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ABSTRACT 

Interpersonal influence refers to the strategies and tactics 

relational partners use to establish, reinforce, or alter each other's 

cognitions, emotions, and behaviors. It is argued that in close 

relationships, influence is used to attain instrumental goals, manage 

the relationship, and maintain desired identities. Six strategic 

categories, involving 36 tactics, were created to assess influence 

during the videotaped disagreements of fifty couples (N=100). 

Correlational results suggest that: (1) relational partners are more 

persuasive when using strategies of other-support and content

validation and less persuasive when using content-invalidation, (2) 

greater satisfaction is experienced when one's partner uses other

support strategies and does. not use accusations, and (3) relational 

message interpretations of equality, immediacy, informality, and 

similarity are associated with content-validation and other-support 

strategies; while interpretations of dominance, lack of immediacy, and 

lack of equality are associated with content-invalidation and other

accusations. An exploratory effort is made to determine which 

nonverbal behaviors are most closely associated with verbal strategies 

and how they predict outcome and global measures. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Rationale 
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Viewing interpersonal relationships as "relational tultures" is 

becoming increasingly popular in the discipline of communication. 

Relational culture, as defined by Wood (1982) " ... refers to a privately 

transacted system of definitions, values and meanings that establish for 

partners in a relationship a consensual order of interpretation and 

action" (p. 77). Strategic communication facilitates the transaction of 

relational systems as partners engage in overt and/or tacit negotiations 

of issues, identities, and relationship definitions (Clark & Delia, 

1979). 

Implicit within this conceptualization of relationships as 

negotiated orders is the assumption that influence is used by partners 

to establish, reinforce, and alter each other's cognitions, emotions, 

and behaviors. As such, influence is an inherent property of "close" 

relationships. According to Berscheid and Peplau (1983), close 

relationships involve two highly interdependent partners who have mutual 

influence over one another. High interdependence between partners is 

determined by such interaction properties as frequent impact on each 

other, strong impact during interactions, impact on diverse issues and 

activities, and interconnectness over a relatively long duration of time 

(Berscheid & Peplau, 1983, p. 13). 

Clark and Delia (1979) argue that regardless of the specific goals 

individuals may have in interpersonal interactions, strategic 

communication serves three general functional objectives. Communication 
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simultaneously addresses i,~strumental objectives which pertain to the 

content of the interaction, interpersonal objectives which involve 

establishing and maintaining the relationship, and identity objectives 

which relate to the management of a desired self-image and maintaining a 

particular identity. These objectives frame influence behavior as 

partners attempt to negotiate mutually agreed upon definitions and 

understandings of themselves, their partner, the relationship, issues, 

and events. 

To date, relatively few investigations have dealt with influence in 

relationships of well-known others. Studies that have focused on 

interpersonal influence have almost exclusively assessed compliance

gaining and compliance-resisting techniques. Even the limited knowledge 

of what influence looks like in interpersonal settings is rendered 

somewhat suspect because it has been largely inferred from self-reported 

projections of behavior. little is known about how relational partners 

influence one another in actual situations. A better understanding of 

interpersonal influence can be achieved by investigating the interaction 

behavior of long-term relationship partners and expanding the domain to 

include person-oriented as well as instrumental goals. Identification 

of the typical strategies used and the outcomes that accrue can 

translate into behavioral recommendations that promote greater 

satisfaction with communication episodes and more overall satisfaction 

with the relationship. 

The strategies and tactics relational partners use during influence 

are the focus of this study. More specifically, the investigation is 

designed to achieve the following goals. First, to conceptualize how 
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relational partners might use verbal tactics and strategies to fulfill 

instrumental, relational-management, and identity-management'objectives 

during disagreements. Second, to develop a categorical system based on 

previous literature that can be used to index influence behavior in 

ongoing interactions. Third, to assess the consequences of strategic 

and tactical choice by determining: (1) how effective partners are at 

persuading one another, (2) how satisfied they are with the 

communication event, and (3) how partner's interpret one another's 

relational messages. And fnurth, to provide an initial indication of 

how verbal and nonverbal communication might combine to form composites 

of influence behavior. 

The Nature of Interpersonal Influence 

8 Traditional View of Influence 

Influence has been traditionally conceived of as symbolic 

transactions designed to alter a target's perceptions, affect, 

cognitions, and behaviors (M. Burgoon & M. D. Miller, in press; G. R. 

Miller & M. Burgoon, 1978). Subordinated to the areas of social 

influence and persuasion, "interpersonal influence" has similarly been 

defined by Seibold, Cantrill, and Meyers (1985) as "the processes and 

paths by which individuals reinforce or alter each other's cognitions, 

emotions, and behaviors" (po 558). The instrumental nature of influence 

exists even at the conversational level. According to Cappella (1985), 

mutual influence in conversations involves one person intentionally 

seeking " ... to alter the content, tenor, or events of a conversation 

toward some preordained end or purpose II (po 393). Whether explicitly 

stated or implicitly assumed, most definitions of influence view actors 

--------------------------------------------------------------- ----_. 
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as rational agents who intentionally construct messages to elicit 

desired responses from targets and achieve predetermined goals (see M. 

Burgoon & M. D. Miller, in press; Roloff, 1980; Seibold et al., 1985). 

An underlying assumption of these definitions is that individuals 

have an ability to select from a variety of message strategies those 

that will be effective in accomplishing their purposes. Indeed, 

predictions about persuasive effects are embedded in notions of 
~ 

purposiveness, deliberateness, and awareness (Roloff, 1980). Seibold 

et al. (1985) summarize this awareness in a Strategic-Choice Model 

derived from the tenets of instrumental influence outlined by Beisecker 

(1970). Influence attempts are characterized by: 

(1) conscious awareness of the features of the influence situation 

such as individual roles, constraints of the setting, and 

interaction tasks or goals; 

(2) rational and timely assessment of behavioral options inherent 

to the situation; 

(3) formulation of a specific plan of action to achieve well

articulated goals; 

(4) a large and developed repertoire of strategies and tactics 

from which to draw upon to facilitate goal achievement; 

(5) adequate awareness and predictive abilities to determine the 

probable effects of enacting various influence alternatives; 

and 

(6) the skills to select appropriate strategies over inappropriate 

ones even though they may be the actor's habitual means of 

communicating (p. 557). 
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Models portraying actors as rational, purposive, self-aware, and 

competent, permeate influence research. The theoretical orientation 

and methodology used to study suasory processes partially explains the 

heavy reliance on rational models and concern with instrumental ends. 

It is not surprising that the conscious and intentional aspects of 

communication have been emphasized when research has focused on linear 

and unidirectional communication, source and message characteristics, 

and persuasive effects (G. R. Miller & M. Burgoon, 1978; G. R. Miller, 

M. Burgoon, & J. K. Burgoon, 1984). 

An Expanded Vi ew of Infl uence" 

While the substantive mainstay of persuasion has been ~he 

alteration of targets' attitude structure or behavior, G. R. Miller and 

M. Burgoon (1978) disc~ss the importance of also examining person

oriented outcomes. They write, 

... unless common sense and writers such as Goffman (1959) are 

completely off-base, people spend considerable time trying to 

persuade others to perceive them as attractive, socially desirable 

individuals; that is, they deliberately employ certain verbal and 

nonverbal strategies to maximize the likelihood of creating 

" favorable impressions. (p. 34) 

Consistent with this thinking, Reardon (1981, 1987) proposes a 

tripartite model involving three criteria, appropriateness, 

consistency, and effectiveness (ACE), determined to affect judgments 

about strategies used to achieve instrumental, relationship- and 

identity-management objectives in an interaction. Appropriateness 

refers to how given behaviors might be evaluated by others. 
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Consistency refers to how given behaviors "fit" with one's value 

system, idiosyncratic rule system, and self-image. And, effectiveness 

pertains to the likelihood that one's verbal and nonverbal behavior 

will lead to the desired consequence or outcomes (Reardon, 1987, p. 

141). The potential for, and inevitability of, multiple influence 

goals in interactions between relational partners necessitates 

attention tD factors unparalleled in contexts involving a greater 

number of participants and less potential for reciprocal interaction. 

The domain of interpersonal influence must not only include an 

expanded view of the objectives interactants seek to attain, it must 

also provide for ongoing, patterned forms of communication that are 

unintentional, expressive, or cathartic in nature. Indeed, Seibold et 

al. (1985) ,claim that traditional models not only focus on strictly 

instrumental source- or message-oriented goals but they also 

" ... oversimplify the interactional, adaptive and partially 

nonreflective character of communicative influence strategies" (p. 

557) . 

Though rational models of influence are pervasive, counter

perspectives have recently been advanced by scholars who question the 

assumption that intentionality is always present in interactions (e.g., 

Berger & Douglas, 1982; Housel, 1985; Langer, 1978, Planalp & Hewes, 

1982; Smith, 1982a; Sypher & Applegate, 1984). Roloff (1980) suggests 

that conscious activity and "thoughtful control of behavior" may not be 

strongly linked to action. He further claims that, "Those parts of the 

persuasion process that are not controlled by the conscious reflection 

on our beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors have largely been ignored" 
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(Roloff, 1980, p. 31). Berger and Douglas (1982) similarly contend 

that " ... simply because people are capable of deliberation and reasoned 

choice is neither sufficient cause to suppose that such ,purposefulness 

is usual nor that such behavior is p~eferred" (p. 46). In influence 

situations, the most parsimonious explanation for behavior may not be 

the conscious construction of strategies performed in the service of 

well-defined objectives. Instead, persons may have global, grossly 

defined goals (e.g., wanting to be perceived as just or reasonable) and 

. enyage in habituated behavior (e.g., complaining or criticizing) that 

impedes, even obstructs, predetermined goals. 

Recent emphases in the social scientific literature on "scripts" 

and "scripted behavior" illustrate the problem with assuming conscious 

thought processes drive communicative behavior. Scripts can be seen as 

standardized episodes or coherent sequences of events derived from 

recurring events (Abelson, 1976; Berger & Douglas, 1982). Script 

theorists argue that repetition causes behavior to become overlearned 

and allows persons to consciously process fewer and fewer informational 

cues in order to choose an appropriate response (Berger & Douglas, 

1982). Langer and associates' (Langer, 1978; Langer, Blank & 

Chanowitz, 1978; Langer & Imber, 1980; Langer & Newman, 1979) work on 

"mindlessness" suggests that awareness of behavior is differentially 

affected by the amount of previous experience one has with an activity. 

Repeated activities increase the likelihood that scripts will be relied 

upon to carry out routines and decrease the likelihood that a high 

degree of conscious awareness will dictate action. 

Several authors agree that communication is often a routinized, 
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taken-for-granted activity (e.g., Berger & Douglas, 1982; Jacobs & 

Jackson, 1982, 1983; Lewis, 1969; G. R. Miller, Boster, Roloff, & 

Seibold, 1987). Mindless, relatively scripted routines are highly 

likely in interpersonal transactions where relational partners are 

prone to engage in habitual patterns of communication (Miller et al., 

1987). In this regard, Triand1s (1977, 1980) claims that habit is 

often a more reliable predictor of behavior than intentions. He (1977) 

argues that behavior is a function of two factors: (1) intention plus 

habit, and (2) physiological arousal. Behavioral intention dictates 

action when behavior is novel and unlearned; habit is likely to control 

action when behavior is well-learned or overlearned. Under conditions 

of high emotional arousal, again habit, rather than intention, is 

purported to control behavior (p. 205). Given that communication with 

one's relational partner often involves repeated, exchanges over the 

same or similar content, nonreflective response mechanisms may be the 

best explanation for much of what transpires in transactions. This 

should be especially true for arousal-producing exchanges during 

disagreements. 

When it comes to influence, G. R. Miller et al. (1987) caution 

against viewing communication as a particularly mindful activity. They 

believe it is misleading to talk of "choosing strategies" and 

"selecting strategies" because such phrases imply " ... considerable 

cognitive activity and volition" (p. 94). Most communicators, they 

argue, appear to have at their disposal a limited repertoire of 

strategies and repeatedly exhibit a narrow band of behavior regardless 

of the exigencies of the situation. G. R. Miller (1982) summarizes 
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this argument in the following: 

... moreover, it is likely that during this learning process, 

persuaders acquire habitual preferences for particular message 

strategies ... Once these patterns are strongly conditioned, 

persuaders may continue to employ them even though they are 

ineffective in achieving persuasive goals; and may even, in fact, 

produce undesirable side effects such as resentment and hostility. 

(pp. 4-5) 

Summary 

Strategic communication has traditionally been viewed from an 

"actional" perspective where individuals are viewed as active agents 

who exert influence over their environment, who are driven by 

intentionality to maximize personal rewards and minimize undesirable 

outcomes, and who can choose among alternative courses to achieve 

personal needs and goals (Smith, 1982b). An alternative viewpoint 

suggests that individuals may engage in adaptive, self-regulatill9 

processes for image and identity maintenance (Smith, 1982a); that they 

may engage in routine, relatively scripted communication behavior with 

well-known others; and that they may be competent or incompetent in 

achieving desired interaction goals. Quite possibly, during 

interactions, as relationship partners simultaneously try to accomplish 

instrumental, relationship- and identity-management goals, they cycle 

between highly conscious or mindful states and nonreflective, adaptive 

states. 

Factors Affecting Strategy Preference 

Based on the preceding discussion, it is likely that interpersonal 

~ ~~-~ ~ ~-------------------------------------
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influence situations involve some combination of intentional and 

unintentional behavior. Though communication in relationships may be 

habituated and based on affective response mechanisms, this does not 

preclude or impugn the value of determining strategies most likely used 

to influence. Whether strategies are consciously selected or 

unconsciously combined to satisfy instrumental, relational, or identity 

objectives, they can be seen as abstract, cognitive schemata that 

provide general guidelines for action (Berger, 1985). 

As influence episodes unfold, decision processes are activated to 

facilitate goal attainment. A number of factors are proposed to 

influence strategy choice. Most fundamentally, Cappella and Folger 

(1980) argue that situational cues provide information about the 

behavioral options available to interactants. According to Berger 

(1985), a several factors comprising a Strategy Attribute Schema (SAS) 

dictate strategy usage. Determination of strategy is influenced by 

decisions about approach or avoidance--exerting or resisting influence, 

the positive or negative affective tone an actor wishes to communicate, 

and whether influence will be direct or indirect. Specific variables 

that may affect one's SAS include: (I) time available for goal 

achievement, (2) degree of success experienced during influence, (3) 

legitimacy of one's social position, (4) relational consequences that 

may accrue from strategic usage, (5) level of intimacy experienced by 

relational partners, (6) relative power of parties, and (7) personality 

predispositions. Though Berger (1985) states that persons may not 

always consciously calibrate and adjust each of these variables in 

influence situations, in combination, they may motivate a person toward 
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fulfilling general interaction goals. 

While these specific variables have not been systematically put to 

test, prior research has identified three factors that affect strategy 

choice: type of relationship, intimacy, and relational consequences. 

Evidence concerning these factors is derived from studies investigating 

compliance-gaining (Clark, 1979; Cody, McLaughlin, & Jordan, 1980; 

Falbo, 1977; G. R. Miller, Boster, Roloff, & Seibold, 1977; Roloff & 

Barnicott, 1978, 1979) and compliance-resisting behavior (McLaughlin, 

Cody, & Robey, 1980). In addition, while not directly testing 

influence, researchers have produced comparable findings in studies of 

conflictual behavior (Fitzpatrick & Winke, 1979; Fitzpatrick, Falls, & 

Vance, 1980; Putnam & Wilson, 1982; Roloff, 1976; Sillars, 1980; 

Sillars, Coletti, Parry, & Rogers, 1982). In that conflicts involve 

attempts by relationship partners to achieve some solution to 

perceptions of contradictory attitudes or behavior (Roloff, 1976), the 

strategies used to attain solutions fall within the domain of 

interpersonal influence. 

IYog of Relationship 

Based on the notion that communication strategies are used to 

obtain both short-term and long-term relational rewards, Roloff (1976) 

proposed that prosocial strategies are more common to interpersonal 

relationships than antisocial strategies and that relational 

satisfaction is maximized through mutual prosocial communication. He 

describes prosocial strategies as facilitative attempts to obtain 

relational rewards through understanding of the other and antisocial 

strategies as communicators' attempts to obtain rewards by imposing 
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their position on another through force or deception. 

The type of relationship individuals are involved in appears to 

differentially affect strategic choice. G. R. Miller et al. (1977) 

used the Marwell and Schmitt (1967) compliance-gaining typology to 

investigate the impact of persuasion in interpersonal and 

noninterpersonal relationships with long- and short-term consequences. 

They found that in both short-and long-term interpersonal situations, 

reward-oriented strategies of altruism, positive altercasting, and 

liking were highly probable choices; promise was also likely in long

term relationships. One exception to the use of positively valenced 

strategies is that threat was also a likely choice for people in long

term relationships. Punishing strategies such as aversive stimulation 

and activation of commitment with negative connotations were unlikely 

choices in interpersonal situations. 

Consistent with this bias toward reported use of prosocial 

strategies, Hecht (1984) found that subjects were more likely to 

achieve success in gaining compliance from friends when using self

feeling, altruism, and positive altercasting rather than threat. 

Roloff (1975) found that adolescents reported significantly greater 

likelihood of using prosocial modes of conflict resolution with friends 

than revenge, verbal aggression, or physical aggression. And, Putnam 

and Wilson (1982) found that university teaching assistants were more 

likely to choose solution-oriented communication strategies and 

nonconfrontational approaches (avoidance, withdrawal) with supervisors 

and peers rather than controlling strategies (persistent argument, 

"nonverbal forcing"). 
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Sillars (1980) conducted a study of roommate conflict that 

substantiates people's predilection for positive influence tactics in 

interpersonal relationships. Integrative tactics are cooperative 

behaviors that pursue mutually agreeable resolutions to conflict and 

promote a positive or neutral affective climate. Passive-indirect or 

avoidance tactics minimize explicit discussions of conflicts through 

indirect or ambiguous communication, topic shifting, or denial of 

conflict. Distributive tactics are verbally competitive or 

individualistic acts such as insults or criticism (Sillars, 1980). 

