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ABSTRACT 

In this study the controversial issue of whether to express or 

not to express anger was investigated. Three different approaches to 

dealing with anger in an experimental setting with couples were 

examined. The results support the notion presented by Holt (1970) and 

Deutsch (1969) that there may be constructive and destructive ways of 

dealing with anger in an interpersonal relationship, and argue against 

the conclusions of Berkowitz (1970) and Ellis (1976) that the expression 

of anger is so dangerous that it should be avoided. 

Follo\ving role-play of vignettes of typical marital conflicts, 

subjects in one condition made I-Statements to their partners about 

their feelings, subjects in a second condition made You-Statements, and 

subjects in the No-Expression condition listened to a lecture. 

On outcome measures designed to tap anger, happiness, emotional 

closeness and distance from partner, liking for partner, other positive 

and negative feelings, and empathy for partner, I-Statement subjects 

consistently reported more positive change in their feelings than did 

You-Statement subjects, and rated their partners as having significantly 

more empathy in paraphrasing their positions, feelings, beliefs, and 

wishes. 

The No-Expression condition did not differ from the I-Statement 

on variables which measured feelings of anger, happiness, and other 
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"good" and "bad" feelings. However, the No-Expression condition was more 

like the You-Statement condition in failing to decrease emotional 

distance or increase measures of empathy, agreement, and feeling under- " ,', 
.' . 

stood. Neutral activity which involves time out from interaction with 

the partner may help to dissipate anger, but seems not to enhance 

"intimacy," as indicated by lack of change on the variables which 

involve mutuality and exchange. 

The I-Statement condition is viewed as superior to either the 

No-Expression condition or You-Statement condition in conflict 

resolution, as the I-Statement condition brings about both the 

dissipation of anger and the restoration of intimacy. 

It is concluded that there is no evidence from this study, which 

involves moderate emotional arousal, that avoiding expression of feeling 

in a conflict situation is superior to talking about the feelings 

engendered by the conflict. However, I-Statements lead to more 

constructive changes in feelings and in one's capacity to empathize than 

do You-Statements. 



INTRODUCTION 

Recent years have witnessed a tremendous surge of interest in 

and practice of methods of therapy in which emotions are experienced and 

expressed or "discharged," often explosively. The putative benefit of 

such intense emotional expressions is to purge the person of repressed 

emotion, thus undoing blocks to feeling and creativity. It is as though 

unexpressed emotions somehow interfere with other feelings and with 

cognitive processes. Unfortunately, the meaning of the word "catharsis" 

is inconsistently used in the huge literature on the subject by those 

who advocate or attack its efficacy. Catharsis comes from the Greek 

word katharsis meaning to cleanse or purify. This definition refers 

not so much to the physical manifestation, but to the presumed 

"cleansing" conseguences. 

manifestation of emotion 

evaluation. In what follows 

This presumed relationship, between 

and consequence of expression, deserves 

some definitions and concepts will be 

elaborated. These concepts will provide a framework for looking at some 

of the empirical studies in the area of catharsis. 

1 



EMOTION AND CATHARSIS: DEFINITIONS AND CONCEPTS 

Emotions 

Most people are aware of experiences that they would label 

feeling, affect, or emotion. These emotions are often guides for 

purposive behavior. They are the impetus to expressive behavior when 

the feeling is "exhibited" through crying, yelling, hitting, laughing, 

etc. Emotion has been conceived by many theorists to be intrinsically 

related to action. Darwin (1872) stated: 

. • • the movements of expression give vividness and 
energy to our spoken words. They reveal the 
thoughts and intentions of others more truly than do 
words, which may be falsified ••• These results 
follow partly from the intimate relation .which 
exists between almost all the emotions and their 
outward manifestation. 

Darwin considers emotion to be the initial aspect of instinctive 

response patterns, as they sometimes set elaborate instinctive behaviors 

into motion. 

John Bowlby (1969), expanding upon Darwin's position, states 

that emotions not only provide impetus to expressive action but U also 

serve an appraisal function, providing cues for a person upon which he 

makes choices. A person uses his awareness of his subjective state to 

guide his behaviors so as to increase positive emotions. Darwin and 

Bowlby take similar positions in proposing that emotion has a function 

in monitoring the environment and body state and directing the organism 

toward action. 

2 
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Magda Arnold (1960) also talks about the relationship between 

action and emotion. She further describes how acting on emotions can 

relieve .physical tension which results from their arousal: 

Anger brings an urge to strike and tear, to use the muscles 
poised for action, to express the tension that threatens to 
smother us. To act as anger prompts us to act, so that we crush 
or destroy what annoys us, not only removes the obstacle but 
also brings relief from the unbearable physical tension. 
Similarly with other emotions. Their physiological effects are 
such that action must follow under pain of considerable 
discomfort. (p. 178-179; quoted by Nichols and Zax, 1977). 

Freud's approach was also essentially biological and functional. 

According to his view, emotions are the subjective experience of drives 

and are vested with drive energy. If emotional discharge does not 

occur, this energy accumulates, being experienced as emotional tension. 

Since a certain amount of energy is tied up, it is unavailable for other 

processes and inefficiency of cognitive and emotional functioning 

results. This hydraulic model implies a closed system of energy, and 

that undischarged emotions are somehow stored. Similarly, Lorenz (1965) 

speaks of an aggressive drive which builds up if there are no outsiders 

or enemies against whom to direct aggressiye behavior and thus discharge 

the energy. Aggressive urges can be lessened by destroying objects or 

by engaging in aggressive, symbolic games, he states. 

Emotions have four dimensions: 1) a physiological response that 

can usually be observed and measured, 2) a subjective aspect that 

corresponds to the "feeling" state of the individual, 3) a 

behavioral-expressive aspect, anci 4) a label, such as "anger," 'which 

gives the feeling a cognitive reference. Although emotions seem to 

always have some physiological concommitants, the physical, expressive 



4 

aspects can be minimized, as can the conscious feeling state. Labels 

mayor may not be attached. Most people can think of examples of 

suppressed anger, hidden disappointment, or unrecognized envy. Nichols 

and Zax (1977) conclude: however, that "it seems that in the absence of 

any interference, emotional expression is a spontaneous aspect of the 

experience of affect" (p. 7). This position is essentially an echo of 

Darwin's, as quoted earlier. Expression, they farther argue, seems to 

be directly dependent upon the strength of emotion and inversely 

dependent upon the defenses against it. 

Expression and Catharsis 

Often, but not always, catharsis is used in clinical 

literature to refer to expression of emotions that. have been 

unrecognized and/or unexpressed for some time. For instance, as an 

adult a person in therapy may "cathart" his long unexpressed anger 

toward his father for leaving home, or someone might belatedly greive 

over the loss of a loved one. In the experimental literature on the 

subject, catharsis is frequently referred to as the expression of an 

emotion shortly after its arousal. There are reasons to believe that 

these are different phenomena. For example, an emotion aroused long ago 

may have modulated or become attached to circumstances other than the 

original one. In this papeIi, "expression" and "catharsis" will be 
I 

distinguished. "Expression" will refer to ventilating a feeling that 

has been recently aroused, before it subsides, while "catharsis" will 

refer to ventilating a feeling that has remained unexpressed for some 

time, with events and new opportunities for feeling interpolated between 
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the original feeling and its expression. Catharsis, therefore, always 

involves expression, since feeling.~i recently rekindled, but expression 
...•. ,. 

need not be catharsis. This distinction will be important when 

experimental investigations of the efficacy of catharsis are considered, 

below. 

Vicarious vs Active Catharsis 

Another important distinction is that between vicarious and 

active catharsis. Aristotle wrote about catharsis achieved through 

art, particularly tragedy, which stimulates passions to a peak and then 

purges them. 

Tragedy, then, is a representation of an action that 
is serious, complete, and of a certain magnitude; in 
language pleasurably and variously embellished 
suitably to the different parts of the play; in the 
form of actions directly presented, not narrated; 
with incidents arousing pity and fear in such a way 
as to accomplish a purgation (katharsis) of such 
emotions (Poetics, 1951). 

