analysis of influence is used 
most often to classify compliance gaining messages (e.g., Anasi & Ka- 
poor, 1987; Erez & Rim, 1982; Rim & Erez, 1980; Steffen & Eagly, 
1985). Other taxonomies are also used in the organizational domain 
with perhaps the most notable one being Riccillo and Trenholm’s (1 983) 
analysis of power. 

While these seven classification systems are among the most widely 
used in compliance gaining research, many other taxonomies are avail- 
able in a variety of related literatures. Compliance gaining message tax- 
onomies can be found in literatures on linguistic devices (hedging /dis- 
claimers), interpersonal communication, clinical psychology, child 
psychology, social psychology, organizational communication, educa- 
tion, marketing, consumer research, and sexual behavior (cf. Arch, 
1979; Cooke & Kipnis, 1986; Dillard, 1990a; Eakins & Eakins, 1978; 
Finley & Humphreys, 1974; Hewitt & Stokes, 1975; Kearney, Plax, 
Richmond & McCroskey, 1984, 1985; McCormick, 1979; Michener 
& Schwertfeger, 1972; Nelson, 1988). In our perusal of these literatures, 
we located 74 suggestions (n = 35), variations (n = 17), combinations 
(n  = 8), and/or illustrations (n = 14) of taxonomies for classifying 
compliance gaining messages.’ Table 1 lists these classification systems. 

With so many different taxonomies stemming from so many different 
sources, questions can and should be raised about our knowledge of 
compliance gaining message classification. The ability to classify compli- 
ance gaining messages in ways that are generalizable across research 
projects is important for building knowledge about interpersonal influ- 
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Ansari & Kapoor (1987) (V) 
Arch (1979) (T) 
Baxter (1984) (C) 
Bingham (1991) (C) 
Bisanz & Rule (1989) (V) 
Burgoon et al. (1991) (E) 
Burgoon et al. (1987) (E) 
Buss et al. (1987) (T) 
Canary et al. (1986) (E) 
Clark (1979) (T) 
Clark & Delia (1976) (T) 
Cody et al. (1980) (T) 
Cody et al. (1981) (V) 
Cody et al. (in press) (C) 
Cooke & Kipnis (1986) (T) 
Cowan et al. (1984) (V) 
Delia et al. (1979) (V) 
Dillard & Fitzpatrick (1984) (E) 
Dillard & Fitzpatrick (1985) (T) 
Eakins & Eakins (1978) (T) 
Falbo (1977a) (T) 
Falbo & Peplau (1980) (V) 
Finley & Humphreys (1974) (T) 
Fitzpatrick & Winke (1979) (T) 
Forbes & Lubin (1984) (T) 
Greene et al. (1990) (E) 
Grove (1991) (E) 
Harper & Hirokawa (1988) (C) 
Hecht (1 984) (E) 
Hewitt & Stokes (1975) (T) 
Hirokawa & Miyahara (1986) (C) 
Howard et al. (1986) (T)  
Instone et al. (1983) (T) 
Jackson & Backus (1 982) (E) 
Jacobs &Jackson (1983) (T) 
Kearney et al. (1984) (T) 
Kearney et al. (1985) (V) 
Kipnis ( 1984) (T) 

Kipnis et al. (1984) (V) 
Kipnis et al. (1980) (V) 

Table 1 
Citations of TaxolKHnies 
and Exemolars lntearated 

Ki& & Schmitt (1988) (T) 
Krone ( 1992) (T) 
Lane (1983) (T) 
Levine & Wheeless (1990) (C) 
Lustig & King (1980) (E) 
Marwell & Schmidt (1967) (T) 
McCormick (1979) (T) 
McLaughlin (1984) (E) 
McLaughlin et a1 . ( 1980) (T) 
Michener & Schwertfeger 

Miller et al. (1977) (E) 
Miller et al. (1987) (E) 
Miller & Parks (1982) (E) 
Nelson (1988) (C) 
Neuliep & Mattson ( 1990) (V) 
Offermann & Kearney (1988) (V) 
Offermann & Schrier (1985) (V) 
O’Hair et al. (1991) (T) 
Perper & Weis (1987) (T) 
Riccillo & Trenholm (1983) (T) 
Richmond et al. (1984) (V) 
Roloff (1976) (T) 
Rule & Bisanz (1987) (T) 
Rule et al. (1985) (V) 
Schank & Abelson (1977) (T) 
Schenck-Hamlin et al. (1982) (V) 
Schmidt & Kipnis (1984) (V) 
Sillars (1980) (E) 
Steffen & Eagly (1985) (T) 
Weinstein (1966) (T) 
Wheeless et al. (1983) (C) 
Wilkinson & Kipnis (1978) (V) 
Wiseman & Schenck-Hamlin 

Witteman & Fitzpatrick (1986) (T) 

(1972) (TI 

(1981) (TI 

Note. T identifies a taxonomy (a strategy classification system), V a variation of 
a taxonomy (a modification of a previously published classification system), C a 
combination of taxonomies (the merger of 2 or more published classification 
systems), and E examples of a taxonomy (specific operationalizations of strate- 
gies). Taxonomies typically included examples for the strategies they contained, 
as did some variations and combinations of taxonomies. 
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ence. Three central questions can be asked about these classification 
systems. First, do the taxonomies converge in their classification of com- 
pliance gaining messages? That is, do the taxonomies identify similar 
strategies or does strategy identification vary across classification sys- 
tems? Second, are the strategies in these taxonomies well defined? That 
is, do conceptual definitions identify central characteristics and/ or fea- 
tures of compliance gaining strategies? Chaffee (1991) makes a compel- 
ling case for the necessity of constitutive definitions prior to being able 
to engage adequately in theory development. Third, are valid operation- 
alizations provided for each strategy? This question asks for more than 
the provision of examples for the strategies; it also asks for an evaluation 
of those examples to determine their adequacy as representatives of their 
respective strategies. Taken together, these three questions address the 
central issue of whether the taxonomies identify and incorporate the 
features necessary for classification of actual compliance gaining mes- 
sages. 

These three questions arose out of our attempt to integrate together 
the 74 different compliance gaining taxonomies listed in Table 1 .  Over 
820 strategies (including labels and definitions) and 1,268 examples 
from these 74 classification systems were evaluated and compared to 
determine which were similar and which were dissimilar.’ The result of 
our integration efforts (and the foundation for the analysis offered in 
this essay) is a 100 + page document listing every label, definition, and 
example we found for each of 64 conceptually distinct strategies that 
have been discussed in the literature (Kellermann & Cole, 1991).3 Table 
2 provides the name and definition of each of these 64 strategies. While 
the integrated taxonomy in Table 2 provides the most comprehensive 
list of compliance gaining strategies currently available, it is neither of- 
fered as, nor intended to be, a viable classification system. The failings 
encountered in message classification systems cannot be solved by integ- 
rating these systems together. However, by integrating these systems 
together, their failings become painstakingly clear. The integrated taxon- 
omy in Table 2 provides a springboard for discussion of the problems 
encountered when classifying compliance gaining messages. Indeed, it 
was the generation of this integrated taxonomy that led us to pose (and 
allows us to answer) questions about cross-taxonomy strategy identifica- 
tion, strategy definition, strategy operationalization, and message classi- 
fication. 

Cross-Taxonomy Strategy Identification 
The goal of this section is to explore whether the many available compli- 
ance gaining taxonomies (see Table 1)  identify fundamentally similar 
strategies despite variation in their names (how the strategies are la- 
beled), goals (reasons for which the strategies are used), and contexts 
(situations in which the strategies are used). As currently configured, 
compliance gaining strategy taxonomies should identify similar strate- 
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. 
1.  

2. 

3. 

Table 2 
Strategies and Their 
Definitions 

Actor Takes Responsibility: Try to get others to comply by stating 
your willingness to help them or even work on the request yourself. 
That is, try to gain their compliance by offering to  do it yourself as a 
means of getting them to do what you want. 
Altercasting (Negative): Try to get others to comply by pointing out 
that only a bad person would not do what is wanted. That is, try to 
gain their compliance by noting that only a person with negative 
qualities would not comply. 
Altercasting (Positive): Try to get others to comply by pointing out 
that a good person would do'what is wanted. That is, try to gain 
their compliance by noting that any person with positive qualities 
would comply. _ .  

4. Altruism: Try to  get others to comply by asking them to give you a 
hand out of the goodness of their heart. That is, try to gain their 
compliance by asking them to be altruistic and just do it for you. 

5 .  Assertion: Try to get others to comply by asserting (forcefully stat- 
ing) what you want. That is, try to gain their compliance by demand- 
ing (commanding) them to comply. 

6. Audience-Use: Try to get others to comply by having a group of 
other people present when you make your request. That is, try to 
gain their compliance by asking them in front of other people as a 
way to back up your request. 

7. Authority Appeal: Try to get others to comply on the basis of the 
authority that you or other people have. That is, try to gain their 
compliance by using or relying on a position of power over them to 
get them to do what you want. 

8. Aversive Stimulation: Try to get others to comply by doing things 
they do not like until they agree to comply. That is, try to gain their 
compliance by bothering them until they do  what you want. 

9. Bargaining: Try to get others to comply by striking a bargain with 
them. That is, try to gain their compliance by negotiating a deal 
where you each do something for the other so everyone gets what 
they want. 

10. Benefit (Other): Try to get others to comply by telling them people 
other than themselves would benefit if they do what you want. That 
is, try to gain their compliance by pointing out how i t  helps people 
other than themselves if they comply. 

11. Benefit (Self): Try to get others to comply by telling them you per- 
sonally would benefit if they do  what you want. That is, try to gain 
their compliance by pointing out how it helps oneself if they comply. 

12. Benefit (Target): Try to get others to comply by telling them they person- 
ally would benefit if they do what you want. That is, try to gain their 
compliance by pointing out how it helps them if they comply. 

(continued) 
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13. Table 2 
Continued 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18 .  

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

Challenge: Try to get others to comply by challenging them to do 
what you want. That is, try to gain their compliance by provoking, 
stimulating, tempting, goading, and/or galvanizing them to comply. 
Compliment: Try to get others to comply by complimenting them 
on their abilities or accomplishments. That is, try to gain their com- 
pliance by praising them to get them to do what you want. 
Compromise: Try to get others to comply by offering to compromise 
with them. That is, try to gain their compliance by making a conces- 
sion to them so they will make their concession to you and do what 
you want. 
Cooperation: Try to get others to comply by being cooperative and 
collaborating with them. That is, try to gain their compliance not b y  
telling the other person what to do but by offering to discuss things 
and work them out together. 
Criticize: Try to get others to comply by criticizing them. That is, 
try to gain their compliance by attacking them on a personal level to 
get them to do what you want. 
Debasement: Try to get others to comply by acting pitiftrl and plead- 
ing. That is, try to gain their compliance by debasing, demeaning, 
degrading, devaluing, humiliating, and/ or lowering yourself so as 
to deprive yourself of esteem or self-worth to get them to do what 
you want. 
Debt: Try to get others to comply by reminding them they are in 
debt to you because of things you have done for them in the past. 
That is, try to gain their compliance by indicating that they owe it 
to you to do what you want. 
Deceit: Try to get others to comply by misleading them. That is, try 
to gain their compliance by lying to or deceiving them. 
Direct Request: Try to get others to comply by just making a direct re- 
quest. That is, try to gain their compliance by simply asking or stating 
what you want withoutgiving any reasons for them to comply. 
Disclaimer [Noms/Rules): Try to get others to comply by downplaying 
or disavowing restrictions and constraints that might prevent them from 
doing what you want them to do. That is, try to gain their compliance by 
pointing out that otherwise applicable procedures, rules, norms, and/or 
expectations should be broken in this instance. 

23. Dkclaimer (Other): Try to get others to comply by downplaying or 
disavowing the ability of anyone else to do so. That is, try to gain 
their compliance by pointing out that other people cannot help you 
or do what is needed. 

24. Disclaimer (Selfl: Try to get others to comply by downplaying or 
disavowing your reasons for  asking. That is, try to gain their compli- 
ance by indicating that (1) you do not want to make a bad impres- 
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Table 2 
Continued sion nor do you have bad intentions, (2) you do  not really want to 

make the request and you are only doing so reluctantly, and/or (3) 
you simply have no choice but to make the request. 

25.  Disclaimer (Target): Try to get others to comply by acknowledging 
and sympathizing with why they may not want to  do so. That is, try 
to gain their compliance by indicating that (1) you understand and 
are aware of their reasons, feelings, and abilities, and/or (2) that 
you are sensitive to their needs and concerns even though you must 
ask them to do what you want. 

26. Disclaimer (Task): Try to get others to comply by downplaying what 
you are asking them to d o .  That is, try to gain their compliance by 
indicating that what you want them to do is not what they think it is 
and should not pose a problem; it is not awful, arduous, difficult, or 
dumb. 

27. Disclaimer (Time): Try to get others to comply by downplaying or 
disavowing being busy as a reason to  refuse your request. That is, 
try to gain their compliance by pointing out that presently there is or 
shortly there will be enough time for them to do what you want. 

28. Duty: Try to get others to comply by pointing out it is their duty to 
do so. That is, try to gain their compliance by stating they should 
fulfill obligations, responsibilities, and commitments that they have. 

29. Equity: Try to get others to comply on the grounds that it is equita- 
ble to do so. That is, try to gain their compliance by pointing out 
that being fair, just, and impartial means they should do what you 
want. 

30. Esteem (Negative) by Others: Try to get others to comply by point- 
ing out that, if they do not do so, other people will think worse of 
them. That is, try to gain their compliance by noting that in the eyes 
of others they will be viewed more negatively if they do not do what 
you want. 

31. Esteem (Positive) by Others: Try to get others to comply by pointing 
out that, if they do so, other people will think better,of them. That 
is, try to gain their compliance by noting that in the eyes of others 
they will be viewed more positively if they do what you want. 

32. Esteem (Negative) by  Actor: Try to get others to comply by pointing 
out that, if they do not do so, you will think worse of them. That is, 
try to gain their compliance by noting that in your eyes they will be 
viewed more negatively if they do not do what you want. 

33. Esteem (Positive) by Actor: Try to get others to comply by pointing 
out that, if they do so, you will think better of them. That is, try to 
gain their compliance by noting that in your eyes they will be viewed 
more positively if they do what you want. 

(continued ) 
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Table 2 
Continued 34. Expertise (Negative): Try to get others to comply by pointing out 

that because of the way the world works, unfavorable things will 
happen if they do not change their behavior. That is, try to gain 
their compliance by noting that in the natural course of things, bad 
outcomes will occur if they do not do what you want. 

35. Expertise (Positive): Try to get others to comply by pointing out 
that because the way the world works, favorable things will happen 
if they change their behavior. That is, try to gain their compliance 
by noting that in the natural course of things, good outcomes will 
occur if they do what you want. 

36. Hinting: Try to get others to comply by hinting around at what you 
want them to do. That is, try to gain their compliance by indicating 
indirectly what you want, hoping they will figure it out and comply 
even though you never come out and really say it. 

37. I Want: Try to get others to comply for no reason other than you 
want them to. That is, try to gain their compliance by telling them 
to do what you want because you desire it. 

38. Invoke Norm: Try to get others to comply by indicating they would 
be out of step with the norm if they did not do what you want. That 
is, try to gain their compliance by prodding them to conform to 
what others have, do, or desire. 

39. I t  is Up to You: Try to get others to comply by telling them the 
decision is theirs to make and it is up to them. That is, try to gain 
their compliance by telling them the choice to comply is up to them. 

40. Logical Empirical: Try to get others to comply by making logical 
arguments. That is, try to gain their compliance through the use of 
reasoning, evidence, facts, and data. 

41. Moral Appeal: Try to get others to comply by appealing to their 
moral or ethical standards. That is, try to gain their compliance by 
letting them know what is right and what is wrong. 

42. M y  Concern for You: Try to get others to comply because of your 
concern for  them. That is, try to gain their compliance by referring 
to your regard for, consideration of, interest in, and feelings for 
them. 

43. Nature of Situation: Try to get others to comply by being attentive 
to the situation or circumstances you find yourselves in. That is, try 
to gain their compliance by taking note of the appropriateness of 
their behavior to the situation andlor the appropriateness of your 
request in the situation. 

44. Negative Affect: Try to get others to comply by being really negative: 
expressing negative emotions, acting really unfriendly, and creating 
an unappealing impression. That is, try to gain their compliance by 
acting displeased to get them to do what you want. 
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Table 2 
45. Not Seek Compliance: No attempt is made to get others to do what 

you want. That is, no compliance is sought. 
46. Persistence: Try to get others to comply by being persistent. That 

is, try to gain their compliance by persevering (continuing) in your 
attempts to get them to do  what you want. 

47. Personal Expertise: Try to get others to comply by referring to your 
credibility (your personal expertise). That is, try to gain their compli- 
ance based on your experience, know how, trustworthiness, and 
judgment. 

48. Positive Affect: Try to get others to comply by being really positive: 
expressing positive emotions, acting really friendly, and creating an 
appealing impression. That is, try to gain their compliance by 
charming them into doing what you want. 

49. Pregiving: Try to get others to comply by doing positive and nice 
things for  them in advance of asking them to do what you want. 
That is, try to gain their compliance by giving them things they 
would like and then only afterwards making your request. 

50. Promise: Try to get others to comply by making a promise. That is, 
try to gain their compliance by offering to give them a reward or 
something they would like if they do what is wanted. 

5 1.  Promote Task: Try to get others to comply by promoting the value 
and worth of what you want them to do.  That is, try to gain their 
compliance by identibing one or  more positive qualities of the thing 
you are asking them to do (e.g., what you want them to do is 
important, meaningful, rewarding, enjoyable etc.). 

52. Self-Feeling (Negative): Try to get others to comply by stating that 
not doing so will result in an automatic decrease in their self-worth. 
That is, try to gain their compliance by pointing out that they will 
feel worse about themselves if they do not do what you want. 