Subjects reported greater use of integrative strategies as opposed to 

passive-indirect or distributive strategies when they perceived 

cooperative intent on the part of the other and when they took personal 

responsibility for the conflict. To the extent that subjects 

attributed less stability to the conflict (i.e., the conflict was 

unlikely to recur), integrative strategies were again more likely than 

passive-indirect strategies. Fitzpatrick and Winke (1979) also 

investigated strategies used in conflict. Of relevance here is the 

finding that married partners report using more emotional appeals 

(e.g., appeals to the other's love and affection, getting angry) and 

personal rejection strategies (e.g., withholding affection and acting 

cold, ignoring the other) than persons in other types of relationships. 

Intimacy and Relational Consequences 

In close relationships, establishing and maintaining the 

relationship can be seen as a constraint that may cause some influence 

strategies to be emitted and others to be avoided. Relational 

consequences, as originally conceptualized by Miller and Steinberg 

----~------------
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(1975), pertain to a probability estimate that influence attempts will 

involve a redefinition of the relationship. Though Roloff and 

Barnicott (1978) argue that relational consequences are not a strong 

predi~tor of strategy preference, and Clark (1979) found a lack of 

predictive utility associated with a manipulation of consequences, Cody 

and McLaughlin (1980) found that consequences are a relevant 

situational variable. McLaughlin et al. (1980) similarly found that 

strategy preference in compliance-resisting situations was a function 

of the interaction between relational consequences and two other 

factors, rights to resist persuasion and intimacy. 

In a more elaborated study of the impact of intimacy and 

relational consequences on strategy preference, Cody, McLaughlin and 

Schneider (1981) found both factors to be significant determinants of 

message choice. In high intimacy situations involving long-term 

consequences, justification was the most likely strategy to be used and 

personal rejection the least likely strategy. In high intimacy 

situations with short-term consequences, justification and exchange 

were likely whereas manipulation and personal rejection were unlikely. 

Results of this study led authors to conclude that strategy preference 

is a function of the risks associated with using a given strategy, the 

prediction of successful outcomes, the possibility for relational harm, 

and the possible negative consequences for image management. 

Summary and Limitations 

Taken together, these findings indicate a bias toward the use of 

prosocial strategies in influence situations with well-known others. 

With few exceptions, individuals report they would employ positively 
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valenced influence strategies such as appeals to the other's identity 

or promise of rewards rather than negatively v&lenced strategies such 

as aggressive behavior, rejection, or punishment. It must be kept in 

mind, however, that these are predictions about strategy use, not 

reports of actual behavior. In studies involving strategy selection, 

subjects are asked to recall a relevant situation or are given 

scenarios of hypothetical situations and asked to imagine themselves 

eliciting compliance, resisting compliance, dealing with conflict, and 

so forth. Aft~r recalling an incident or reviewing scenarios, subjects 

are requested to report which strategies they would most likely use 

under certain conditions. 

Despite the overwhelming popularity typologies have enjoyed as a 

means of indexing different forms of influence, a number of theoretical 

and methodological criticisms have been advanced regarding their usage. 

Several limitations are salient to this investigation. The first 

limitation concerns the over-reliance on a self-report methodology 

rather than assessments of actual behavior. The shortcomings of self 

reports as an index of behavior have been widely articulated (e.g., 

Babbie, 1986; Bowers & Courtright, 1984; Kerlinger, 1973; Nunnally, 

1978). In the influence literature, the isomorphism is still 

unsubstantiated between what people say they do, or will do, and how 

they actually behave. Berger (1985) responds to the over emphasis on 

paper-and-pencil measures by succinctly noting that when it comes to 

everyday encounters that involve persuasion, " ... persons do not select 

strategies from lists" (p. 483). Because the majority of research on 

influence in interpersonal contexts has been conducted via self-report, 

-----------------------_._-----------------------



the question remains unanswered as to whether or not in transactions 

reward strategies are utilized more frequently and more successfully 

than punishing strategies. 
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The second limitation involves the narrow range of strategies 

typically utilized in influence studies. Many suggest that the 

strategies often provided subjects are too narrow and that some 

behavioral options are underrepresented (Boster, Stiff & Reynolds, 

1983; Clark, 1979; Cody, et al., 1981; Falbo, 1977; Reardon & Boyd, 

1986; Schenck-Hamlin, Georgacarakos, & Wiseman, 1982; Wiseman & 

Schenck-Hamlin, 1981). For example, when subjects were given the 

opportunity to construct their own message strategies under three 

different conditions, Cody, et al. (1980) found that a significant 

number (between 44% and 72%) of the strategies offered by subjects were 

not part of the commonly used Marwell and Schmitt taxonomy. 

A third limitation of studies on strategy selection pertains to 

the abstract nature of strategies often included in typologies. Roloff 

(1980) argues that " ... compliance-gaining techniques or power 

strategies are described at a relatively high degree of abstraction. 

Specific behaviors are not normally included in the strategy itself" 

(p. 53). Without specification of lower-level behavioral tactics used 

to carry out higher-level strategies, measurement is imprecise. In 

this vein, a fourth shortcoming is that virtually no attention is paid 

to nonverbal behaviors used to implement strategies. Most studies of 

influence exclusively investigate verbal channels of communication and 

exclude nonverbal behavior, which may be a powerful source of influence 

(Berger, 1985). 
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Finally, criticism has been waged about this research tradition's 

continuous assessment of only unidirectional influence behavior. G. R. 

Miller and associates (Miller & M. Burgoon, 1978; Miller et al., 1984; 

Miller et al., 1987) have repeatedly argued for an expanded, 

bidirectional view of the persuasion process that allows for a more 

complete examination of influence. These authors maintain that 

reconceptualizing the persuasion process requires adopting a 

"transactional stance" so that the emergent properties of transactions 

and the interdependency of partners can be assessed. Berger (1985, 

p. 489) concurs that the "first strike" view of influence that has 

predominated has ignored the complex mechanisms people employ when 

persons using influence receive feedback or when the strategies they 

have selected fail. 

Influence Behavior in Interactions 

In order to account adequately for influence behavior in close 

relationships, an investigation of actual interaction behavior must be 

conducted. Furthermore, because people may be unaware of the 

strategies they employ when they are not given lists of strategies to 

choose from, or how strategies may translate into tactics, analyses 

must be conducted at the strategic and tactical levels. Tactics are 

defined by Berger (1985) as "lower-level behavioral routines that are 

instantiated to actualize strategies" (p. 485). To date, little 

attention has been paid to how particular strategies are enacted at the 

tactical level (Berger, 1985; Clark, 1979; Cody, et al., 1980) or to 

the consequences of implementing certain strategies and tactics (Cody, 

et al., 1981; Fitzpatrick & Winke, 1979). 
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Influence in Disagreements 

To the extent that relational partners attempt to alter one 

another's affect, cognitions, behaviors, intentions, perceptions, or 

interpretations, the potential for influence exists. Influence in 

relationships can be manifested in a variety of ways (from withholding 

affection to promise of rewards) and in a variety of contexts. Thus, 

specification of a particular "type" of interaction with particular 

constraints is necessary. As reported, numerous studies have examined 

influence behavior in compliance-gaining, compliance-resisting, and 

conflict, yet few have investigated disagreement behavior. 

Disagreements are a subset of conflictual behavior involving 

communication about what are often deep-seated latent differences 

(Putnam & Wilson, 1982). Differences may be manifested in relatively 

trivial issues such as driving behavior, recreational preferences, or 

time-management, or may involve consequential issues such as 

personality incompatibilities and discrepant views on role 

responsibilities. Typically, disagreements involve interactions where 

individuals' salient values or self-interests are threatened or 

challenged (Waln, 1984). 

Colloquially, the terms disagreements and arguments are often used 

interchangeably; conceptually both parallels and distinctions can be 

drawn. When referring to contextual occurrences where people 

communicate about discrepant positions on issues, "disagreements" or 

"arguments" are synonymous. That is, disagreements or arguments may be 

conceived of as something people "have" or, as Rancer and Infante 

(1985) put it, situations where parties defend different positions on 
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an issue while attacking the position of the other. Within the 

context, "disagreeing" or "arguing" is often viewed instrumentally as 

functional communication designed to resolve controversial issues 

between persons (Infante & Rancer, 1982). However, both disagreeing 

and arguing can also achieve cathartic or expressive purposes wher~ no 

intention exists between parties to resolve "differences. 

The distinction between disagreements and arguments is drawn when 

arguments are more narrowly defined in terms of the structural 

qualities or functional properties of messages. "Arguing" is often 

viewed as advocacy and refutation of facts, values, or policy (Infante, 

1981), and involves "arguments" or sets of statements with supporting 

evidence that comprise claims (Reiches & Harral, 1974). Arguments have 

traditionally been studied as unidirectional verbal messages with 

specific properties that lead to effective or ineffective results. 

Nonverbal behavior used in conjunction with, or in the service of, an 

"argument" has largely been ignored. For the purposes of this 

investigation, arguments are conceptualized as a subset of disagreement 

behavior because the latter connotes iterative processes inherent to 

dyadic communication and more readily encompasses both verbal and 

nonverbal behavior. Because disagreements are common in long-term 

relationships, they provide fertile ground for assessing influence. 

Strategies and Tactics. 

Numerous categorical systems were reviewed to determine which 

strategies might be utilized in disagreements and operationalized as 

influence tactics. Criteria established for acceptance of a system 

included: (1) an underlying continuum that represented both positive 
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and negative aspects of influence, (2) identification of strategies and 

tactics performed in the service of instrumental, relational- and 

identity-management objectives, and (3) reflection of behavior 

stimulated by processing feedback from the other. In this regard, 

strategies such as those delineated in Marwell and Schmitt's (1967) 

typology or Falbo's (1977) power scheme (e.g., assertions, hinting, 

threat) index unidirectional messages and do not provide for responses 

to the other during transactions. Other-oriented messages 

(attentiveness, excuses, withdrawal) capture the more processual nature 

of influence and must be built into a categorical system. 

Existing systems did not meet these criteria. However, a 

synthesis of strategies and tactics delineated by others provides a 

representative sample of influence behavior in disagreements that 

became the basis for a system of strategies and tactics advanced here. 

The overarching framework for this system was primarily compiled from 

three sources. Strategies were taken from early notions of relational 

communication; content-oriented and relational-management tactics were 

derived from Sillars' (1980) classification of verbal conflict; and 

identity-management tactics were borrowed from Tedeschi and Norman's 

(1985) taxonomy of defensive and assertive impression management 

behaviors. 

The logic of the system is based on the following assumptions. At 

the most rudimentary level, interpersonal influence involves validation 

or invalidation of (1) the content of an interaction, (2) one's 

relational partner, and, (3) the self. These aspects correspond to the 

functions strategic communication serves and reflect orientations 
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toward, and responses to, the other during transactions. At the 

content level, issues can be validated or invalidated; claims, 

warrants, and data can be accepted or rejected for their truth value or 

accuracy. At the relationship level, strategies can be used to 

validate and confirm, or invalidate and disconfirm, the other. 

Positive relational management is characterized by acknowledgment, 

recognition, and endorsement of the other; negative relational 

management involves attempts to negate the other as a valid source of 

messages. At the identity-management level, assertiv~ identity

management involves strategies validating or promoting the self, and 

defensive identity-management involves strategies excusing or 

justifying one's behavior. This results in six general influence 

strategies that may be used by relational partners during 

disagreements: content validation, content invalidation, other support, 

other accusations, self-assertions, and self-defense. 

To "flesh out" these strategies at the tactical level, Sillars' 

(1980) coding scheme offers a number of feasible content- and other

oriented tactics. Sillars identified three major categories of 

conflict behavior: avoidance, distributive, and integrative acts with 

27 representative tactics comprising them. Tactics comprising 

avoidance behavior include denial, abstractness, and topic shifting. 

Distributive behavior is characterized by such tactics as faulting, 

rejection, and prescription. And, integrative behavior is manifested 

in such tactics as description, empathy or support, and initiating 

problem-solving. The 11 tactics derived from Sillars were modified to 

reflect the concerns of this investigation. Additional behaviors 



supplementing the list were obtained from the Marital Interaction 

Coding System (MICS) developed by Weiss and Summers (1983). 
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Tactics used to represent the identity-management aspect of the 

category system were derived from Tedeschi and Norman (1985). Based on 

the notion that certain events force people into predicaments, these 

authors argue that assert'lve impression-management tactics are used to 

enhance a target's perceptions of the actor, whereas defensive 

impression-management tactics are used to protect one's identity. 

Strategies and representative tactics comprising the categorical system 

used in this investigation appear in summary form in Table 1 and in 

elaborated form with definitions and examples in Appendix A. 

While most measures of influence are based entirely on verbal 

utterances, a need has been expressed for the delineation of comparable 

nonverbal descriptors (Berger, 1985; Millar, Rogers, & Bavelas, 1984; 

Parks & Oindia-Webb, 1979). Nonverbal behaviors such as gaze, body 

orientation, interaction distance, gestural animation, speech rate, and 

fluency can serve as potent expressions of influence. As Berger (1985) 

notes, failure to account for the nonverbal communication used in the 

influence process is to 1I ••• doom oneself to study the tip of a very 

large icebergll (p. 483). Millar et al. (1984) concur that in order to 

fully understand what leads relational partners to constructive and 

destructive outcomes, researchers must identify and distinguish which 

nonverbal behaviors constitute lIone-upli or lIone-down" messages. The 

combinatorial use of nonverbal and verbal channels as message tactics 

provides a more complete account of what occurs during interactions. 

Given the scarcity of previous research associating nonverbal 



Strategies: 

Tactics: 

Strategies: 

Tactics: 

Table 1 

Summary of Tactics Comprising Strategies Used During Influence 

Content Validation Other Support Self Assertions 

agreement on issue reinforcement of other a:osertions 
description of issue support of other/relatn self-promotion 
explanation of issue emphasize commonalities exemplification 
summarizing issue accepting responsibility stubbornness 
problem solving concessions to other disclosure 
positive info-seeking compliments wish statements 

wants/needs statements 

Content Invalidation Other Accusations Self Defense 

disagreement on issue accusations/blaming justifications 
correcting other implied accusations excuses 
exaggeration criticism of other denials 
pseudo-accommodation superiority over other self-inquiry 
abstraction poking fun at other 

advice giving to other 
threats 
negative info-seeking 

- - - -
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N 
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behaviors and strategies and tactics, an exploratory effort will be 

made to determine which kinesic, proxemic, and vocalic cues combine to 

form composites of influence behavior. Previous research has been 

conducted on an extremely limited set of nonverbal behaviors (e.g., eye 

gaze, voice tone, and immediacy cues) thought to be associated with 

some construct of interest such as persuasiveness, conflict style, or 

relational control. For example, Sillars et al. (1982) studied seven 

nonverbal behaviors associated with 27 verbal conflict tactics. While 

focus on a small number of behaviors is more manageable for the 

researcher, the lack of isomorphism between isolated nonverbal cues and 

the large behavioral repertoires communicators typically exhibit in 

interactions is problematic. 

The recent work by J. K. Burgoon and associates (Burgoon, Kelley, 

Newton, & Keeley-Dyerson, 1988; Coker & Burgoon, 1987) on the nonverbal 

indicants of arousal and nonverbal correlates of conversational 

involvement departs from this tradition. In the former study, 42 

behaviors comprising 18 composites were associated with arousal; in the 

latter study, 59 nonverbal behaviors aggregated into 21 composite or 

individual measures were linked to involvement. These efforts guide 

the present investigation because of their conceptual relation to 

disagreement behavior, comprehensive treatment of nonverbal behavior in 

dyadic interactions, and methodological sophistication. 

A general argument can be made that disagreements between 

relational partners facilitate high levels of conversational 

involvement and produce moderate to high levels of physiological and/or 

psychological arousal. Conversational involvement refers to the degree 
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to which communicators are cognitively or behaviorally engaged in the 

topic, relationship, and/or situation (Coker & J. K. Burgoon, 1987). 

During a disagreement, participants are likely to be highly involved--a 

state which Cegala, Savage, Brunner, and Conrad (1982) describe as an 

integration of feelings, thoughts, and experiences ~ith the ongoing 

interaction (p. 229). Arousai refers to state of cognitive activation, 

attention, or alertness in response to sensory stimuli (for a thorough 

discussion see: J. K. Burgoon, et al., 1988). While the compresence of 

individuals or processing of novel or complex information are arousal

producing (J. K. Burgoon et al., 1988), the adversarial nature of 

disagreements further increases the probability of an orienting reflex. 

Arousal and involvement may be triggered as one simultaneously 

engages attack-defense mechanisms and protects salient values or self

interests. Threats or challenges to deep-seated beliefs, anticipated 

evaluative or negative responses from another, and discrepancies 

between the expected and actual behavior of another are potential 

activators of arousal and involvement. The intensity of arousal or 

degree of involvement may range from low to high as one experiences 

physiological, cognitive, or behavioral activation during a 

disagreement; the interpretation placed on the experience of arousal, 

or arousal valence, may range from pleasant to unpleasant. 

The nonverbal behaviors relevant to influence found to encode high 

involvement in interactions were: immediacy cues (e.g., direct 

orientation, forward lean, frequent and animated gestures), 

expressiveness (e.g., facial animation and expression, vocal loudness, 

fast rate, and varied pitch), altercentrism (e.g., kinesic, proxemic, 



and vocalic involvement, interest, attentiveness, and focus), and ~ 

lack of social anxiety (e.g., self-adaptors, object-adaptors, and 

random movement; Coker & J. K. Burgoon, 1987). While these cues were 

manifested in a relatively nonthreatening interaction between 

strangers, relational partner's involvement in a disagreement may 

modify behavioral cues. 
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The only straightforward relationship between high levels of 

conversational involvement and influence is the relationship between a 

strategy of other-support and indicants of altercentrism. 