This process is not passive, involving as it does the 

identification of the audience with the protagonist and their experience 

of his pain as their own. However, it remains vicarious since direct 

action is not usually taken by members of the audience. The aspect of 

emotion and catharsis which we have previously labelled "subjective 

feeling" is thus operative, and awareness of the feeling may be enhanced 

through a cognitive label such as "grief." Perhaps, too, physiological 

arousal occurs. But the behavioral-expressive aspect is usually 

symbolic and vicarious. To the extent that crying, yelling, or 

aggresive action are induced in members of the audience, catharsis 

can be said to be active. 
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Moreno (1940) distinguished between the Aristotelean notion of 

catharsis, whith its symbolic representation and vicarious expression, 

and active catharsis, in which the person actively and directly 

experiences his own pain and gives vigorous expression to it. This 

catharsis involves three dimensions of emotion: physiological arousal, 

subjective feeling, and full emotional expression. It mayor may not 

include a label such as "anger" or "fear." 

There have been two conceptions of catharsis that are perhaps in 

a more central zone on the implied vicarious - active continuum. The 

first occurs in a hypnotic-abreactive technique employed by Breuer and 

Freud in 1896, and the second in the phenomenon of confession. Breuer 

and Freud (1956) employed the hypnotic technique with hysterical 

patients, who were induced to recall early 

recall and recount all the events of 

tension associated with these contents. 

traumatic material and to 

the day just past, to reduce 

In their studies, they 

emphasized the verbalization of the events, and the resultant decrease 

in tension and symptoms that occurred. Although the act of telling the 

event \vas deemed necessary, emotional expression might or might not 

occur. Likewise, in confession a person verbally recounts what he or 

she has done. This telling mayor may not be accompanied by overt 

venting of shame, sadness, etc. In both of these examples, the active 

verbalization and communication of a person's actions are felt to be 

important in accepting actions and feelings as one's own, thus getting 

rid of defensive tension. 
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Emotional Expression and Cognitive Appraisal 

In the preceding, the expressive aspect of catharsis has been 

emphasized. Another distinction reflects the consequences of catharsis. 

There is evidence that, in some cases at least, expression ~~ 

has little therapeutic effect unless it is combined with interpretation, 

insight, or some. other kind of cognitive restructuring. Grayson (1970) 

in writing about cathartic mourning, states that somatic emotional 

discharge "strengthens the ego" so it enhances the patient's ability to 

achieve cognitive restructuring of the experience. Jackins' (1965) view 

is similar, in that he believes that "discharge" paves the way for 

"re-evaluation." And Fenichel (1945), writing about the limitations of 

cathartic treatment, states: 

In analysis, 'abreaction' is a source of material •• 
and an introduction to the ensuing therapeutically 
effective working through of what has come to light 
in the patient's acting out ... When no working 
through follows, its effectiveness is limited to the 
immediate relief that emotional expression can bring 
(p. 562). 

Emotional Content vs. Cathartic Mechanism ----
In most of the preceding discussion, the implicit assumption has 

been that when cathar~is occurs, ~ specific ~ symbolic content has 

been recalled which then leads to the physiologic, subjective, and 

behavioral-expressive manifestation of feeling. However, there are 

those who believe that the mechanism of expression, rather than the 

content, is the most important part of catharsis, arguing that the 

expressive mechanisms have been blocked with the feeling. Thus, Lowen's 

(1958) Bioenergetic Analysis has as one of its aspects exercises which 
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involve physical acting out of emotion. The physical activity is said· 

to bring about emotional feeling which then triggers an associated 

memory. This distinction recalls the debate over the James-Lange theory 

of emotion that a subjective feeling state comes after the action 

has occurred. The evidence that a feeling state usually precedes action 

or expressions does not negate the possibility that things ~ occur 

in the reverse order. 



LITERATURE REVIEW 

The rapid growth of "expressive therapies" and enthusiastic 

theoretical proclamation by advocates of catharsis are not matched by 

empirical studies of the value of catharsis for producing therapeutic 

change. Some of the evidence adduced for the effectiveness of catharsis 

will be reviewed. The studies to be considered can be grouped into 

several categories. In the first category are studies which do not 

relate to the therapeutic situation, but which attempt to assess the 

effect of the arousal of emotion, without discharge, on cognitive 

processes. They usually involve rigorous research design and will 

therefore be designated "Experimental Studies." 

The second group of studies look at psychotherapeutic situations 

in an attempt to identify common elements in successful therapy. These 

studies will be labelled "Indirect Evidence." 

Third, the published therapy outcome studies in which catharsis 

is the independent variable will be reviewed. 

Finally, analog studies, which duplicate selected aspects of the 

therapy situation, will be considered. 

Experimental Studies 

There exists a body of evidence that non-expression of feelings, 

at least hostile or aggressive ones, can result in decrements in 

performance on cognitive tasks. Worchel (1957) aroused subjects' 

9 
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hostility toward the experimenter by criticizing the manner in which 

... ,. . they undertook tasks in a bogus intelligence test. Some subjects were 
. . ~ 

then allowed to express their feelings to the experimenter or to an 

assistant, while others were not allowed to express feelings. Subjects 

who were allowed to express their negative feelings ·performed 

significantly better than controls on digit-symbol post-tests. Horwitz 

(1963) found in a series of studies that when an "instructor" behaved in 

an arbitrary, unjust manner, subjects who were allowed to express their 

anger toward the unjust authority directly and through physical action 

performed better on a test of recall, on Hechsler's Digits Backwards, 

and on a set-breaking test of rigidity than did subjects who were 

allowed to express anger only verbally or not at all. The verbally 

expressive subjects performed significantly better than the 

no-expression subjects, however. 

Silverman (1967) reports a series of studies which assess some 

consequences of non-expression of feelings. The subject first took a 

test of intellectual functions and was then sho\vn pictures flashed 

subliminally on a screen. In one condition the pictures were benign. 

In a second condition, the pictures were aggressive, such as a tiger 

seizing a monkey or a man brandishing a knife. The second, aggressive 

condition had significantly deleterious effects on intellectual 

functioning, as measured by Wechsler subtests and a word association 

test. 

This evidence supports the theoretical notion that arousal of 

aggressive feelings can result in decrements in cognitive functioning, 
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at least in the short term. Of particular interest was the finding that 

when the aggressive scenes were presented supraliminally, there was no 

measured disruption of thinking. In the subliminal condition, supposed 

arousal of feelings was out of awareness, and therefore the subject 

could not express or othenlise "deal with" these feelings. In the 

supraliminal condition Ss tended to spontaneously talk about the 

pictures and the feelings aroused by them. 

Indirect Evidence 

The experimental studies considered in the preceding section 

provided evidence that under heightened emotional arousal, performance 

on cognitive tasks deteriorates. When expression of feeling is 

permitted, performance seems to be better. None of these studies 

pertain to the efficacy of emotional expression or catharsis in 

psychotherapy. The studies to be considered below pertain to 

psychotherapy. They represent attempts to identify important 

"therapeutic" factors, and rely on self-report, correlation of therapy 

process with outcome, and case reports. They are under the heading 

Indirect Evidence since they do not use controlled, direct observation 

of effects. 

Indirect evidence for the efficacy of emotional expression in 

psychotherapy is provided by Gendlin and his co-workers (Gendlin, et 

al., 1960; Gendlin, et al., 1968). Gendlin uses the concept of 

focussing, the extent to which a client expresses rather than 

talks about feelings, to differentiate client behavior and to 
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relate it to therapy outcome. Gendlin cites studies which indicate that 

focussing and feeling are related to successful therapy outcome. 

Frank (1970) surveyed the literature to isolate features of the 

psychotherapeutic relationship and the context of the therapeutic 

situation common to all forms of psychotherapy which may contribute to 

their success. He identified six features, one of which was 

"facilitation of emotional arousa1." 

Symonds (1954) investigated 68 case 

attitude, behavior, or feeling in psychotherapy. 

changes followed catharsis, seven followed 

reports of changes of 

Fifty- nine of these 

interpretations, and two 

related to changes in perception. Symonds concludes that the basic 

factor in promoting change in all psychotherapy is abreaction, which he 

states must be a total fully feeling response to be effective. 