53. Self-Feeling (Positive): Try to get others to comply by stating that 
doing so will result in an automatic increase in their self-worth. That 
is, try to gain their compliance by pointing out that they will feel 
better about themselves if they do what you want. 

54. Suggest: Try to get others to comply by offering suggestions about 
what it is you want them to do. That is, try to gain their compliance 
by subtly proposing an idea that indirectly points out and describes 
what it is you want them to do. 

55.  Surveillance: Try to get others to comply by indicating your aware- 
ness and observation of what they do. That is, try to gain their 
compliance by referring to your general vigilance, surveillance, scru- 
tiny, and/or monitoring of their behavior. 

(continued ) 
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Table 2 
Continued 56 .  Third Party: Try to get others to comply by having someone else ask 

them for  you. That is, try to gain their compliance by getting some- 
one else to intervene and do  it for you. 

57. This Is the Way Things Are: Try to get others to comply by telling 
them they have to because that is just the way things are. That is, 
try to gain their compliance by referring to rules, procedures, poli- 
cies, or customs that require them to comply. 

5 8 .  Thought Manipulation: Try to get others to comply by convincing 
them that the request you are making is really their own idea. That 
is, try to gain their compliance by ,having them think they were the 
ones who really wanted to do it in the first place. 

59 .  Threat: Try to get others to comply by threatening them. That is, 
try to  gain their compliance by saying you will punish them if they 
do not do what you want. 

60. Value Appeal: Try to get others to comply because of important 
values that compel action in this instance. That is, try to gain their 
compliance by pointing to central and joint beliefs that should guide 
what they do. 

61. Warning: Try to get others to comply by warning them about what 
they are doing. That is, try to gain their compliance by alerting them 
to possible negative consequences of their behavior. 

62.  Werfare (Others): Try to get others to comply by telling them how 
other people would be hurt if they do not do what you want. That 
is, try to gain their compliance by pointing out that the welfare of 
other people is at  stake. 

62.  Why Not? Try to get others to comply by making them justify why 
they should not. That is, try to gain their compliance by pointing 
out there are no real grounds for  not doing so. 

64. Your Concern for Me: Try to get others to comply because of their 
concern for  you. That is, try to gain their compliance by referring to 
their regard for, consideration of, interest in, and feelings for you. 

gies. These taxonomies have an identical goal, that is, enumerating strat- 
egies people could use to gain others’ compliance. As taxonomies classify 
known variations of species, compliance gaining strategy taxonomies 
as currently conceived should classify known variations of compliance 
gaining strategies. Known variations of compliance gaining strategies do 
not change just because compliance is sought in different situations or 
for different objectives (unless, of course, previously unknown strategies 
are subsequently discovered). What is known in one situation is known 
an all situations. What could be done to achieve one specific compliance 
gaining goal could be done to try to achieve any compliance gaining goal. 
The list of strategies should not shift just because a different context is 
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being studied or a different compliance gaining objective is being sought. 
Of course, different strategies are used to gain compliance across differ- 
ent situations and compliance objectives. For example, people get dates 
and end relationships in different ways (Canary, Cody & Marston, 
1986; Kellermann, 1992). Others’ assistance is sought and their annoy- 
ing habits stopped in different ways (Canary et al., 1986). Strangers 
cannot appeal to their love and affection for one another in order to gain 
compliance while intimates can and do (Cody, McLaughlin & Schneider, 
1981). This differential use of strategies is distinct from the listing of 
strategies that could be used. Because currently available taxonomies 
seek to classify strategies that could be used, compliance gaining strategy 
taxonomies should identify fundamentally similar strategies regardless 
of where or why they are used. 
Taxonomic Exhaustiveness 
On their face, compliance gaining strategy taxonomies fail to identify 
similar strategies. Strategies identified in one taxonomy are often not 
identified in others. For example, virtually none of Clark‘s (1 979) many 
compliance gaining techniques is incorporated into other schemes (see, 
for an exception, Baxter, 1984). When Clark‘s techniques are found in 
other classification systems, often only 4 or so the 41 strategies are 
included (see, e.g., Levine & Wheeless, 1990; McLaughlin, Cody & 
Robey, 1980; Wheeless et al., 1983). On the other hand, Clark‘s scheme 
does not include bargain, cooperation, expertise, positive esteem, self- 
feeling, debt, duty, altruism, moral appeal, invoke norm, deceit, or hint- 
i r ~ g . ~  Even casual perusal of the various classification schemes indicates 
that none is exhaustive in its classification of known compliance gaining 
strategies. While many compliance gaining taxonomies include such 
strategies as promise, logical appeals, threat, and direct request, only 
a few include disclaimers, bargaining, compromise, expertise, criticize, 
audience use, using an advocate, benefit to self, thought manipulation, 
persistence, authority appeal, sin licenses, and debasement.s Such tech- 
niques as “why not?” (i.e., “there is no reason not to”) are not part of 
any taxonomy we have located to date.6 

Lack of exhaustiveness in these compliance gaining strategy taxono- 
mies restricts the classification of compliance gaining messages. For ex- 
ample, strategies ignored by Marwell and Schmitt’s (1967) taxonomy 
include nagging, hinting, deceit, simple expertise, persistence, thought 
manipulation, flattery, reason, simple statement and exchange among 
others (Boster, Stiff & Reynolds, 1985; Cody et al. 1980; Wiseman & 
Schenck-Hamlin, 1981). When tested in five different situations, the 
Marwell and Schmitt typology was unable to classify 25-75% of the 
compliance gaining tactics used (Cody et al., 1980; Burleson, Wilson, 
Waltman, Goering, Ely & Whaley, 1988). Wiseman and Schenck- 
Hamlin (1981) used this lack of exhaustiveness as justification for the 
development of their taxonomy, claiming their system could account for 
every strategy but deceit. Though this taxonomy includes strategies not 
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on the Marwell and Schmitt list (e.g., direct request, explanation, hint- 
ing, ingratiation, and guilt), it too was found to be “far from complete” 
when used to classify requests (Tracy et al., 1984). In almost all compli- 
ance gaining research, from 2-10% of tactics are routinely left unclassi- 
fied (see, e.g., Buss et al., 1987; Falbo, 1977a; Falbo & Peplau, 1980; 
Goodchilds, Quadrado & Raven, 1975; Kearney et al., 1984; Kipnis et 
al., 1980; McCormick, 1979; Schenck-Hamlin et al., 1982). 

Despite recognition that no taxonomy is exhaustive, only infrequent 
attempts have been made to integrate taxonomies together (see Baxter, 
1984; Bingham, 1991; Wheeless et al., 1983). Typically, researchers 
adopt one of the seven main classification systems described previously 
or develop their own taxonomy. At times, “mini-mergers” have been 
undertaken. For example, Boster and colleagues (1985) recommend us- 
ing a list of 24 strategies obtained by merging Marwell and Schmitt’s 
(1967) and Wiseman and Schenck-Hamlin’s (1981) taxonomies. How- 
ever, Hirokawa and Miyahara’s (1986) merger of these same taxono- 
mies, along with a third by Kipnis and colleagues (1980), resulted in a 
list of only 19 strategies. Harper and Hirokawa (1988) then merged 
compliance gaining taxonomies developed in educational settings into 
Hirokawa and Miyahara’s list (Kearney et al., 1984, 1985; McCroskey 
& Richmond, 1983; Richmond & McCroskey, 1984). These mini- 
mergers are of limited value. Each is idiosyncratic in nature, each is 
typically used only once, each merges only a few of the many available 
taxonomies together, and each still lacks exhaustiveness. 

More thorough efforts to merge taxonomies together have also 
yielded disappointing results. Wheeless et al. (1983) merged together 8 
compliance gaining taxonomies; however, this merger was done without 
much assessment of the conceptual distinctiveness of differently named 
strategies and without fully integrating each of the 8 taxonomies (e.g., 
Clark‘s (1 979) is only partially integrated). The merged list is not exhaus- 
tive of strategies identified in the literature, failing to include such strate- 
gies as expertise, criticize, compliment, disclaimer, benefit to self, and 
debasement to name a few. Baxter (1984) integrates 12 schemes (from 6 
different research programs representing 4 of the 7 main classification 
traditions) into Brown and Levinson’s (1 978) politeness framework. 
Problems with lack of exhaustiveness in the politeness framework 
(Baster, 1984; Craig, Tracy & Spisak, 1986; Lim & Bowers, 1991) and 
the noninclusion of strategies from the other three classification tradi- 
tions (Rule & Bisanz, 1987; Kipnis et al., 1980; Riccillo & Trenholm, 
1983) indicate that this integration effort is also unable to provide an 
exhaustive list of compliance gaining strategies. 

Admittedly, cross-taxonomy strategy integration is difficult to under- 
take. Two problems account for the majority of the difficulties faced 
when integrating taxonomies together: (1 ) classification schemes vary in 
their domains of application and (2) strategy labels vary across schemes. 
These variations in domains of application and strategy labels virtually 
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guarantee that different strategies will be contained in different compli- 
ance gaining taxonomies. 
Variation in Domains of Application 
One reason different strategies are identified in compliance gaining mes- 
sage taxonomies is that classification schemes vary in their domain of 
application. Some taxonomies are meant to classify all (or almost all) 
compliance gaining attempts. For example, Falbo (1 977a) identified gen- 
eral compliance strategies independent of the specific goal or target of 
the influence attempt by having students write essays titled “How I Get 
My Way.” While Manvell and Schmitt (1967) limited their taxonomy to 
short-term compliance situations and adult populations, they nonethe- 
less thought it would be broadly useful across a variety of situations, 
goals, and actor-target authority relationships. By contrast, other classi- 
fication systems are meant to apply only to specific populations, con- 
texts, and/or goals. Dillard and Fitzpatrick‘s (1985) taxonomy is re- 
stricted to marital couples attempting to influence each other; Finley and 
Humphreys’s (1 974) focuses exclusively on children trying to convince 
their mother to play with them; McCormick‘s (1979) classifies the mak- 
ing and resisting of sexual advances; Bingham (1991) focuses on strate- 
gies for managing sexual harassment in organizational settings; Kearney 
and colleagues’ (1984, 1985) taxonomy is limited to educational 
(teacher-student interaction) contexts and focuses on the teacher’s (and 
not the student’s) compliance gaining attempts; Cooke and Kipnis’s 
(1986) taxonomy classifies messages unique to psychotherapeutic con- 
texts from the therapist’s point of view; Arch‘s (1 979) taxonomy exam- 
ines people selling camera equipment; and Instone, Major, and Bunker 
(1983) only classify attempts concerned with a $.lO/hour pay increase. 
The intended domains of these taxonomies range from most interper- 
sonal influence attempts (broadly defined) to very specific situations, 
individuals, relationships, and goals. 

Unfortunately, taxonomies developed within particular contexts often 
define strategies in a manner specific to the domain/situation and not to 
the method of gaining compliance. Consider, for example, strategies 
of “company reputation” in the camera-selling situation (Arch, 1979); 
“teacher modeling,” “legitimate teacher authority,” and “teacher-student 
relationship: positive” in teacher-student interactions in educational set- 
tings (Kearney et al., 1984); “+Game,” “-TV,” and “TV other time” 
in children’s attempts to get a parent to play with them (Finley & Hum- 
phreys, 1974); and “give a $ . lo  pay increase,” and “transfer worker” in 
the pay increase scenario (Instone et al., 1983). These strategies are 
defined with respect to features of the domain (e.g., the situation, the 
goal) rather than with respect to features of the methods used to gain 
compliance. Compare these domain-relevant strategies with the consid- 
erably more general influence strategies of “coercion,” “reward,” and 
“persuasion” (Riccillo & Trenholm, 1983) and of “asking,” “persua- 
sion,” “talking,” and “reasoning” (Falbo, 1977a). The domain-specific 
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strategies are defined at different levels of abstractness from strategies 
intended to apply to a broader range of interpersonal influence attempts. 
Integrating strategies that are defined by domain-specific rather than 
strategy-relevant features is difficult. How, for example, should “sexy 
romantic talk” (Perper & Weis, 1987), “friendliness” (Kipnis et al. 
1984), “pregiving” (Marwell & Schmitt, 1967), and “seduction” (Mc- 
Cormick, 1979) be integrated? How should “therapist’s interruption” 
(Cooke & Kipnis, 1986), “personal authority” (Kearney et al., 1984), 
and “assertiveness” (Kipnis et al., 1984) be integrated? The structures of 
the classification systems vary dramatically due to differences in their 
domains of application (Wheeless et al., 1983), and these variations alter 
the way strategies are defined. As a result, compliance gaining strategy 
taxonomies identify different rather than similar strategies. 
Variations in Strategy Labels 
A second reason that compliance gaining strategy taxonomies fail to 
identify similar strategies is that labels for strategies vary widely across 
classification systems.’ While certain strategy labels are used somewhat 
consistently across taxonomies (e.g., compromise, negative expertise, 
positive expertise, negative altercasting, pregiving, aversive stimulation, 
deceit, hinting), more commonly the same strategy is referred to by 
different labels in different taxonomies. For example, the compliance 
gaining attempts of “I always do it this way” and “This is the way I 
always do it” are called both “me” (Dillard & Fizpatrick, 1984) and 
“teacher modeling” (Kearney et al., 1984,1985). What Harper and Hir- 
okawa (1988) refer to as the “favor” strategy (i.e., “comply as a personal 
favor to me”), others tend to call “altruism” (Baxter, 1984; Marwell & 
Schmitt, 1967; Miller et al., 1987). Michener and Schwertfeger’s (1972) 
four strategies of “extension of the power network,” “withdrawal,” “out- 
come blockage,” and “demand creation” are more commonly called (in 
order) a threat, another threat, benefit to target, and inactionlnot seek 
compliance. What is referred to  as “expertise negative” and “expertise 
positive” by Burgoon and colleagues (1987) is “personal expertise” to 
Greene and colleagues (1990). The sentence “it’s in your best interest to 
cooperate” is variously called “pressure” (Offermann & Schrier, 1985), 
“justifying use of authority from the perspective either of the communica- 
tor or recipient” (Clark, 1979), and “catalyst” (Roloff, 1976). “Getting 
the other in a good mood” has been referred to as both a “strategy of 
manipulation” (Fitzpatrick & Winke, 1979) and “liking” (Marwell & 
Schmitt, 1967). Stating that “negative consequences will result” is Falbo’s 
(1977a) “threat” and Neuliep and Mattson’s (1990) “warning,” while 
the actual examples used to illustrate this threat/warning strategy are 
what others commonly refer to as “expertise negative” (Marwell & 
Schmitt, 1967). Different labels are routinely used to refer to the same 
strategy. 

Similarly labeled strategies cannot be assumed to refer to conceptually 
similar compliance gaining techniques. Strategies with similar labels of- 
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ten refer to different compliance gaining methods. For example, Jackson 
and Backus’s ( 1  982) “moral appeal” of “it would be very unfair for them 
to unilaterally decide to do something which would affect the whole 
neighborhood” seems more an appeal to equity than to morality;’ it is 
quite different from Hecht’s (1984) definition, “the other person said it 
would be morally wrong if I did not make the change.” Almost every 
strategy label can be arrayed with a diverse set of meanings. Consider 
what has been variously referred to as “altruism”: (1) “The other person 
said it was important to him/her (e.g., would make him/her feel better) 
that I make the change” (Hecht, 1984); (2) “YOU stress how badly you 
need the person to comply” (Jackson & Backus, 1982); (3) “I need your 
compliance badly, so do it for me” (Manvell & Schmitt, 1967); (4) 
“Request the target to engage in behavior that benefits others rather 
than self‘ (Neuliep & Mattson, 1990); and (5) “A reason is given for 
cooperation that expresses an unselfish interest in the welfare of others 
or the target” (Rule & Bisanz, 1987). “Altruism” runs the gamut from 
being for the requestor’s benefit (on a need, importance, or “feel better” 
level) to being for the benefit of others. The examples used to illustrate 
this strategy vary even more widely than these definitions, including 
elements of “do it because I want it” (Manvell & Schmitt, 1967; Sillars, 
1980; Lustig & King, 1980), “quit doing it because it is bad for you” 
(Rule & Bisanz, 1987), “do it because others benefit or will be happy” 
(Kearney et al., 1985), and “cease doing it because it bothers others” 
(Rule & Bisanz, 1987). The only strategy labels used consistently to 
refer to the same thing are (1) those used in only one taxonomy (e.g., 
audience use, compromise, debasement, criticize, sin licenses),’ (2) those 
having somewhat odd names and originally proposed in the Marwell 
and Schmitt (1967) taxonomy (e.g., negative altercasting, self-feeling 
positive, pregiving), and (3) “deceit” (e.g., the deceit strategy). 