Altercentrism or other orientation is the tendency to be interested in, 

attentive to, and adaptive to the other in a conversation (Spitzberg & 

Cupach, 1984). Cognitive orienting toward the other should produce 

overall kinesic and proxemic patterns that create gestalt perceptions 

of interest, attention, focus, alertness, and overall involvement and 

vocal behaviors that create impressions of warmth, appeal, interest, 

involvement, pleasantness, and friendliness (Bell, 1985; Norton, 1978; 

Norton & Pettegrew, 1979; Robinson & Price, 1980). 

The nonverbal behaviors found by J. K. Burgoon et al. (1988) to 

manifest both arousal intensity and arousal valence suggest additional 

behaviors that may be associated with strategy use. Heightened 

arousal, as compared to lower levels of arousal, was exhibited by 

decoders' increased random movement, greater displays of tension, 

indirect orientation and gaze, decreased attentiveness, less body 

coordination, more frequent self-and object-adaptors, and less vocal 

relaxation. In this investigation, arousal displays are transposed to 

reflect the encoder's experience. High levels of arousal are likely to 
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result when one invalidates the other's messages, makes accusations, 

and uses self-assertions and self-defense strategies. Lower levels of 

arousal are likely to be experienced with content-validation and other

support strategies. 

Nonverbal indices demonstrated by J. K. Burgoon et al. (1988) to 

be associated with positive experiences of arousal are vocal 

attentiveness, increased fluency, decreased self-adaptors, increased 

postural relaxation, and deeper pitch. Behavioral indicators of 

negative arousal were found to be increased random movement, an initial 

increase then decline in gestural animation, increased self-adaptors, 

an initial increase then decrease in postural relaxation, decreased 

vocal relaxation, and decreased vocal warmth. The strategies and 

verbal tactics likely to engender positive interpretations of arousal 

and concomitant nonverbal indicators are content validation and other 

support. Negative arousal is likely to be experienced and nonverbally 

manifested when partners utilize content invalidation, other 

accusations, or self-defense strategies. 

Consequences of Strategy and Tactic Usage 

Common approaches to the study of influence consider the 

persuasive outcomes associated with variations in source or receiver 

characteristics, message strategies, and channel alternatives (G. R. 

Miller & M. Burgoon, 1978). The expanded view of interpersonal 

influence taken in this investigation suggests that attention be 

devoted to communication attempts aimed at creating favorable attitudes 

toward partners themselves. Messages may be designed to promote an 

image of attractiveness or credibility or to elicit positive regard 
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from the other. Communicator objectives and message strategies must be 

assessed in terms of the perceptions they foster. As G. R. Miller and 

M. Burgoon (1978) put it, " ... an expanded view of persuasion involves 

increased concern for persuasive outcomes other than attitude change" 

(p. 36). While some efforts have been made to index how relational 

consequences affect strategy preference, an analysis has not been 

conducted of outcomes obtained when strategies and tactics are enacted 

in actual situations. The consequences of strategic use during 

disagreements will be determined by indexing how persuasive one's 

partner was during the discussion, one's own level of satisfaction with 

the communication during the interaction, and relational 

interpretations assigned to the other's communication. 

Persuasiveness 

Perhaps the most widely cited definition of persuasion is that of 

Bettinghaus (1973), who asserts that persuasion is a "conscious attempt 

by one individual to change the attitudes, beliefs or the behaviors of 

another individual or group of individuals through the transmission of 

some message" (p. 10). This definition reflects the intentional nature 

of communication and the goals a communicator may have during a 

disagreement. Determination of the success of influence can be made by 

indexing the degree to which a target altered his or her attitudes, 

cognitions, or behavior as a result of the source's communication. 

The previous discussion regarding strategy selection indicates 

that in influence situations with well-known others, a strong 

predilection exists for use of prosocial strategies as opposed to 

antisocial strategies (Cody et al., 1981; Fitzpatrick & Winke, 1979; 

---- --- -- -----------------------------------------
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Miller et al~, 1977; Putnam & Wilson, 1982; Roloff, 1975; Sillars, 

1980). Restated, given certain situational and relational constraints, 

people are most likely to report use of positively, rather than 

negatively, valenced strategies during influence. Little additional 

evidence exists one how strategies, once enacted, facilitate or inhibit 

communicator goals. 

Hecht (1984) conducted one of the few studies assessing the 

consequences of strategy use in interpersonal relationships. Hecht 

argues that persuasive efficacy, or the ability of a strategy to effect 

change, is based in part on a target's emotional response to a message. 

More specifically, Hecht's (1984) synthesis of a number of studies on 

emotional reactions to persuasive messages led him to conclude that 

" ... the induction of feelings of success, competence, and, more 

generally, feeling good or happy makes change more likely to occur" (p. 

375). Results of Hecht's research demonstrate that greater degrees of 

change were induced when subjects. used a strategy of positive 

identification (comprised of the tactics self-feeling, altruism, and 

positive altercasting) rather than a strategy of threat (comprised of 

the tactics threat, aversive stimulation and debt/obligation). 

Applying this argument to the present endeavor, prosocial 

strategies that induce moderate to strong positive feelings in the 

target should be more efficacious than antisocial strategies. Tactics 

comprising strategies of content validation and other support (e.g., 

agreements, positive information-seeking, reinforcement and support of 

the other, and concessions) are likely to elicit positive emotional 

reactions; whereas tactics comprising content invalidation and other 

----------------_._._-------------



accusation (e.g., exaggerating, accusing, blaming, criticizing, or 

threatening the other) are likely to engender negative emotional 

reactions. This discussion gives rise to the first set of hypotheses 

regarding the outcomes of the use of influence strategies: 

HI: One person's use of more content-validation strategies is 

positively correlated with his or her persuasiveness during the 

interaction; while one's use of fewer content-invalidation 

strategies is negatively correlated with his or her 

persuasiveness. 
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H2: One person's use of more other-support strategies is positively 

correlated with his or her persuasiveness during the discussion; 

while one's use of fewer other-accusation strategies is negatively 

correlated with his or her persuasiveness. 

Tedeschi and Norman (I985) claim that both self-assertions and 

self-defensive tactics are used in the service of impression

management. With strangers, or less known others, self-promotion, 

exemplification, or intimidation may arouse such emotions in the target 

as liking, fear, or respect. However, with well-known others, it may 

be apparent that these tactics are, as suasory devices, intended to 

enhance the source's image or support his or her argument. The 

negative connotations associated with assertive tactics may produce a 

boomerang effect for persuasiveness. Similarly, while such defensive 

tactics as justifications, excuses, and denials may create impressions 

of weakness or helplessness with unsuspecting targets, such tactics may 

be noncompelling with long-term partners when used repeatedly across 

situations and across time. Due to the lack of evidence about how 
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assertive and defensive impression-management tactics function in close 

relationships, the following research question is proposed. 

Rl: How do the use of self-assertion and self-defense strategies 

correlate with persuasiveness? 

Communication Satisfaction 

Satisfaction ·with communication is a critical ingredient in 

relational development, adjustment, and maintenance. As Rossiter and 

Pearce (1975) argue, "Satisfying relationships with other people are 

established through communication, and our ability to communicate well 

is important" (po 3). A by-product of the implementation of various 

strategies in interpersonal influence situations is the satisfaction 

induced in one's relational partner. From a source-oriented 

perspective, satisfaction is generally conceptualized as a subjective 

condition in which an individual experiences a certain degree of 

attainment of a goal or desire. From a receiver perspective, 

communication satisfaction has been conceptualized as an affective 

response to the fulfillment of one's expectations regarding the other's 

communicative behavior (Hecht, 1978). Hecht's (1984) research reveals 

that a target's satisfaction with a persuasive message affects the 

degree of influence the message exerts. Thus, satisfaction provides a 

useful criterion for investigating,the variance accounted for by 

strategy usage. 

Greater satisfaction with a discussion should be experienced when 

one's thoughts and ideas are validated or when one feels understood, 

reinforced, and supported (Rossiter & Pearce, 1975). Conversely, less 

satisfaction with communication should be experienced when one's 

-------------------------------------
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thoughts or ideas are invalidated, disagreed with, or corrected, or 

when one is accused, blamed, criticized, made fun of, or threatened. 

The following hypotheses concern the level of satisfaction experienced 

as a result of the tactics and strategies by one's partner used during 

a disagreement. 

H3: One person's use of content-validation strategies is positively 

correlated with the other's level of communication satisfaction, 

while one's use of content-invalidation strategies is negatively 

correlated with the other's level of communication satisfaction. 

H4: One person's use of other-support strategies is positively 

correlated with the other's level of communication satisfaction, 

while one's use of other-accusation strategies is negatively 

correlated with the other's level of communication satisfaction. 

Following the reasoning provided for research question 1, a second 

research question addressed the relationship of one person's use of 

identify-management tactics and the other's satisfaction with the 

discussion. Depending on the manner in which assertive or defen~ive 

tactics are interpreted by the other, satisfaction or dissatisfaction 

are equally possible outcomes. 

R2: How do the use of self-assertion and self-defense strategies 

correlate with the other's level of communication satisfaction? 

The next hypothesis differs from the foregoing in that it concerns 

a person's experience of satisfaction as a result of his/her own use of 

tactics and strategies. Given that self-assertions are offensive, 

proactive strategies invoked to enhance one's identity, they should be 

associated with greater satisfaction on the part of the communicator. 
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Conversely, defensive tactics are described by Tedeschi and Norman 

(1985) as temporary solutions to short-run problems. Defensive 

identity-management is often an escape reaction for persons 

experiencing shame or embarrassment. If people are forced into 

repeated predicaments and resort to self-defense strategies, it is 

likely that they will experience less satisfaction with the discussion. 

Hence: 

H5: One person's use of self-assertion strategies will be positively 

correlated with his or her own level of communication 

satisfaction, while one's use of self-defense strategies will be 

negatively correlated with his or her own level of communication 

satisfaction. 

Relational Messages 

Interpersonal transactions have been characterized as the overt 

and/or tacit negotiation of identities and relationship definitions 

(Clark & Delia, 1979). At the core of such negotiations are influence 

processes that involve relational communication. Relational messages 

signal how persons may view the other, the relationship, or themselves 

in the context of the relationship (J. K. Burgoon & Hale, 1984). In 

essence, such messages provide a commentary on the relationship as it 

is managed in an interaction. While a number of coding systems have 

been devised to measure relational message exchanges in dyadic 

interactions (Ellis, Fisher, Drecksel, Hoch, & Werber, 1976; Ericson & 

Rogers, 1973; Folger & Puck, 1976; Mark, 1971; Rogers & Farace, 1975), 

these systems have focused exclusively on dominance-submission and 

control aspects of influence. Indeed, Rogers and Farace (1975) state 
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that, "Relational communication refers to the control aspects of 

message exchanges--those elements in message exchange by which 

interactors reciprocally define the nature of their relative 'position' 

or dominance in their interaction" (p. 222). This narrow 

conceptualization fails to capture the essence of relational 

communication. 

Recently, J. K. Burgoon and Hale (1984, 1987a) have identified a 

number of additional relational themes that are central to relational 

communication. These themes include: (1) dominance-submission, (2) 

formality-informality, (3) composure, (4) emotional arousal 

(activation), (5) task-social orientation, (6) similarity

dissimilarity, and (7) intimacy, which is a composite of the subthemes 

of affection-hostility, inclusion-exclusion, intensity of involvement, 

depth-superficiality, and trust. These "interdependent" but 

"distinctive" themes each represent an underlying semantic continuum 

along which relational messages are enacted and interpreted (J. K. 

Burgoon & Hale, 1987a). 

In close relationships, a knowledge and experience base exists 

that allows partners to derive specific meanings from the other's 

verbal and nonverbal cues even when multiple interpretations are 

possible. A "main effects" or social meanings model of relational 

messages is therefore advanced for interpretations of behavior. 

Applying J. K. Burgoon and Hale's (1984, 1987a, 1987b) theorizing and 

research to the present endeavor, dyadic partners can be seen to 

exchange interpersonal messages and interpret one another's behavior 

across the following seven relational themes. 
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The theme of immediacy involves messages that communicate 

"approach/avoidance" or a sense of emotional, social, and psychological 

closeness or distance. The dimension of similarity/depth pertains to 

expressions of attraction, familiarity, inclusion/exclusion, liking/ 

disliking, and a desire to communicate or avoid communicating on a 

deeper, more intimate level. The equality between communicators is 

depicted by messages emphasizing the presence or absence of a power 

and/or authority differential. Receptivity/trust has affiliative/ 

nonaffiliative implications related to expressions of agreement, 

rapport, willingness to listen, openness, and sincerity, or the 

obverse. The composure dimension involves messages that communicate a 

sense of comfort, being at ease, and relaxation, or tension and 

nervousness. A demeanor that conveys messages of informality, as 

opposed to formality, is typically casual, nonaroused, and associated 

with responsiveness and disclosiveness. Finally, the theme of 

dominance represents a range in behaviors that are competitive, 

aggressive, and controlling, or submissive, cooperative, and compliant. 

Tactics such as agreements, descriptions, or problem solving 

comprising the content validation strategy should be associated with 

relational messages of that convey a sense of closeness, openness, 

willingness to participate in the discussion, relaxation, and lack of 

aggression. Conversely, when the content of one's messages is 

invalidated, relational messages should be interpreted as formal, 

nonaffiliative, unequal, and controlling. 

H6: A person's use of content-validation strategies is positively 

correlated with the other's relational message interpretations of 
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greater immediacy, similarity, equality, receptivity, composure, 

informality, and less dominance; while a person's use of content

invalidation strategies is negatively correlated with the other's 

interpretations of less immediacy, similarity, equality, 

receptivity, composure, informality, and more dominance. 

Given that other-validation strategies are "directed toward establishing 

and maintaining positive relational identities, and other-invalidation 

strategies are used to make negative relational statements, a strong 

relationship is expected between strategy and tactical utilization and 

the meanings assigned to relational messages. 

H7: A person's use of other-support strategies is positively 

correlated with the other's relational message interpretations of 

greater immediacy, similarity, equality, receptivity, composure, 

informality, and less dominance; while a person's use of other

accusations strategies is negatively correlated with the other's 

interpretations of less immediacy, similarity, equality, 

receptivity, composure, informality, and more dominance. 

A third hypothesfs regarding relational messages concerns the 

association between relational messages and the satisfaction partners 

experience during interactions. Previous research suggests that 

outcomes such as impressions of attraction, credibility, and 

rewardingness accrue when positive evaluations are assigned to 

relational messages (e.g., J. K. Burgoon, Coker, & Coker, 1986; J. K. 

Burgoon, & Coker, 1988; J. K. Burgoon & Hale, 1987b). Though a direct 

test of satisfaction with communication has not been conducted, 

positively evaluated messages should extend to favorable communication 

- ._"" -------------------------



consequences in the form of increased satisfaction, while negative 

evaluations of behaviors should generate unfavorable consequences. 

It is assumed here that relational interpretations that lead to 

positive evaluations are linked to messages conveying affiliation, 

involvement, expressiveness, and openness; while negative evaluations 

are associated with such relational messages as avoidance, exclusion, 

control, and nonresponsiveness. 
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H8: One's level of communication satisfaction is positively correlated 

with his or her interpretations that the other's behavior 

expresses greater immediacy, similarity, equality, receptivity, 

composure, informality, and lack of dominance; while one's level 

of communication satisfaction is negatively correlated with his or 

her interpretations that the other's behavior expresses less 

immediacy, similarity, equality, receptivity, composure, 

informality, and more dominance. 

Finally, a third research question is proposed pertaining to the 

relational message interpretations made when one's partner engages in 

identity-management strategies. Again, the dearth of information on 

how assertive or defensive tactics function in interactions precludes a 

direct test at the hypothesis level. 

R3: How does an individual's use of self-assertion and self-defense 

strategies correlate with the other's relational message 

interpretations? 

Overall Relationship Satisfaction 

Communication is a key factor repeatedly demonstrated to 

critically influence relational satisfaction (Fitzpatrick & Best, 1979; 
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Gottman, 1979; Hawkins, Weisberg, & Ray, 1980; Markman, 1979; 

Montgomery, 1981; Rausch, Barry, Hertel, & Swain, 1974; Ting-Toomey, 

1983). Roloff (1976) proposes that in long-term relationships 

satisfaction is maximized when prosocial, facilitative attempts are 

made to obtain relational rewards and minimized with the use of 

antisocial, degenerative strategies. Several researchers (Birchler, 

Weiss, & Vincent, 1975; Haynes, Follingstad, & Sullivan, 1979; Royce & 

Weiss, 1975) using the Marital Interaction Coding System (Weiss & 

Summers, 1983) confirm these general propositions with findings that 

clinical couples compared to nonclinic couples use significantly more 

negative verbal and nonverbal messages during an interaction. 

Gottman's (1979) findings pertaining to marital interaction 

behavior reveal that clinical couples are more likely to communicate in 

"cross-complaining sequences," while nonclinical couples are more 

likely to communicate in verbal "validation sequences." Clinical 

couples are also more likely to manifest more rigid patterns of 

interaction than nonclinical couples and to reciprocate negative 

affect. Consonant with these results, Ting-Toomey (1983) found that 

high marital adjustment was characterized by sequential patterns of 

confirming, socioemotional description, and instrumental questioning 

strategies. Low adjustment was characterized by reciprocal verbal 

patterns of confrontation, and sequential interacts of confrontation 

and defense, complaints and defense, and, defense and complaints. 

Taken together, these findings suggest that individuals experiencing 

higher levels of relational satisfaction will engage in content- and 

other-validation strategies, whereas those experiencing lower levels of 



global satisfaction are prone to utilize content- and other

invalidation strategies. 

H9: One person's use of content-validation strategies is positively 

correlated with the other's level of marital satisfaction, while 

one's use of content-invalidation strategies is negatively 

correlated with the other's level of marital satisfaction. 
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HI0: One person's use of other-support strategies is positively 

correlated with the other's level of marital satisfaction, while 

one's use of other-accusation strategies is negatively correlated 

with the other's level of marital satisfaction. 