In group situations, Lieberman, et al., (1973) found that people 

who profited most from encounter groups rated emotional closeness as the 

first most important element, and "catharsis" (or according to the 

definition in this paper, emotional expression) as the second most 

important element. 

These studies and surveys provide only indirect evidence of the 

effectiveness of catharsis. They are retrospective, and the possible 

bias and confounding of variables are enormous. 

Therapy Outcome Studies 

Nichols (1974) utilized college student outpatients at a 

university health service to assess the relationship between catharsis 
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in psychotherapy and therapy outcome. The 43 subjects represented a 

wide range of diagnoses, and were randomly assigned to an emotive 

therapy condition or to a traditional insight-oriented analytic therapy 

condition. Outcome of therapy \vas measured by change on several 

measures. Change 

emotional styles. 

satisfaction and 

in comfort with affect was measured by a test of 

Subjects rated change in feelings of personal 

progress toward behaviorally defined goals. Finally, 

the r~PI was administered. 

The group assigned to emotive therapy experienced significantly 

more catharsis, as rated by frequency and number of seconds of 

"discharge," which included laughing, crying, shouting, trembling, and 

speaking rapidly. While the non-emotive group improved significantly 

more on the Depression, Psychasthenia, and Schizophrenia clinical scales 

on the MMPI, the emotive group showed a significantly greater decrement 

on the K (Social Desirability) Scale. The author interpreted this 

finding to mean that the emotive group became more open and 

self-disclosing. 

High-catharsis patients were separated from low- catharsis 

patients in the emotive condition for additional analyses. These 

high-catharsis patients changed significantly more on 

behaviorally-defined goals and showed a trend toward improvement in 

personal satisfaction. Follow-up data indicated that high 

maintained their superior achievement of goals 

significantly more on the personal satisfaction form. 

dischargers 

and improved 

Nichols 

interprets his findings as indicating that catharsis leads to 
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therapeutic improvement. That the non-cathartic group changed more on 

clinical scales of the MMPI weakens Nichols' optimistic interpretation. 

The importance of the cathartic group's decrement on the K scale 

deserves further investigation, as does the increased satisfaction and 

attainment of goals reported by this group. 

Nichols and Birenbaum (1980) have recently provided evidence 

that catharsis or expression of feeling may have a beneficial effect by 

loosening long-standing defenses rather than by affecting particular 

memories or feelings. They concluded that patients with an 

obsessive-compulsive personality style benefited more from expressive 

therapy than did patients with other personality styles, as measured by 

Depression, Psychasthenia (obsessive-compulsive) and Schizophrenia 

scales on the MMPI, and on the Personal Satisfaction forms . 

. Analog Studies 

Analog studies represent an attempt to obtain some control over 

the large number of variables which are in effect in the therapy 

situation. The .interacting dimensions in psychotherapy include patient, 

therapist, treatment modality, and problem being treated. Each of these 

dimensions contains a multiplicity of variables itself. For instance, 

the dimension of "patient" might include sex, age, SES, diagnosis, 

intelligence, marital status, nationality, physical health, etc. In an 

analog study, a few variables can be chosen and their relative 

contributions examined somewhat more clearly. On the other hand, 

serious questions can be raised about the relevance of pared-down 
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"analog" situations to the complex "real" events of ' .... hich they are a 

partial model. 

The studies reported here are related to aspects of the 

catharsis hypothesis. 

Keet (1948) attempted to create a situation directly analogous 

to psychotherapy. This study is thoroughly reported by Nichols and Zax 

(1977) and the following is based upon their review. Keet's paradigm 

involved experimentally inducing a supposedly stressful experience, 

followed by one of two treatment procedures (interpretation by therapist 

or expression of frustration by the subject). The effectiveness of 

these two treatments was then assessed; Keet administered the Jung 

word-association test. Many of the subjects were unable to recall the 

most "disturbing word" from this test in a later serial learning task. 

Failure to recall the word discomfitted the ~s, each of them 

reportedly talking spontaneously about this discomfort. This was 

considered by Keet to be a conflict situation closely resembling a 

compulsion neurosis. Subjects were then engaged in 30 minutes of 

experimental therapy. 

In the expressive technique, he encouraged half of his subjects 
to express their frustration over their difficulty in recalling, 
while the experimenter clarified their feelings and encouraged 
catharsis. With the other half of the subjects, the 
experimenter used the interpretive technique. This consisted of 
offering direct help in finding the missing word by suggesting 
that there must be personal (unconscious) meaning involved in 
the forgetting. The experimenter encouraged personal 
associations and helped subjects to interpret the meaning of 
those associations in terms of thsir relationship to forgetting 
(Nichols and Zax, p. 174). 
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The success of the counselling procedures was judged by 

subjects' performance 

words were embedded. 

the expressive one 

on another learning task in which the forgotten 

The interpretive method was more effective than 

in producing recall. Keet's paradigm was never 

successfully replicated and has not been used for a number of years. 

Haggard (1943) and Levison, Zax, and Cowen (1961) each used GSR 

as an indicator of anxiety level, and the success of a given therapy 

analog was equated with a reduction in GSR. Minor shock (Haggard) and 

classical conditioning of the word chair by association with a loud 

buzzer (Levison, Zax, and Cowen) were the experimentally induced 

stresses. Both of these studies found "catharsis" (expression of 

feeling to a therapist) to be superior in reducing GSR; catharsis was 

also superior to extinction (Haggard) and to interacting with a 

therapist on other topics (Levison, et al.). GSR is a rapidly 

fluctuating index; people seeking psychotherapy presumably do so on the 

basis of longstanding or deepseated problems whose effect on a person's 

functioning would be quite inadequately measured by GSR. 

Dittes (1957) recorded GSR during actual therapy over 43 

sessions in a single subject. He reported a significant drop in GSR 

accompanying revealing and explicit statements about sexual feelings and 

behavior. He related the drop in GSR to the resolution of the 

transference and the disapearance of fear regarding sexual matters. 

Such speculations about multi-dimensional phenomena on the basis of a 

single, simple measure are unnecessary. Simple habituation to a 

specific situation would explain the drop equally well. 
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Kahn (1966) used more complex physiological measures as a 

supposed index of anxiety and arousal. Although this is not reported as 

a therapy analog study, it is seen as analogous to therapy in that the 

experimenter was presented as a "doctor" \vho would have the presumed 

competence to help subjects express and/or understand their feelings. 

Kahn was interested in assessing the physiological concomitants of 

arousal to sort out the difference between aggressive feelings and 

aggressive behavior, and effects of emotional expression. He 

subjected college students to "anger arousing experiences", a vulgar, 

insulting, rude confederate. Experimental (expression) subjects were 

given an opportunity to express their anger to a "doctor" while control 

subjects sat quietly for 20 minutes. His findings are interesting and 

complex. First, he found that catharsis subjects reported disliking 

their annoyer significantly more than did control subjects. These 

catharsis subjects showed a slower rate of recovery in the 

physiological measures of skin temperature, conductance, and muscle 

tension. However, catharsis subjects eventually shm"ed more 

physiological recovery than did control subjects. Kahn does not 

speculate on his findings. Taken together, they suggest interesting 

dynamics. If measures of liking of provocator were taken after 

physiological recovery were complete, might the liking scores have been i 

different? Perhaps the catharsis subjects allowed themselves to 

experience their feelings more fully: thus the more intense dislike 

and slower recovery. Perhaps, too, they were then more "finished" with 

these feelings: hence more physiological recovery. A later 

like/dislike measure would have assessed "emotional recovery" as well. 