Most strategy labels stand for so many diverse compliance gaining 
techniques that they are not terribly meaningful. For example, across 
the taxonomies we integrated, the “bargain” strategy is referred to by 7 
different names (bargain, bargain (favor), exchange, Siamese twin, 
bribe, negotiation, and promise) while 11 times what is referred to as 
“bargain” belongs conceptually with other strategies (e.g., promise, com- 
promise, pregiving, debt, actor takes responsibility). Alternative labels 
for the bargain strategy are not used consistently either. For example, 
what is called a “promise” sometimes refers conceptually to the bargain 
strategy though not always; this label is used to refer to 3 distinctly 
different strategies and is itself referred to by over 12 different names.” 
The vast majority of the 64 conceptually distinct strategies (see Table 2) 
suffer from these terminological problems. The “positive affect” strategy 
is referred to by 22 different labels and is itself used 21 times to refer to 
over 13 conceptually different strategies.” The “value appeal” strategy 
has 6 names across the 74 taxonomies we integrated while also being 
used to refer to 5 other methods of gaining compliance.” “Debt” is 
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referred to in 6 different ways and is used to refer to 2 other separate 
strategies.” The “negative affect” strategy can be found under 12 differ- 
ent names and is used for at least 4 other distinctly different ~trategies.’~ 
The “threat” strategy has gone by 16  different names and has been used 
to refer to 8 conceptually different strategies. l5 The “assertion” strategy 
is referred to in 15 different ways and is used to refer to 7 other distinctly 
different strategies.I6 On average, each of the 64 conceptually distinct 
strategies in Table 2 was referred to by more than 8 different names 
while simultaneously referring to 4 other strategies. l7 Clearly, strategies 
are not referenced similarly across the taxonomies. Different taxonomies 
contain conceptually distinct strategies that are similarly named and dif- 
ferently named strategies that are conceptually similar. 
Summary 
Variations in domains of application and strategy labels virtually assure 
that similar strategies are not contained in different taxonomies. The 
taxonomies contain very different strategies for gaining compliance, at 
many different levels of abstraction, and for many different purposes. 
Different taxonomies clearly do not converge in terms of their classifica- 
tion of compliance gaining strategies. To  handle these problems in our 
integration of the 74 taxonomies, strategy labels were ignored, overly 
broad strategies were split into parts, overly narrow strategies were com- 
bined together, strategy definitions were considered separately from their 
examples, examples of strategies were examined to infer strategy defini- 
tions, examples were split from each other, and implicit elements of 
the context were taken into consideration. Integrating these taxonomies 
together provides an exhaustive listing of strategies available in the pub- 
lished literature, though it cannot solve other, more fundamental prob- 
lems related to strategy definition and strategy operationalization. Poorly 
defined and operationalized strategies do not become well defined and 
represented simply by listing their bad labels, poor definitions, and in- 
valid examples in one place. Approaches other than that of taxonomic 
integration are needed to resolve problems with strategy definition and 
strategy operationalization. 

Strategy Definition 
Strategies are conceptually similar to and distinct from each other based 
on how they are defined. In this section, constitutive definitions of strate- 
gies are examined to understand how compliance gaining strategies relate 
to, and are distinguished from, each other. Making this task difficult is 
the fact that conceptual definitions of strategies within individual taxon- 
omies are sometimes absent in whole or in part (cf. Buss et a]., 1987; 
Finley & Humphreys, 1974; Harper & Hirokawa, 1988; Hirokawa 
& Miyahara, 1986; Kearney et al., 1984, 1985; Kipnis et al., 1980; 
Offermann & Schrier, 1985; Witteman & Fitzpatrick, 1986). In some 
of these cases, examples are provided to illustrate the strategies. These 
examples can be studied to try to infer the meaning of the strategies; 
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however, such inferences are difficult to make and, as a result, are always 
open to challenge. When conceptual definitions are present, the guess- 
work is not necessarily reduced; many of the constitutive definitions 
are of dubious value. To be valuable, constitutive definitions should be 
sufficiently clear, specific, distinct, and delimiting (Chaffee, 1991) so 
that the strategies, as concepts, can function meaningfully in theory and 
practice. While some taxonomies for classifying compliance gaining mes- 
sages (e.g., Falbo, 1977a; Rule & Bisanz, 1987) provide such defini- 
tions, the more common case is the provision of unclear, imprecise, 
nonexclusive , and nondelimiting conceptual definitions. 
Problems with Strategy Definitions 
Three general problems with strategy definitions recur across the taxon- 
omies: (1) insufficiency (e.g., the definitions are skimpy and inadequate); 
(2) incomprehensibility (e.g. , the definitions are unfathomable); and (3) 
inrelevancy (e.g. , definitions include inapplicable and immaterial fea- 
tures). 
Insufficiency. Many conceptual definitions of compliance gaining strate- 
gies are insufficient; not enough information is provided to understand 
what each strategy pertains and refers to. Consider the Cody and col- 
leagues (1980) and Dillard and Fitzpatrick (1985) taxonomies in which 
conceptual definitions (of a sort) are provided. Many of Cody and col- 
leagues’ conceptual definitions are tied to the specifics of the compliance 
gaining situations used in data collection (i.e., best friend loan, neigh- 
bor’s barking dog, antique chair). For example, “simple statement- 
question” is defined as “strategies in which the agent asked when the 
target could repay” (p. 37); “negative alternative” includes times where 
“the agent claimed that if the target could not keep the dog quiet, then 
the target should remedy the situation with some negative alternative 
(i.e., muzzle)” (p. 38-39); and “coercion” is defined as “simply stating 
that the agent would directly call the authorities instead” (p. 39). These 
definitions, more operational than conceptual in nature, are so tied to 
the compliance gaining situations in which the strategies are used, that it 
is difficult to know what the strategies in general mean. Dillard and 
Fitzpatrick‘s (1985) strategy definitions are also insufficient. Five of the 
eight strategies are differentiated by where the “force to comply” comes 
from (e.g., from within the actor, the other, the relationship, third par- 
ties, or the activity), while the other three have no coherent relationship 
to this “force.” However, these five “force to comply” strategies are not 
grouped together in the taxonomy; rather, three are part of “appeals to 
values/obligations” (undefined), one is part of “invocation of identifica- 
tion / relationship” (undefined) and one is part of “referencing expectan- 
cies/consequences” (undefined). In both taxonomies, the information 
provided is insufficient to permit an understanding of the meaning of the 
strategies differentiated therein. 
Incomprehensibility. Just because a definition is provided for a strategy 
does not mean the nature of the strategy can be comprehended; many 
definitions simply are not understandable. Conceptual definitions of 
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strategies are difficult to understand for a variety of reasons. First, some 
strategies are defined so broadly so as not to be meaningful. For exam- 
ple, Cowan and colleagues’ ( 1  984) strategy of “eliciting reciprocity” is 
defined as “unilateral activity in hopes of influencing target.” As all the 
strategies in the taxonomy hope to influence the target and many of 
them also involve unilateral activity, this conceptual definition is not 
particularly helpful. The example provided to illustrate this strategy (“I 
clean my room and do my homework first. Then I ask.”) suggests that 
“eliciting reciprocity” should be interpreted as Marwell and Schmitt’s 
(1967) “pregiving” strategy, though this is OWY inference and may be 
incorrect. Overly broad definitions are not helpful for understanding the 
meanings of strategies. 

Second, strategies are defined so unclearly that their meaning cannot 
be deciphered. For example, strategies included within Clark‘s (1979) 
“justifications for action” are “advantage to recipient which is linked 
naturally to the action, but which would accrue to anyone in communi- 
cator’s position,” “advantage unique to recipient because of their particu- 
lar interests or beliefs,” and “advantage to recipient which removes the 
cause of the original problem.” Similarly indistinct and incomprehensible 
are Clark‘s “identity management” strategies of “justifying use of author- 
ity from perspective either of communicator or recipient” and “blockage 
o€ justification for failing of recipient.” The meanings of these conceptual 
definitions are difficult to decipher. 

Finally, strategy definitions are incomprehensible because they are 
tautological; the definitions are n o  different from the strategy labels. For 
example, in Falbo and Peplau’s (1980) taxonomy, “negative affect” is 
defined as “agent expresses negative feelings”; “positive affect” as “agent 
expresses positive affect”; and “stating importance” as “agent tells target 
how important the request is.” Similar tautological problems arise in 
Cody and colleagues’ (in press) taxonomy where “mention personal ben- 
efits” is defined as “the individual mentions how they personally would 
benefit ,” and “mention relationship” is defined as “the individual men- 
tions an existing relationship.’’ Questions that arise as to the nature of 
these strategies cannot be answered because their definitions are no dif- 
ferent from their labels. Overly broad, indecipherable, and tautological 
conceptual definitions make it dilficult to understand precisely what par- 
ticular compliance gaining strategies actually involve. 
Irrelevancy. A third problem with conceptual definitions that have been 
used in taxonomies is that they can overly distinguish strategies from 
each other by including irrelevant features as part of their classification 
requirements. For example, 14 of Burgoon and colleagues’ (1987) 17 
strategies have definitions that require the speech act of a request in 
order for compliance gaining acts to be classified as belonging to those 
strategies. Certainly other speech acts (see, for a list of speech acts, 
Wierzbicka, 1987) such as begging, urging, telling, criticizing, challeng- 
ing, praising, promising, justifying, and hinting also are centrally impli- 
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cated in compliance gaining messages (see, e.g., Table 2 where the cross- 
taxonomy strategy integration includes all of these different speech acts). 
Other examples of unnecessary distinctions can be found in Marwell and 
Schmitt’s (1967) taxonomy. The “moral appeal” strategy is defined as a 
concern with immorality (i.e., “you are immoral if you do not comply”), 
thereby excluding morality (i.e., “it is the right thing to do”).” The 
“positive esteem” and “negative esteem” strategies are restricted to esteem 
for the target from people other than the person trying to gain compli- 
ance. Why the moral appeal strategy is limited to immorality and the 
esteem strategies are limited to esteem only from others (and not the 
actor himself or herself) is unclear. When these types of limitations are 
included in the conceptual definitions of compliance gaining strategies, 
the strategies become overly distinguished from each other. 
Summary. Definitional problems of insufficiency, incomprehensibility, 
and irrelevancy make it difficult to decipher the meaning of many com- 
pliance-gaining strategies. Strategy definitions are not clear, specific, dis- 
tinct, and delimited as is needed for their meaningful use. For example, 
Cowan and colleagues ( 1984) admit their “persuasion” and “reasoning” 
strategies were poorly defined and, consequently, they were unable to 
assign message tactics to these strategies. The research findings reported 
by Cowan and colleagues are highly dependent on the inability to classify 
tactics into the persuasion and reasoning strategies, and, as such, limit 
the utility of this research for generating knowledge about compliance 
gaining message behavior. Strategy definitions are needed that are clear, 
specific, distinct, and delimiting so as to permit identification of the 
strategies when they are used in compliance gaining messages. 
Strategy Overlap 
Our claim is that inadequate conceptual definitions cause strategies to 
overlap with each other conceptually, implicitly and imperfectly, thereby 
yielding compliance gaining strategy taxonomies that are atheoretical 
collections of strategies that do not differ according to particular attri- 
butes or features. As a consequence, we believe that knowledge about 
compliance gaining behavior cannot be generalized beyond the level of 
individual strategies because the features that relate and differentiate the 
strategies from each other are unknown. 
Conceptual Overlap. Strategies often overlap with each other conceptu- 
ally. One reason strategies overlap conceptually is that they have identi- 
cal (or nearly identical) definitions. Clark (1979), for example, uses the 
same definition of “negative consequences controlled by communicator” 
for two different strategies (both on p. 260); she also defines one strategy 
with the phrase “explicit statement of freedom of choice” while another 
with the almost identical phrase of “explicit statement that choice of 
action resides with recipient” (pp. 260, 262). Neuliep and Mattson 
(1990) define “allurement” as “tell him or her how others would benefit 
from his or her compliance” and altruism as “request the target to engage 
in behavior that benefits others rather than self.” These types of defini- 
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tions are not helpful in distinguishing strategies from each other; strate- 
gies overlap conceptually when defined as such. 

A second reason strategies overlap conceptually is that some strategies 
within a taxonomy are defined by their outcomes while others are de- 
fined by behaviors that generate those outcomes. Neuliep and Mattson 
(1990), like many others, include a “guilt” strategy that is defined as 
“make him or her feel guilty about not complying.” Precisely bow the 
induction of guilt occurs is not specified and could be generated by 
many of the other strategies included in the taxonomy (e.g., debt, threat, 
warning, explanation, hinting). Marwell and Schmitt’s (1 967) “liking” 
strategy also focuses on an outcome, “to get a target in a ‘good frame of 
mind’ so that he will comply with the request.” Other strategies in this 
same taxonomy such as positive self-feeling (“You will feel better about 
yourself if you comply”) and pregiving (“actor rewards target before 
requesting compliance”) could generate this same “good frame of mind.” 
Strategies defined by their outcomes are not mutually exclusive from 
strategies defined by what is actually said or done in order to gain com- 
pliance. 

Another reason that strategies overlap conceptually is that they are 
defined at different levels of abstraction. More abstractly defined strate- 
gies often subsume others that are less abstractly defined. For example, 
such strategies as “reason” (Buss et al., 1987; Cody et al., 1980, 1981; 
Cowan et al., 1984; Falbo, 1977a; Kipnis et al., 1984), “logic” (McCor- 
mick, 1979), “persuasion” (Falbo, 1977a), and “explanation” (Cooke & 
Kipnis, 1986; Neuliep & Mattson, 1990; Wiseman & Schenck-Hamlin, 
1981) are fairly abstract strategies, typically defined as the making of 
rational arguments, the provision of reasons, and/or the presenting of 
facts and evidence. These strategies subsume a variety of more specific 
types of appeals (e.g., appeals to norms, morals, values, equity, exper- 
tise, and the nature of the situation) that seem to be, on their face, 
logical ways of reasoning, persuading, and explaining in order to gain 
compliance. Unfortunately, both types of strategies often co-occur in the 
same taxonomic system. For example, Wiseman and Schenck-Hamlin’s 
(1981) taxonomy includes an explanation strategy (e.g., the advancing 
of reasons and/or evidence) as well as the separate strategies of allure- 
ment, esteem, and warning. When a male used these separate strategies 
to convince his roommate not to let a friend move into their apartment, 
the strategies sounded suspiciously like reasons or explanations: they 
said that the apartment would be more comfortable without him (allure- 
ment), that it would be thoughtful of the roommate not to let him move 
in (esteem), and that too many conflicts would erupt if he did (warning). 
Similarly, Cody and colleagues’ (1981) taxonomy includes a reason strat- 
egy (i.e., explain and try to reason with them) along with the separate 
strategies of negative altercasting, negative esteem, and debt. When these 
strategies were used to prevent a next-door neighbor from cutting down 
a shade tree, they too sounded like explanations and reasons: they 
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pointed out that other neighbors would be upset with the next-door 
neighbor (negative esteem), that only an inconsiderate next-door neigh- 
bor would do this (negative altercasting), and that the next-door neigh- 
bor should not do this because of things done for them in the past by the 
person making the request (debt). In both cases, the more abstract ra- 
tional appeal strategy (i.e., explanation and reason) subsumed other 
strategies in the same taxonomy. 

Mutual exclusivity problems arise whenever strategies overlap con- 
ceptually with others in the same taxonomy. Using these taxonomies for 
classifying compliance gaining messages is problematic because individ- 
ual influence attempts often represent two or more of the (nonmutually 
exclusive) strategies. Clark and Delia (1976) acknowledged that the ma- 
jority of the disagreements they experienced during classification were 
due to messages representing more than one strategy. McCormick (1979) 
reported that coders using her taxonomy disagreed on the classification 
of nearly 25% of the tactics people used to influence a date not to have 
sex and that the primary reason for these disagreements was that a tactic 
fit more than one strategy. Coding rules offer pragmatic guidance for 
handling such disagreements (so as to achieve reliability); unfortunately, 
the use of such rules infects research findings with atheoretical solutions 
to theoretical problems. The problem of conceptual overlap in strategy 
definitions is not resolved by using arbitrary coding rules. The problem 
of conceptual overlap is inherent to the taxonomy itself and will be 
encountered whenever it is used for classification. 
Implicit Overlap. Strategies overlap in more than their explicit defini- 
tions; they also overlap implicitly. Implicit overlap occurs because strate- 
gies reference and implicate each other when they are used. For example, 
positive altercasting (Marwell & Schmitt, 1967) makes implicit use of 
the duty strategy by calling on role-based duties and obligations. When 
someone says that a good friend or a responsible employee would comply 
(e.g., positive altercasting), they are necessarily relying on the duties and 
obligations that are part of the roles of friends and employees in order 
to gain compliance. Many strategies, when used, assume and therefore 
activate other strategies. Negative altercasting, defined as “only a person 
with bad qualities would not comply” (Manvell & Schmitt, 1967), im- 
plicitly makes use of two different strategies: it makes a personal attack 
on the target (i.e., you may be a bad person), which activates the criticize 
strategy, and it insinuates that other people will not have high regard 
for the target, which activates the negative esteem strategy. Explicitly 
articulated moral appeals, defined as “you are immoral if you do not 
comply” (Manvell & Schmitt, 1967), implicitly activate altercasting 
strategies because they suggest that a moral person would comply (posi- 
tive altercasting) and that only an immoral person would not comply 
(negative altercasting). Using strategies such as complimenting, criticiz- 
ing, and altercasting is likely to make people feel more positively or 
negatively about themselves, thereby activating strategies of positive and 
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negative self-feeling. Many strategies implicitly relate to and make use of 
each other. 

These implicit interrelationships make distinguishing the boundaries 
between strategies difficult because where the explicit strategy ends and 
the implicit ones begin is not entirely clear. Consider the following actual 
example: “Someone as bright as you are shouldn’t have any trouble 
doing a good job on this project” (Clark, 1979). Should this example be 
classified as a compliment (because the person is told they are bright) or 
positive altercasting (because a bright person shouldn’t have any trouble 
doing a good job on the project)? Or  consider: “It is your duty as a 
responsible employee of this company to begin work on time” (Hirokawa 
& Miyahara, 1986). Should this example be classified as positive alter- 
casting (because a responsible employee is on time), duty (because you 
are obligated to be on time if you are a responsible employee), or criti- 
cism (because you are clearly not arriving on time at present)? Compli- 
ance gaining messages are hard to classify because strategies implicate 
and activate each other. 
Imperfect Overlap. Strategies are also difficult to distinguish from one 
another because their overlap is imperfect and the boundaries separating 
them are unclear. Many strategies share features in common with other 
strategies; at the same time, these strategies also have features that make 
them unique. Unfortunately, the dividing lines between strategies’ shared 
and unique features are rarely made explicit. Information is almost never 
provided about how strategies differ from one another,” though a vague 
sense of similarities and differences between strategies can sometimes be 
obtained. For example, pregiving, liking, positive affect, ingratiation, 
and charm share features in common though they also seem somewhat 
distinct in terms of their sincerity and tangibility. Negotiating, bargain- 
ing, exchanging, compromising, and cooperating are also interrelated 
though they seem to vary in terms of who “wins” and how the win is 
accomplished. Negative affect, aversive stimulation, and persistence also 
share features though negative affect need not persist and persistence 
need not be aversive. Certain commands are just assertions while others 
are authority appeals. Some promises involve the strategy of benefiting 
the target (“I promise I’ll pay your way to college if you . . . ”) while 
others do not (“I promise I’ll study harder . . . ”). The boundaries sepa- 
rating these strategies are obscure and imprecise; where one strategy 
ends and the next begins is unknown. 