Gender Differen~es in Interpersonal Influence 

A final concern of this study pertains to gender differences in 

influence behavior. Clearly, sociological norms affect role

expectations about appropriate influence behavior. Indeed, M. Burgoon, 

Dillard, and Doran (1983) found that certain compliance-gaining 

strategies were judged according to the expectations associated with 

the speaker's gender. While a cohesive body of literature is 

nonexistent, the results of several studies of conflictual behavior 

suggest that women report and use a more expressive-defensive style 

involving such strategies as emotional appeals, criticism, and 

justifications; w~ile men report and engage in a style that is, at 

once, more competitive and less confrontational. 

Findings from the conflict literature indicate that gender has an 

impact on strategy selection. Fitzpatrick and Winke (1979) found that 

females were likely to use strategies of personal rejection, empathic 

understanding, and emotional appeals; ,while males were inclined to use 
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a nonnegotiation strategy. Other researchers have found that females 

are more inclined toward integrative styles of conflict while males are 

more instrumental and distributive in their influence strategy 

preference (Falbo & Peplau, 1980; Shockley-Zalabak & Morley, 1984). 

Stereotypes about expected gender behavior during conflicts were 

investigated by Kelley, Cunningham, Grisham, Lefebvre, Sink, and Yablon 

(1978). Both male and female respondents reported that during 

conflicts they expect females to cry, sulk, and criticize their partner 

for lack of attention to her feelings and insensitivity to his effect 

on her. Males were expected to get angry, to reject the female's 

tears, to call for a logical and less emotional approach to the 

problem, and to give reasons for delaying the discussion. Results 

further indicate that the behavioral bias was not based on the tQpic of 

discussion but was determined by gender. In addition, an interaction 

was found between conflict-avoidant behavior on the part of males and 

frustration by the avoidance on the part of females who wanted the 

problem to be directly confronted. 

Yet unresolved is how closely conflictual styles translate into 

influence strategies. The only direct evidence on gender differences 

in the functional use of strategies to attain instrumental, 

relationship, or identity goals, pertains to image-management. 

Petronio (1984) investigated the sex differences in use of two types of 

strategies: defensive-oriented and protective-oriented. The former 

refer to face-saving techniques, whereas the latter refer to saving 

face for others. Petronio found that men prefer defensive-oriented 

strategies and women prefer protective strategies. Women also were 



found to use excuse strategies (e.g., introducing information 

justifying performance, implicitly seeking identification, and 

scapegoating); while men tend to use justification strategies (e.g., 

changing the subject, bringing out redeeming or self-enhancing 

information, and denying or minimizing failure). 
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While the evidence indicates that communicator gender potentially 

affects strategy selection, strategy use, and outcomes.of usage, the 

relationships and interactions among these variables is by no means 

clear. Thus, an attempt will be made to probe the gender differences 

in strategic usage during disagreements. 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------
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CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 
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Participants were 50 married or cohabitating couples who had been 

residing together for at least two years. Couples were secured by: (1) 

placing advertisements in the local newspaper, (2) obtaining referrals 

from students in university classes, and (3) soliciting participants at 

the Jury Assembly Room at the Pima County Superior Courthouse. A 

seminar on successful management of communication in relationships was 

offered in exchange for voluntary participation in this study. 

Procedures 

The investigation was conducted in a living room style 

communication research laboratory that is equipped with a one-way 

mirror for unobtrusive videotaping. Upon arrival at the laboratory, 

participants were given a list of 18 common disagreements in 

relationships derived from Roach's Marriage Problem Checklist (Bowden, 

1977; see Appendix B). Partners were asked to select a few that 

reflect recurring, unresolved issues in their relationship and then to 

enact or re-enact a disagreement about the issue or issues in as 

"typical" a manner possible. To encourage spontaneity and natural 

interaction, the investigator left the room during the discussion. 

Partners were instructed to move on to a second or third issue if the 

original issue was resolved or did not facilitate discussion. However, 

participants were assured that they need not resolve the disagreement 

during the discussion. After 15 minutes, partners were separated and 

asked to fill out several dependent measures indexing their responses 



tq the discussion. Partners were debriefed about the nature of the 

study and in exchange for their participation were invited to attend 

the seminar. 

Verbal Behavior During Influence 
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Tactical and Strategic Measures and Ratings. Various measurement 

approaches can be taken to assess verbal messages during dyadic 

interactions. Methods range from analyzing transcripts or speech acts 

to employing relational control coding systems. For this 

investigation, characteristic modes of influence were derived from 

trai ned judges' subjective i nterpretat ions of str.ategy use. 

Justification for a method of analysis based on observer impressions is 

supported by the work of Wish, D'Andrade, and Goodnow (1980). These 

researchers discovered that ratings by untrained, "naive" subjects of 

20 interpersonal communication scenes corresponded to trained coders' 

analyses of conversations using a speech act coding system. They 

concluded that their results strongly support the assumption that 

interpersonal communication can be based on observations and measured 

efficaciously at intermediate levels of analysis. In that micro-level 

assessment of messages is excessively time-consuming and costly 

(Gottman [1979] estimates it takes approximately 28 hours to transcribe 

1 hour of interaction), and does not provide substantively different 

information concerning strategy use than an index at the more global 

level, mid-range assessment of 'strategies was deemed appropriate. 

Judges of strategic behavior were eight undergraduate students who 

received 30 hours of training over a five week period. Approximately 

three weeks of training were devoted to teaching judges to recognize 
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the influence tactics. Instruction included presentation of conceptual 

and operational definitions of the tactics, review of samples of 

specific tactics, practice coding of videotapes of dyadic interactions 

unrelated to the present investigation, and reviews of rating 

inconsistencies among judges. During this time, refinements were made 

in the categorical system; the initial pool of 48 tactics was reduced 

to 36 tactics as ambiguous, awkward, or redundant tactics were 

eliminated. Though judges became somewhat proficient in recognizing 

tactics, interrater reliability was only moderate. When further 

training did not solve the disparities in subjective interpretations of 

behavior, and assigning smaller tactical units to different judges 

resulted in coding redundancies (for example, the utterance "No ... you 

were the one who started this" was coded as a content disagreement by 

one judge and an accusation by another), measurement was moved to the 

broader, strategic level. Judges were instructed to first conceptually 

categorize utterances at the tactical level then code the behavior into 

one of the six mutually exclusiv~ strategic categories (content 

validation, content invalidation, other support, other accusation, 

self-assertion, self-defense). 

Behavioral ratings were made for each utterance during the 15-

minute discussion period. Judges ignored: the few comments that were 

not representative of any tactic or strategy, unintelligible talkovers, 

or statements directed toward the camera or investigator. Frequency 

counts for individual strategies were summed, then percentages were 

derived for each strategy in relation to the total number of strategies 

used during the disagreement. This standardization procedure was 
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necessary because some participants engaged in lengthy, elaborated 

messages that constituted only one strategy whereas other participants 

engaged in short, terse comments that reflected a strategy. Four 

judges rated the strategic behavior of male participants and four 

judges rated the behavior of female participants. Coefficient alphas 

for strategies as well as interrater reliabilities for the judges of 

both male and female participants are provided in Table 2. 

Table 2 

Strategies: Coefficient Alphas and Interrater 

Reliabilities for Male and Female Participants 

Rater 
Alpha Coeffs 

Rater 
Coeffs 

Verbal Strategies Coeffs (Males} (Females} 

Content Validation .79 .84 .81 
Content Invalidation .75 .79 .80 
Other Support .69 .77 .72 
Other Accusations .84 .83 .81 
Self Assertions .78 .80 .81 
Self Defense .67 .61 .76 

As can be noted, other support- and self defense-strategies had 

only moderately acceptable alpha coefficients. This may be due to the 

limited number of occurrences of these strategies. Given that these 

two strategies were only manifested a respective 4% to 5% of the total 

interaction time, raters had relatively few opportunities to observe 

and agree upon instances of these behaviors. 

Nonverbal Behavior During Influence 

Nonverbal Behavior Measures. An index of kinesic, proxemic, and 

vocalic behavior was derived from assessment of 56 variables that are 
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common in dyadic, seated interactions and amenable to coding from 

videotapes. Variables were measured as seven-interval semantic 

differential scales and were taken, or modified from, measures 

previously used by Baglan and Nelson (1982), Birk, Pfau, and J. K. 

Burgoon (1988), J. K. Burgoon and Aho (1982), J. K. Burgoon et al. 

(1988), J. K. Burgoon and Koper (1984), J. K. Burgoon, Pfau, Birk, and 

Manusov (1987), Coker and J. K. Burgoon (1987), McCroskey and Wright 

(1971), Monti, Kolko, Fingeret and Zwick (1984), and Scherer (1982). 

Assessing this large number of nonverbal cues provides maximum 

information about the nonverbal behaviors used during influence. 

However, with such a large variable pool, if each variable is analyzed 

independently, the possibility of Type" I error is increased. To reduce 

the risks associated with the number of statistical tests being 

conducted, the majority of cues were reduced to dimensions. This 

effort was guided by results of previous studies (Coker & J. K. 

Burgoon, 1987; J. K. Burgoon et al., 1988) where the same nonverbal 

indices were assessed and a principal components factor analysis with 

varimax rotation was used to create composite behaviors. Alpha 

coefficients ranged from .43 to .94 and were quite high across the 

resultant behavioral composites. The composites, their constituent 

items, measures of internal consistency (coefficient alpha), and 

interrater reliabilities appear in Table 3. 

Nonverbal Behavior Ratings. Judges of nonverbal behavior were 8 (4 

pairs) undergraduate students who received 30 hours of training over a 

five week period. Instruction included conceptual and operational 

definitions of behaviors, review of samples of specific cues, practice 
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Table 3 

Nonverbal Behaviors: Dimensions. Item Constituents. Coefficient 
Alphas. and Interrater Reliabilities for Male and Female Participants 

Alpha Rater Rater 
Dimensions Coeffs Coeffs Coeffs Items Continuum (1-7) 

(males) (females) 

PROXEMICS/KINESICS 

Orientation .93 .96 .89 Body Orientation indirect-direct 
Face Orientation indirect-direct 
Gaze averted-direct 

Gesturing .94 .96 .91 Gestures none-frequent 
Gestures impassive-animated 

Expressiveness/ .89 .87 .89 Facial Expression unpleasant-pleasant 
Animation Facial Animation impassive-animated 

Smiling none-frequent 
Concern indifferent-concerned 
Nodding none-frequent 
Laughter none-frequent 

Random Movement .43 • 63 .77 Trunk/Limb move • none-frequent 
Rocking/Twisting none-frequent 
Head Movement none-frequent 

Relaxation .75 .86 .71 Cool nervous-cool 
Relaxed tense-relaxed 
Loose rigid-loose 
Slumped erect-slumped 

Physical .94 .90 .90 Involved uninvolved-involved 
Involvement Interested uninterested-interested 

Open closed-open 
Active passive-active 
Concerned apathetic-concerned 
Warm cold-warm 
Receptive unreceptive-receptive 

Physical .88 .62 .73 Cooperative uncooperative-cooperative 
Cooperation Equal unequal-equal 

Supportive competitive-supportive 
Similar dissimilar-similar 
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Table 3 Continued 

Alpha Rater Rater 
Dimensions Coeffs Coeff, Coeffs Items Continuum 0-7) 

(males~ (females) 

Proxemics/Lean --* .80 .50 Body Lean backward-forward 

Head Shaking --* .86 .63 Head Shaking none-frequent 
(Side-to-Side) 

Self-Adaptors --* .88 .82 Self-adaptors none-frequent 

Object-Adaptors --* .86 .82 Object-adaptors none-frequent 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
VOCALICS 

Vocal Loudness .81 .83 .83 Loudness loud-soft 
Sharpness sharp-mellow 

Vocal Rate/ .67 .70 .79 Rate/Tempo slow-fast 
Pitch Variety Pitch IIIOnotone-varied 

Fluency .89 .76 .78 Articulation unclear-clear 
Fluency nonfluent-fluent 
Rhythm jerky-rhythmi c 

Vocal Involvement .94 .89 .93 Warm cold-warm 
Involved uninvolved-involved 
Interested uninterested-interested 
Receptive unreceptive-receptive 
Concerned apathetic-concerned 
Pleasant unpleasant-pleasant 
Kind unkind-kind 
Friendly unfriendly-friendly 
Cooperative uncooperative-cooperative 
Patient impatient-patient 

Vocal Dominance .86 .84 .87 Control yielding-controlling 
Dominance submissive-dominant 
Condescending respectful-condescending 
Competitive supportive-competitive 
Unequal equal-unequal 

Pitch --* .72 .58 Pitch high-low/deep 

*These items were treated as individual scales rather than as composites. 
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coding of behaviors, and assessments and corrections of rater 

inconsistencies. Dyadic partners were coded separately in the 

following manner: two judges rated male participants' kinesic/proxemic 

behavior; two judges rated male vocalic behavior; two judges rated 

female participants' kinesic/proxemic behavior; and two judges rates 

female vocalic behavior. Kinesic/proxemic judges observed the video

only portion of the discussion; vocalic judges listened to the audio 

portion only. Judges worked separately to ensure independent ratings. 

A total of 10 minutes of behavior was observed per subject to 

achieve representative samples of behavior. Ratings were made at the 

end of two minute intervals after judges observed or listened to 

minutes 2-3, 5-6, 9-10, and 13-14. Two approaches were taken to 

measurement which provided midi-level ratings of nonverbal behavior. 

Judges initially rated distal indicator cues that measured specific 

externalized behaviors (such as forward lean or pitch variety). 

Twenty-two proxemic and kinesic behaviors and eight vocalic behaviors 

were rated in this manner. Judges then rated proximal percepts (see 

Scherer, 1982) or the impressions these behaviors foster (such as 

receptivity or competitiveness). Eleven proxemic and kinesic behaviors 

and 15 vocalic behaviors were rated in this subjective manner. 

A total of 33 ratings for each time period were made by proxemic/ 

kinesic judges; 23 assessments per time were made by vocalic judges. 

Judges were instructed to proceed slowly and deliberately through the 

analysiS. Though large numbers of judgments were made, the exploratory 

nature of this effort justified sacrificing precision for greater 

exhaustivity. The argument previously reviewed by Wish, D'Andrade, and 
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Goodnow (1980) substantiates the utility of an intermediate- as opposed 

to micro-level analysis for assessment of multiple behaviors. The 

approach taken here was likely to reflect the level of observation 

relational partners might recognize and evaluations they might make 

about nonverbal behavior; it also maximized efficiency and expense. 

Outcome Measures 

Persuasiveness scale. During the discussion, the degree to which 

communicators were successful in influencing their partners was indexed 

with 10 seven-interval, Likert-type items related to persuasivene~s 

(see Appendix C). The internal consistency of this scale is .84. 

Satisfaction scale. Satisfaction with communication during the 

interaction was assessed by a slightly modified version of Hecht's 

(1978) Interpersonal Communication Satisfaction Inventory (see Appendix 

D). This unidimensional scale is comprised of 19 Likert-type items. 

Split-half reliability coefficients utilizing Spearman-Brown correction 

factors were previously reported for the following conditions: .97 in 

an actual treatment, ,.90 in a recalled treatment, .93 among friends, 

.97 among acquaintances, and .96 among strangers. The alpha 

coefficient produced by the scale in this study was .91. 

Relational communication scale. Assessment of relational message 

interpretation was made by having participants rate their partners on 

the seven relational message themes developed by J. K. Burgoon and Hale 

(1987b; see Appendix E). Previous alpha reliabilities reported in 

J. K. Burgoon and Coker (1988) for this 30 Likert-type item scale are: 

immediacy/affection, .86; depth/similarity, .73; receptivity/trust, 

.86; composure, .82; formality, .83; equality, .62; and dominance, .52. 
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Measures of internal consistency for the present study are: immediacy/ 

affection, .84; depth/similarity, .54; receptivity/trust, .81; 

composure, .76; formality, .41; equality, .80; and dominance, .47. 

Given the moderately low reliabilities for depth/similarity, formality, 

and dominance, caution must be exercised in interpreting results 

produced by these subscales. 

Global Measure 

Marital/Relationship satisfaction scale. As a measure of the 

level of the satisfaction partners experience in their marriage or co

habitating relationship, participants responded to a 17-item 

questionnaire prior to their scheduled laboratory interaction. This 

relationship satisfaction scale was compiled from three sources: 10 

behavioral satisfaction subscales were obtained from Spanier's (1976) 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS), two measures of global satisfaction were 

adapted from the Marital-Adjustment Test (Locke & Wallace, 1959) and 

five additional global items were developed by Kelley (1988). Previous 

internal consistency measures for the DAS range from .82 to .94 

(Spanier & Filsinger, 1983); for the non-behavior items, alpha 

coefficients range from .90 to .96. Combining these three subscales of 

satisfaction into a unidimensional scale improved the internal 

consistency of the measure yet preserved the efficacy of the 

satisfaction construct. Treated as a composite, the scale produced an 

alpha coefficient of .90. 

Manipulation Check 

In order to assess whether the participants' verbal and nonverbal 

behaviors were indicative of their "typical" communication in 

-~----- -- _.---- ----------



disagreements, partners were asked to respond to 13 questions 

immediately following the discussion (see Appendix F). The internal 

consistency of this measure was .70. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

Manipulation Check on Typicalness of Disagreement 
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Initially, the normalcy of couples' disagreements was assessed to 

determine whether or not the discussion was influenced by such factors 

as the videotaping, the "publicness" of the situation, or the contrived 

nature of the discussion. Across the 100 participants, the overall mean 

for the typicality of disagreements was moderately high (M =4.95; where 

l=highly atypical and 7=highly typical). That disagreements were fairly 

typical of interaction patterns is substantiated by the fact that for 

41% of the individuals mean ratings across the 13 items ranged from 5.00 

to 5.89; mean ratings for an additional 13% of the interactors ranged 

from 6.00 to 6.78. While the interactions were fairly representative of 

typical disagreements, there is indication that contextual factors may 

have inhibited some couples' communication behavior. 