Therapy outcome studies allow investigators to assess the impacL 

of expressing emotions about events in the past, events which are 

assumed to induce stresses which have profound and debilitating effects 

on the patient. The patient may go back to experiences or repeated 

situations which have been "unresolved conflicts" for him. In contrast, 

analog studies focus on situations in which the stresses induced are 

minor and transient, and only recently experienced. For this reason, it 

is risky to use these studies to predict the efficacy of emotional 

expressiveness and especially of catharsis (as these terms have been 

here differentiated) in psychotherapy. Also, it is questionable whether 

anxiety about receiving electrical shock (an independent variable in 

several analog studies) really is parallel to the anxieties about 

traumas in everyday life and in interpersonal relationships. Nichols and 

Zax point out that personal maladjustment is irrelevant in these studie~ 

and that "rarely • . • are experimental subjects sufficiently distressed 

to motivate them to change significant aspects of their behavior" (1977, 

p. 203). Yet, analog studies ~ serve important purposes. Therapy 

involves a complexity of events, and global outcomes such as improvement 

on MMPI scores, on rated satisfaction, or on judged decrease in neurotic 

symptoms obscure a multiplicity of variables. The conflicting results 

in experimental studies on the efficacy of catharsis is a clue that 

there are several phenomena at work, and that a global concept of the 

value of emotional expression obscures rather than clarifies the 

picture. Analog studies can identify a subset of variables, subject 
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them to greater control and more stringent observation, and apply them 

to particular situations. The present study is an attempt to clarify a 

complex issue by looking at a few of its relevant dimensions. 



EXPRESSION OF HOSTILITY 

Issues in Hostility Expression 

The area in which the efficacy of catharsis has been most hotly 

debated has been termed "hostility catharsis," although according to the 

distinctions set forth earlier in this paper "hostility expression" 

would be the appropriate description. The question often raised is "does 

the expression of hostility toward another help to abate this 

hostility?" This active area of research has led to confusing and 

conflicting results for several reasons. First, such terms as 

"hostility," "aggresion," and "anger" are used interchangably to/hen there 

are actually important distinctions to be made' between these 

psychological constructs. Differentiation between expression of 

feelings genera ten by a distressful experience and permission to indulge 

in (instinctive) aggressive behavior when it is aroused is not made. 

Second, in the experimental literature catharsis (expression) of 

hostility (or anger or aggression) has been variously treated as 

" witnessing the aggressive acts of others, talking. about one's 

feelings, either to the person toward whom they are felt or to another 

party, and engaging in physical acts of aggression. Finally, the 

experimental evidence has been used to address the general issue of 

catharsis of old feelings when in fact most of the studies reported 

have used expression of recently aroused feelings. 

20 
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The review by Berkowitz (1970) of experimental investigations of 

hostility catharsis is often cited and commended for its thoroughness. 

His conclusion that aggression too often begets aggression has been 

widely endorsed. More recently, Tavris (1982) has surveyed the 

conflicting literature and concludes, "Expressing anger makes you 

angrier, solidifies an angry attitude, and establishes a hositile habit" 

(1982, p. 33). Ellis (1976) cites Berkowitz uncritically and endorses 

Nace's (1976) procedures for "dissipating" rather than expressing anger 

in marriage. While Mace and Ellis recommend "acknowledging" anger, they 

state that it should be renounced and that diversions such as going for 

a walk or thinking about something else be employed. 

On the other hand, Holt (1971) joins the few who dispute 

Berkowitz. Holt argues that he "is wrong in clinging to the 

tension-reduction theory of motivation on which catharsis was based" (p. 

8), and that he has failed to distinguish between constructive and 

destructive ways of expressing anger. Holt states that a person who is 

constructively angry has an important underlying assumption and 

wish "to establish, restore, or maintain a positive relationship with 

the other. He acts and speaks in such a way as to give direct and 

genuine expression to his own feelings while • their intensity is no 

greater than what is necessary to convey their true quality" (1970. pp 

8-9). In contrast, in destructive expression of anger, "the angry 

person wants to win at any cost to the pre-existing or possible 

relationship." (1970, p. 9). Holt hypothesizes that: 
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by constructively expressing an anger that usually 
exists on both sides, people restore mutual empathy 
and often strengthen and deepen their relationship. 
They do so by a full sharing of feelings and 
definitions of the situation, each seeing that from 
the other's standpoint there was legitimate or 
comprehensible cause for anger. Each then can 
redefine the behavior of the other as not arbitrary 
and malevolent, but merely as understandably human 
(1970, p. 9). 

Deutsch's (1969) approach is similar to that of Holt. He posits 

that in destructive conflicts the parties tend to expand the arena of 

conflict and to rely on a strategy of power, threat, and coercion. 

Deutsch further suggests that these strategies lead to increased mutual 

suspicion and lack of communication. A specific example of the arena of 

conflict is to be found in Harburg's (1979) study in which anger does 

not remain directed at the original target, but rather changes targets. 

Deutsch characterizes constructive conflicts, on the other hand, as 

involving mutual recognition of each other's inter!,!sts, open 

communication, and a friendly attitude. 

Deutsch and Holt agree, then, that the spiral of anger and 

aggression which appears to be stimulated is a frequent, but not an 

inevitable, outcome of hostility expression. Both posit that in 

constructive conflict the conditions must be set for a non-defensive 

empathy for the other person's feelings and position rather than feeling 

f 

so threatened that a count'er-attack is stimulated. How to create a 

friendly, constructive attitude is far from clear. The present study is 

an attempt to look at a few of the component parts of emotional 

expression in a couple therapy analog. This study avoids the 

superficiality of the analog studies in that the stresses and emotions 

induced arise from realistic communications occurring in a relationship 
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rather than from transient manipulations by the experimenter. It 

therefore taps some of the essen~~al aspects of couple therapy. 

This study assess the consequences of two ways of expressing 

emotions in a relationship, as contrasted 'with non- expression. 

Partners first discuss specific situations of relevance to married 

couples, and about which it has been ascertained that they disagree. 

The assumption that such interactions engender emotional distance and 

hostility are assessed through a self-report checklist. ~ couples 

are then assigned to two of three treatment conditions. In the first, 

Ss are encouraged to express their 

I-Messages are meant to opeationalize 

feelings 

what Holt 

using I-Messages. 

terms "constructive" 

expression. 

You-Hessages, 

In the second condition, Ss express feelings with 

intended 

"destructive" expression. 

to operationalize what Holt considers 

The third is a No-Expression control in which 

Ss engage in a neutral activity without opportunity for interaction. 

Dependent variable measures of hostility, liking of partner, and empathy 

are administered. 

Hypotheses 

On the basis of the review presented above, it appears that 

anger interferes with more positive feelings toward another. In this 

study, it is posited that No-Expression ~s are likely to have 

unexpressed feelings of annoyance, hurt, or anger which are incompatible 

with emotional closeness. I-Message ~s will have had an opportunity 

to express these feelings in a non-blaming way and having aired them, 
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will experience less interfering effects. You-Message Subjects, on the 

other hand, will have expressed and received anger in a blaming way 

which is likely to generate even more anger, as each partner feels 

attacked or threatened by the other. 

As reviewed above, several researchers have found 

interferes with attention and information processing. 

posited by some writers (Holt, 1970; Ellis, 1977) that anger 

that anger 

It has been 

interferes 

with people's ability to put themselves "in the other's shoes." This is 

a particular form of an information processing problem, and might result 

in difficulty with accurately representing the other person's point of 

view. In addition, anger may produce a set in which a person is likely 

to reject anything the partner says, attending to areas of conflic~ 

rather than to areas of agreement. 

This reasoning leads to the following hypotheses: 

1. You-Message Ss will report the most hostility and 

following the treatment. No Expression Ss will report 

anger 

less 

hostility and anger, and I-Nessage.§.s will report the least, 

measured by the Adjective Check List and Current Feelings Scale. 

as 

(HOSTILITY: You-Message> No-Expression> I-Message) 

2. I-Message.§.s will report more feelings of emotional closeness 

and warmth toward partner following treatment than will No-Expression 

.§.s, and No-Expression subjects will report more of these feelings 

than will You-Message ~s. 

(WARHTII: I-Hessage> No-Expression> You-Hessage) 



25 

3. Partners will evaluate each other's accuracy of empathy most 

favorably in the I-Message condition, next most favorably in the 

No-Expression condition, and least favorably in the You-Message 

condition. 

(PARTNER'S EVALUATION of accuracy of empathy: 

I-Message> No-Expression> You-Message) 



NETHOD 

Subjects 

While it was originally intended to obtain subjects by referral 

from therapi~ts, this process resulted in only two referrals. 

Therefore, the majority of couples were obtained through newspaper 

advertisements, notices posted on public bulletin boards, and word of 

mouth. Criteria for inclusion in the study were the following: 

1) Couple should be married or living together for at least one 

year, 

2) Neither member of the pair should have ever received a 

diagnosis indicative of psychosis or a borderline personality 

structure, 

3) Neither member of the pair should have been hospitalized for 

a psychiatric condition. 