Though imperfect overlap between strategies in different taxonomies 
is not surprising, such overlap between strategies in the same taxonomy 
is disconcerting. For example, the strategies of warnings, threats, and 
ultimatums overlap imperfectly: warnings shade into threats that, in 
turn, shade into ultimatums and the boundaries between them are not 
clear. These three strategies are found not only in different taxonomies 
but also in the same taxonomy (e.g., Harper & Hirokawa, 1988). Simi- 
larly, assertions do not always seem completely disassociated from ag- 
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gressive messages, though both are strategies within one taxonomy 
(Bingham, 1991). What distinguishes these imperfectly overlapping 
strategies is unclear. Distinctions and relationships between strategies 
must be inferred because conceptual definitions that would help deal 
with such problems are not provided. 

Individual researchers are left to discover the imperfect overlap be- 
tween strategies and find a way to determine if a given compliance gain- 
ing attempt is a promise or a bargain, is one’s debt or one’s duty, is a 
compliment or ingratiation, and so on. These coding decisions can 
greatly influence the classification of compliance gaining messages. 
Tracy and colleagues (1984) pointed out the difficulty in distinguishing 
between the Wiseman and Schenck-Hamlin (1 981) strategies of ingratia- 
tion, promise, altruism, and explanation. Definitions for these strategies 
were insufficient to clarify their boundaries; they overlapped imperfectly 
and could not easily be distinguished from one another. Arbitrary coding 
decisions were made to resolve these definitional problems; unfortu- 
nately, such decisions favor measurement reliability over construct valid- 
ity. Consider Tracy and colleagues’ (1984) discussion of classifying com- 
pliance gaining message tactics as altruism versus direct requests: “Early 
in the training sessions, information establishing the need for the request 
was excluded from altruism; later we decided that such information 
constitutes a use of the altruism strategy when it is intended to convince 
the listener that the speaker will benefit from compliance. Since a large 
proportion of the messages essentially consisted of a direct request plus 
some indication of need, this decision in large part determined the results 
of the study” (p. 529). Tracy and colleagues “found” that “speakers 
asking favors almost always appeal to altruism. . . . Altruism is the pri- 
mary, and frequently the only, strategy used” (p. 530). This conclusion 
is so dependent on a classification decision guided by necessity rather 
than theory, that not much confidence can be placed in it. While Tracy 
and colleagues (1984) find altruism to be the most used strategy, others 
report that the most used strategy is direct request (Buss et al., 1987; 
Dillard & Fitzpatrick, 1985; Harper & Hirokawa, 1988).” The desire 
to classify compliance gaining messages in order to learn about compli- 
ance gaining behavior forces researchers to make arbitrary decisions to 
resolve classification problems; unfortunately, these atheoretical deci- 
sions directly influence the “findings” that are reported. 
Summary. Inadequate strategy definitions have yield strategies that over- 
lap conceptually, implicitly, and imperfectly. This overlap makes classifi- 
cation of compliance gaining messages both difficult and unreliable. 
Taxonomies are collections of overlapping strategies that neither theoret- 
ically distinguish strategies from one another nor provide guidance to 
the classification of compliance gaining messages. 
Atheoretical Strategy Grouping 
Compliance gaining message taxonomies are atheoretical groupings of 
strategies rather than theoretically derived classification systems. Strate- 
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gies are typically included in taxonomies for empirical rather than theo- 
retical reasons. Many taxonomies (e.g., Cody et al., 1980, 1981; Wise- 
man & Schenck-Hamlin, 1981) were derived from statistical analyses of 
compliance gaining attempts used in given contexts. Other taxonomies 
were derived by perusing the literature and/or through intuition (e.g., 
Maxwell & Schmitt, 1967; Wheeless et al., 1983). These taxonomies 
tend to be “static listings with no conception of the underlying structure” 
(Nelson, 1988, p. 436), offering “an unprincipled crazy quilt of catego- 
ries, with little conceptual coherence” (O’Keefe, 1990, p. 209). Regard- 
less of the method, most taxonomies are not based on theoretically rele- 
vant classification rules and so are comprised of strategies that have no 
systematic relationship to one another .’l 
Unrelated Strategies. Most taxonomies consist of strategies that are not 
differentiated from one another by a systematically varied set of features 
or attributes. The attributes used to differentiate one strategy in a taxon- 
omy are rarely used to differentiate others. For example, the deceit strat- 
egy is a part of a number of different classification systems (e.g., Cody 
et al., 1980, 1981; Neuliep & Mattson, 1990; Rule & Bisanz, 1987; 
Wiseman & Schenck-Hamlin, 1981). The presumption of these schemes 
must be that other strategies are done “truthfully” or “sincerely” and 
that anything not done in this way is “deceit.” However, virtually all 
other compliance gaining strategies (promises, esteem, self-feeling, etc.) 
can be enacted deceitfully. Deceit refers to a quality (i.e., sincerity) of a 
message and not the type of message it is. Taxonomies including deceit 
as a strategy do not systematically use the feature of “sincerity” to distin- 
guish strategies from one another. A similar argument can be made 
about the strategies of audience use (Cody et al., 1981) and using an 
advocate (Cowan et al., 1984). Any compliance gaining strategy could 
be used in front of others or  enacted by a third party. When these 
strategies are included in taxonomies, the presumption must be that all 
other strategies are not done in front of audiences or by third parties. 

Because strategies are not differentiated from one another by a system- 
atically varied set of features, they often seem unrelated to others in the 
same taxonomy. For example, the strategy of “force” (Cody et al., in 
press; Rule & Bisanz, 1987; Schank & Abelson, 1977) is the only physi- 
cal strategy in what are otherwise lists of verbal techniques. Debasement 
(Buss et al., 1987) is one of the few strategies whose focus is on the 
persuader’s position vis a vis the target of the compliance gaining at- 
tempt. Persistence (Cowan et al., 1984; Falbo, 1977a; Falbo & Peplau, 
1980) and aversive stimulation (Marwell & Schmitt, 1967; Wiseman & 
Schenck-Hamlin, 1981) are often the only strategies in taxonomies de- 
fined by the number of messages used to gain compliance rather than by 
what is said or done in each particular message. Bargain (Bisanz & Rule, 
1989; Cowan et al., 1984; Falbo, 1977a; Falbo & Peplau, 1980) and 
compromise (Cody et al., 1981; Falbo, 1977a) refer to the give and take 
of a compliance gaining interaction, unlike other strategies in the same 
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taxonomies that refer to what actually is being given and taken. Even 
more curious is the inclusion of inaction, evasion, withdrawal, and lais- 
sez-faire strategies in taxonomies (Cody et al., 1980; Cowan et al., 1984; 
Falbo & Peplau, 1980; Offermann & Schrier, 1985). These strategies 
are not even methods of gaining compliance; they fail to seek compliance 
either by forging ahead alone or by giving up the goal altogether. Put 
simply, strategies in taxonomies do not relate systematically to one an- 
other. 

Each taxonomy contains an atheoretical mixture of strategies vari- 
ously defined by their form (e.g., requests, hints, etc.), their function 
(e.g., liking, guilt), their content (e.g., moral appeal, value appeal), their 
context (e.g., audience use), their truth value (e.g., deceit, thought ma- 
nipulation), their source (e.g., authority appeals), their continued use 
(e.g., aversive stimulation, persistence), their presentation (e.g., positive 
tone), and their interactive use (e.g., bargain, compromise, negotiate). 
Consider the following taxonomies: Marwell and Schmitt’s (1967) has 
strategies defined by form (e.g., promise, threat), function (e.g., liking), 
content (e.g., altruism, expertise, self-feeling, moral appeal, debt), pre- 
sentation (e.g., pregiving), and continued use (e.g., aversive stimula- 
tion). Wiseman and Schenck-Hamlin’s (1 981 ) taxonomy includes strate- 
gies defined by form (e.g., warning, direct request, promise, threat), 
function (e.g., guilt), content (e.g., altruism, explanation, allurement, 
debt), presentation (e.g., ingratiation), continued use (e.g., aversive 
stimulation), and truth value (e.g., deceit). Kearney and colleagues’ 
(1984, 1985) taxonomy has strategies ,defined by function (e.g., guilt), 
content (e.g., immediate and deferred reward from behavior, debt), and 
source (e.g., legitimate-higher authority, legitimate-teacher authority). 
Kipnis and colleagues’ (1 980) taxonomy includes strategies defined by 
form (e.g., sanctions), content (e.g., rationality), presentation (e.g., in- 
gratiation, assertiveness), context (e.g., upward appeal, coalitions), and 
interactive use (e.g., exchange). Compliance gaining strategy taxonomies 
contain atheoretical mixtures of strategies that do not vary according to 
particular features or attributes. 
Problematic Classification. Two problems emerge when using these 
atheoretically defined taxonomies to classify compliance gaining mes- 
sages. First, the same linguistic appeal is assigned to different compliance 
gaining strategies across classification systems. Consider two classifica- 
tion systems, one that happens to include an authority appeal or third- 
party request strategy and one that does not. When these two taxono- 
mies are used to classify a particular compliance gaining message, the 
first will classify it on the basis of who generates the message while the 
second will classify it according to its form and/or content. What is 
classified as an authority appeal or third-party request by the first taxon- 
omy is classified as an assertion or command (or some other linguistic 
appeal) by the second. For example, consider Kearney and colleagues’ 
(1 984) classification of the statement “You’re here to work!” to the strat- 
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egy of legitimate-teacher authority and Kipnis and colleagues’ (1980) 
classification of almost identical statements as assertions. Classification 
shifts because of the ad hoc collection of strategies comprising each 
classification system. Such shifting classification occurs not only across 
schemes but also within the same scheme. When the same request is 
made by both a third party and a “non-third party,” many taxonomies 
(Cody et al., 1980, 1981; Cowan et al., 1984; Kipnis et al., 1980)” 
assign the two requests to different strategies even though the linguistic 
content is identical. Classification of the same linguistic appeal depends 
on, and shifts according to, the unique mix of strategies within and 
between classification schemes. 

Shifting classification makes the generation of valid explanations for 
research findings difficult because the unique mix of strategies used to 
classify compliance gaining attempts alters the results reported. It is in- 
structive to compare the findings of Rule, Bisanz, and Kohn (1985) and 
Burleson and colleagues (1988, Study 6). Burleson and colleagues used 
Manvell and Schmitt’s (1967) taxonomy to classify messages into 1 of 
16 strategies (i.e. , aversive stimulation, altruism, debt, liking, moral 
appeal, negative and positive altercasting, negative and positive esteem, 
negative and positive expertise, negative and positive self-feeling, pregiv- 
ing, promise, and threat). Rule and colleagues classified messages into 1 
of 15 strategies (i.e., altruism, ask, bargain favor, bargain object, butter 
up, deceive, emotional appeal, force, invoke role relationship, moral 
principle, norm, personal benefit, personal criticism, personal expertise, 
and threaten). Rule and colleagues report that the “ask” (i-e., direct 
request) strategy is the most frequently used. The Manvell and Schmitt 
taxonomy does not include a direct request strategy, effectively prevent- 
ing such appeals from “occurring frequently” in Burleson and colleagues’ 
research. Burleson and colleagues report the altruism strategy is the most 
frequently used. The Rule and colleagues’ taxonomy contains an altru- 
ism strategy, although they define it differently from Burleson and col- 
leagues. Rule and colleagues partition the Manvell and Schmitt altruism 
strategy into two separate types: those that benefit the actor (the personal 
benefit strategy) and those that benefit others (Rule and colleagues’ altru- 
ism strategy). Rule and colleagues’ more narrowly defined altruism strat- 
egy is used only moderately often. However, combining Rule and col- 
leagues’ personal benefit and altruism strategies is likely to produce the 
same finding for the altruism strategy that Burleson and colleagues re- 
port. Rule and colleagues’ personal benefits strategy is used very fre- 
quently (the third most used); when added to their moderately used 
altruism strategy, the result is a combined category that is likely to be 
“most frequently used.” The difference in these researchers’ results is 
most likely due to the employment of taxonomies that have unique and 
different strategy mixes. Similar appeals are being classified in different 
ways by the two taxonomies. Unfortunately, the very makeup of compli- 
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ance gaining message taxonomies suggests that inconsistent classification 
is the rule rather than the exception. 

Atheoretically defined taxonomies not only cause differential classifi- 
cation of similar linguistic appeals, but they also result in the correspond- 
ing problem of heterogeneous appeals being assigned to the same strat- 
egy. Anything from threats to direct requests to moral appeals can be 
lumped into the “audience use” strategy as long as the message is pro- 
duced in the presence of others. These same diverse examples could also 
be classified as “authority appeals” if they were used by one’s boss. 
Strategies can often be more linguistically diverse than they are similar. 
Consider some of the strategies defined by Kipnis and colleagues (1980) 
in their first study: “clandestine” includes challenging the ability of the 
target, lying, making the target feel important, and promoting the impor- 
tance of the task; “exchange” includes compromising, offering to help 
take responsibility to get a job done, invoking past favors (debt), and 
bargaining; and “self-presentation” involves pregiving (performing well 
then asking), positive affect /liking (being friendly, waiting until the tar- 
get is in the right mood), debasement (acting humbly), and personal 
expertise (demonstrating competence). Not surprisingly, these research- 
ers reported only 61-65% agreement for the classification of compliance 
gaining messages into these linguistically heterogeneous strategies. 

Attempts have been made to classify messages based solely on linguis- 
tic features (e.g., Perper & Wise, 1967). However, the meaning of a 
compliance gaining message is often not independent of the manner and 
context in which it occurs. Who says a message can alter its meaning and 
hence the strategy it represents. For example, Hirokawa and Miyahara’s 
(1986) “threat” example (“Unless you stop being late for work, your 
future with this company will be in serious jeopardy”) is more a warning 
(and less a threat) when uttered by a friend than when uttered by a boss. 
Who receives a compliance gaining message also alters its meaning and 
consequently its classification. Jackson and Backus’s (1 982) “threat” ex- 
ample (“You threaten to rent your house to a group of students if the 
Smiths cut down the tree”) may be a threat when directed at adult neigh- 
bors but is unlikely to involve punishment if the Smiths are themselves 
students. A dilemma exists: messages alone are insufficient for strategic 
classification of actual compliance gaining messages yet the use of non- 
linguistic features results in linguistically similar appeals assigned to dif- 
ferent strategies and heterogeneous appeals lumped together in the same 
strategy. The appropriate mix of linguistic and nonlinguistic features 
that should be used is unclear. Moreover, how those features should 
be integrated into strategy definitions to assure mutual exclusivity and 
exhaustiveness is also unclear. 
Inability to Generalize. Compliance gaining strategy taxonomies often 
are haphazard collections of strategies rather than theoretically driven 
classification systems. The taxonomies fail to differentiate strategies sys- 
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tematically according to particular features or attributes. The strategies 
the taxonomies contain overlap with, and cannot be easily distinguished 
from, each other. This atheoretical approach to taxonomic development 
is troubling because our knowledge of compliance gaining is limited to 
the level of the individual strategy. 

The consequence of having such a hodgepodge of categories is that research 
results using such a category system are very nearly uninterpretable. If, for in- 
stance, a researcher finds that (in a given circumstance) persons are more likely 
to choose “promise” than “moral appeal,” it’s not at all clear just what he or she 
has found- because it’s not clear just what the underlying dimension is supposed 
to be that might distinguish these. (O’Keefe, 1990, p. 208) 

Generalizations are difficult to make to some higher order set of dimen- 
sions or features, because it is unknown whether the form, function, 
content, context, truth value, source, continued use, or interactive use 
of a compliance gaining strategy led to its selection and effects. As G. R. 
Miller (1983) notes: “To generate separate bodies of generalizations for 
the strategies of promise, liking, and pregiving, when all three are clearly 
reward-oriented strategies is theoretically cumbersome and inelegant; 
such an approach violates the widely shared scientific value of parsi- 
mony” (p. 129). Nonetheless, absent and inadequate conceptual defini- 
tions of strategies assure that, for the present, such inelegance will con- 
tinue. Not until strategies are defined with respect to a set of theoretically 
derived features will they have clear, specific, distinct, and delimiting 
definitions; not until such definitions are advanced can parsimony be 
pursued. 

Generalizations even at the level of the strategy, however, cannot be 
taken for granted; they rely on the assumption that operationalizations 
of the strategies are themselves valid. The validity of these operationali- 
zations is important to consider in order to assess whether research find- 
ings can be generalized from the examples to the strategies they are 
designed to represent. 

Strategy Operationalization 
Compliance gaining research relies heavily on the use of examples as 
operational definitions of strategies. Examples are either generated to 
represent or  assigned (by coders) as belonging to particular strategies. 
When doing the cross-taxonomy strategy integration, we found that the 
relationship between these examples and their corresponding strategies 
was problematic. However, the reporting and summarizing of research 
results is rarely conducted at the level of the individual examples. Find- 
ings are generally presented as if the strategies themselves had been tested 
in the research. In this section, we explore the extent to which conclu- 
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sions from compliance gaining research must be limited to the examples 
used rather than generalized to the strategies they were intended to repre- 
sent. 