Frequency of Strategy Usage 

Prior to testing the hypotheses, assessment was made of the 

relative frequency of strategy usage across all participants. Figure 1 

reflects the mean percentage of total discussion time each strategy was 

utilized. As can be noted, content-validation (e.g., agreement, 

description of the issue, or problem-solving; M =31%), self-assertions 

(e.g., self-promotion, exemplification, or disclosure; M =26%), and 

other-accusations (e.g., blaming, criticizing, or threatening other; M 

=21%) were the most likely strategies persons employed during the 

disagreement. During the interaction, partners were less likely to rely 

upon verbal strategies of self-defense (e.g., justifications, excuses, 
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or denials; ~ =5%) and other-support ·(e.g, reinforcement and support, or 

concessions;~ =4%). 
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Figure 1: Mean percentage frequency of strategy use. 

Hypothesis Tests 

Hypotheses were initially tested with Pearson product-moment 

correlations between the strategies used by one person and the partner's 

report of the other's persuasiveness, the level of communication 

satisfaction he/she experienced during the interaction, interpretations 

of the other's relational messages, and the global level of relationship 

satisfaction. To correct for the experimentwise error rate for the 

number of comparisons across the six strategies, alpha was set at .05/6 

=.008. Mean frequencies of strategy use were converted to percentages. 

While an arcsine transformation on proportions is often suggested to 

adjust for nonuniformity in the sampling distribution, the problem of 

normalizing the curve was minimized by deriving averages across the 
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eight raters for each strategic behavior category. This procedure 

achieved a unit of measurement which was more nearly linear and allowed 

the proportions to be "stretched to the tails" rather than bunching up 

at the extreme ends of the curve relative to its center (see Cohen & 

Cohen, 1975, p. 255). 

The correlation results appearing in Table 4 show that in total, 16 

of the correlations were significant at the .008 level; an additional 6 

correlations were significant at the more liberal .05 level. After 

preliminary tests of hypotheses, a stepwise multiple regression analysis 

was conducted to provide maximum information on which strategies 

significantly predicted outcome and global measures. Results are 

provided in Table 5. 

Persuasiveness. Hypotheses 1 and 2, and research question 1, 

concern the strategies most strongly associated with persuasiveness. 

Hypothesis 1 was confirmed. Partners were more persuasive if they used 

content validation strategies (e.g., agreement, description of the 

issue, problem-solving; ~<.05) and less persuasive when they used 

content invalidation strategies (e.g., disagreement on the issue, 

correcting the other, or exaggeration; ~<.008). Hypothesis 2 was 

partially supported. Communicators were more persuasive when they 

utilized a strategy of other support (e.g., reinforcement, emphasizing 

commonalities, or concessions), but were not necessarily less persuasive 

when they used other accusation strategies (e.g., blaming, criticism of 

other, or threats). Results of the regression analysis support these 

findings. The strongest predictors of one's persuasiveness during a 

disagreement were the absence of content-invalidation strategies, 
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Table 4 

Hypotheses Tests: Pearson Product-Moment Correlatfons 
Between Person's Report and Partner's Use of Strategies 

PARTNER'S USE OF STRATEGIES 

Content Content Other Other Self Self 
PERSON'S REPORT Valfdatfon Invalidatfon Support Accusation Assertions Defense 

Partner's .23* -.32** .30** -.11 .01 -.19 
Persuasfveness ( .28) (-.40) (.39) (-.13) (.01 ) (-.25) 

Satfsfactfon .06 .02 .29** -.29** .11 .05 
wfth CQ!!unfcatfon ( .07) ( .02) ( .37) (-.33) ( .13) (.06) 

Interpretatfon of Partner's Relational Messages 

Inaediacy .10 .12 .25** -.21* -.08 .03 
(.12) ( .15) (.33) (-.25) (-.10) (.04) 

Sf_f1arfty .12 -.07 .19* -.16 .03 -.05 
(.18) (-.11) (.32) (-.24) ( .05) (-.08l. 

Equality .24** -.06 .26** -.37** .04 .09 
( .30) (-.08) (.35) (-.45) ( .05) (.12) 

Dominance -.25** .27** -.15 .29** -.10 -.13 
( -.42) (.46) (-.27) ( .47) (-.17) (-.23) 

Infol"llal1ty .00 .12 .23* -.09 -.05 -.04 
( .00) O( .21) (.43) (-.15) (-.09) (-.08) 

Receptivity .04 .13 .10 -.08 -.10 .03 
( .05) ( .17) (.13) (-.10) (-.13) (.04) 

Ca.posure .03 .07 .13 .08 -.19 t -.15 
( .04) ( .09) (.18) (.10) (-.25) (-.21) 

Relatfonship -.01 .06 .23* -.06 -.02 -.06 
Satfsfaction (-.01) ( .07) (.29) (-.07) (-.02) (-.08) 

INTERPRETATION OF PARTNER'S RELATIONAL MESSAGES 

IIRd Si_flar Equalfty DotIfnance Infor'll4l Receptive Composed 
PERSON'S REPORT 

Satisfaction .78- .65- .61- -.13 .47** .31- .11 
with Ca.aunfcation ( .90) (.94) (.73) (-.20) (.77) (.36) (.13) 

* 2<.05, one-tailed. - 2 < .008, one-tafled. t2 <.05, two-taned. 
NOTE: Correlations fn parentheses have been corrected for attentuation. 
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Table 5 

Multiple Regression Analysis on Strategies Predicting Persuasiveness, Communication 
Satisfaction, Relational Messages, and Relationship Satisfaction 

Outcome Order of Entry RSQ F Ratio 
Measures of Variables 1: .!2. Beta RSQ Change Change .P. 

Persuasiveness Content Invalidation -.32 -.04 -.24 .10 .10 11.32 .001 
Other Support .30 .06 .21 .14 .04 3.99 .050 

Communication Other Support .29 .09 .• 33 .09 .09 9.23 .001 
Satisfaction Other Accusations -.29 -.03 -.29 .14 .05 5.61 .020 

Content Invalidation .02 .04 .25 .19 .05 5.77 .020 

Relational Message 
Interpretation 

Immediacy Other Support .25 .13 .40 .06 .06 6.63 .010 
Content Invalidation .12 .07 .44 .12 .06 6.85 .010 
Content Validation .10 .03 .29 .18 .06 7.04 .001 

Equality Other Accusations -.37 -.06 -.49 .13 .13 15.35 .001 
Self Assertions .04 -.03 -.22 .17 .04 4.07 .050 

Dominance Other Accusations .29 .03 .28 .08 .08 8.76 .001 

Informality Other Support .23 .10 .34, .05 .05 5.53 .020 
Content Invalidation .12 .04 .26 .d! .06 6.21 .010 

Relationshi~ Other Support .23 .05 .23 .05 .05 5.55 .020 
Satisfaction 
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F(1,98) =11.32, R<.OOl, and the presence of other-support strategies, 

F(2,97) =3.99, R<.05. These strategies account for 14% of the variance 

in persuasiveness (see Table 5). 

A two-tailed test of research question! revealed that neither 

self-assertion (e.g., self-promotion or exemplification) nor self

defense strategies (e.g., justifications, denial, or excuses) were 

significantly correlated with persuasiveness. 

Communication Satisfaction. Hypotheses 3 and 4, and research 

question 2, concern the association between the strategies used by one 

partner and the other's satisfaction with communication during the 

interaction. Hypothesis 5 concerns the association between one's use of 

self-assertions and self-defense strategies and his or her own 

experience of satisfacti~n. The mean level of satisfaction reported 

after the discussion was moderately high (M = 4.96, where 7=highly 

satisfied). 

Hypothesis ~ was not supported. Participants did not experience 

significantly different levels of satisfaction with their partner's use 

of either content-validation or content-invalidation strategies. 

Hypothesis i was confirmed. One person's use of supportive strategies 

was strongly associated with his or her partner's communication 

satisfaction, and one's use of other-accusations was strongly associated 

with decreased partner satisfaction. Hypothesis ~ which tested the 

relationship between one's satisfaction with the interaction and his or 

her own use of strategies was unsupported. There was no significant 

relationship between satisfaction and self-assertions, (r=.06, R>.05), 

or self-defense, (r=-.07, R>.05), strategies. A two-tailed test of the 
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research question showed a lack of relationship between self-assertion 

and self-defense strategies and satisfaction with communication during 

the interaction. 

The regression analysis revealed other-support strategies, F(1,98) 

= 9.23, ~<.003, as the strongest predictor of communication satisfaction 

during the discussion, followed by the absence of other accusations, 

F(1,97) = 5.61, ~<.02, and the presence of content invalidation, F(1,96) 

= 5.77, ~<.02. Combined, these variables accounted for 19% of the 

variability in satisfaction. 

Relational Message Interpretation. The next series of hypotheses 

involved the interpretations one partner made regarding the other's 

relational messages. Hypothesis ~ testing the associations between 

relational message interpretations and content validation and 

invalidation, received mixed support. As predicted, content validation 

was positively related to equality and negatively associated with 

dominance; however, it was not significantly associated with immediacy, 

similarity, informality, or composure. Content invalidation was 

associated only with interpretations of the other's dominance. 

Moderately strong support was obtained on Hypothesis 1 with regard 

to the relational interpretations about the other's use of supportive 

strategies and other accusations. Relational messages associated with 

supportive strategies were immediacy, similarity, equality, and 

informality. However, only three negative relational interpretations 

(less immediacy, less equality, and more dominance) accompanied the use 

of other-accusations. Hypothesis ~ received consistent support across 

several dimensions. Relational satisfaction was associated with 
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presumed positive evaluations or valences assigned to partners' 

expressions of immediacy, similarity, equality, informality, and 

receptivity. Two dimensions, dominance and composure, fai'led to produce 

significant results. Research question ~ concerned the message 

interpretations people made when their partners use self-assertion and 

self-defense strategies. The only significant relationship produced by 

the two-tailed tests was a weak negative correlation between the one's 

use of self-assertions and the other's interpretations of his or her 

composure. 

Results of the regression analysis reveal that three strategies: 

other support, content invalidation, and content validation--emerged as 

significant predictors of immediacy, accounting for 18% of the variance. 

Predictors of equality were the absence of other-accusations and self

assertions with 17% of the variance accounted for by these strategies. 

However, the negative ~ associated with self-assertions and the inflated 

B associated with other-accusations suggest a case of classical 

suppression. Classical suppression is indicated by: (1) the very small 

(near zero) correlation between these variables (r =.04), (2) the ~ 

weight falling outside the limits defined by the zero-order correlation 

and 0, and (3) the moderate correlation between self-assertions and 

other-accusations (r =-.54; see Cohen & Cohen, 1975, p. 87). Thus, 

self-assertions function to increase the variance accounted for by 

suppressing some of the variance in other-accusations that is irrelevant 

to equality. Other accusations should therefore be considered the only 

direct predictor of equality. 

The single predictor of relational interpretations of dominance was 
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other-accusations, accounting for 8% of the variance. And, the primary 

indicators of informality were other-support and content invalidation 

strategies, accounting for 11% of the variance in this message 

interpretation. 

Relationship Satisfaction. Overall, participants were relatively 

satisfied in their relationships (M =4.63, where 7=highly satisfied). 

Hypotheses 9 and 10 tested the association between the global estimate 

of partners' relationship satisfaction and four influence strategies. 

Hypothesis ~ was unsupported. Content validation or invalidation 

strategies did not significantly correlate with over~ll relationship 

satisfaction. Hypothesis 10 was partly confirmed at the .05 level of 

significance with a moderate relationship obtaining between overall 

satisfaction and use of other-support strategies. Contrary to the 

hypothesized prediction, there was no significant relationship between 

overall satisfaction and the use of other-accusations. In the 

regression analysis, the only strategy that predicted relationship 

satisfaction was other-support, F(1,98) = 5.55, ~<.02, accounting for 5% 

of the variance. 

Gender Differences in Strategy Usage. To further investigate 

disagreement behavior in close relationships, gender differences were 

probed on responses to outcome and global measures and the use of 

strategies. Independent samples t-tests revealed no differences on 

perceptions of the persuasiveness of one's partner, satisfaction with 

the interaction, or overall relationship satisfaction. Two differences 

were found on relational messages, where females were perceived by their 

partners as being more receptive (M = 4.52) than males were perceived by 
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their partners (~ = 3.89), 1(98) = 7.39, ~<.001, and females were seen 

as being more composed (~ = 5.39) than males (~ = 4.77), 1(98) = 6.67, 

~<.001. 

Figure 2 summarizes the gender differences in strategic usage as 

rated by judges. Findings reveal that females tend to use more content-

invalidation, 1(98) = 2.96, ~<.01, and other-accusation, 1(98) = 2.45, 

~<.02, strategies than do males; while males use more self-assertions, 

1(98) = ~.37, ~<.02, than females. 

40~---------------------------------------------------------. 

33.6 

Content Content Other Other Self- Self-
Validation Invalidation Support Accusations Assertions Defense 

~ Male .. Female 

Figure 2: Mean percentage frequency of strategy use by gender. 

Strategy Profiles and Secondary Analysis 

A complete picture of influence behavior during disagreements must 

include assessment of nonverbal as well as verbal behavior. Exploratory 

efforts were made to obtain information on which nonverbal behaviors 

were exhibited during the disagreement, which cues potentially combine 
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with verbal strategies to create composites, how nonverbal behaviors 

compare to verbal strategies in predicting outcome and global measures, 

and gender differences in nonverbal behavior. 

Nonverbal Behaviors Present During Disagreements. The 12 nonverbal 

composites and 5 individual behaviors were measured as seven-interval 

semantic differential scales. The mean frequency of behaviors exhibited 

across participants is presented in Figure 3. 

6 --.-------------------------------· 

5.3 

Figure 3. Mean frequency of nonverbal behaviors present during disagreements. 

NOTE: High means reflect direct orientation, frequent/animated gestures, more facial 
expressiveness/animation, more random movement, more postural relaxation, more physical 
involvement, more physical cooperation, frequent head-shaking, frequent self- and object
adaptors, forward body lean, louder/sharper vocal tone, faster vocal rate and more pitch 
variety, more fluency, more vocal involvement, more vocal dominance, and lower/deeper 
pitch. 
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A cursory examination of the this figure reveals that during the 

discussion, participants were directly oriented, physically involved, 

relaxed with moderate forward lean, and physically expressed a 

cooperative versus competitive attitude. Partners engaged in moderately 

frequent and animated gesturing and random movement, and exhibited 

relatively few object-and self-adaptors and minimal head-shaking. 

Strategy Profiles. To index which nonverbal cues were most closely 

associated with verbal strategies, profiles were created by correlating 

the six verbal strategies with the 12 nonverbal composites and 5 

individual behaviors. Table 6 presents the significant correlations and 

resultant strategy profiles. 

Some general commonalities are noteworthy across the three 

strategies of content invalidation, other accusations, and self

assertions. Taken together, these strategies may be associated with 

high levels of activation, involvement, and/or intense affect which was 

manifested in frequent and animated gestures, random movement, head

shaking, a loud/sharp vocal tone, fast rate, verbal fluency, high pitch, 

and a dominant vocal style. This generalization is supported by 

previous findings that several cues (frequent gesturing, loud vocal 

tone, faster rate, and fluency) are indicants of high conversational 

involvement (Coker & J. K. Burgoon, 1987). In addition, random movement 

was previously associated with greater activation and expressiveness and 

more negatively valenced arousal (J. K. Burgoon et al., 1988). 

During the disagreement, content validation was the verbal strategy 

most commonly used (31% of the total interaction time). The 

nonverbal behaviors that correlate with this strategy indicate lower 

_ .. ~-~-~--------------------------
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Table 6 

Strategy Profiles Based on Significant Correlations between Verbal and Nonverbal Behaviors 

Strategy Verbal Tactics· Nonverbal Behaviors r ~ 

Content Validation agreement on issue postural relaxation .30 .001 
description of issue frequent self adaptors .29 .002 
explanatfon of issue soft/~llow vocal tone .30 .001 
su~rfzing issue slow vocal rate/lOnotone .16 .050 
probletl solving lack of fluency .22 .010 
posftive info-seeking lower/deeper pitch .21 .020 

Content Invalidation disagree~nt on fssue frequent/ani.ated gestures .26 .005 
correcti ng other randOll IIOvelient .21 .020 
exaggeration lack of postural relaxatfon .16 .050 
pseudo-accOIOdation fOnfard lean .20 .020 
abstraction head shaking .34 .001 

loud/sharp vocal tone .40 .001 
fast vocal rate/varfed pitch .28 .002 
verba 1 f1 uency .17 .050 
high pitch .31 .001 

Other Support reinforcement of other direct orientation .22 .010 
support of other/relatn expressiveness/animation .31 .001 
emphasfze connonalfties physical involvement .29 .002 
accepting responsibility physical cooperation .28 .002 
concessions to other vocal involv~nt .20 .020 
complellents vocal sub.fssiveness .17 .040 

Other Accusatfons accusations/blamfng indirect orientation .18 .030 
implied accusations frequent/ani.ated gestures .27 .003 
criticfs. of other randOil IOvetient .16 .050 
superiority over other head shaking .35 .001 
poking fun at other loud/sharp vocal tone .37 .001 
advfce gfvtng to other fast vocal rate/varied pitch .21 .020 
threats verbal fluency .18 .030 
neg infonaation-seeking vocal do.inance .21 .020 

high pitch .22 .010 

Self Assertions assertions frequent/ani.ated gestures .24 .008 
sel f-prOIOtion randOll lIOyetient .32 .001 
exetlplfficatfon infrequent self-adaptors .17 .040 
stubbornness frequen~ object-adaptors .27 .003 
disclosure loud/sharp vocal tone .22 .010 
wish statetlents lack of yocal involvetlent .19 .030 
wants/needs statements vocal dOllinance .20 .020 

Self Defense justi ficatfons randOll IIOYeilent .20 .020 
excuses 
denials 
self-inquiry 

*By definition. verbal tactics were fncluded in strategies. 