The first requirement was made to insure an extended history of 

interaction between the pair, and the second two requirements were to 

reduce, although they could not eli~inate, 

subjects who would' characteristically 

perceptions. 

26 

the possibility 

have markedly 

of having 

distorted 
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Assessment Instruments 

1) Background information was collected in an initial 

interview. 

length of 

This brief relationship history included 

relationship, length of marriage or 

age of .§.s, 

cohabitation, prior 

marriages, number, age, and sex of children (from previous and present 

marriage), parent's marital history, and education. This information 

was used to check 'for approximate equivalence of the subjects in the 

experimental conditions on these variables. 

2) An Adjective Check List was administered as a test for 

current feelings of hostility (See Appendix A). These adjectives were 

the brief version of the "hostility" subscale on Zuckerman and Lubin's 

(1965) Nultiple Adjective Check List (NAACL). This brief hostility 

scale was constructed and validated by Zuckerman and Lubin in an attempt 

to get a purer measure of hostility than is afforded by the full MAACL, 

which has three subscales: Hostility, Anxiety, and Depression. The 

latter two scales were not deemed relevant to this study. The authors 

provide evidence of the construct and concurrent validity of the full 

scale and of the subscales. As this is a test of current feelings, 

test-retest reliability is low, while split-half reliability is high. 

Adjective Check lists as state tests have been shown in many studies 

summarized by Zuckerman and Lubin (1965) to be sensitive to change. 

Thus, it should 

this study. It 

manipulation to 

the scale. 

provide a valid and sensitive measure of hostility in 

was used as a pretest and following experimental 

see if the treatment affected the feelings measured by 
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3) The Current Feelings Scale was designed to assess qUickly 

feelings of interpersonal warmth, emotional closeness, and anger (See 

Appendix B). It consists of eleven statements, each accompanied by a 

7-point scale on which the respondent rates the strength of the 

suggested feeling from 1 ("not at all") to 7 ("extremely"). 

Sample items are: 4. "Right now, I am upset with my partner," and 7. 

"Right now, I agree with my partner." 

This scale was developed for this study. It has not been used 

for research purposes before, and is included here to see if it has 

concurrent validity with Adjectives. The validity of such a scale is 

supported by Stevens (1962) who demonstrated that simply asking a 

subject to assign a number to express the intensity of any specified 

feeling results in a reliable, repeatable, and consistent result which 

can be arranged and manipulated statisti·cally. 

4) An "Accuracy of Empathy" measure ,.,as used to assess whether 

the three treatment conditions had differential effects on partner's 

ability to understand each other's position and accurately reflect it. 

Subjects filled out a form ("MY PARTNER--MYSELF", Appendix C) in 

which they paraphrased their partner's position at four levels: 1) 

what was actually said, 2) what could be inferred about the partner's 

bel~efs on the issue being discussed, 3) what the feelings of the 

partner were during the discussion, and 4) what the partner wishes 

would happen next. 

Each subject then used an adaptation of Carkhuff's (1967) scale, 

adapted with language specific to this study to rate their 
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partner's accuracy of empathy as judged by their written statements (See 

Append.:j:~ D) . 
. '.;. 

Another test for perceived empathy comes from two items on 

the Current Feelings Scale, item 1: "Right now, I understand my 

partner" and, item 2: "Right now, I feel understood by my partner" 

(designated as variable IMUNDER; See Appendix E). 

Definitions of Variables 

The variables in Appendix E were defined for analysis from the 

Adjective Check List (ADJ) , the Current Feelings Scale (CFS), and the 

Rating Scale for empathy (EHP). Some variables include single items, 

such as "Happy" or "Angry" on the Adjective Check List or the item "I 

feel understood by my partner" on the Current Feelings Scale. These are 

intended as quick and direct measures of these feelings. Other 

variables are aggregates of several Adjective ratings or CFS ratings. To 

obtain the aggregates, three judges sorted the adjectives into 

categories of "good feelings" and "bad feelings" and the CFS items into 

a "MAD" or "other" category. Items on which there was 100% agreement 

were used for aggregates. The variables defined in the Appendix are 

change scores between pre- and post-tests in each experimental 

condition, where the pre-test was given immediately following a 

discussion and the. post-test was given immediately following the 

experimental manipulation. The variables are intended to reflect the 

constructs set forth in the hypotheses. The variables ANGRY, BAD, MAD, 
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are relevant to the hypotheses regarding hostility; HAPPY and GOOD are 

relevant to feelings of happiness and warmth; DISTANT, CLOSE, and LIKE 

reflect emotional closeness to partner; lUNDER, lMUNDER, and &~ are all 

relevant to hypotheses concerning empathy. 



PROCEDURE 

See Table 1 for outline of procedure. 

Assignment of Subjects 

Subject couples were assigned to conditions such that each 

couple participated in two of the three possible conditions. Conditions 

were presented in counterbalanced order. Table 2 illustrates the 

design. 

Couples were randomly assigned to one of the six possible cells, 

with the restriction that the cells would fill evenly. 

Initial Information and Pretesting 

Background information was obtained in the brief 

relationship history, described above. 

Adjectives and the Current Feelings Scale. 

Ss were pre-tested on 

Experimental Manipulation: Induction £f Disagreement 

The "Inventory of Marital Conflict" is a technique designed by 

Olson (1970) to observe and assess the conflict interaction of marital 

couples (See Appendix F). 

The two forms of the It1C consist of 18 short vignettes ,,,rhich 

present various types of marital conflicts, such as visitation of the 

husband's friend, decision to have a baby, conflict regarding husband's 

party behavior, and wife's inability to complete household duties. One 

form, with nine vignettes, was used for this study. Six of the nine 
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Table 1. Outline of Experimental Procedure 

Test of I.V. 

Preliminary Arousal Arousal Experimental D.V. 

Procedures Manipulation (Pre-test) Manipulation (post-test) 

1) Brief Role Play of Constructive 

relationship Vignette (I-Statements) ';~CFS 

history (chosen to *CFS OR 

maximize Destructive *ADJ. 

2) Fill out disagreement (You-Statements)-

Inventory of and relevance *ADJ. OR *Empathy 

Marital to couple). Neutral (Listen Statements 

Conflict to tape). and ratings 

Note: Each subject 

pair participated in 

2 of 3 experimental 

conditions, in counter-

balanced order. 

Debrief 

Explain 

experiment, 

discuss. 

Repeat once 

through a 

different 

condition. 

l.V 
N 



Table 2. Assignment of Subject Pairs 

Group I * 1 

o couples 

4 

4 

4 

o 

4 

4 8 couples 

4 8 couples 

o 8 couples 

8 couples 8 couples 8 couples 24 couples 

(48 sujects) 

1= I-Message Condition 

N= Neutral Condition 

u= You-Message Condition 

II indicates I-Message Condition administered first 

Nl indicates No-Message Condition administered first 

Ul indicates You-Message Condition administered first 

12 indicates I-Message Condition administered second 

N2 indicates No-Message Condition administered second 

U2 indicates You-Message Condition administered second 
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vignettes are "conflict items" in which the husband receives information 

slanted so the wife seems more responsible for the conflict and the wife 

receives information that makes the husband seem more guilty. The 

husband and wife are told in advance that they will re~eive information 

from the point of view of the husband or wife. They are further told 

that "each point of view contains all the essential facts" (1979, p. 

445). The husband and wife fill out the form separately. They read the 

vignette and answer four questions about each: 1) Who is primarily 

responsible for the problem? 2) What should they do? (An item which 

suggests a possible solution to the conflict which they can accept or 

reject.) 3) Have you had a similar problem? 4) Have you known other 

couples who have had a similar problem? 

Data have been collected on 1,000 couples. Olson (1970) 

reports 

The couples do not feel that the technique 
is purposely deceptive in nature. Although the IMC 
purposely creates conflict between husband and wife 
by presenting different stories, this has been 
legitimated by informing the Ss that like any 
situation there are different points of view 
concerning the same situation (p. 446). 