In doing the cross-taxonomy strategy integration; we analytically as- 
sessed all examples used to operationalize strategies for their consistency 
with conceptual definitions, their adequacy in covering the full meaning 
of their corresponding strategies, their adequacy in not tapping the 
meaning of noncorresponding strategies, and their “reasonableness” as 
things people would say or do. Our analytic assessment of the examples 
according to these four criteria suggested that many did not represent 
necessary features of their strategies, many contained features of unin- 
tended strategies, and/or they were not credible in the context in which 
they were used. We undertook the empirical assessment of 670 (about 
53%) of the examples to assess the accuracy of our perceptions. 
Empirical Methods 
The empirical test of strategy examples involved the provision of a given 
strategy’s definition (though not its name) along with a set of randomly 
ordered examples composed of (1)  those claimed to represent the strat- 
egy, (2) those thought to represent the strategy, (3) those generated to 
represent the strategy, and (4) those unlikely to represent the strategy. 
Examples claimed to represent a strategy were taken directly from the 
cross-taxonomy strategy integration (Kellermann & Cole, 1991 ). During 
the integration, examples we felt were misclassified were assigned to the 
strategy we thought they represented; these examples were assessed for 
their fit with both their claimed and assigned strategies. Examples were 
also generated for each strategy to ensure a sufficient number for evalua- 
tion as well as diversity in their content and structure.23 To prevent 
invariance in responses, examples unlikely to represent a strategy were 
also assessed for each of the 64 strategies. In total, 1,480 examples were 
tested across 64 strategies (see Table 2). On average, 23 examples were 
evaluated for each strategy (min = 11, max = 61), with (on average) 
10 claimed to represent the strategy, 2 thought to represent the strategy, 
5 generated to represent the strategy, and 6 unlikely to represent the 
strategy.14 

Undergraduate students (n = 309) were asked to read a strategy defi- 
nition (see Table 2) and determine the extent to which the examples 
listed below it illustrated or exemplified that particular means of gaining 
~ompliance.~’ The students were told not to base their judgments on the 
effectiveness, appropriateness, or personal use of the examples. Ratings 
were completed on 7-point scales, with “7” meaning the example “clearly 
belongs to (i.e., illustrates or exemplifies) this category as a way to get 
others to do something” and “1” meaning the example “clearly does not 
belong in the category.” People rated, on average, 92 examples distrib- 
uted across 4-5 different strategies. Each example was rated for its repre- 
sentativeness by 18-20 people. 
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Roughly one-third of the examples (33.6%) received ratings above a 
6, one-third (34.7%) received ratings between 4 and 6, while the remain- 
der received ratings less than 4 (31.7%). The average rating of the repre- 
sentativeness of all evaluated examples was 4.64 (SD = 1.86, min = 
1.00, max 7.00). On average, less than half of the examples that 
were claimed, thought, or generated a priori to represent each of the 64 
strategies were rated above a 6.  Strategies had, on average, 8 examples 
with ratings of 6 or above, 8 examples with ratings between 4 and 6, 
and 7 examples with ratings between 1 and 4. 

Only 2 of the 371 “unlikely” examples were rated above a 4; the vast 
majority of these intentionally nonrepresentative examples were per- 
ceived as intended (94% of their ratings were in the 1’s and 2’s). Two- 
thirds of all generated examples were rated above a 6 (63%), with most 
of the rest rated in the 5’s (31%). About half (46%) of the examples 
“thought” to represent a strategy were rated above a 6, with most (37%) 
of the remainder rated above a 5. None of these “thought” examples 
received ratings below a 3.26 Examples that were least likely to be per- 
ceived as intended were those claimed in the published literature to repre- 
sent a strategy. Only 36.7% of these “claimed” examples were rated 
above a 6, while 29.1% were rated below a 5. These four types of 
examples- claimed, thought, generated, unlikely- differ significantly 
from each other in the extent to which they represent a strategy ( F ( 3 ,  
1476) = 1613.86, p < .0001, uz = .77). Newman-Keuls tests re- 
vealed that “generated” examples (M = 6.00, SD = .64) were the most 
representative of their respective strategies, followed by “thought” exam- 
ples (M = 5.71, SD = .85), then “claimed” examples (M = 5.36, SD 
= 1.13), and then “unlikely”examp1es (M = 1.88, SD = .58). 

Representativeness was judged more consistently for some examples 
than for others ( F ( 5 ,  1474) = 386.09, p < .0001, u2 = .57). Exam- 
ples rated above a 6 on the 7 point scale were consistently judged as 
illustrating or representing a strategy; individuals agreed in their assess- 
ments of these examples (average SD = 1.03). By contrast, Newman- 
Keuls tests revealed that much greater variation occurred in persons’ 
assessments of the examples as they became somewhat less representa- 
tive. When examples were rated between 4 and 5 (average SD = 1.94) 
or between 5 and 6 (average SD = 1.64), significantly greater variation 
occurred in persons’ assessments. As examples became increasingly non- 
representative, however, greater agreement was again obtained in per- 
sons’ ratings (e.g., average SD for examples between 1 and 2 = .99). 
These results suggest that examples rated above a 6 are more valid repre- 
sentatives of a strategy than those rated below a 6. When rated below a 
6, examples representative of a strategy in some persons’ eyes were not 
representative in others’ eyes. Because compliance gaining research 
hinges on research participants “treating” these examples as they would 
the strategy, consistency in perception is critical. Such consistency was 
only achieved for examples rated above a 6. 
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Certainly, examples with moderate ratings, say between 4 and 6, 
operationalize a strategy in some respects. These moderately rated exam- 
ples, however, were not perceived consistently enough across people to 
be deemed valid operationalizations of a strategy (average SD = 1.79). 
Some examples received moderate ratings for two different strategies. 
Examples receiving moderate ratings for two or  more strategies can be 
understood as partially representing both strategies though fully repre- 
senting neither; they are “mixed” examples that lack discriminant va- 
lidity. 

Examples with ratings less than 4 were judged as failing to represent 
a strategy. Of the 31.7% of examples with ratings below a 4, all but 
5.3% are concentrated in the 1’s and 2’s. As (1)  the rating scale’s theo- 
retic mean is 4, (2) very few examples received ratings of 3, and (3) 
individuals’ perceptions were consistent when examples were nonrepre- 
sentative, examples with ratings less than 4 were considered poor opera- 
tionalizations of their intended strategies. 

We used these results to establish the following guidelines for judging 
the validity of individual examples: 

Guideline 1. Individual examples with high ratings (6-7) on one strategy are 
valid representatives of that particular strategy. 

Guideline 2. Examples with low (1-4) and moderate (4-6) ratings for their 
assigned strategy do not have their expected validity. 

Guideline 3. Examples with moderate (4-6) or high (6-7) ratings on more 
than one strategy have problems with discriminant validity. 

Guideline 4. Low-rated (1-4) examples with high (6-7) ratings on alternative 
strategies represent a different strategy than intended. 

These guidelines are not unreasonable. One-third (33.6%) of all exam- 
ples tested met the guidelines and were judged valid representatives of 
their strategy. When the examples deliberately written to be nonrepre- 
sentative are removed from this statistic, 44.8% of the examples in- 
tended to represent a strategy did so. However, only 36.7% of the exam- 
ples claimed and used in the compliance gaining literature to represent a 
strategy met these guidelines. The specific validity problems we uncov- 
ered in our empirical and analytical assessments of these examples are 
discussed in the next section. 
Validity Problems 
In both our analytic and empirical assessments, examples failed to corre- 
spond to their intended strategies for one of three reasons: (1) the exam- 
ples failed to represent features necessary to their intended strategies, (2) 
the examples also represented features of unintended strategies, or (3) 
the features the examples represented were not credible in the context in 
which they were used. In our discussion of each of these validity prob- 
lems, we offer our analytic assessment first in order to lay the foundation 
for the results of our empirical assessment. 
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Failure to Represent Necessary Features. Our analytic assessment found 
that many examples of compliance gaining strategies are simply bad 
operationalizations on their face. Examples lack face validity because 
they fail to represent features important to the central meanings of their 
strategies. For example, many of Jackson and Backus’s (1982) examples 
lack face validity: their positive and negative esteem appeals focus on 
others’ regard for a person’s possessions rather than on their regard for 
the person (i.e., admiring a person’s possessions is quite different from 
admiring the person); their debt example does not focus on owing com- 
pliance but on owing consideration (which uses the word “owe” equivo- 
cally); and their altruism example focuses on doing a favor for others 
instead of complying because the actor needs help. Lustig and King’s 
( 1  980) examples also lack face validity: their threat example involves a 
statement of fact more than a punishment (i.e., it says that if your friend 
will not accompany you to the Midwest to live that you will go alone); 
their positive and negative expertise examples (i.e., having/missing an 
opportunity to explore an unfamiliar part of the country) seem unrelated 
to being rewardedlpunished due to the “nature of things”; their pregiv- 
ing example (i.e., telling your friend you want to continue your relation- 
ship and that you expect the person to make a decision that promotes 
harmony in the relationship) seems a strange reward to pregive prior to 
asking for compliance; and their moral appeal (i.e., it is immoral for 
you to be expected to take the local job) uses the word “immoral” but 
does not relate to common moral standards (i.e., honesty, sincerity, 
etc.). Sillars’ (1980) pregiving example also offers a somewhat unusual 
“reward” to the target, that being the investment of the actor’s own 
time and energy. Marwell and Schmitt’s (1967) examples have similar 
problems: their aversive stimulation example removes a reward (use of 
the car) rather than initiating a punishment for not studying and their 
moral appeal (i.e., it is morally wrong not to get good grades) makes 
one question what moral is being violated. 

Our empirical results, a sampling of which are provided in Table 3, 
support these logical analyses. Table 3 lists the rated validity of examples 
from 4 widely cited compliance gaining articles representing 2 different 
classification systems (e.g., Lustig & King, 1980; Marwell & Schmitt, 
1967; Sillars, 1980; Wiseman & Schenck-Hamlin, 1981). The ratings 
of validity reported in Table 3 for Lustig and King’s (1980) examples of 
threat (M = 4.37), positive expertise (M = 4.75), negative expertise 
(M = 4.32), pregiving (M = 4.37), and moral appeal (M = 4.11) in- 
dicate that they only moderately represent their respective strategies. 
Lustig and King’s (1980) examples for positive esteem (M = 5.35), posi- 
tive altercasting (M = 5.50) ,  positive self-feeling (M = 5.58), debt (M 
= 5.84), aversive stimulation (M = 5.60) and altruism (M = 5.79) are 
also less representative of their strategies than is desired. As expected, 
Sillars’ (1980) pregiving example (M = 4.53) is of dubious validity. 
Additionally, Sillars’ (1 980) examples for positive expertise (M = 5.60), 
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Strategy 

Manvell 
& Lustig 

Table 3 
Wiseman &. Results of Strategy 

Schenck-Hamlin” ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~ ~ ~ l i ~ t , ~ ~  

Schmitt &King Sillars room stereo 

Altercasting Positive 
Altercasting Negative 
Altruism 
Aversive Stimulation 
Benefit Self 

Benefit Target 
Debt 
Deceit 
Direct Request 
Esteem Positive 
Esteem Negative 

Expertise Positive 
Expertise Negative 
Hinting 
I Want 
Logical Appeal 
Moral Appeal 

Positive Affect 
Pregiving 
Promise 
Self-Feeling Positive 
Self-Feeling Negative 
Threat 
Warning 

6.15 
5.95 
5.47 
4.85 
- 

- 
6.53 
- 
- 

6.50 
6.84 

6.10 
6.63 

5.0Sh 

4.53 

6.05‘ 
5.16 

5.68 
6.90 
5.17 

- 

- 

- 

- 

5.50 
6.10 
5.79 
5.60 
- 

- 
5.84 
- 
- 

5.35 
6.68 

4.75 
4.32 

6.26h 
6.26’ 
4.11 

6.58‘ 
4.37 
6.15 
5.58 
6.55 
4.37 

- 

- 

6.60 
6.45 
5.39 
5.80 
- 

- 
5.05 
- 
- 

6.05 
6.53 

5.60 
6.05 

5.74h 

6.00 

6.0Sk 
4.53 
6.05 
5.74 
6.80 
5.47 

- 

- 

- 

6.2Sb 
5.40‘ 

5.70 
5.70d 
4.10‘ 

5.00‘ 
6.16 
6.70 
5.32 
3.65 

- 

- 

- 
5.479 
6.16 

6.32’ 
- 

- 

5.89’ 

5.68 
- 

- 
- 

5.42 
5.85 

5.8Sb 
4.95‘ 

5.15 
5.80d 
4.40‘ 

- 

4.79‘ 
6.47 
6.10 
5.89 
3.10 
- 

- 
- 

6.00 

5.26’ 
- 

- 

6.10’ 

6.65 
- 

- 
- 

5.42 
5.70 

“Wiseman and Schenck-Hamlin use two different sets of examples, the results of 
which are found in two separate columns; the first column represents examples 
for the “not letting the new roommate stay” situation while the second deals 
with “trying to get the roommate to turn down the stereo.” 
Some examples were tested for strategies other than the one initially assigned; 
these examples were initially written for the following strategies: k‘esteem,” 
C“ guilt,” dc‘altruism,*7 CLLalIurement,” ‘6calIurement,93 gabwarning,” h4‘altmism,” %eg- 
ative expertise,” i“explanation,” k“liking,” ‘“ingratiation.’’ 
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positive self-feeling (M = 5.74), debt (M = 5.05), aversive stimulation 
(M = 5.80), and altruism (M -- 5.39) do not illustrate their respective 
strategies particularly well. Marwell and Schmitt’s (1967) examples of 
aversive stimulation (M = 4.85) and moral appeal (M = 4.53) have 
validity problems as do their operationalizations of negative altercasting 
(M = 5.95), positive self-feeling (M = 5.68), pregiving (M = 5.16), 
threat (M = 5.17), and altruism (M = 5.47). Unfortunately, these in- 
valid examples were the only ones used to operationalize strategies in 
three of these research projects (e.g., Lustig & King, 1980; Marwell & 
Schmitt, 1967; Sillars, 1980). Compliance gaining research has tradi- 
tionally used only one example to represent each strategy (e.g., Burgoon 
et al., 1987; Miller et al., 1977; Roloff & Barnicott, 1978, 1979). Our 
results indicate that the use of singular examples is a problem: many 
examples are poor representatives of their intended strategies; they fail 
to contain features necessary to represent the strategies adequately. 

To circumvent this singular example problem, two sets of singular 
examples have, at times, been used in research. For example, Wiseman 
and Schenck-Hamlin (198 1) used two different situations (i.e., turning 
down a stereo and not having a new roommate) and generated a full 
set of examples (one per strategy) for each situation. Unfortunately, 
generating two sets of singular examples does not guarantee the validity 
of the examples of either set. Tests of these two sets of examples (see 
Table 3) show that in a few cases (e.g., debt, deceit, and hinting) both 
examples are valid operationalizations of their respective strategies 
(mean ratings for these examples are greater than 6). However, in many 
cases (e.g., guilt, aversive stimulation, threat, direct request, allurement, 
and warning) neither example proved to be representative of its strategy 
(mean ratings for each pair of examples were in the 4 and 5 range). In 
yet other cases (e.g., promise, explanation, esteem, and ingratiation), 
one example was considered a good representative of the strategy while 
the other example was not. Examples can be invalid whether offered 
with others or by themselves. Two examples are no better than one if 
they fail to represent necessary features of their respective sttategies. 
Inclusion of Features of Unintended Strategies. A second reason that 
examples and strategies do not correspond properly is that the examples 
are often mixtures of two or more strategies rather than the “pure” form 
they are treated as being. Some examples of strategies are mixed by 
conjunction. For example, many of Cody and colleagues’ (1980) strate- 
gies are really sets of strategies that are mixed by conjunction (e.g., “I 
would ask very nicely for the money back and explain that I didn’t want 
to be pushy but things have come up and it can’t be avoided”; emphases 
added). Bingham (1991) directly defines a number of conjunctively 
mixed strategies, among them the “assertive-empathic message” (i.e., 
“express thoughts, feelings, beliefs, and wants in direct, honest, and 
appropriate ways and express special concern for the harasser’s feelings 
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and perspective”; emphasis added). McCormick (1979) identifies a se- 
duction strategy that is a serial list of other techniques (e.g., “First of all 
I would put on some soft music and offer some wine, then I would start 
kissing her gently and caressing her body. Then I would give her a 
massage with oil. Then I would let her give me a massage with oil”; 
emphases added.). These conjunctively mixed examples can be “sepa- 
rated” rather easily into their component parts for classification of com- 
pliance gaining messages. However, when conjunctively mixed examples 
are generated, they carry features relevant to all strategies they opera- 
tionalize despite being designed to represent only one strategy. For exam- 
ple, Lustig and King’s (1980) altruism example conjunctively mixes the 
“I want” strategy with the “altruism” strategy (“You tell your friend you 
want the job in the Midwest very badly and that you wish she/he would 
accompany you there as a personal favor to you.”). Not surprisingly, 
this conjunctively mixed example was judged to contain elements of both 
of these strategies (altruism: M = 5.79; I want: M = 6.26). Because 
many altruism examples tend to be conjunctively mixed operationaliza- 
tions of “I want” and “altruism,” they tend to carry features of both 
strategies (as can be seen in the results of the tests reported in Table 3). 
When these examples are separated into their component parts, each 
part then represents a different strategy. For example, Cody and col- 
leagues’ (1981) altruism example is not conjunctively mixed (“I would 
ask the Smiths not to cut down the tree as a special favor to me”) and it 
is judged to be a superb operationalization of that strategy (M = 6.58). 
Similarly, Dillard and Fitzpatrick‘s (1985) example of “invocation of 
identification/relationship” is a pure form of the I want strategy (“I really 
want you to do it”) and is judged as such (M = 6.68). Conjunctively 
mixed examples are problematic because they carry features of all the 
strategies they operationalize. 