-------- ----------------------------------------
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levels of overall activation than accompanied the strategies previously 

discussed. Cues associated with content validation are postural 

relaxation, soft/mellow tone, slow rate, monotone. pitch, and lower/ 

deeper pitch. An interpretati~n that these behaviors are stabilizing 

forces during much of the interaction is tempered by presence of 

frequent self-adaptors and lack of fluency. The co-presence of cues 

indicative of only moderate intensity and involvement, and behaviors 

potentially expressing anxiety, indicate a complex relationship between 

the nonverbal behaviors associated with content validation that must be 

addressed in future research. 

Other-support strategies were associated with nonverbal behaviors 

that have been empirically linked to expressions of altercentrism (Coker 

& Burgoon, 1987; Norton & Pettegrew, 1979; Spitzberg & Cupach, 1984). 

Moderately strong to strong rel~tionships were found between other

support and direct orientation, facial expressiveness and animation, 

physical involvement and vocal involvement. 

Secondary Regression Analysis. To more precisely determine how 

nonverbal behaviors combine with verbal strategies to predict outcome 

and global measures, a secondary multiple-regression analysis was 

conducted. The relative and independent contributions of the variables 

were assessed by separately entering verbal strategies and nonverbal 

behaviors in the regression equation (see Table 7). This analysis must 

be seen as exploratory given the high multicollinearity among many of 

the verbal and nonverbal variables (see Appendix G). 

The analysis comparing verbal to nonverbal behaviors reveals that 

18% of the variance in persuasion ;s accounted for by a lack of verbal 
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Table 7 

Multiple Regression Analyses on Verbal and Nonverbal Behaviors Predicting Persuasiveness, 
Communication Satisfaction, Relational Messages, and Relationship Satisfaction 

Outcome Order of Entry RSQ F Ratio 
Measures of Variables r b Beta RSQ Change Change .E. 

Persuasiveness Iv Content Invalidation -.32 - .06 - .39 .10 .10 11.32 .001 
nv Fluency .19 .71 .29 .18 .08 9.17 .003 

Communication nv Physical Involvement .34 .63 .34 .12 .12 13.04 .001 
Satisfaction v Other Accusations -.29 - .02 - .28 .20 .08 9.79 .002 

Relational Message Interpretation 

Immediacy nv Physical Involvement .35 .39 .19 .13 .13 14.12 .001 
v Other Accusations -.21 - .07 - .76 .17 .04 5.17 .020 
v Self Assertions -.08 - .06 - .54 .21 .04 5.42 .020 

nv Gestures .25 .23 .25 .27 .05 6.68 .010 
v Content Validation .10 - .03 - .33 .30 .03 4.83 .030 

Similarity nv Physical Cooperation .86 1.51 1.26 .74 .74 274.57 .001 
nv Physical Involvement .37 - .56 - .52 .84 .10 66.22 .001 
nv Vocal Involvement .13 - .15 - .11 .85 .01 9.73 .002 
nv Gestures .02 .05 .11 .86 .01 5.55 .020 
v Other Accusations -.16 -.01 - .11 .87 .01 5.26 .020 

nv Vocal Loudness -.14 .10 .10 .88 .01 4.63 .030 

Equality v Other Accusations -.37 - .04 - .35 .14 .14 15.35 .001 
nv Self Adaptors .28 .31 .24 .20 .06 7.67 .007 
nv Physical Involvement .22 .49 .21 .24 .04 5.47 .020 

Dominance nv Head Shaking .37 .48 .33 .15 .15 16.84 .001 
v Other Accusations .29 .02 .20 .19 .04 4.68 .030 

Informality nv Physical Involvement .28 .53 .28 .08 .08 8.26 .005 

Receptivity nv Vocal Involvement .85 1.09 .85 .72 .72 259.40 .001 

Composure nv Physical Cooperation .58 .35 .30 .34 .34 50.33 .001 
nv Fluency .51 .47 .34 .47 .13 23.87 .001 
nv Gestures .00 - .14 - .30 .50 .03 6.83 .010 
nv Physical Involvement .58 .33 .31 .53 .03 5.35 .020 
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Table 7 Continued 

Global Order of Entry RSQ F Ratio 
Measure of Variables r b Beta RSQ Change Change .E. 

Relationship nv Physical Cooperation .32 .47 .29 .11 .11 11.60 .001 
Satisfaction nv Self Adaptors .23 .15 .19 .15 .04 4.60 .030 

nv Gestures .24 .12 .20 .18 .03 4.10 .040 
v Other Support .23 .04 .20 .22 .03 4.28 .040 

nv Relaxation -.09 -.37 -.20 .25 .04 4.56 .030 

1v = Verbal Strategies (content validation, content invalidation, other support, other 
accusations, self assertio"s, self defense); 

nv = Nonverbal Behaviors (orientation, gestures, expressiveness/animation, random 
movement, relaxation, physical involvement, physical cooperation, head shaking, 
self-adaptors, object-adaptors, lean, vocal loudness, vocal rate/pitch, fluency, 
vocal involvement, vocal dominance, pitch) 
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content invalidation, F(1,98) =11.32, ~<.001, and the presence of 

fluency, F(2,97) =9.17, ~<.003. Partner's satisfaction with the 

interaction was most strongly predicted by the other's physical 

involvement (e.g., appearing warm, receptive, interested, concerned), 

F(1,98) = 13.04, ~<.0005, and a lack of verbal accusations, F(2,97) = 

9.79, ~<.002. These variables accounted for 20% of the variability in 

satisfaction. 

Five significant predictors of immediacy emerged: physical 

involvement, the lack of verbal accusations and self-assertions, 

frequent and animated gestures, and content validation. While the a 

weight for content validation reveals a negative relationship with 

immediacy, assessment of the simple correlation coefficient indicates a 

positive but weak relationship (r =.10). Examination of the zero-order 

correlations suggests that content validation is possibly suppressing 

some of the irrelevant variance in other accusations and gestures. 

Additionally, assessment of the standardized a's reveals that though 

physical involvement entered the equation first, other accusations and 

self assertions make more unique, independent contributions to the model 

than does physical involvement. Thus, the 13% of variance in immediacy 

accounted for by physical involvement may be inflated. 

The variance accounted for in similarity was greatly improved by 

allowing nonverbal behaviors to enter the regression equation (88% as 

compared to no variance accounted for by verbal strategies alone). 

Indicants of similarity were: physical cooperation, physical 

involvement, vocal involvement, gestures, the absence of other 

accusations, and a soft/mellow vocal tone. Although the ~ weights for 
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physical involvement and vocal involvement suggest negative 

relationships with similarity, this is actually a case of net 

suppression between physical involvement and physiGal cooperation, which 

are highly correlated (t =.70), and vocal involvement and physical 

cooperation, which are moderately correlated (r =.44). The suppression 

of irrelevant variance in these variables resulted in a stronger 

relationship between similarity and physical cooperation (as evidenced 

by the large ~) than was reflected in the zero-order correlations (see 

Cohen & Cohen, 1975, p. 89). Vocal loudness may also be acting as a net 

suppressor of physical involvement. While a weak zero-order correlation 

exists between vocal loudness and physical involvement (r =.21), the 

change in sign from the zero-order correlation to the standardized ~ 

suggests that vocal loudness be serving to increase the variance 

accounted for in similarity by physical involvement. To summarize, 

caution should be exercised when interpreting the relative predictive 

contributions of both physical cooperation and physical involvement to 

relational interpretations of similarity. 

The lack of other accusations, the presence of self-adaptors, and 

physical involvement, accounted for 24% of the variance in equality. 

Dominance was primarily indicated by head-shaking and other-accusations 

which accounted for 19% of the variance in relational interpretations. 

Informality was predicted by the other's physical involvement during the 

interaction and receptivity by the other's vocal involvement. Fifty

three percent of the variance in composure was accounted for in the 

secondary analysis by the nonverbal predictor behaviors of physical 

cooperation, fluency, minimal gestures, and physical involvement. 
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The inflated B weight associated with gestures again indicates· a case of 

classical suppression. Examination of the zero-order correlations 

between the independent variables reveals a moderately high relationship 

between gestures and physical involvement (r =.49) and suggests that 

gestures are suppressing some of the variance in physical involvement 

that is irrelevant to composure. The lack of relationship between 

gestures and composure (r =.00) renders the relative contribution of 

gestures to the equation uninterpretable. 

Results of the secondary regression analysis show that 25% of the 

variance in relationship satisfaction is accounted for by the predictors 

of physical cooperation, self-adaptors, gestures, other support, and a 

lack of relaxation. 

Gender Differences in Nonverbal Behavior. Post-hoc analyses using 

t-tests were conducted on the 17 nonverbal composites or individual 

behaviors to assess gender differences. Analyses revealed 10 

significant behavioral differences at the .008 level; another three 

significant differences were found at the more liberal .05 level (see 

Table 8). Males were rated as engaging in more random movement, more 

relaxation, using a louder and sharper speaking voice, and a 

lower/deeper pitch than females. Females rated higher on frequency and 

animation of gestures, facial expressiveness/animation, physical 

involvement, physical cooperation, head shaking, forward lean, fluency, 

vocal involvement, and vocal dominance than males. 
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Table 8 

Gender Differences in Nonverbal Behavior Used During Influence 

Nonverbal Behavior Males Females 
M SD M SO .1 

Orientation 5.33 .85 5.16 .74 1.07 .285 
Gestures 3.21 1.25 3.72 1.08 -2.17 .032 
Expressiveness/Animation 3.58 .54 4.28 .61 -6.03 .001 
Movement 3.77 .57 3.49 .69 2.27 .026 
Relaxation 4.79 .40 4.55 .35 3.19 .002 
Physical Involvement 4.83 .42 5.43 .47 -6.72 .001 
Physical Cooperation 4.72 .36 5.01 .54 -3.25 .002 
Head-Shaking 1.86 .73 2.64 .79 -5.04 .001 
Self-Adaptors 3.44 .95 3.75 .97 -1.57 .119 
Object-Adaptors 2.28 .92 2.64 1.12 -1.78 .078 
Lean 3.20 .45 4.01 .32 -10.35 .001 
Vocal Loudness/Sharpness 4.47 .41 4.24 .63 2.14 .036 
Vocal Rate/Pitch Variety 4.00 .26 4.06 .42 - .93 .357 
Fluency 4.02 .25 4.59 .32 -10.09 .001 
Vocal Involvement 4.02 .27 4.63 .28 -11.10 .001 
Vocal Dominance 3.74 .27 4.15 .37 -6.30 .001 
Pitch 4.28 .39 3.64 .59 6.35 .001 
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This.study investigating influence in close relationships proposed 

a tripartite model from which to view persuasive and regulative 

messages. Three functions of interpersonal influence--attaining 

instrumental goals, managing the relationship, and preserving desired 

identities--were reflected in a categorical system that was comprised 

of six strategies representing 36 verbal tactics. The study expands 

upon previous research in a number of ways. First, the domain of 

influence includes person-oriented goals and allows for assessment of 

ongoing, patterned forms of dyadic communication that may be 

intentional or expressive in nature. Second, the strategies 

investigated are linked to lower-level tactics that involve both verbal 

and nonverbal behavior. Third, the actual communicative behavior of 

partners is assessed rather than relying on reports or predictions of 

behavior that may be confounded by a social desirability artifact. And 

fourth, the subject pool involved long-term relationship partners 

rather than friends or acquaintances. This section provides an 

interpretation of results and offers suggestions for future research. 

Hypothesis Tests 

Over the past decade, prosocial or reward-oriented strategies have 

been advanced as the most likely selections for persons involved in 

influence in interpersonal relationships. Research suggests that 

solution-oriented strategies and integrative tactics are chosen to 

manage conflicts, and strategies of altruism, positive altercasting, 

self-feeling and promise are selected in compliance-gaining situations. 
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The guiding, but largely untested, assumption is that behavior that is 

reinforcing to 'another will lead to more positive outcomes than 

behavior that is punishing. The findings associated with strategies of 

content validation and other support confirm the assumption that 

positive results accrue when prosocial strategies are used. 

Content validation, comprised of such tactics as agreements, 

descriptions, explanations and problem-solving, was the most frequently 

used strategy during couples' disagreements (31% of the total 

interaction time) and was positively linked to partners' persuasiveness 

(r =.23, g<.05). The integrative or problem-solving orientation 

suggested by this strategy fosters relational message interpretations 

of equality and lack of dominance. Thus, content validation may be 

used to accomplish instrumental objectives and minimize power 

differentials during interactions. 

The strategy of other support involves tactics that reinforce or 

confirm the other or the relationship. While other support was the 

least frequently used strategy during the discussion (M =4% of the 

interaction), it was most frequently associated with outcome and global 

measures. Partners were persuasive when using other-support strategies 

(r =.30, g<.008), which accounted for 4% of the variability in 

persuasiveness. Greater satisfaction with the discussion was also 

attained when other-support was used (r =.29, g<.008), and 9% of the 

variance in communication satisfaction was accounted for by this 

strategy. Relational message interpretations of immediacy, similarity, 

equality, and informality confirm the positive outcomes that obtain 

when supportive strategies are used. In addition, other-support 
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strategies moderately correlated with greater relationship satisfaction 

(r =.23, g<.05), and accounted for 5% of the variance in global 

relationship satisfaction. 

These results suggest that if relational partners are concerned 

with maximizing instrumental objectives and minimizing negative 

relational consequences, strategies of content validation and other 

support should be employed. Findings are consistent with Hecht's 

(1984) related research that compliance gaining success was more likely 

to be achieved when prosocial, rather than antisocial, strategies were 

used. They are also consonant with reports that integrative 

bargaining, which involves joint agreements, concessions, and problem

solving, leads to greater satisfaction with the communication event and 

a greater likelihood that the relationship between parties will be 

enhanced (Pruitt, 1983; Rubin & Brown, 1975). Rogers-Millar and Millar 

(1979) found that large discrepancies between partners' levels of 

relational dominance lead to less flexibility in dyadic interactions 

and lower levels of understanding. Thus, the use of content-validation 

and other-support strategies should be considered when communicators 

are interested in arriving at shared understandings and fostering 

relational impressions of equality, similarity, and lack of dominance. 

There are clear indications that while content- or other

validation strategies are effective in producing positive individual 

and relational outcomes, strategies that invalidate the content of the 

other's messages or disconfirm the other as a person are detrimental in 

attaining instrumental objectives and preserving the relationship. 

Content invalidation was used approximately 11% of the time during 
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the disa~reement. Ten percent of the variance in persuasiveness was 

accounted for by this strategy, which included such tactics as 

disagreeing with the other about the issue, correcting the other, and 

exaggerating the other's messages. Partners were less persuasive when 

using tactics comprising content invalidation (r =-.32, Q<.008), and 

relational interpretations of dominance were made as well. Long-term 

relationship implications are serious if content invalidation 

strategies are consistently used by partners. Indeed, as Harris and 

Sadeghi (1987) note, persistence in realizing one's own goal while 

denying the validity of the other's position is disabling for the 

relationship. Over time, if partners are not successful in both 

agreeing upon the functional information that guides their 

communication and negotiating shared understandings, they are likely to 

dissolve the relationship and move into a more rewarding one (Banks, 

Altendorf, Greene, & Cody, 1987). 

Strategies of other accusations were used by partners slightly 

over one fifth of the time during the interaction (M =21%). One 

partner's use of tactics such as accusing, blaming, criticizing, or 

threatening the other, was associated with the other's decreased 

communication satisfaction (r =-.29, Q<.008). Relational 

interpretations of less immediacy and equality and greater dominance 

were made when this strategy was implemented and 21% of the variance in 

these relational messages was accounted for by accusatory behavior. 

These findings indicate that messages involving other accusations are 

likely to lead to nonreciprocal definitions of the nature of the 

relationship. 
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Though a weak negative correlation was found, the use of other

accusations did not significantly decrease one's persuasiveness during 

a disagreement. This finding deserves attention as it has implications 

for research in other areas of interpersonal influence. In certain 

interpersonal interactions where disparity in power exists and 

achieving instrumental goals is more important than preserving the 

relationship or inducing satisfaction in the receiver, more antisocial 

or verbally aggressive strategies such as other-accusations may be 

warranted. For example, in a physician-patient relationship where 

severe negative consequences will obtain if the patient does not comply 

with physician recommendations and supportive strategies are deemed 

inappropriate or ineffective, the most persuasive strategy may be 

other-accusations. 

Lack of support for the impact of self-assertion and self-defense 

strategies is noteworthy. Weak correlations across the outcome 

measures suggest that maintaining one's identity by using defensive or 

assertive tactics may not be critical to relational partners. Though 

self-assertions or self-enhancing messages were utilized over one 

fourth of the time during the disagreement (M = 26%), they seemed to 

have little or no impact on the consequences of the discussion; 

interestingly, tactics comprising the strategy of self-defense (e.g., 

justifications, excuses or denials) were scarcely used during the 

disagreement (M = 5% of the total time). 

These results are surprising particularly in light of the 

arguments advanced by Tedeschi and Norman (1985), about the importance 

of assertive and defensive tactics and strategies in managing 
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impressions. Perhaps the negligible relationships between assertive 

and defensive strategies and outcome measures indicate that partners 

are inoculated against the other's attempts to enhance self-identities 

or justify behavior. Another plausible explanation for the relative 

impotence of assertive and defensive strategies may be that in 

intimate, as compared to nonintimate relationships, longevity and 

frequency of contact reduce the importance of acquiring identity 

resources from relational partners. 

The weak results obtained from these strategies may also be due to 

the laboratory environment and the nature of the sample. Though 

couples reported their interactions were fairly representative of 

typical disagreements, on the whole, participants probably exhibited a 

higher degree of civility and cooperativeness and masked undesirable 

, interaction behaviors due to the publicness of the situation. It is 

also possible that nonclinic, compared to clinic couples, do not 

regularly attempt to manage identities. Most couples reported being 

relatively satisfied in their relationships (M =4.96 on a seven-point 

scale). The more negative communication patterns apparent in clinic 

couples, such as forcing the other into predicaments that elicit 

defensive strategies, may not be part of more satisfied couples' 

interaction patterns. Future efforts are needed 'to determine the 

similarities and differences in the disagreements of well-adjusted 

versus nonadjusted couples. 