He also reports data which indicate that couples find that the items 

provided relevant and realistic conflicts. 

Other data indicate that individuals feel personal involvement. 

Ss were asked on the same post-questionnaire if during the 

discussion their spouses reacted as they usually do in resolving 

differences. Seventy-seven percent felt their spouse's behavior was 

very similar and only 2% felt their spouse was reacting very differently 

than usual. 
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Although Olson originally developed the IMC with instructions to 

the couple that emphasized conflict resolution, others (e.g. Lochman, 

1978) have asked couples to role play the situations in a way that 

encouraged continued disagreement. This latter procedure was used in 

this study. 

After filling out the IMC, Ss in every condition 

discussed in role play one of the vignettes upon which they disagreed, 

chosen by E to maximize the rated relevance of the problem to the 

particular marital pair. The discussion. was followed by a treatment 

condition and then by dependent variable measurements. Ss then 

engaged in discussion of a second vignette. This discussion was also 

followed by a set of dependent variable measurements. 

The vignette was presented both times to the couple with the 

following instructions: 

In filling out the questionnaire, you chose different solutions 
to the situation regarding (brief description, 
e.g. conflict over TV football games). Next, we would like for 
you to discuss fully the conflict the couple is having as if 
you were the people described. To help out in taking on ~hese 
roles, we are asking you to use the names presented in the case. 
(E reminds the ~s of the names). 

Instructions go on to emphasize that each partner should try to 

persuade the other to his or her point of view and to try to feel as the 

person described might feel. 

The discussion was audiotaped. After four minutes, the 

discussion was interrupted and each subject was given the Adjective 

Check List and the Current Feelings Scale to determine whether the 

experimental manipulation had affected these measures. This became the 

first test used in assessing change scores. 
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Treatment Conditions (Independent Variables) 

The treatment conditions vary in the way in which Ss are 

instructed to communicate to the partner about their feelings toward 

each other subsequent to discussing the vignette situations in role 

play. 

The two experimental procedures are designed to operationalize 

what Holt (1970) calls "constructive" and "destructive" expressions of 

feeling. The control condition involved "non-expression" of feeling. 

The independent variables are thus: 1) Constructive expression 

(I-message condition) , 2) Destructive expression (You-message 

condition), and 3) no expression. 

I-Message Condition 

The following instructions and procedures are designed to 

maximize the extent to which the Ss verbalize their feelings by 

talking about themselves, (e.g. "I feel hurt and angry") rather than 

making accusations or otherwise talking about the partner (e.g. "You 

make me angry" or "You are very stubborn"). 

Instructions: Sometimes when two people are 
discussing something about which they disagree, they have 
feelings not only about the subject being discussed, but toward 
the other person as well. I am going to give you an opportunity 
now to express some of these feelings toward your partner. 

These feelings or emotions are inside you. On this 
piece of paper (hand sheet to subject) you may complete two 
sentences that are statements about your own feelings. These are 
to be statements about you and not about your partner. You are 
to complete sentences that begin \vi th "I. . ." and "I 
feel ... " This is permission to talk about yourself. Note 
that saying "I feel that you ... " is a way of turning the 
statement around and talking about the other person. Any 
questions? (respond to questions.) Go ahead and finish the 
sentences. 
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The experimenter checked the appropriateness of I-Messages and coached 

.§.S further individually if non-I-Nessage statements were made. The 

purpose of the paper-and-pencil task was to provide a controlled and 

structured way of teaching I-Hessages before..§.s verbally addressed 

each other. The experimenter then asked the couple to elaborate 

verbally on these I-Mess~ges to each other. Ss were told to begin 

each sentence with "I", and to alternate making these simple statements 

with their partner. 

You-Message Condition 

The following instructions and procedures are designed to 

maximize the common practice of talking about traits of the other person 

rather than about oneself. (The extreme versions of this, such as 

name-calling and blaming were not encouraged, as these common 

You-Nessages are deemed unjustifiably dangerous and destructive.) 

Instructions: [The first paragraph is identical to 
instructions for I-Message Condition.] Sometimes when two 
people are discussing something about which they disagree, they 
have feelings not only about the subject being discussed, but 
toward the other person as well. I am going to give you an 
opportunity now to express some of these feelings toward your 
partner. 

Perhaps you have observed something your partner is doing, 
and you \'lOuld like to give him or her feedback about it. On 
this peice of paper you may complete two statements abot your 
partner. Note that the two sentences begin with the words 
"You . •• " and "You are . •• " Any questions? (Respond to 
questions.) Go ahead and finish the sentences. 

Procedures for checking the notes were the same as for the Constructive. 

Each Subject then read the partner's sentences. The experimenter then 

spent five ~inutes with the couple, helping them to verbally elaborate 
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and clarify messages to each other. Subjects were told to begin each 

sentence with "you", and as in the I-Hessage condition, to alternate 

making statements with their partner. 

The experimenter stated that she would play a tape relevant to 

couples and their communication. This tape is a dry discussion of roles 

in relationships, and is intended to prevent expression of feeling. 

Chairs were placed so that partners could not see each other during this 

tape, thus preventing non-verbal communication. 

Dependent Variables 

The instruments used as dependent variable measures have 

been described above. One set was administered before and after the 

first vignette role-play, and one before and after the second. These 

"instruments were the Adjective Check List, the Current Feelings Scale, 

and the Accuracy of Empathy scale. From them were derived the twelve 

variables as described in Appendix E: HAPPY, ANGRY, GOOD, BAD, MAD, 

DISTANT, CLOSE, AGREE, LIKE, IUNDER(stand my partner), IMUNDER (stood by 

my partner), and EHPATHY. The variables used for the major analyses 

were change scores on individual items or on aggregates of several items 

(See Appendix E). 

Debriefing 

The purpose of the study was explained at the conclusion of 

the experimental procedures. Subjects were encouraged to make comments 

about the process, their feelings, and to achieve closure. 



RESULTS 

Preliminary Analyses 

Several preliminary analyses 

experimental hypotheses were evaluated. 

for the purpose of a) checking for 

were performed before the 

These preliminary analyses were 

equivalency of subjects across 

conditions, b) evaluating whether the groups differed from one another 

on the pretests, which were administered following the discussion but 

before administration of treatment conditions, and c) checking for order 

of administration effects. 

Subject Demographics 

Demographic information on subjects is summarized in Table 3. The 

"average" S had a college degree, with a range from high school 

graduate to MD or PhD. The average age is 33, with a range of 22-40, 

while length of marriage ranges from 2 to 23 years. There are no cases 

of multiple divorce, and there is a relatively low divorce rate in 

general. (Approximately one-fourth of the sample had had one divorce.) 

Number of children ranges from 0 to 9. Participants in the N condition 

had significantly fewer children than participants in the other two 

conditions. What effect this difference in the subject population is, 

of course, of uncertain impact or relevance to the hypotheses being 

tested. 
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Table 3. Demographic Information on Subjects 

1* N 

Mean Range l1ean Range Mean 

Age 29.4 20-48 35.5 22-48 31.4 

Yrs. Mar-

ried/Live 9.4 2-24 6.3 2-23 7.9 

Together 

# Children 2.3 0-9 .71 0-3 2.4 

# Prevo 

Harriages .19 0-1 .32 0-1 .38 

Education 15.8 12-20 14.4 12-20 16.2 

*Key: I = I-Message Condition 

U = You-Message Condition 

N = Neutral Condition 

D 

Range 

20-40 

2-24 

0-9 

0-1 

12-20 

40 

df 

2,3 

F P N-K 

2.3 >.90 n.s. 

2.4 >.90 n.s. 

3.4 <.05 I,U>N 

1.23 >.75 n.s. 

.83 >.75 n.s. 
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It is assumed, based on non-significant differences on other 

demographic variables, that there is not a systematic bias in the 

assignment of subjects. 

Pre-Test Differences 

To ascertain whether there were significant differences 

following the arousal manipulation but before subjects underwent the 

condition treatments, a 2(sex) x 3(condition) ANOVA was performed on 

each variable as defined in Appendix E, except that change scores 

were not used. On these pre-test measures, there were no significant 

differences according to condition. This was expected, since subjects 

were assigned randomly to the treatment groups, and had not yet 

undergone different treatment at the time of pre-test. There were, 

however, several significant sex differences on these pre-test 1easures. 