While conjunctively mixed examples mostly pose problems for gener- 
ated research examples, inextricably mixed examples are troublesome 
for both message classification and example generation. An inextricably 
mixed example is one where multiple strategies are represented within 
the same actions or words and, hence, cannot easily be decomposed into 
separate strategies. Falbo (1977b) offers an example of a subtlety strat- 
egy (“Nobody likes a pushy person”) that simultaneously involves nega- 
tive esteem (people will not like you if you do not comply), criticism 
(you are a pushy person), and negative altercasting (only a pushy person 
would not comply); it is inextricably mixed and cannot be separated 
linguistically into successive and pure examples of each of the three 
strategies. Canary and colleagues’ (1 986) referent appeal example (“I 
would appeal to the person by referring to the nature of our relationship 
and our sense of togetherness and mutual liking”) simultaneously repre- 
sents the strategies of my concern for you and your concern for me, 
creating the “mix” where we are both concerned for each other. Wiseman 
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and Schenck-Hamlin’s (1  981) examples of “allurement” include simulta- 
neous appeals to both “benefit self’ and “benefit other” (i.e., turning 
down the stereo or not having a new roommate will be more comfortable 
for us) and moderately exemplify both strategies though fully represent 
neither (stereo: M = 4.40, M = 4.10; roommate: M = 4.79, M = 
5.00). Inextricably mixed examples are difficult to classify because they 
inherently contain elements that belong to different strategies and they 
simultaneously possess features that do not represent the strategy in 
which they are placed. As it turns out, actual compliance gaining mes- 
sages rarely offer pure forms of strategies; they typically involve inextri- 
cably mixed strategies (Tracy et al., 1984). No taxonomic classification 
system to date is capable of classifying inextricably mixed messages; 
all, including our own cross-taxonomy strategy integration in Table 2, 
presume that the strategies are distinct and separable. 
Noncredible Operationalizations. A third reason that operationalizations 
of strategies may be invalid is that some simply may not be credible 
when used in particular contexts. For example, “positive affect” lends 
itself nicely to the task of trying to get someone to go out on a date 
but seems inappropriate for stopping sexual harassment. “Guilt” is only 
appropriate when the target behaves in a way that makes its induction 
possible (Cody et al., in press). When trying to get someone to help you 
cheat on an exam, plausible “moral appeals” are hard to imagine. Simply 
put, certain situations lend themselves to certain strategies more so than 
others. Unfortunately, examples for an entire taxonomy are often gener- 
ated under the constraint that they all apply to the same situation (e.g., 
Lustig & King, 1980; Marwell & Schmitt, 1967; Miller et al., 1977; 
Sillars, 1980; Wiseman & Schenck-Hamlin, 1981). Admittedly, this 
constraint is introduced in order to maintain experimental control by 
holding the situation constant. However, some examples appear to have 
been “forced” to fit some of these situations. Sillars (1980) noted that his 
operationalization of the threat strategy (e.g., threatening to report a 
violation of building codes) was not credible when used with a spouse 
versus the neighbors. Marwell and Schmitt’s ( 1  967) task of getting some- 
one to study more and Lustig and King’s (1980) task of getting a person 
to take a local job seem unrelated to the issue of morality; not surpris- 
ingly, examples of moral appeals forced to fit these situations received 
low validity ratings (M = 4.53, M = 4.11). Examples that ignore situ- 
ational constraints are likely candidates for being poor representatives of 
their respective strategies. 
Summary. The findings of our analytic and empirical assessments of 
published compliance gaining examples converge on three reasons that 
they are invalid operationalizations of their intended strategies. First, 
examples fail to represent features necessary to the central meaning of a 
strategy. Second, examples represent features of strategies that they 
should not. Third, examples are not always credible when forced to fit 
particular situations. When tested, many examples (63.3%) were 
founded to be invalid representatives of their respective strategies. 
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Validity Testing 
Standard scientific practice suggests that examples would be checked for 
their construct validity. These checks are conducted on occasion (e.g., 
Boster et al., 1985; Greene et al., 1990; LaPlante, McCormick & Bran- 
nigan, 1980; Riccillo & Trenholm, 1983; Sillars, 1980; Wiseman & 
Schenck-Hamlin, 1981), though most examples are never assessed for 
their validity. Marwell and Schmitt (1967) never tested how well their 
examples represented their strategies nor did many others (e.g., Baglan, 
Lalumia & Bayless, 1986; Burleson et al., 1988; Clark, 1979; de Turck, 
1985; Michener & Schwertfeger, 1972). Even when checks are con- 
ducted, the validation procedures are of questionable value. The typical 
validation procedure is to write one example per strategy and then have 
a small number of coders or raters sort each example into its appropriate 
strategy. This one-to-one sorting procedure provides no evidence of the 
degree to which the example represents a strategy and permits “question- 
able” examples to be matched with their strategies via a process of elimi- 
nation. Sillars (1980) and Wiseman and Schenck-Hamlin (1981) both 
used this matching strategy, which did not prevent the validity problems 
their examples have (see Table 3). A superior validation procedure 
avoids these “process of elimination” cues and provides ratings of the 
degree to which a given example illustrates or exemplifies a particular 
~trategy.~’ 

Unfortunately, such a procedure finds that many examples do not 
represent the strategy they were intended to operationalize. As can be 
seen in Table 3, Wiseman and Schenck-Hamlin’s (1981) two “esteem” 
examples proved to be poor representatives of that strategy (M = 3.65), 
3.10) while being much better representatives of positive altercasting 
(M = 6.25, 5.85). Lustig and King’s (1980) “expertise negative” exam- 
ple (M = 4.32) and Kearney and colleagues’ (1985) “altruism” example 
(“if you do this, it will help others”; M = 3.32) are also poor operation- 
alizations of their respective strategies and received higher ratings as 
“logical appeal” (M = 5.68) and “benefit other” (M = 6.62) strategies, 
respectively. Ironically, Harper and Miyahara’s (1 986) “warning” exam- 
ple (“Unless you stop being late for work, your future with this company 
will be in serious jeopardy”) was seen as more of a “threat” (M = 6.89) 
than the example they classified as a “threat” (“The next time you are 
late I will start docking your pay”; M = 6.47). Our empirical results 
suggest that many of the examples offered as operationalizations of the 
strategies should be disregarded. Marwell and Schmitt’s (1967) 16 opera- 
tionalizations were not highly representative when taken as a set (M = 
5.90) nor did Sillars’ (1980) (M = 5.86) or Lustig and King’s (1980) 
(M = 5.48) examples fare much better as sets. Overall, 63% of the 
670 examples we tested failed to represent their claimed strategies. Of 
particular concern are the very high failure rates for examples claimed to 
represent the strategies of altruism (89.3% failed), bargain (93.7% 
failed), benefit (self) (86.7% failed), compromise (100% failed), direct 
request (81.5% failed), invoke norm (76.5% failed), moral appeal (75% 
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failed), personal expertise (87.5% failed), self-feeling (positive) (100% 
failed), third party (100% failed), thought manipulation (87.5% failed), 
and value appeal (85.6% failed). The available evidence suggests that 
untested operationalizations of compliance gaining strategies should be 
treated with caution. 

Dependency on examples that are of dubious validity makes general- 
ization beyond the example to the level of the strategy a questionable 
enterprise. Many “strategies” were never represented as intended in re- 
search because of poor operationalizations (roughly 63% of those used 
in the research literature). As might be expected from the inability of the 
examples to  represent the strategies, research findings vary considerably 
from study to study. Many compliance gaining studies have not been 
able to replicate the results of previous studies. For example, Sillars 
(1980) was not able to replicate the findings produced by Miller and 
colleagues (1977) and the work by Falbo in 1977(a) was not later repli- 
cated by Falbo and Peplau (1980). Cody and colleagues (1980) could 
only replicate one dimension of compliance gaining strategies across 
three situations. One explanation for these inconsistencies is that the 
results obtained are highly dependent on the examples employed. Jack- 
son and Backus (1982) compared results across four sets of generated 
examples and found that “what these four independent replications show 
is a general inconsistency; the pattern of results shifts massively, depend- 
ing on which of the arbitrary strategy [examples] are used” (p. 479).’* 

Coupled with these poor operationalizations are strategy names that 
are themselves not terribly meaningful; they refer to a variety of different 
compliance gaining techniques and are referred to by a similar variety of 
names. Research findings are typically reported using strategy names 
with the assumption that these names have meaning and that the strate- 
gies are properly operationalized. Neither of these assumptions should 
be made: Strategy names are often not meaningful and operationaliza- 
tions are often not valid. Research findings dependent on such assump- 
tions must necessarily be questioned. The next section explores how 
these incorrect assumptions of meaningful labels and validly operationa- 
lized strategies limit the knowledge claims that can be made about com- 
pliance gaining message behavior. 

Knowledge About Compliance Gaining 
Knowledge about any phenomenon is dependent on the methods used to 
acquire it. Unfortunately, knowledge claims about compliance gaining 
message behavior depend on classification systems that are ad hoc collec- 
tions of poorly defined and operationalized strategies. Inadequate strat- 
egy definitions and questionable operationalizations raise considerable 
doubt as to the status of knowledge claims about compliance gaining 
message behavior. Research studies professing to examine the same com- 
pliance gaining strategies often do not. Research findings presented as 

40 



Classifying Compliance Gaining Messages 

novel often are not. As a result, alleged replication tests of compliance 
gaining message behavior are misclaimed while actual replication tests go 
unnoticed. Faith in our conclusions about compliance gaining message 
behavior depends on accurate assessments of the replication status of 
compliance gaining knowledge claims. 
Replication Status of Knowledge Claims 
The replication status of a knowledge claim about compliance gaining 
message behavior hinges on identifying studies that actually (versus alleg- 
edly) examine the same compliance gaining strategy. A conceptually dis- 
tinct strategy can be labeled in similar or different ways from study to 
study. Examples used to operationalize this conceptually distinct strategy 
can be similar or dissimilar to each other (i.e., validly or invalidly repre- 
sent the strategy) in different studies. The findings reported for this 
conceptually distinct strategy in one study may be the same or different 
from those reported in other studies. These three factors, when varied, 
generate 8 cases for understanding the replication status of particular 
knowledge claims about compliance gaining message behavior. Table 4 
describes how variations in strategy name, example similarity (validity), 

Strategy Actual 
Case Labels Examples Results Outcome 

Table 4 
A Schematic for 
Classifying and Assessing 
Knowledge Claims About 

Message Behavior 
1. Same Same Same Noticed replication Compliance Gaining 

2. Different Noticed replication failure 

3. 
4. 

Different Same Claimed replication 
Different Claimed replication failure 

5. Different Same Same Unnoticed replication 
Different Unnoticed replication 

6.  failure 

7. Different Same No replication 
8. Different No replication failure 

Note. Names for a compliance gaining strategy can be similar (cases 1, 2, 3, 
4) or dissimilar (cases 5, 6 , 7 ,  8). Regardless of the strategy labels, two exam- 
ples can themselves be the same (cases 1, 2, 5, 6) or different (cases 3, 4, 7, 
8). Research using these strategy labels and examples can yield the same find- 
ings (cases 1 , 3 , 5 , 7 )  or different findings (cases 2 , 4 , 6 , 8 ) .  Replicated findings 
can go both noticed (case 1) and unnoticed (case 5) just as failures to replicate 
can go both noticed (case 2) and unnoticed (case 6). At times, no replication is 
undertaken though claims are made about replicating (case 3) and being unable 
to replicate (case 4). 
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and reported results generate these 8 cases for classifying the replication 
status of compliance gaining knowledge claims. 

The replication status of research findings about compliance gaining 
message behavior is easy to determine when the same strategy label is 
used to refer to  operationalizations that are themselves similar (i.e., that 
validly represent the strategy). As can be seen in Table 4, when similar 
labels and examples are used (cases 1 and 2), noticing whether the results 
of one study have or have not been replicated is relatively easy. Unfortu- 
nately, such straightforward use of labels and examples is not present in 
most compliance gaining research. More commonly, similar strategy la- 
bels are used to refer to different examples (cases 3 and 4) or different 
strategy labels are used to refer to similar examples (cases 5 and 6) .  
Replications (and failures to replicate) become quite difficult to track in 
these instances. Undertaking such tracking is critical because the true 
status of knowledge claims hinges on actual replications (noticed or un- 
noticed) rather than on claimed replications (see Table 4). 

Our tracking of the evidence for or against particular knowledge 
claims about compliance gaining message behavior indicates that what 
we know is suspect and uncertain. Four problems arise in making knowl- 
edge claims about compliance gaining message behavior, corresponding 
respectively to cases 3 to 6 in Table 4. First, consider case 3 in Table 4 
where truly different results are presented as the same result because 
strategy labels are the same but the examples represent different strate- 
gies. A replication appears to have occurred but really has not. For 
example, one knowledge claim made by both Kearney and colleagues 
(1984, 1985) and Marwell and Schmitt (1967) is that the debt strategy 
is used infrequently. However, only Manvell and Schmitt’s operationali- 
zation of debt (“YOU point out you have sacrificed and saved to pay for 
Dick‘s education and that he owes it to you to get good enough grades 
to get into a good college”) is judged to represent the strategy ( M  = 
6.53). Kearney and colleagues’ operationalizations of debt (“YOU prom- 
ised to do it,” “I did it the last time; you said you’d try this time,” and 
“It’s your turn”) are judged to better represent duty (M = 6.21), equity 
(M = 6.00), and equity (M = 5.68), respectively, than they do debt 
(M = 4.17, 5.63, 3.89, respectively). What appears to be a replicated 
finding is really a series of different findings (i.e., debt, duty, and equity 
are each used infrequently). Another knowledge claim that has been 
made deals with the strategy of aversive stimulation. Harper and Hiro- 
kawa (1988), Manvell and Schmitt (1967), Sillars (1980), and Lustig 
and King (1980) all report that aversive stimulation is an infrequently 
used strategy. However, Harper and Hirokawa’s (1988) “aversive stimu- 
lation” is not perceived as such (M = 4.45) but instead is judged to be 
surveillance (M = 6.17).29 Moreover, none of the other examples is 
judged to represent the strategy of aversive stimulation (see Table 3). No 
replication of low likelihood of use of aversive stimulation has occurred. 
Similarly, in Greene and colleagues’ (1 990) first experiment, three exam- 
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ples of the bargain strategy are identified as being relatively equal in 
their likelihood of use. However, none of these examples represents the 
bargain strategy (M = 4.84 to 5.89) and one of the examples really 
represents the promise strategy (M = 6.60).30 Truly different results 
are being reported (i.e., a number of different strategies have a similar 
likelihood of use), but this is going unnoticed. No replication has taken 
place because the examples do not represent the same strategy to begin 
with. Similar labeled strategies represented by different (invalid) exam- 
ples lead to what look like (but are not) replicated knowledge claims. 

A second problem in making knowledge claims about compliance 
gaining message behavior (case 4 in Table 4) is when conflicting results 
are reported as occurring for truly different examples that happen to 
be referred to by similar strategy labels. Despite claims of inconsistent 
findings, these so-called replication tests never failed because true tests of 
replication never took place. For example, Miller and colleagues (1977) 
report that “debt” is likely to be used when trying to convince the neigh- 
bors not to cut down a tree although Sillars (1980), using the same 
situation, obtained different results. At first it appears that Sillars (1980) 
failed to replicate the findings produced by Miller and colleagues (1977). 
However, a failure to replicate did not take place because Sillars (1980) 
used an example that was not representative of the “debt” strategy (M 
= 5.05). A knowledge claim seems to be tenuous because of a perceived 
replication failure when the knowledge claim was never actually retested. 

A third problem in making knowledge claims about compliance gain- 
ing message behavior (case 5 in Table 4) is that the same research result 
has been presented as two different results because two different strategy 
labels were used to refer to the same example. For example, Cowan 
and colleagues (1984) report that “asking” is frequently used in close 
relationships as a means of gaining compliance while Buss and colleagues 
(1987) found “reason” to be the most frequently used strategy among 
friends. However, the examples used to represent these strategies are 
nearly identical (asking: “I just ask”; reason: “I asked him or her to do 
it”). Because different labels were used to present the results, a replica- 
tion occurs but goes unnoticed. 

A fourth problem in making knowledge claims (case 6 in Table 4) is 
that different results can occur for similar examples but because different 
strategy labels are used, the failed replication goes unnoticed. When 
Kearney and colleagues (1984) and Dillard and Fitzpatrick (1984) used 
almost the same example for the “teacher modeling” and “me” strategies 
(“this is the way I always do it” and “I always do it this way”), opposite 
results were reported for their likelihood of use. The knowledge claim 
concerning the likelihood of use of the “me” and “teacher modeling” 
strategies was not replicated, yet this failure went unnoticed due to dif- 
ferent strategy labels. Even within one research program, changes in 
strategy names may hide discrepancies in results. In 1984, Kearney and 
colleagues report that the strategy labeled “responsibility to class” is not 
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among those frequently used by teachers while in 1985 they report that 
the strategy labeled “duty” is frequently used by teachers. However, 
these two strategies are defined and operationalized nearly identically in 
the two ~tudies .~’  When different strategy labels are used for the same 
examples, identifying times when replication tests fail is difficult. 