A final explanation for the weak identity management results may 

be that these two strategies were each comprised of some positively 

valenced and some negatively valenced tactics that offset the effects 



of each. If positive and negative tactics neutralized each other, 

variability in coders' observations would be masked and effects 

minimized in the resulting correlations with outcome measures. 

Nonverbal Behavior During Influence 
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Table 6 provides exploratory information on the association 

between the verbal strategies and nonverbal b~haviors used during 

influence. Heretofore, most studies have focused almost exclusively on 

verbal channels and ignored the nonverbal cues used in conjunction with 

verbal messages. The results of this study underscore the importance 

of assessing both verbal and nonverbal behaviors and warrant their 

inclusion in future research. The weak to moderate correlations 

obtained between verbal and nonverbal behaviors preclude heavy reliance 

on strategy profiles; however, they provide an initial indication of 

which behaviors may be linked to form composites of influence. 

There is some indication that content invalidation, other 

accusations, and self-assertion strategies may be associated with 

nonverbal behaviors that represent high levels of activation, 

involvement, and/or intense affect. While content validation was 

linked to cues expressing lower levels of overall activation, some 

indicants of anxiety accompanied this strategy. Strategies of other 

support were primarily associated with nonverbal behaviors previously 

found to express altercentrism. That self-defense strategies only 

correlated with random movement may be due to the infrequency with 

which this strategy was used during disagreements (approximately 5% of 

the total interaction time). 

Conclusions must remain tentative about the relative predictive 
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contribution of nonverbal behaviors on consequences. However, the 

significant increases in variance accounted for on outcome and global 

measures when nonverbal indicants are entered into the regression 

equation, strongly suggest the importance of assessing nonverbal 

behaviors. The nonverbal cue most predictive of persuasiveness during 

the disagreement was verbal fluency, which accounted for 8% of the 

variance. Twelve percent of the variability in communication 

satisfaction was accounted for by physical involvement. The presence 

of physical cooperation, self-adaptors, gestures, and relaxation 

accounted for 22% of the variance in overall relationship satisfaction. 

Several nonverbal behaviors predicted relational message 

interpretations. Immediacy was communicated by physical involvement 

and frequent/animated gestures; similarity was expressed by physical 

cooperation, physical and vocal involvement, frequent/animated 

gestures, and a soft/mellow vocal tone; equality was exhibited by the 

presence of self-adaptors; dominance was predicted by frequent head

shaking; informality was communicated by physical involvement; 

receptivity was expressed by vocal involvement; and composure was 

predicted by physical cooperation and physical involvement, and 

fluency. The argument that nonverbal behaviors exhibited during 

influence must be indexed is substantiated by th~ fact that large 

percentages of variance in receptivity and similarity (R2 = 72% and 87% 

respectively) were accounted for by nonverbal cues. 

Gender Differences in Influence Behavior 

Interesting findings on gender differences in disagreement 

behavior depart from previous research on strategic behavior during 
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conflict. Females engaged in more content-invalidation and other

accusation strategies than did males; while males relied more upon 

self-assertions than females. The use of these strategies by females, 

combined with the high incidence of their overall usage during the 

interaction, call into question eXisting evidence that suggests that 

females rely upon defensively-oriented excuse strategies (Petronio, 

1984), engage in more empathic understanding and emotional appeals 

(Fitzpatrick & Winke, 1979), and are less inclined to use integrative 

and distributive strategies than their male counterparts. 

Content invalidation and other accusations reflect an offensive, 

rather than defensive, orientation and indicate an assertive or even 

domineering communicator style on the part of females. This 

orientation is further evidenced by the fact that females, more than 

males, used a more dominant vocal style (e.g., a controlling, 

competitive, and condescending tone). However, these findings are 

tempered when additlonal nonverbal behaviors are taken into 

consideration. It appears that females may be compensating for their 

verbal and vocal assertiveness/aggressiveness by exhibiting supportive 

nonverbal behaviors and high involvement in the discussion. Females 

significantly differed from males in their use of frequent/animated 

gesturing, facial animation and expressiveness, and forward lean. 

Females were also rated by judges as more physically and vocally 

involved in relation to their partners than were males; that is, 

females fostered impressions of greater interest, involvement, 

openness, concern, warmth, cooperation, receptivity, similarity, and 

equality than did males. 
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The higher frequency of males' use of self-assertions may be 

interpreted as indicative of a general instrumental or distributive 

orientation. However, an utterance-by-utterance analysis must be 

conducted to determine the relationship of speech acts to one another. 

Males may have used self-assertions as a defensive maneuver to counter 

female accusations. Use of self-assertions in a justificatory manner 

conforms to Petronio's (1984) findings that when justifying behavior, 

males tend to bring out redeeming or self-enhancing information and 

deny or minimize failure. The gender differences in nonverbal behavior 

previously mentioned suggest that in comparison to females, males were 

less physically and vocally· involved in the discussion. Males also 

engaged in more random movement, were more posturally relaxed, used a 

louder/sharper tone, and had a lower/deeper pitch than females. 

Further research is necessary to determine whether or not during 

disagreements the relative lack of male involvement in comparison to 

females conforms to the general profile found in previous research that 

males opt for strategies of nonnegotiation (Fitzpatrick & Winke, 1979) 

and avoid high levels of emotional involvement in situations involving 

conflict (Kelley et al., 1978). 

That gender was not significantly associated with outcome and 

global variables indicates that gender differences may be irrelevant 

when evaluating the consequences of strategic use during influence. 

The gender of the communicator was not associated with overall 

relationship satisfaction and did not affect perceptions of 

persuasiveness or satisfaction with communication. The impact of 

strategy usage on relational message interpretation was insubstantial. 
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Although females were perceived by males as being more receptive and 

composed than males were perceived by females, in light of the number 

of relational message interpretations tested, these sex differences are 

minimal. Overall, results suggest that while some differences exist in 

implementation of strategies and nonverbal behavior present during 

disagreements, gender may not be an important factor' in the evaluation 

of the effectiveness of influence strategies. 

Limitations of the Investigation 

As with any investigation, this study was not without its 

theoretical and methodological limitations. The absence of extant 

research on influence behavior in close relationships forced 

extrapolation from existing literature that proved only moderately 

successful. Though the compliance-gaining and conflict lines of 

research offered general guidelines for the types of strategies 

selected by relational partners and potential consequences of strategic 

implementation, a powerful explanatory mechanism is still lacking that 

reflects the way behavior is organized to accomplish intentions. 

Disappointing are the negligible results obtained for identity

management strategies. Tedeschi and Norman's (1985) conceptualization 

of how defensive and assertive strategies function to manage 

impressions did not fare well in this investigation. Insignificant 

results may be due to problems in operationalizing the constructs at 

the strategic and tactical level. In this vein, the number and type of 

strategies and tactics selected for study may have been restrictive. 

Despite efforts to create a categorical system that was mutually 

exclusive and exhaustive, conceptual overlap exists among tactics; the 

- ~-- .. ---... _-----------------------------------



conceptual rigor and theoretical coherence of the system is yet to be 

determined. 

, This investigation was partially designed in response to the 

numerous methodological criticisms waged against previous influence 

research. Clearly the study improves upon paper-and-pencil measures 

that are relied upon so heavily within the academic community. 
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Further, a concerted effort was made to obtain participants that were 

indicative of the population rather than relying upon a convenience 

sample of college students. Methodological weaknesses involve the 

difficulty of deriving communication behavior that is isomorphic with 

couples' typical interaction patterns and reliably coding messages. As 

indicated by the manipulation check, most participants reported the 

inteiaction was fairly indicative of their disagreement behavior. 

However, self-reports of the typicality of the discussion could be 

higher and may be confounded by a social desirability artifact 

mediating responses. That few couples exhibited negative reciprocal, 

or dysfunctional, patterns indicates that partners may have been more 

cooperative than usual. 

Coding both verbal and nonverbal interaction behavior was an 

arduous task. The exploratory nature of the study justified assessment 

of large numbers of verbal and nonverbal behaviors. Nevertheless, the 

inability of judges to reliabiy code tactical maneuvers forced analysis 

at the broader, strategic level. Greater methodological precision may 

overcome the problem of coding tactical maneuvers. Regardless of the 

large number of nonverbal behaviors assessed, little is known about the 

specific relationships between verbal and nonverbal behaviors used to 
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influence. If a complete picture of interpersonal influence is 

desired, nonverbal behavior must be more closely wed to influence 

strategies. A nonverbal tactical system that parallels and complements 

verbal messages must be created to represent overarching strategies. 

Directions for Future Research 

According to Seibold et al. (1985) interpersonal influence 

involves " ... the processes and paths by which individuals reinforce or 

alter each others' cognitions, emotions, and behaviors" (p. 558). This 

definition reflects a need for understanding both the messages 

communicated during influence and the effects--reinforcement or 

alteration--messages have on receivers. In light of these concerns, 

the present investigation stimulates a number of possibilities for 

future research. 

Descriptive research is necessary to fully depict the tactics and 

strategies used during influence. Refinement in methods may involve 

analysis of micro-level behaviors such as utterance length, turn

yielding and turn-taking cues, response latencies, and linguisti~ 

convergence. Analysis may also include assessment of multiple 

behaviors used in the service of influence and the relative power of 

behaviors to produce certain reactions in receivers. Additionally, the 

patterns of interaction or message sequences that characterize 

influence attempts must be addressed. In this regard, sophisticated 

measurement procedures are called for that consider the originator of 

the message and track message content and communicator affect so that 

questions of reciprocity and compensation can be answered. A within

strategy analysis is critical to understanding influence at the 
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tactical level. Pertinent questions involve: Which tactics, within 

strategies, are most heavily relied upon? Which tactics are likely to 

be used in conjunction with one another? And, which tactics comprise 

possible sequential message strategies? 

While greater understanding iSl"hecessary of the "means" by which 

influence is conducted, pure description of communication behavior is 

rendered useless unless it is linked to the impact of strategic and 

tactical usage. While an assessment was made in this study of the 

association between persuasiveness, satisfaction, relational message 

interpretations and six influence strategies, the range in total 

variance accounted for by combined strategies (R2 = 8% to 19%) suggests 

that additional variables influence outcomes. Research endeavors are 

needed to uncover such factors along with the long-term relationship 

repercussions associated with repeated patterns of tactical and 

strategic use. 

Future efforts may also address how topical, contextual, or 

situational features affect relational partners' influence behavior. 

For example, persistent areas of disagreement like driving behavior or 

child-rearing practices may produce certain strategic and tactical 

messages across communicators, while novel issues like relocation or 

career change may provoke other i~fluence behaviors. In this vein, the 

importance of the issue to persons must be indexed. Research suggests 

that the more important issues or outcomes are to individuals, the more 

they will adopt a style likely to achieve desired outcomes. 

Conversely, when issues or outcomes are unimportant to interactants, 

they are likely to accommodate the other or avoid issues (Lewicki & 
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Litterer, 1985). It would be valuable to determine what types of 

situations produce either competitive or verbally aggressive strategies 

or supportive, validating strategies and with what effects. 

Over the past decade, G. R. Miller and M. Burgoon's (1978) 

commentary on the state of persuasion research has received widespread 

attention. Despite their compelling arguments to expand the dom~in of 

influence research, efforts have remained relatively self-entrenched. 

Notwithstanding the limitations previously discussed, this 

investigation is one of the few attempts to heed their call. 

Assessment of influence behavior in long-term, close relationships 

allowed for examination of enduring patterns of behavior. The 

interdependency of partners made viable a transactional analysis of 

reciprocal influence that was bidirectional in nature. Efforts were 

made to account for the effects of various tactical and strategic 

behaviors and consideration was given to messages designed to engender 

favorable attitudes in partners and attain person-oriented objectives. 

This research demonstrates that influence strategies used by relational 

partners not only involve complex combinations of ~ommunication 

behaviors but also vary in effectiveness in obtaining instrumental and 

relationship management objectives. This work makes a theoretical 

contribution by expanding the domain of influence and has practical 

implications for the use of influence by relational partners. 
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APPENDIX A 

Strategy and Tactical Definitions and Examples 

STRATEGY: CONTENT VALIDATION 

TACTICS 

Agreement about the Issue 
Definition: Statements that indicate harmony in opinion or feeling or acceptance of the 

other's position. 
Examples: "Yea, I could tell that." 

"That's true." 
"I know what you mean." 
"That makes sense." 

Description/Explanation of Issue 
Definition: Noneva1uative statements that describe observable events or behavior. 
Examp 1 es: "We 11, I went to the store and then to the offi ce. " 

"I didn't get the check until yesterday and then I deposited it." 

Summarizing 
Definition: Statements that focus communicators on relevant issues. 
Examples: "O.K., so where are we with this?" 

"Let's see what we've covered so far." 
"So basically you think ••• and I think ••• " 

Problem-Solving 
Definition: Statements that provide possible solutions to the situation/disagreement. 
Examples: "How about if we don't ask Tony and Beth over Saturday night?" 

"Why don't you tell me the next time it bothers you." 

Positive Information-Seeking 
Definition: Soliciting information from the other; trying to understand the other's 

thoughts, feelings, or position on the issue. 
Examples: "How do you see it?" 

TACTICS 

Disagreement 

"To what do you attribute his behavior?" 
"What do you think we should do about it?" 
"How should we go about reconciling our differences?" 

STRATEGY: CONTENT INVALIDATION 

Definition: Statements that indicate lack of harmony in opinion or feeling and/or 
reject the other's claim, warrant, evidence, or conclusions. 

Examples: "I disagree with you." 
"It's not a form of punishment." 
"That doesn't necessarily follow from what I sa; d." 



APPENDIX A Continued 

Correcting the Other about the Issue 
Definition: Typically short statements designed to correct the other's perceptions or 

their relaying of information about the issue. 
Examples: "No. that is not what I said last week." 

"You didn't say that. you said ••• " 

Exaggeration 
Definition: Statements that reframe or redefine the other's comment (twists their words 

or meaning) so that one's comment provides an exaggerated version of what 
the other said. Typically these statements differ from the intended 
meaning of the other person and invalidate the content of his/her comments. 

Examples: "What you're really saying is that you don't care about me." 
"So. you're telling me you'd rather be with your friends than me." 

Pseudo-Accomodating 
Definition: Statements where one pretends to go along with the other's interpretation 

of the problem. their solution to the problem. etc •• but it's obvious 

Examples: 

Abstraction 

(from nonverbal behaviors) that they really don't agree or don't accept the 
other's position. This invalidates the issue the other is trying to deal 
with. 
"Fine ••• we'll do it that way." 
"Sure •.• no problem with me." 

"Perfect. that's a great solution." 

Definition: Attempts to support one's argument by invoking abstract principles. 
Examples: "But I'm talking about your views on love and commitment." 

"Basically we are talking about integrity here--this is a moral issue." 

STRATEGY: OTHER SUPPORT 

TACTICS 

Reinforcement and Support of Other and/or Relationship 
Definition: Statements that express empathy. sympathy. understanding. or positive 

regard for the other. May also acknowledge the other's right to his/her 
beliefs. opinions. values. or behavior. Statements may also reinforce the 
relationship. 

Examples: "Don't discount your feelings." 
"I understand why you would be feeling the way you do." 
"You have every right to think I was behaving badly." 
"We both bring something to the relationship." 
"Yea. this is something we've both tried to improve upon." 

Emphasizing Commonalities 
Definition: Statements which comment on shared interests. ~ or compatibilities 

with the partner. 
Examples: "We obviously think the same way about his interfering." 

"If we didn't care about making this work. this wouldn't be an issue." 
"This wouldn't be an issue if we weren't so much alike." 

98 

- ---- --------------------------------------



APPENDIX A Continued 

Accepting Responsibility 
Definition: Statements that show acceptance of responsibility for the problem. 
Examples: "I think that most of this is my fault." 

"If I hadn't taken the job here, we wouldn't be in this mess." 
"I agree that I've been worse about this than you have." 

Concessions to Other 
Def~nition: Statements providing confessions of responsibility for negative events or 

behavior, or in some way hurting or mistreating the other person. May 
involve offers to compensate. repair. or restore the situation. 

Examples: NI'm sorry. had I known you felt this way. I would have called you." 

Compliments 

"Sorry. I should have told you I wrote that check." 
"I apologize, I didn't mean to say it that way." 
"I'm sorry. I misunderstood your intentions." 

Definition: Statements that are intended to make the other feel good about him/herself. 
Examples: "Yea, I know you've really tried to do better on that." 

"You've improved on that a lot." 

STRATEGY: OTHER ACCUSATION 

TACTlCS 

Accusations/Blaming 
Definition: Statements that attack the other's behavior. thoughts. or feelings about 

something or attribute responsibility for the problem to the other. 
Examples: "You were flirting at the party." "You were enjoying his company." 

NYou're the one who's been distant lately." 
"Well. it's your fault we're in this position anyway." 
"You're the one who started all of this." 

Implied Accusation/Blaming 
Definition: Typically statements of disclosure or justification that imply that the 

other has behaved wrongly. Implicitly attacks the other's behavior. 
Examples: "I feel it's important to call the other when you're going to be late." 

"It hurts me when you do this kind of thing. I can't understand why you 
do." 

"I feel badly when you call your mom about this. Why you have to. I don't 
know." 

Criticism of Other 
Definition: Statements that criticize the other'S personal characteristics. beliefs. 

attitudes, or values. 
Examples: "You don't even know how to carryon an intimate relationship." 