The results are summarized in Table 4. 

On items in the "MAD" aggregate of the Current Feelings Scale '. 

women gave a significantly higher rating than did men, (p<.OOOl) and 

they reported feeling more "DISTANT" from there partners (p<.02). 

On the other hand, men gave higher ratings to the "GOOD" 

feelings (p<.003) on the Adjective Check List following the discussion 

than did women, and gave a higher rating on the "LIKE" item (p<.03) and 

the "CLOSE" item (p<.03) on the CFS following the discussion. Nen and 

women did not differ in their ratings on the Adjective "HAPPY", the 

aggregate of "BAD" feelings, their feelings that they understood their 

partners or that they were understood by, their partners. 
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. '. ~ 

Table 4. Sex Differences on Pre-Test Variables 

Points Means 

Variable on Scale Male Female F Probability 

HAPPY 3 1. 29 1.17 1.219 .308 (n.s.) 

ANGRY 3 2.04 2.29 3.000 .08 
.. ~. 

GOOD 3 1.05 1.26 9.626 .003 

BAD 3 2.90 2.99 0.03 .990 (n.s.) 

* MAD 7 2.00 2.50 14.086 .000 

* DISTANT 7 3.15 3.94 5.718 .019 
i~ 

CLOSE 7- 3.38 2.69 4.880 .03 

AGREE 7 2.51 2.08 1.956 .165 (n.s.) 

* LIKE 7 3.96 3.24 6.709 .03 

IUNDER 7 3.85 3.33 2.814 .097 (n.s.) 

IMUNDER 7 2.50 2.25 0.597 .442 (n.s.) 

.:l/;. __________ _ 

Significant beyond the .05 level of confidence 
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In sum, in a discussion with instructions designed to heighten 

the subjects' emotional involvement, women (in this sample) rate 

themselves as more distressed, hostile, and distant from their partners, 

while men rate themselves as having more good feelings, close feelings, 

and more liking for partner. 

Order of Administration 

A question raised by this experimental design is whether the 

order in which the two experimental conditions were administered affects 

the outcome, independent of condition. To check for order of admin

istration effects, a 2(sex) x 3(condition) Analysis of Variance was 

performed on the variables (change scores as defined in Appenndix E). 

One of these twelve variables had a significant (p=.02) order effect, 

such that people increased their rating of liking for their partner more 

in the first treatment than in the second, regardless of condition. Out 

of twelve analyses, an effect significant at this level would be 

expected to have approximately a 25% probability of occurence. That 

this is random variation is bolstered by the finding that the composite 

variable reflecting other "good" feelings shows a trend in the opposite 

direction (p=.13). 

Tests of Hypotheses 

The design of this study presents problems with 

choice of Analysis of Variance (see Table 2, page 33). 

does not fit a within-subjects model, since subjects 

only two out of a possible three conditions, nor 

regard to the 

The design 

participated in 

does it fit a 
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between-subjects flJodel, since each subject participated in more than one 

condition, and the observations in each cell are therefore not 

independent. A within-subjects analysis would have inflated the F 

values, since it would produce a smaller error variance than would a 

between-subjects analysis. It was therefore decided to use this less 

powerful approach erring in the conservative direction. The main threat 

to the validity of the results of this statistical technique with this 

data would be order effects in which order of administration of 

treatments affected outcome. This effect was ruled out, as described in 

the previous section. 

According to the initial hypotheses, the I-Message condition 

should have produced the most increase in positive feeling or 

decrease in negative feelings as measured by the variables, followed by 

the No-Message condition; with the You-Message condition producing the 

least positive change. 

The order of the condition means supports this prediction on 

nine of the twelve variables. A one-way ANOVA on (on change scores in 

the defined variables) condition alone indicates that this trend is 

significant on all of the twelve variables. Next, a major 2(Sex) by 
Q 

3(Condition) Analysis of Variance was performed. It revealed 

significant main effects on all of the twelve variables. Significant 

Condition effects were found on eleven of the twelve variables, while 

there was a significant interaction on the twelfth. Post-Hoc Neuman 

Keuls tests were performed to evaluate the differences between 

particular means, using a .05 level of confidence as the cut- off point. 

These differences are summarized in the right- hand column of Table 5. 



Table 5. Condition t1eans: Change Scores 

Means x 10 

You- No 1- F Prob- N-K p<.05 

Variable Message Message Message (2df) ability Post-Hoc 

HAPPY .00 [5.94 

ANGRY .00 [-5.63 

GOOD .00 [3.39 

BAD -.18 [-3.20 

MAD -1.72 [ -10.55 

DISTANT [-1.25 -1.56 ] 

CLOSE 1. 56 5.00 

AGREE .94 3.75 

LIKE -.63 5.00 

IUNDER .94 2.19 

IMUNDER .94 -.94 

EMPATHY 33.23 31.64 

i~Key: U = You-Message 

N = No-Message 

I = I-Message 

6.25] 9.974 .001 U<N,I* 

-7.81] 12.092 .000 U>N,I 

3.76] 9.887 .001 U<N,I 

-3.44] 10.972 .001 U>N,I 

-10.08] 5.157 .008 U>N,I 

-9.69 3.324 .040 U,N>I 

10.63 4.366 .015 U<I 

15.16 8.038 .001 U,N<I 

8.44 8.167 .001 U<N,I 

6.56 1.620 .204(ns) 

10.94 8.291 .000 U,N<I 

37.50 5.784 .004 U,N<I 

45 
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With regard to the I-Message and You-Message conditions, there 

were significant differences in the predicted direction on all eleven of 

the variables which had shown condition effects on the ANOVA. I-Message 

subjects, more than You-Message subjects, rated themselves as becoming 

more HAPPY and less ANGRY between the test after discussion and 

post-treatment test. As compared ''lith You-Message subjects, they also 

rated BAD (Aadjective Aaggregate), MAD (CFS Aggregate), and DISTANT (CFS 

item) feelings as decreasing while they rated GOOD feelings on the 

Adjectives, and CLOSE feelings, LIKING for partner, and feeling 

UNDERSTOOD. (on the CFS) as increasing. I-Message subjects also gave 

significantly higher Empathy ratings to their partner's attempts to 

paraphrase their positions than did You-Message subjects. 

The predicted differences between the No-Message condition and 

the other two conditions were not found, despite the finding that ·the 

Neutral mean was between the other two means on nine of the twelve 

variables. 

The You-Message and No-Message conditions were not significantly 

different from one another on the CFS variables which indicate 

change in feelings of emotional distance (DISTANT), changes in 

agreement with one another (AGREE) and ratings of partners' empathy 

OHUNDER) or the Empathy Scale. Both Conditions did differ 
I 

significantly from the I-Message condition on these variables. 

The No-Message and I-Message conditions were not significantly 

different from each other on six of the change variables, although the 

difference was in the predicted direction on five. Their ratings of 
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change were not different on the adjectives HAPPY, ANGRY, or on the 

d · 'c' t· t 1 b 11 d "GOOD" and "BAD." a J.~ .. ' 1. ve aggrega es a e e They were also similar 
.. ~ 

on "NAD" feelings on the Current Feelings Scale, and did not quite 

attain significance on the liking for partner item ("LIKE") on the CFSo 

THe Neutral and Constructive conditions did both differ significantly 

from the Destructive condition on these variables. 

Another way of describing these findings, which will be 

elaborated in the discussion, is that on all variables defined from the 

Adjective Check List, the No-Message and I-Message conditions are 

similar in outcome, while both are different from the You-Message 

condition. The findings on the Current Feelings Scale, which describes 

feelings toward the partner, are more complex. On three of the six 

variables defined from the scale, You-Message and No-Message conditions 

are similar to one another but different from the I-Message condition in 

that the I-Message condtion produces significantly more positive change 

than do the other two conditions. These three CFS variables are 

DISTANT, AGREE, and INUNDER. On the other hand; the No-Message and 

I-Message conditions are similar to one another on the CFS MAD variable, 

in that signifcantly less reduction in MAD feelings occurs in the 

You-Message condition. 