Knowledge claims offered in the literature about compliance gaining 
message behavior must be recognized as having, at best, an uncertain 
replication status because of unnoticed and misclaimed findings. Results 
of compliance gaining message behavior are typically presented by refer- 
ence to strategy labels and these labels are not terribly meaningful. In 
addition, the results are severely constrained by the examples used to 
operationalize the strategies. So many examples (63% in our test) fail to 
represent their respective strategies that claims made about compliance 
gaining message behavior must be treated with caution. Even if the time 
and motivation are present to track the “truth” behind particular knowl- 
edge claims, many researchers make doing so impossible because they 
fail to include the operationalizations of their strategies in their written 
research reports (e.g., Baglan et al., 1986; Burleson et al., 1988; de 
Turck, 1985; Levine & Wheeless, 1990; Miller, 1982; Neuliep, 1986). 
Improving the Replication Status of Knowledge Claims 
To improve the replication status of compliance gaining knowledge 
claims, the chaotic structure of compliance gaining strategy taxonomies 
must be addressed. Theoretically motivated descriptions of differences 
between conceptually distinct compliance gaining strategies must replace 
hodgepodge lists of ill-defined and poorly operationalized strategies. 
Many different approaches could be followed to obtain descriptions of 
differences between conceptually distinct compliance gaining strategies. 
For example, compliance gaining taxonomies could be examined analyti- 
cally and/or statistically to identify differences among the strategies. 
Despite extensive research investigating how various lists of compliance 
gaining strategies differ from one another, theoretically meaningful clas- 
sification systems have not resulted. The number and types of dimen- 
sions reported in these studies vary ~ons ide rab ly .~~  We do not believe 
that examining lists of strategies and inferring ways in which they might 
differ is productive. A hodgepodge of overlapping strategies does not 
become a theoretically meaningful classification system by inference 
alone. The taxonomies themselves need reconceptualization. We believe 
that theoretically meaningful ways of differentiating compliance gaining 
message behavior must be proposed prior to being able to identify con- 
ceptually distinct compliance gaining strategies. 
Focus of Past Research. For the most part, observed regularities in com- 
pliance gaining message behavior have not motivated compliance gaining 
research (O’Keefe, 1990). Initial compliance gaining research used an 
undifferentiated list of strategies and took as its purpose the description 
of situational differences in strategy use (e.g., Boster, 1990; Canary et 
al., 1986; Cody & McLaughlin, 1985; Cody et al., in press; Lustig & 
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King, 1980; Manvell & Schmitt, 1967, 1990; Miller et al., 1977; Sei- 
bold et al., 1985; Sillars, 1980). Typical questions motivating this re- 
search were “How does relational intimacy affect strategy use?” “What 
strategies are used in situations having long- versus short-term conse- 
quences?” and “Are different strategies used if compliance benefits the 
source rather than the target?” 

The research questions motivating early compliance gaining work 
were not framed around observed regularities in message behavior. Ob- 
served regularities specify the relationship of two variables to each other 
(i.e., as X changes, Y changes) where each variable is a quantitative 
measure that takes on values over a specified range. Each variable is 
undimensional, tracking one feature, quality, or characteristic of behav- 
ior across different people and/or types of messages. Unfortunately, 
“strategy use” is not a variable. The values “strategy use” takes on are 
unknown (i.e., over what values does it vary?) and the one feature, 
quality, or characteristic of behavior that it tracks is not specified. To 
test this claim, simply rephrase the research questions into the form 
of observed regularities: “As relational intimacy increases, strategy use 
decreases”; “As consequences become longer term, strategy use in- 
creases”, and “The more compliance benefits the target rather than the 
source, strategy use decreases.” Decidedly odd statements are produced 
in these rephrasings because “strategy use” is not a quality, feature, or 
characteristic of compliance gaining message behavior; it can not in- 
crease or decrease because there are no known values to which it in- 
creases or decreases. To  be focused on compliance gaining message be- 
havior, these early research questions would have had to specify some 
aspect of strategy use that changes when talking to friends versus strang- 
ers, when consequences are long versus short term, or when benefiting 
oneself or others. Perhaps the strategies used in these different situations 
are more polite, less direct, more efficient, or less affectively charged. 
Or, perhaps the strategies used in these different situations are more 
vivid, less intense, more lexically diverse, or less concrete. Regardless, 
early compliance gaining research focused on describing strategy use 
rather than on describing regularities in compliance gaining message 
behavior. 

These early research questions about strategy use generated a descrip- 
tive database that is not particularly useful for developing theoretical 
explanations of compliance gaining message behavior. The descriptive 
database tells only which strategies were used in which situations and 
for which compliance gaining goals; no information is contained about 
which aspects of compliance gaining strategy use varied across these 
different situations or compliance objectives. This lack in the database 
was noticed and subsequent research sought to discover ways compliance 
gaining strategies differ from each other. Over time, this search was 
expanded to include ways compliance gaining situations and goals also 
differ. While a large body of work is now available describing differences 
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in strategies, situations, and goals,33 these differences do not adequately 
explain variations in strategy use. First, these sets of differences are 
usually assumed to influence strategy use rather than tested to determine 
whether they actually do. Many compliance gaining studies only provide 
MDS solutions, cluster analyses, or factor analyses of how compliance 
gaining strategies, situations, or goals differ from each other with no 
evidence that these dimensions influence strategy use (e.g., Cody et al., 
1980; Falbo, 1977a; Kearney et al., 1985; Nelson, 1988; Schenck- 
Hamlin et al., 1982; Wiseman & Schenck-Hamlin, 1981). Situations, 
strategies, and goals vary in many ways, not all of which are necessarily 
related to strategy use. In the limited tests that exist, proposed differences 
in compliance gaining strategies, situations, and goals have often failed 
to influence actual message behavior.34 Second, even if proposed differ- 
ences in compliance gaining strategies, situations, and goals are found to 
be related to message behavior, they do not explain how these differences 
influence a strategy’s use. Descriptions of strategic, situational, and goal- 
based differences offer no theoretical understanding of why  people gain 
compliance the way they do. 
Focus of Future Research. To improve the quality of our knowledge 
claims about compliance gaining message behavior, we believe research 
should focus on explaining observed differences in compliance gaining 
messages rather than on describing possible differences in compliance 
gaining strategies, situations, and goals. To this day most compliance 
gaining research remains framed around the questions of “What strate- 
gies are used in different situations and for different compliance gaining 
goals?” and “How do compliance gaining strategies, situations, and goals 
differ?” We believe the research questions should be “What differences 
can be observed in compliance gaining message behavior in different 
situations, for different goals, and so on?” and “Why do these observed 
regularities in compliance gaining message behavior occur?” Research 
on compliance gaining message behavior needs to focus on why  and how 
observed regularities in behavior come about rather than on the number 
of ways the behavior, its objectives, or the situation in which it occurs 
can be differentiated. Theoretical answers are needed that (1) specify 
what regularities observed in compliance gaining behavior are to be ex- 
plained, (2) identify which behavioral, situational, and goal-based differ- 
ences account for these regularities, and ( 3 )  explain why and how these 
differences in compliance gaining behaviors affect their selection, enact- 
ment, andlor understanding. 

A few theoretical stabs have been made at identifying and explaining 
observed regularities in compliance gaining message behavior. For exam- 
ple, Wheeless and colleagues ( 1983) argued that compliance gaining 
strategies vary in how power is exercised and suggested that persons 
with an external locus of control are more influenced by strategies that 
exercise power by previewing expectancies/ consequences and invoking 
relationships1 identification while persons with an internal locus of con- 
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trol are more influenced by strategies that exercise power by summoning 
values and obligations. Unfortunately, these three mechanisms for exer- 
cising power differ in unknown and unspecified ways. The power mecha- 
nisms are defined taut~logical ly ,~~ they are not mutually exclusive and 
exhaustive, and compliance gaining strategies do not map in specified or 
consistent ways to them.36 Any research findings based on this power 
mechanism taxonomy are open to the same questions as those based on 
other compliance gaining strategy taxonomies. Tactics may not validly 
represent strategies and strategies may not validly represent power mech- 
anisms. The status of knowledge claims about compliance gaining power 
mechanisms will be as difficult to assess as is the status of knowledge 
claims about compliance gaining strategies. 

We find greater promise in the approach adopted by Baxter (1984). 
Relying on Brown and Levinson’s (1978, 1987) politeness framework, 
Baxter proposed three regularities related to the politeness of compliance 
gaining message behavior: politeness varies with relational intimacy, re- 
lational power, and the magnitude of face threat posed by the request. 
Baxter statistically identified 4 compliance gaining strategies (i.e., func- 
tional face threat, functional negative politeness, empathy/ sympathy, 
liking/similarity) based on their likelihood of use, and reported that 
the 4 strategies varied in their politeness. Unfortunately, Baxter never 
reported whether strategy politeness responded to differences in rela- 
tional intimacy, relational power, or face threat. Instead, Baxter related 
relational intimacy, power, and face threat to the strategies’ likelihood of 
use-in this case, functional face threat strategy use, functional negative 
politeness strategy use, empathy/ sympathy strategy use, and liking/simi- 
larity strategy use. Despite the promising focus on regularities in compli- 
ance gaining message behavior motivating Baxter’s research, her strate- 
gies are statistically (and not conceptually) distinguished from each 
other3’ and her findings focus only on “strategy use.” 

We find the most promise in work such as Lim’s (1988,1990; Lim & 
Bowers, 1991) which happens to focus, like Baxter’s, on the politeness 
of compliance gaining message behavior. Lim suggests that the politeness 
of compliance gaining message behavior varies in its solidarity (accep- 
tance of the other person), its approbation (appreciation of the other 
person’s abilities), and its tact (respect for the other person’s autonomy). 
In contrast to Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987), Lim expected and 
found that these three types of politeness behavior co-occur in compli- 
ance gaining messages. Lim then related the solidarity, approbation, and 
tact of compliance gaining messages to such social factors as relational 
intimacy, relational power, and the right to perform the act. Lim’s work 
follows the three-part prescription we suggested as a means of improving 
the status of knowledge claims about compliance gaining message behav- 
ior: Lim uncovered regularities in compliance gaining message behavior 
(the co-occurrence of different types of politeness), identified behavioral 
(the politeness dimensions) and situational differences (the social factors) 
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that accounted for the regularities, and explained how and why those 
differences came about (to protect face wants). 

Though both Baxter and Lim examined the politeness of compliance 
gaining message behavior, other aspects of compliance gaining behavior 
might also be explored. For example, messages vary in their efficiency 
and directness for gaining compliance in addition to their politeness 
and social appropriateness (Cole, 1993, Kellermann, 1992; Kemper & 
Thissen, 1981; Sutton, 1991; Sutton & Rafaeli, 1988). We urge caution, 
however, when specifying aspects of compliance gaining message behav- 
ior to be explored and explained. Compliance gaining messages differ in 
many, perhaps even infinitely many, ways (O’Keefe, 1990). However, 
not all of these differences between compliance gaining messages are 
pragmatically important and/or theoretically meaningful. Differences 
between compliance gaining messages must relate systematically to dif- 
ferences in other variables (i.e., other message, situational, relational, 
cultural variables and so on) to be theoretically meaningful. For exam- 
ple, compliance gaining messages differ in the eye color of the people 
who utter them, yet this difference is irrelevant to the production, enact- 
ment, or processing of the messages. Put simply, not all differences are 
created equal; some are theoretically meaningful and others are not. 
We believe that relatively few differences between compliance gaining 
messages are likely to be theoretically meaningful. Individuals are un- 
likely to attend to an infinite (or even finitely large) number of “aspects” 
when producing, enacting, and/or interpreting compliance gaining mes- 
sages. Individuals are cognitive misers, who employ rules of thumb and 
attend to limited information when making decisions across a variety of 
circumstances (Kahneman & Tversky, 1982; Taylor, 1981; Tversky 
& Kahneman, 1973). Identifying huge numbers of differences between 
compliance gaining messages under the presumption that individuals at- 
tend to them conflicts with what we know about the way individuals 
cognitively operate and communicatively interact. Consequently, we be- 
lieve no difference between compliance gaining messages should be pro- 
posed absent a rationale for why and how the difference matters. 

When theoretically meaningful distinctions between compliance gain- 
ing message behaviors are available, theoretically meaningful classifica- 
tion systems can be developed. Theoretically meaningful taxonomies 
distinguish strategies (i.e., groups of behaviors) from each other by iden- 
tifying systematic differences in the characteristics of those strategies 
using a predefined set of dimensions. For example, Lim (c.f., Lim & 
Bowers, 1991) distinguished 12 compliance gaining strategies based on 
their solidarity, another 12 based on their approbation, and another 13 
based on their tact. A compliance gaining message might contain any 
number of these 37 strategies, just as any particular utterance might 
evidence more than one type of politeness strategy (i.e., solidarity, ap- 
probation, and tact strategies can co-occur). When sets of strategies are 
defined according to theoretically meaningful distinctions such as Lim’s, 
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the taxonomies they form are conceptually coherent systems for classify- 
ing compliance gaining messages. However, these taxonomies are not 
useful for exploring all questions of interest about compliance gaining 
message behavior. For example, Lim’s taxonomies for solidarity, appro- 
bation, and tact strategies are not useful for exploring questions about 
the efficiency or rationality of compliance gaining message behavior. 
Theoretically meaningful taxonomies are limited to questions where the 
dimensions differentiating the strategies provide a potential account of 
the observed regularities. Consequently, rather than one taxonomy of 
compliance gaining message strategies, we anticipate a number of taxon- 
omies, each defining and differentiating compliance gaining message be- 
havior along different (though theoretically meaningful) dimensions. 
Summary. Compliance gaining research has more often sought to de- 
scribe strategy use than to describe regularities in message behavior. 
Because the strategy taxonomies initially used in compliance gaining 
research did not differentiate the strategies from one another along theo- 
retically meaningful dimensions, subsequent research sought to infer 
what those dimensions were. Such an approach has not, and most likely 
cannot, succeed. Inference cannot make intrinsically overlapping and 
indistinct strategies conceptually distinct from each other. Theoretically 
meaningful distinctions are needed before message behaviors can be suc- 
cessfully differentiated into conceptually distinct groups (i.e., into strate- 
gies). Consequently, we believe that future research should focus on 
specifying and explaining regularities in compliance gaining message be- 
havior rather than on describing differences among strategies. The status 
of knowledge claims about compliance gaining message behavior rests 
on the ability to make these theoretically meaningful distinctions. 

Conclusion 
Compliance gaining message classification, though intended to be a sys- 
tematic enterprise, has an arbitrary quality to it. We isolated three prob- 
lems currently faced when classifying compliance gaining messages. 
First, current typologies fail to cover the range of compliance gaining 
strategies. The number and type of strategies identified varies widely 
across schemes. No scheme is exhaustive, leaving many tactics unclassi- 
fied in compliance gaining research. Integration of these schemes is diffi- 
cult because strategies are defined at different levels of abstraction and 
are focused on domain-relevant features rather than on method-relevant 
features. Second, the current typologies do not provide clear, specific, 
distinct, and delimiting definitions that are based on theoretically impor- 
tant features. Those tactics that are classified are assigned to strategies 
based on a variety of ad hoc considerations that are data driven, data 
dependent, and constantly changing. Until strategy definition is theory 
driven, typologies will lack the ability to make critical distinctions that 
are needed to explore questions regarding compliance gaining messages. 
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Third, the issue of construct validity has not been seriously addressed. 
Strategy examples are often (63% of the time in our test) invalid repre- 
sentatives of their strategies. The scarcity with which rigorous methods 
have been implemented for testing the validity of strategy operationaliza- 
tions raises serious questions about the knowledge claims that have been 
made about compliance gaining message behavior. 

We do not recommend taxonomy integration as a means of solving 
the disarray in our classification schemes. Integrated taxonomies, includ- 
ing ours, are atheoretical hodgepodges no better than the taxonomies on 
which they are based. Of course, integrated taxonomies have their uses. 
Our integrated taxonomy let us conduct the first systematic and compre- 
hensive comparison between strategy labels, definitions, and examples; 
it motivated us to undertake the first systematic test of strategy examples 
for their construct validity; and it allowed us to track for the first time 
the replication status of knowledge claims about compliance gaining 
message behavior. However, until strategies included in taxonomies are 
differentiated on theoretical rather than intuitive grounds, classification 
of compliance gaining messages will continue to be based on haphazard 
collections of strategies and to result in uncertain and confusing knowl- 
edge claims. Our knowledge of compliance gaining message behavior is 
no better than our classification schemes and our classification schemes 
are in disarray. The focus of research must shift from describing possibly 
important differences in compliance gaining strategies, situations, and 
goals to explaining observed and theoretically important differences in 
compliance gaining message behavior. 
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I Compliance gaining was defined as trying to get other individual(s) to perform behav- 
ior(s) they otherwise would not (Seibold et al., 1985; Tracy et al., 1984; Wheeless et al., 
1983). Articles were selected from the literature for the cross-taxonomy strategy integration 
if they listed strategies (or examples of strategies) whose purpose was the communicative 
accomplishment of compliance gaining goals. 

Throughout this article, a strategy relers to a technique or method for gaining compli- 
ance. A tactic is an instantiation of a strategy; that is, it is a concrete example or operation- 
alization of the strategy. A compliance gaining message includes at least one compliance 
gaining tactic (though it could include more) and, optionally, other verbal or nonverbal 
elements not related to gaining another’s compliance. Because not all compliance gaining 
tactics are successful, whether specified or not, they should be understood as being compli- 
ance gaining attempts. 

While every example and definition of a strategy found in the literature was placed in 
one of the 64 strategies in the integrated taxonomy, not all examples and definitions 
claimed to be strategies actually were. These “nonstrategies” describe compliance gaining 
plans or episodes, behaviors that occur in compliance gaining episodes but do not them- 
selves seek compliance, resistance rather than compliance strategies, and objectives or goals 
of a compliance attempt rather than behaviors used to gain compliance. A complete listing 
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of these “nonstrategies” is provided in the integrated taxonomy (Kellermann & Cole, 
1991). 

Other taxonomies contain the strategies of bargain (Bisanz & Rule, 1989; Cowan et 
al., 1984; Falbo, 1977a; Falbo & Peplau, 1980; Greene, Smith & Lindsey, 1990; Kipnis, 
1984), cooperation (Cody, McLaughlin & Jordan, 1980), expertise (Arch, 1979; Falbo, 
1977a; Greene et al., 1990; Kearney et al., 1984, 1985), positive esteem (Marwell & 
Schmitt, 1967), self-feeling (Marwell & Schmitt, 1967), debt (Kearney et al., 1984, 1985; 
Marwell & Schmitt, 1967; Wiseman & Schenck-Hamlin, 1981), altruism (Cody et al., 
1980; Marwell & Schmitt, 1967; Wiseman & Schenck-Hamlin, 1981), moral appeal 
(Bisanz & Rule, 1989; Marwell & Schmitt, 1967; McCormick, 1979; Rule & Bisanz, 
1987), invoke norm (Greene et al., 1990; Kearney et al., 1984, 1985; Rule & Bisanz, 
1987), deceit (Bisanz & Rule, 1989; Cody et al., 1980,1981; Falbo, 1977a; McCormick, 
1979; Rule & Bisanz, 1987; Wiseman & Schenck-Hamlin, 1981), and hinting (Cody et 
al., 1980, 1981; Falbo, 1977a; Falbo & Peplau, 1980; Wiseman & Schenck-Hamlin, 
1981). 