"You don't have any integrity when it comes to a relationship." 
"You're so self-centered, you wouldn't know whether I'm being distant or 
not." 
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Superiority Over Other 
Definition: Procedural statements criticizing the other's ability to understand 'Jr 

grasp one's point or his/her ability to deal with the issue. 
Examples: "You should think about this for a minute ••• " 

"You're closing your mind to the issue ••• " 
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"You're not thinking clearly ••• " "You're not remembering correctly ••• " 
"You're missing the point ••• " "You're getting too emotional ••. " 
"You're constantly getting off track." 

Poking Fun at Other 
Definition: Statements that are made in jest but are really intended to put the other 

person down. 
Examples: "You really are a miser, but that's o.k." 

"We both know you're really a slob." 
"You couldn't balance a check book if you're life depended on it." 

Advice-Giving/Prescription 
Definition: Specific requests, demands, or other prescriptive statements that seek a 

specified change in the partner's behavior in order to resolve a 
disagreement. 

Examples: "Why don't you call me instead of thinking I'll know where you've gone?" 

Threat 
Definition: 
Examples: 

"If you would just get up earlier, then we wouldn't always be late." 
·You should try and be a little more courteous toward me in a group." 
·What you should do is ••• " ·1 think that what you need to do is ••• " 
"You should just say no when your sister asks you to take the kids." 

Intimidating statements meant to induce fear in the other. 
"If you don't go to the party, don't expect me ,to go with you on Friday." 
"If you let her behave like this, I'm not gonna go to restaurants as a 
family any more." 

"If you take on this extra work, you won't get any support from me." 

Negative Information Seeking 
Definition: Presumably one is soliciting information from the other but they are really 

trying to make a point and put the other down. These pseudo-questions 
express negative feelings about the other'S position and often force the 
other to defend him/herself. 

Examples: "How would you feel if I did the same thing to you?" 
"Just tell me how it is you were able to get off work two hours early to 
socialize. " 

"So what do you expect from me, that I'm gonna move to Yuma too?" 
"I didn't do what you would do, right?" 
"What do you want me to do, call you every night and tell you when I'm 
leaving the office?" 

--------------------
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STRATEGY: SELF-ASSERTIONS 

TACTICS 

Assertions 
Definition: Straightforward statements that set forth one person's position. 
Examples: "I'm reacting to your last cOlllllent." 

"I think it's unrealistic of us to view it that way." 
"I don't understand why you're opposed to it if you do the same thing." 

Self-promotion 
Definition: Statements designed to influence the other by elaborating on personal 

achievements or desirable characteristics such as competence. intelligence. 
knowledge. and/or skills. 

Examples: ~I know how to do a budget better than 90S of the people out there." 

Exemplification 

"When I'm faced wi th a probl em 1 i ke thi s. I work at it until I get it 
figured out." 

"1 just handle pressure a lot better than you do." 

Definition: Statements that suggest the actor is morally worthy or behaves in an 
exemplary fashion that should be imitated. 

Examples: "When women flirt with me at parties. I don't spend the whole evening 

Stubbornness 

talking to them--I look for you." 
"Ed tried to have me work Saturday too. but I said we had something 
planned." 

"Lots of times the guys want to stay out too. but 1 make an effort to call 
you." 

Definition: Statements that suggest the actor will not be persuaded or budge on the 
issue or his/her position. 

Examples: "I won't allow you to dictate my behavior." 

Disclosure 

"No matter how hard you try, you will not change my opinion on this." 
"Don't expect me to view this differently next week." 

Definition: Statements about thoughts. feelings. intentions. motivations, or 
perceptions. 

Examples: "It really bothered me when you wouldn't come to the game." 
"I've.been feeling badly about the way things have been going lately." 

Wish Statements 
Definition: Statements expressing how one wishes things would be or the other would 

behave. These statements simply express one's desires and are not 
accusatory nor do they put the other down. 

Examples: "I wish I had more time to be a better father." 
"I would like you to take more responsibility for the finances." 
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Wants/Needs Statements 
Definition: Statements expressing what a person wants or needs. Again. they are not 

accusations about the other's behavior. 
Examples: "I want you to think more about this and see if you agree." 

"I need more time to myself." 

STRATEGY: SELF-DEFENSE 

TACTlCS 

Justification 
Definition: Statements providing reasons for considering apparent negative behavior as 

legitimate. justified. moral. and/or good. 

Excuses 

"It isn't that I don't care. I've just been really busy." 
"I'm not withdrawing. I just haven't been feeling very well." 
"I didn't call because I thought you'd be sleeping." 

Definition: Statements designed to excuse failure or poor performancej the event was 
caused by forces the actor could not be expected to controlj self
handicapping. 

Examples: "It wasn't my fault their office closed early." 

Denial 
Definition: 
Examples: 

Self-Inquiry 
Definition: 

Examples: 

"I couldn't help it that he responded the way he did." 

Statements that unequivocally deny responsibility for the problem. 
"It's not my fault your son is totally irresponsible." 
"I'm not to blame for the fact that we can't afford it." 

Soliciting"information from the other that specifically deal with 
complaints about oneself. 
"00 you think it's my fault?" 
"Did I make you feel badly when I said that?" 
"Were you upset that I couldn't take the time off?" 
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APPENDIX B 

Common Disagreements in Relationships 

The following list includes a number of issues that often cause stress or problems in 
relationships. Please indicate with an IIX" the three areas that you have most difficulty' 
with in your own relationship. 

Issues 

1. Money management issues 
2. Child rearing practices 
3. Personality differences 
4. Communication difficulties 
5. Incompatible goals 
6. Life style issues 
7. Frequent quarreling 
8. Personal habits that annoy one another 
9. Religious differences 

10. Different views on education 
11. Lack of common interests 
12. Relationships with in-laws 
13. Relationships with friends 
14. Differing views on roles in marriage 
15. Preferences for social life 
16. Different recreational preferences 
17. Importance of career vs. family 

life or relationship 
18. Work-related habits 

x 
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'APPENDIX C 

Persuasive Effectiveness Scale 

These questions concern the discussion you just had. The same rating scale is used where 
4 or the middle position on the scale represents "undecidedll or "neutral. 1I Moving out 
from the center, a 3 or 5 represents IIslightll agreement or disagreement,. a 2 or 6 
represents llmoderate" agreement or disagreement, and a 1 or 7 represent .. "strong" 
agreement or disagreement. Please answer as honestly as you can. 

Strongly Strongly 
Agree Disagree 

1. I was strongly persuaded by my partner's arguments 
during the discussion. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. My partner used effective strategies to get me to change 
my position on the issue. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. My partner's arguments during this discussion were ]2! 
very convincing. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. I will change my behavior based on my partner's arguments. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. My partner did not greatly affect my beliefs and 

attitudes about the issue we discussed. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. My partner raised some compelling arguments I had not 

thought of before. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. My partner's comments did not influence my t~inking 

about the issue very much. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. My partner was responsible for the overall outcome of 

the discussion. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. My partner's arguments did not cause me to change my 

mind about .!!!l position on the issue. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. I have adopted my pat'tner's perspective on the issue. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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APPENDIX D 

Interpersonal Communication Satisfaction Inventory 

Again, these questions concern the discussion you just had. The same rating scale is used 
where 4 or the middle position on the scale represents "undecided" or "neutral." Moving 
out from the center, a 3 or 5 represents "slight" agreement or disagreement, a 2 or 6 
represents "moderate" agreement or disagreement, and a 1 or 7 represents "strong" 
agreement or disagreement. Please answer as honestly as you can. 

Strongly Strongly 
Agree Disagree 

1. My partner let me know that I was communicating 
effectively. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. Nothing was accomplished. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. I would like to have another conversation like this one. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. My partner genuinely wanted to know what I thought. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. I was very dissatisfied with the conversation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. My partner acted like he/she had something else to do. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. I felt that during the conversation I was able to 

present myself as I wanted my partner to view me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. My partner showed me that he/she understood what I said. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. I was very satisfied with the conversation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. My partner expressed a lot of interest in what I had 
to say. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. I did NOT enjoy the conversation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. My partner did NOT provide support for what he/she was 

saying. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. I felt I could talk about anything with my partner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. We each got to say what we wanted. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. I felt that we could laugh easily together. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. The conversation flowed smoothly. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. My partner changed the topic when his/her feelings were 

brought into the conversation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. My partner frequently said things which added little 

to the discussion. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. We talked about something I was NOT interested in. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

---------------------------------
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APPENDIX E 

Relational Communication Measure 
(for Male Respondents) 

Now we would like you to evaluate the kinds of verbal or nonverbal messages you think your 
partner was sending you. Please respond to the statements below according to what kinds 
of cues and attitudes you think he or she communicated during this discussion. 

Strongly Strongly 
Agree Disagree 

1- She did not want us to develop a deeper relationship. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. She made me feel she was similar to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. She attempted to persuade me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. She considered us equals. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. She made the interaction very formal. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. She was intensely involved in our conversation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. She was not attracted to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. She was sincere. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. She wanted the discussion to be casual. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. She didn't attempt to influence me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11- She was interested in talking with me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. She wanted me to trust her. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. She felt very tense talking with me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. She tried to control the interaction. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. She was willing to listen to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. She wanted to cooperate with me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. She wanted the discussion to be informal. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. She was open to my ideas. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. She tried to move the conversation to a deeper level. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. She communicated coldness rather than warmth. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21- She was calm and poised with me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22. She created a sense of distance between us. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
23. She acted like we were good friends. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24. She seemed nervous in my presence. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25. She was bored by our conversation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
26. She felt very relaxed talking with me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
27. She seemed to desire further communication with me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
28. She didn't treat me as an equal. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
29. She was honest in communicating with me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
30. She seemed to find our conversation stimulating. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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APPENDIX F 

Typicality of the Disagreement 

The following questions are designed to assess your reactions to the conversation you just 
had. For the following statements please indicate the degree to which you agree or 
disagree that each statement describes the conversation. The 4 or the middle position on 
the scale represents "undecided" or "neutral." Moving out from the center. a 3 or 5 
represents "slight" agreement or disagreement. a 2 or 6 represents "moderate" agreement or 
disagreement. and a 1 or 7 represents "strong" agreement or disagreement. Please answer 
as honestly as you can. . 

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

1- Overall. the discussion we just had is typical of 
the way we disagree. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. We have had many disagreements just like this. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. My partner used the same arguments I have heard 

previously. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. My partner treated me as he/she always does when we 

discuss this issue. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. My partner raised new issues I have never thought of 

before. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. My partner communicated differently than he/she usually 

does when we talk about this subject. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. My partner's body language was similar to the way he/she 

generally acts in such conversations. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. We did not act the way we usually do because of the 

videocamera. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. We changed the way we communicate with each other because 

this was a "public" situation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



APPENDlll G 

Correlation Matrix: Verbal Tactics and Nonverbal Behaviors 

ConVal Conlnv OthSupp OthAcc Self Ass SelfDef Orientat Gestures ExpAnim Movement Relaxatn 

ConVal 1.0000 -.1309 .0377 -.1552 .0221 -.0399 .0739 -.1280 .0351 -.0104 .3017 
p= .097 p= .355 p= .062 p= .413 p= .347 p= .233 p= .102 p= .364 p= .459 p= .001 

Conlnv 1.0000 -.2679 .5335 .1007 .3808 -.1046 .2575 .0875 .2070 -.1644 
p= .004 p= .000 p= .159 p= .000 p= .150 p= .005 p= .193 p= .019 p= .051 

OthSupp 1.0000 -.1133 .0363 -.0842 .2220 .0553 .3110 .0764 .1439 
p= .131 p= .360 p= .203 p= .013 p= .292 p= .001 p= .225 p= .077 

OthAcc 1.0000 -.0139 .2696 -.1815 .2690 .0979 .1631 -.1240 
p= .445 p= .003 p= .035 p= .003 p= .165 p= .052 p= .110 

Self Ass 1.0000 .2085 -.0038 .2396 -.0211 .3214 .1047 
p= .019 p= .485 p= .008 p= .418 p= .001 p= .150 

SelfDef 1.0000 .0162 .0145 .0606 .1986 -.0725 
p= .436 p= .443 p= .275 p= .024 p= .237 

Orientat 1.0000 -.0310 .1826 -.1190 .3452 
p= .380 p= .034 p= .119 p= .000 

Gestures 1.0000 .4287 .3119 .0441 
p= .000 p= .001 p= .331 

ExpAnim 1.0000 .2190 .2064 
p= .014 p= .020 

Movement 1.0000 .1761 
p= .040 

..... 
Relaxatn 1.0000 a 

ex> 



APPENDIX G Continued 

ConVal Conlnv OthSupp DthAcc Self Ass SelfDef Orientat Gestures ExpAnim Movement Relaxatn 

Phylnv .0351 .0355 .2900 .0266 -.0565 -.0627 .2975 .4894 .8048 .0944 .2116 
p.. .365 p ... 353 p.. .002 PE .396 p= .288 p ... 268 p •• 001 p ... 000 p ... 000 p •• 175 p ... 017 

PhyCoop .1098 -.1231 .2857 -.1164 -.1552 -.0613 .2880 .1363 .5610 -.0624 .2783 
p •• 138 pz .111 p ... 002 p •• 124 p ... 062 p ... 272 p. .002 p. .088 po: .000 p. .269 pc .003 

Lean -.0981 .2043 .0322 .1537 -.1312 .0193 -.1964 .2558 .5216 -.0927 -.2189 
p ... 166 p ... 021 p •• 375 po: .063 p= .097 po: .424 p. .025 p ... 005 p. .000 pa: .179 pc .014 

HeadShak -.1336 .3436 -.1082 .3556 .0977 .1254 -.1624 .3706 .1768 .1092 -.1484 
pit .093 p ... 000 p ... 142 p. .000 p ... 167 p •• 107 p. .053 p •• 000 p.. .039 p •• 140 p.. .070 

SelfAdap .2871 -.0545 -.0261 -.0601 -.1712 .0883 -.0805 .0710 .1439 -.0426 -.0250 
p= .002 pa: .295 p= .398 p= .276 p. .044 p= .191 p. .213 p •• 241 p •• 077 p •• 337 p. .402 

ObjAdap .0656 -.0382 -.0334 -.0414 .2682 -.1088 -.1608 .1132 .0669 .1181 .0337 
p.. .258 p= .353 p ... 371 pa: .341 p= .003 p= .141 p ... 055 p •• 131 PE .254 po: .121 p •• 370 

VocLoud -.2987 .4042 -.0425 .3753 .2194 .0967 -.1146 .4114 .2380 .2431 -.1374 
p= .001 p •• 000 p •• 337 p. .000 p= .014 p= .169 p= ~128 p.. .000 p •• 009 p.. .007 p.. .086 

VocRate -.1608 .2833 .0498 .2087 .1452 .1136 .0229 .2474 .2435 .3521 -.0159 
p. .055 p •• 002 p •• 311 p= .019 p= .075 p= .130 p= .410 p ... 007 p.. .007 p. .000 p. .438 

Fluency -.2220 .1666 .1103 .1823 -.1347 -.0491 -.0155 .3035 .5664 .0165 -.2019 
p •• 013 p. .049 p ... 137 p ... 035 p= .091 p= .314 p. .439 p ... 001 p.. .000 p ... 435 p. .022 

Voc!nvol -.0345 -.0129 .1964 -.0226 -.1925 -.0846 .0064 .2126 .6323 -.1380 -.0577 
p. .367 p ... 449 p. .025 p.. .412 p= .027 p= .201 p. .475 p= .017 p.. .000 p.. .085 p ... 284 

VocDomin -.0820 .1180 -.1729 .2154 , .2024 .0696 -.0318 .1401 -.4429 .2046 .0655 
p •• 209 pz .121 pc .043 p= .016 p= .022 p ... 246 p ... 377 p. .082 p= .000 p= .021 p •• 259 

Pitch • 2122 -.3073 .0174 -.2171 .0808 -.0183 .1020 -.1539 -.4242 -.0116 .3575 ...... 
0 

p ... 017 pc .001 p= .432 p= .015 p= .212 p= .428 p ... 156 p.. .063 po: .000 p. .454 pc .000 1.0 





APPENDIX G Continued 

Phylnv PhyCoop Lean HeadShak SelfAdap ObjAdap VocLoud VocRate Fluency Voclnvol VocDom 

Pitch -.3453 -.0997 -.4781 -.2514 -.0661 .0724 -.5073 -.4561 -.5483 -.3846 .1956 
P= .000 P= .162 P= .000 P= .006 P= .257 P= .237 p= .000 p= .000 p= .000 p= .000 p= .026 

Phylnv 1.0000 .7025 .5199 .2080 .0480 .0899 .2093 .1795 .5707 .6352 -.3954 
P= .000 P= .000 P= .019 P= .318 P= .187 P= .018 P= .037 P= .000 P= .000 P= .000 

PhyCoop 1.0000 .2942 -.2280 .0845 .0757 -.1145 -.0491 .2863 .4364 -.4066 
P= .001 P= .011 P= .202 P= .227 P= .128 P= .314 P= .002 P= .000 P= .000 

Lean 1.0000 .4502 .0834 .2207 .1683 .1341 .5709 .5548 -.3740 
P= .000 P= .205 P= .014 P= .047 P= .092 P= .000 P= .000 P= .000 

HeadShak 1.0000 -.1008 .1028 .3739 .1763 .3549 .2020 .0056 
P= .159 P= .154 P= .000 P= .040 P= .000 p= .022 p= .478 

SelfAdap 1.0000 .0792 -.0056 .1284· .1082 .2120 -.1007 
P= .217 P= .478 P= .102 p= .142 p= .017 P= .159 

ObjAdap 1.0000 -.0187 -.0357 -.0132 .0287 -.0353 
P= .427 P= .362 P= .448 p= .389 P= .364 

VocLoud 1.0000 .6950 .2544 -.0448 .3268 
P= .000 p= .005 P= .329 P= .000 

VocRate 1.0000 .2881 .0343 .1912 
P= .002 P= .367 p= .028 

Fluency 1.0000 .6766 -.3401 
P= .000 p= .000 

Voclnvol 1.0000 -.7857 
p= .000 

I-' 

VocDom 1.0000 
I-' 
I-' 
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