These strategies can be found in the following schemes: disclaimers (Clark, 1979; Cody 
et al., 1980, 1981), bargaining and compromise (Falbo, 1977a; Falbo & Peplau, 1980; 
Cody et al., 1980; Kipnis, Schmidt, Swaffin-Smith & Wilkinson, 1984; McLaughlin et 
al., 1980), expertise (Arch, 1979; Eakins & Eakins, 1978; Falbo, 1977a; Kearney et al., 
1984; Kipnis et al., 1980; Wiseman & Schenck-Hamlin, 1981), criticize (Cody, Canary 
& Smith, in press; Rule & Bisanz, 1987), compliment (Clark, 1979; Kearney et al., 1985; 
Kipnis et al., 1980), audience use (Cody et al., 1981), using an advocate (Cowan et al., 
1984), benefit to self (Dillard & Fitzpatrick, 1984; Schank & Abelson, 1977), thought 
manipulation (Cowan et al., 1979; Falbo, 1977a; Fitzpatrick & Winke, 1979), persistence 
(Cowan et a]., 1984; Falbo, 1977a; Falbo & Peplau, 1980; Fitzpatrick & Winke, 1979), 
authority appeal (Kearney et al., 1984; Kipnis et al., 1984), warning (Wiseman & Schenck- 
Hamlin, 1981), sin licenses (Eakins & Eakins, 1978; Hewitt & Stokes, 1975), and debase- 
ment (Buss, Gomes, Higgins & Lauterbach, 1987; Cowan et al., 1984). 

Not only is this technique not part of any taxonomy, but only one example of this 
strategy has been located in the literature. ’ Information on the usage of each strategy label is available in Kellermann and Cole 
(1991) (e.g., cross-references of strategy labels with each other, taxonomies where the 
labels are employed, etc.). 

Jackson and Backus’s (1982) example of a moral appeal focuses on unilateral decision 
making’s being unfair (ix., inequitable, unjust, uneven, unbalanced) rather than immoral 
(i.e., impure, wicked). 

Strategy labels used consistently in different taxonomies are audience use (Cody et 
al., 1981), compromise (Cody et al., 1981; Falbo, 1977a; Finley & Humphreys, 1974), 
debasement (Buss et al., 1987), criticize (Bisanz & Rule, 1989; Rule & Bisanz, 1987), and 
sin licenses (Eakins & Eakins, 1978; Hewitt & Stokes, 1975). The consistent use of these 
labels does not imply that other labels are not also used to refer to these strategies. 
l o  Promise was referred to as promise, untitled, bargain, bargain (favor), bargain (object), 
reward, reward from teacher, reward from behavior, reward from source, sanction, strat- 
egy of emotional appeal, charm, dangling carrot, supplies advantage to the other, and 
untitled. Three times what was called a promise was conceptually a different strategy (ix., 
it was really a bargain, benefit (target), or positive affect strategy). 
‘ I  Positive affect was variously labeled ingratiation, reward, flattery, butter-up, friendli- 
ness, emotion-target, emotion-agent, strategy of manipulation, verbal manipulation, unti- 
tled, positive affect, liking, charm, personal, verbal reinforcement, similarity, positive 
politeness, effusion of affect, positive identify management strategies, weak tactics, positive 
manipulation of feelings, strategic upward influence, and political upward influence. How- 
ever, the label “positive affect” also was used when referring conceptually to such strategies 
as compliment, pregiving, disclaimer, promote task, benefit to self, debasement, direct 
request, promise, deceit, and positive altercasting. 

Value appeals are referred to as explanation, untitled, invoke norm, persuasive, invoca- 
tion of identification/relationship, and appeals to history and is used as a label for such 
conceptually distinct strategies as debt, criticize, welfare (other), authority appeal, and I 
want. 

Debt is called debt, exchange, values/obligations, me, threat, and positive politeness. 
Debt is used to refer to the conceptually distinct strategies of duty and equity. 
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l4 Negative affect is referred to as negative affect, withdrawal, coercion, emotional ap- 
peals, strategy of personal rejection, aversive stimulation, untitled, assertiveness, blocking, 
unilateral, strong tactics, and negative manipulation of feelings. Negative affect has been 
used to refer to such other strategies as your concern for me, promise, deceit, and aversive 
stimulation. 
I s  Threats have been called threat, untitled, coercion, sanctions, blocking, punishment 
from teacher, punishment from source, hanging sword, Siamese twin, referencing expec- 
tancieslconsequences, ultimatum, warning, statement of desire or request, face-threatening 
action, outcome blockage, and extension of power network. 
l 6  Assertion has been called assertion, command, untitled, aggressive message, legitimate 
teacher authority, legitimate personal authority, legitimate higher authority, coercion, ref- 
erencing expectancies1 consequences, demanding or arguing, task/ informational, appeal 
to norms, effusion of affect, strong tactics, and imperative. Assertion has been used to 
refer to the strategies of this is the way things are, persistence, surveillance, positive affect, 
negative affect, aversive stimulation, and I want. 

Frequencies with which similar labels refer to conceptually distinct strategies and differ- 
ent labels refer to the same strategy are dependent on the number of strategies in the 
integrated taxonomy. If the integrated taxonomy contained only 4 strategies, each label 
could only maximally refer to 3 other conceptually distinct strategies. However, because 
the number of labels that are used for strategies is fixed by the literature and not the 
researchers doing the integration, the strategies in a 4-category taxonomy would be referred 
to by more different names than those in a 64-category taxonomy. Labeling problems 
occur regardless of the number of conceptually distinct strategies in the taxonomy. The 
best estimates of the extent to which similar strategies are labeled differently and different 
strategies are labeled similarly must be based on the number of distinctions made by the 
best and most comprehensive taxonomies available. The distinctions made in the integrated 
taxonomy represent as closely as possible the distinctions drawn between strategies in 
different taxonomies in the literature while simultaneously providing the most comprehen- 
sive and exhaustive list. Though this comprehensive and exhaustive list is itself a hodge- 
podge of strategies that vary in myriad atheoretical ways, nonetheless it represents how 
compliance gaining strategies are defined and referred to across the many different taxon- 
omies available in the literature. 
I *  Miller and Parks (1982), Burgoon et al. (1987) and de Turck (1985) have altered 
Marwell and Schmitt’s (1967) taxonomy by suggesting two different moral appeal strate- 
gies: positive moral appeals (“you are a moral person if you comply”) and negative moral 
appeals (“you are an immoral person if YOU don’t comply”). 

Wiseman and Schenck-Hamlin’s (1981; Schenck-Hamlin et al., 1982) taxonomy is one 
of the few to provide decision rules for distinguishing compliance gaining strategies from 
one another. However, these rules are insufficient for classifying the larger range of compli- 
ance gaining strategies (i.e., strategies not contained in this taxonomy) and have been 
found to be insufficient for distinguishing strategies in the taxonomy from one another 
when classifying compliance gaining messages (c.f., Tracy et al., 1984). 
’O Buss et al. (1987) refer to the direct request strategy as “reason.” 

The integrated taxonomy we provide in Table 2 is no exception. Like the taxonomies 
on which it is based, the integrated taxonomy is comprised of a similar hodgepodge of 
nondifferentiable strategies. 
” The third-party strategy is referred to as “using an advocate” by Cowan et al. (1984), 
“coercion” by Cody et al. (1980), “extended expertise” by Cody et al. (1981), and “upward 
appeal” by Kipnis et al. (1980). 

The generated examples were constructed so that they varied in their content, sentence 
construction, focus, and subtlety. Several of these generated examples were simply a direct 
rephrasing of the strategy’s definition. These definitionally rephrased examples were in- 
cluded for evaluation for the purpose of checking the quality of data received from each 
person. A listing of the generated examples that were evaluated can be found in Cole 
(1993). A list of other unevaluated generated examples is available from the first author. 
24 A complete listing of all 1,480 examples along with descriptive information about their 
representativeness for particular strategies is available in Appendix A of Cole (1993). 

While the undergraduate student population is too often a sample of convenience, it is 
a particularly relevant group of people to use to assess the representativeness of these 
compliance gaining examples. The vast majority of compliance gaining research has relied 
on this same population to obtain research participants. Researchers expected these stu- 
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dents to understand and treat the examples as the intended strategies. Consequently, data 
from this population are perhaps most informative for understanding the limits of knowl- 
edge about compliance gaining message behavior stemming from problems in strategy 
operationalization. 
z6 These “thought” example findings should be interpreted with caution. We tested many 
of these “thought” examples with two strategies even though we did not expect them to 
represent both equally well. Rather, we believed that many of these “thought” examples 
carried elements of both strategies though fit neither particularly well. 
” Of course, any measure of convergent validity needs to be complemented with assess- 
ments of discriminant validity. Construct validity requires that operationalizations con- 
verge on their intended constructs while diverging from other related constructs (Kidder & 
Judd, 1986). 

Jackson and Backus’s (1982) results are dependent on their own operationalizations, 
which perhaps are problematic. These researchers report only a 5 3  correlation in ratings 
of likelihood of use between their examples and abstract definitions of the strategies the 
examples were meant to operationalize. Low correlations were also reported across multi- 
ple untested operationalizations of compliance gaining strategies by Hample and Dallinger 
(1987a, b), suggesting (1) that multiple operationalizations are not useful unless they are 
known to represent strategies validly and (2) that, because such testing did not occur, the 
findings of this research must be interpreted with caution. 
29 Harper and Hirokawa’s (1988) example of aversive stimulation is “Until you prove to 
me that you can be trusted to report on time for work, I will constantly monitor your 
every move.” 
30 The three examples of bargain are, “If people are willing to pitch in on such things, I 
usually try to take that into account in assigning other responsibilities,” “I will give you 
priority on vacation time if you do this,” and “If people are willing to get involved in such 
things, I usually try to take that into account in making promotion recommendations.” 
The second example is really a promise. 

Duty: “Your group needs it done. Our group depends on you. Our group will be hurt 
if you don’t.’’ Responsibility to class: “Your group needs it done. The class depends on 
you. All your friends are counting on you. Don’t let your group down. You’ll ruin it for 
the rest of the class (team).” 
32 Strategies have been said to differ on the basis of their explicitness, assertiveness, 
directness, verbal aggressiveness, whether they involve negotiation, benefit the self or other 
and/or reward or punish the target (cf. Cody et al., 1980; Falbo, 1977a; Falbo & Peplau, 
1980; Hunter & Boster, 1987; Kipnis et al., 1980; Marwell & Schmitt, 1967; Miller & 
Parks, 1982; Miller et al., 1977; Wiseman & Schenck-Hamlin, 1981). These dimensions 
have not been consistently identified across different studies either in number or type. For 
example, Marwell and Schmitt (1967) found five factors related to French and Raven’s 
(1960) five bases of social power. In an attempt to reduce these five factors, Miller and 
colleagues (1977) ironically report 8 different clusters of strategies, some of which were 
found to “defy explanation” (p. 48). While Kipnis and colleagues (1980) identify the same 
number of factors as Miller and colleagues, they do not report the same types of factors, 
finding instead such dimensions as sanctions, exchange, upward appeal, blocking, coali- 
tions, assertiveness, and ingratiation. Wiseman and Schenck-Hamlin (1981) report four 
dimensions for differentiating compliance gaining strategies. Miller and Parks (1 982), 
Roloff and Barnicott (1979), and Falbo (1977a) each present two-dimensional solutions to 
account for strategic differences, though each offers different dimensions. Hunter and 
Boster (1987) claim that compliance gaining strategies can be represented by a single 
dimension (verbal aggressiveness), though other researchers have failed to replicate this 
unidimensional structure (Burgoon et al., 1987). Cody and colleagues (1980) could only 
replicate one of many dimensions of compliance gaining strategies across three different 
situations. The number and types of dimensions reported to differentiate compliance gain- 
ing strategies varies considerably across studies. 
33 Various dimensions along which compliance gaining strategies have been differentiated 
include their explicitness, assertiveness, directness, and verbal aggressiveness, whether they 
reward or punish, focus on the self or other, are rational or not, and involve upward 
appeals (Cody et al., 1980; Falbo, 1977a; Falbo & Peplau, 1980; Hunter & Boster, 1987; 
Kipnis et al., 1980; Marwell & Schmitt, 1967; Miller & Parks, 1981; Miller et al., 1977; 
Wiseman & Schenck-Hamlin, 1981 ). Proposed differences in compliance gaining situations 
include their intimacy, a target’s resistance to compliance, the source’s dominance, the 
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right to make the request, the long or short term nature of the consequences, and the 
interpersonal nature of the occasion (Boxer & Stiff, 1984; Cody, Woefel &Jordan, 1983; 
Cody & McLaughlin, 1980; Dillard & Burgoon, 1985; Lustig & King, 1980; Miller et 
al., 1977; Sillars, 1980). A variety of different compliance gaining goals have been sug- 
gested, such as soliciting advice, providing assistance, participating in activities, changing 
opinions, making relational changes, and fulfilling obligations (Canary et al., 1986; Cody 
et al, in press; Dillard, 1989, 1990b, 1990c; Rule et al., 1985). These goals differ in 
their task orientation, negative affect potential, and infringement of a target’s autonomy 
(Kellermann & Kim, 1991; Kellermann, 1992). 
34 Proposed situational differences have had little consistent influence on whether a strat- 
egy is considered acceptable to use (Cody & McLaughlin, 1980; Dillard & Burgoon, 
1985; Jackson & Backus, 1982; Lim, 1990). Similarly, proposed differences in compliance 
gaining strategies (e.g., self vs. other benefit, upward appeal, coalition formation) are 
frequently not related to strategy acceptability except in very limited situations (Cody et 
al., 1980; Lim, 1990). No tests of the influence of proposed differences in compliance 
gaining goals (e.g., task orientation, negative affect potential, autonomy restriction) on 
strategy acceptability have occurred. 
3s The preview expectancies/consequences mechanism is defined as follows: “If one per- 
son previews the consequences of behavior in such a way as to cause another person to 
make behavioral choices so as to cope with those expectancies or consequences (for exam- 
ple, to gain a ‘reward’ or to avoid a ‘punishment,’ using those terms very broadly), we may 
say that the first person has exercised power” (pp. 124-125). The invoke relationship/ 
identification mechanism is defined as follows: “the operation of power or influence is 
contingent on the target’s relationship to or identification with the agent. In other words, 
an agent may invoke a relationship or some identification process, but the relationship or 
identification, whether preexisting or created, ultimately resides in the target” (p. 125). 
The summon values/obligations mechanism is defined as follows: “If an agent induces 
compliance behavior in a target on the basis of some duty or obligation, the functioning of 
power can be traced to the target’s sense of values that give meaning to such concepts as 
‘duty’ and ‘obligation.’ Thus an agent may exercise power by summoning the target’s values 
or obligations” (p. 125). 
36 While a list of compliance gaining strategies assigned to each power mechanism is 
available for inspection (on p. 129 of Wheeless et al., 1983), imperfect inference must be 
used to discern the nature of these power mechanisms since the mechanisms themselves are 
defined tautologically, their boundaries are not specified, and 6 of the assigned compliance 
gaining strategies are marked as “may be variously classified, depending on content” (p. 
130). 
” The findings from Baxter’s (1984) research should be interpreted with caution. First, 
32 tactics were written to represent 32 strategies claimed by Brown and Levinson to be 
hierarchically embedded in 1 of 4 “suprastrategies” (e.g., bald-on-record, negative polite- 
ness, positive politeness, or off-the-record indirecrness). These tactics were not tested for 
their validity in representing either the strategy or the suprastrategy . Consequently, differ- 
ences in groupings between Baxter’s assignment of the tactics to Brown and Levinson’s 
typology and the factor analytic results may be as much a problem with strategy operation- 
alization as with Brown and Levinson’s typology. Second, the factor analysis grouped 
tactics together based on their likelihood of use. Conceptually meaningful clusters should 
not be expected when tactics are grouped together on their likelihood of use. Tactics that 
are conceptually similar, conceptually dissimilar, and conceptually unrelated could have 
similar chances of being used and, therefore, be members of the same cluster. In a like 
manner, conceptually similar tactics may have different chances of being used and, there- 
fore, be members of different clusters. Differences between Baxter’s assignment of tactics 
to Brown and Levinson’s taxonomy and the factor analytic results may be due to the 
taxonomy being based on politeness differences while the factor analysis based on likeli- 
hood of use differences. Third, while Baxter reports that the four factors vary in their 
negative and positive politeness, the only regularities reported in the canonical analyses are 
between the likelihood the Strategies will be used and relational intimacy, p,ower, magni- 
tude of threat, and gender. The inference cannot be made that the regularities based on 
likelihood of use ratings would be the same as those based on negative and positive 
politeness ratings. Consequently, Baxter does not offer observed regularities about the 
politeness of compliance gaining message behavior. Fourth, Baxter’s assessment of the 4 
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strategies’ politeness was based on average ratings of negative and positive politeness across 
all tactics assigned to that strategy. The quality of these mean ratings (i.e., their conver- 
gence on the mean) is not assessed by Baxter and is questioned by Craig and colleagues 
(1986). Finally, Baxter based her work on Brown and Levinson’s typology, which provides 
neither a mutually exclusive nor exhaustive listing of politeness strategies (Craig et al., 
1986). As such, factor analytic results based on the likelihood of use of overlapping and 
incomplete lists of tactics should not be read as providing a complete enumeration of 
conceptually (as opposed to statistically) distinct strategies. 
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