Sex Effects 

The Analysis of Variance assessed not only for condition effects 

on change scores, which are reported above, but for sex effects as well. 
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Table 6. Sex Effects on (Sex x Condition) ANOVA on Change Scores 

F sig. 

Variable Male Female af=l level 

HAPPY 3.75 4.38 .236 .629 

ANGRY -3.96 -5.00 .606 .438 

GOOD 2.40 2.37 .001 .971 

BAD -1.79 -2.76 2.360 .127 

MAD -4.01 -10.89 7.409 . 008i~ 

DISTANT -1.67 -6.67 2.724 .102 

CLOSE 4.79 6.67 .550 .460 

AGREE 8.30 4.79 1.447 .232 

LIKE 1.88 6.67 6.719 .011 -1:-

IUNDER 3.33 3.13 .006 .938 

IMUNDER 5.42 1.88 1.914 .170 

B\'lPATHY 34.31 33.96 .051 .821 

* Significant beyond the .05 level of confidence 
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Significant sex effects were found for two of the eleven variables 

analyzed. The findings are presented in Table 6. 

To summarize the significant findings, women decreased their 

scores more than did men on the CFS MAD variable and increased their 

scores more on the CFS LIKE item; This was true across conditions. 

Although only two of the ten variables with significant Condition 

effects reached statistical significance, this level of significance 

would be found for two variables by chance less than one time in fifty. 

Thus, it is assumed that there is a true difference in the responses of 

men and women. 

Interactions 

A significant Sex by Condition interaction was obtained on the 

one variable which did not obtain significance on Condition effects. 

This variable was IUNDERSTAND, which is the change score on the CFS 

item, "Right now, I understand my partner." The effect is shown in Table 

7. The neutral condition produced very different results for males and 

females. While females rated themselves as understanding their partners 

slightly better following the neutral activity, men rated themselves as 

understanding their partner less. 

Correlations 

Several Pearson correlations between variables were computed for 

their theoretical interest although this information was not central to 

the hypotheses being tested. The correlations are listed in Table 8. 

Not surprisingly, Angry feelings (ANGRY) were negatively correlated with 
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Table 8. Pearson Correlations between Selected Variables 

CFS111 ~< CFS2ll CFS107 CFS207 EMP ADJll7 ADJ217 

CFS111~< 1.0 
(Feel good 
toward1) 

CFS211 .7275 1.0 
(Feel good 
toward2) p=.OOOi< 

CFSI07 .4819 .3201 1.0 
(Agree 
with1) p=. OOOi~ p=.OOI-1:-

CFS207 .5586 .6856 .4156 1.0 
(Agree 
with2) p=.OOO* p=.OOOr.- p=. OOO'llo 

El'1P -.1191 .1094 -.0458 .1804 1.0 
(rating of 
empathy) p=.125 p=.146 p=.330 p=.040i~ 

ADJ1l7 -.5855 -.3575 -.4860 -.2476 .ll8 1.0 

(AngrYl) p=.OOOi~ p=.OOOi< p=.OO1i< p=.008i< p=.126 

ADJ217 -.3697 -.6005 -.1571 -.4089 -.1371 .4405 1.0 

(AngrY2) p=.OOOi< p=.OOO* p=.064 p=-.OOO* p=.093 p=.OOO'':-

i< Key: CFS = Current Feelings Scale 
ADJ = Adjective Check List 
EMP = Empathy rating scale score 
First digit = 1st (1) or 2nd (2) administration 
Second and third digits = item number on scale 



agreement (AGREE) with partner both after the initial rating 

(r=-.486, p>.OOl) and after the treatment condition 

(r=-.4089, p>.OOl). 
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A similar pattern of correlations occurred between the CFS items 

"Right nmv, I feel good toward my partner," and "Right now, I agree with 

my partner," with an especially strong correlation found between 

post-test agreement and ratings of feeling good (r=.6856, p<.OOl). The 

Empathy measure (EMP) did not correlate significantly with selected 

variables, with the exception of post-test ratings on AGREE. 

T-Tests Comparing IUNDER and lMUNDER 

Another finding was not relevant to the initial hypotheses but 

was so striking in its relevance to couple's interaction that it bears 

reporting. T-tests conducted upon the differences between lMUNDERSTOOD 

(by my partner) and IUNDERSTAND (my partner) revealed a highly 

significant difference both on pre-test measures (t=9.12, df 95, 

p=.OOO). Across conditions, across sex, and at both testings, people 

consistently rated their understanding of their partner higher than they 

rated their partner's understanding of them. To state this finding more 

simply and colloquially, people say (via the rating scale) "I understand 

my partner better than s/he understands me." 



DISCUSSION 

The original hypotheses in this study posited that "I 

Statements" regarding anger would have beneficial affects on one's 

capacity to empathize, and on one's feelings. It was proposed that no 

expression of anger would have less beneficial effects, and that "You 

Statements" would have the most deleterious effects. These hypotheses 

have been borne out with some interesting qualifications and 

elaborations, as the data suggest more complex dynamics than the 

original hypotheses suggested. 

Subject Characteristics 

Before turning to a detailed discussion of the hypotheses, 

characteristics of the subject sample and pre-test differences will be 

considered. 

With regard to the subject characteristics, this is a highly 

sophisticated group of people, as the "average" subject had a college 

degree, with a range from high school graduate to r'1D or PhD. The 

generalizability of findings may be limited; it is possible that less 

verbally sophisticated people would respond differently to the 

experimental manipulation. The range of age and length of relationship 

is large, so couples probably varied widely in the practice they have 

had in conflict resolution in their relationships. While the effects of 

large families on patterns of communication in a family is of 

53 
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theoretical and research interest, the impact on outcome variables of 

the larger number of children in the Neutral condition is uncertain and 

of uncertain relevance to the hypotheses. The findings from this study 

are generalizable to couples of high educational achievement. 

Pre-test Sex Differences 

An unexpected finding was that there were differences between 

sexes on pre-test measures, following the arousal manipulation of 

role-playing vignettes but before the individual treatment conditions. 

It appears that women in this study were more emotionally reactive to 

the role-play procedures than were men, as they reported more anger, 

more feeling of distance, and feeling less close, less good, and liking 

discussed later, women also partners less than did men. (As will be 

responded somewhat differently to the experimental manipulation.) 

tendency for Perhapa this difference between sexes is due to a greater 

\,romen to identify with and project their O\'Jn feelings into situations in 

the vignettes, or perhaps it reflects a greater responsiveness to the 

vicissitudes of emotional exchange. However, the design of this study 

does not allow for explanation of these differences. 

Hokanson (1963), in his series of studies, found a sex 

difference with regard to conflict situations. Using physiological 

monitors, he found that any aggressive verbalizations were upsetting to 

women, whereas for men expression of anger resulted in continued arousal 

only when it was directed toward a "superior" rather than to a peer. 

Hokanson presented evidence that the sex differences he found were a 

result of social learning. 
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Major Hypotheses 

The differing effects of the three experimental conditions 

reveals a pattern with potentially useful distinctions in the battle in 

the literature over hostility expression. The data clearly indicate 

that on almost all of the outcome measures of emotion and empathy 

utilized, making I-Statements produces more positive change than does 

making You-Statements. While the differences between Constructive and 

Destructive conditions is clear, a question to be addressed is whether 

going away from a conflict situation is as efficacious at hostility 

resolution as making I-Statements. [On variables defined from the 

Adjective Check List, (HAPPY, ANGRY, the aggregate reflecting GOOD 

feelings, and the aggregate reflecting BAD feelings) as well as on the 

CFS aggregate reflecting MAD feelings, the differences between 

Constructive and Neutral Conditions did not attain statistical 

significance, although the difference was in the predicted direction]. 

It would appear that No Expression of feelings and I-Message expression 

are equally efficacious at dissipating anger. Consider, however, that 

the Neutral Condition was more like the You-Statement condition on three 

CFS items (reflecting emotional distance, feelings of agreement, and 

feeling understood) and on Empathy ratings. 

This pattern of findings could be made comprehensible by 

considering that "hostility" is most probably not the only dimension 

being reflected in the data. In the discussion that follows, 

"hostility" and "intimacy" will be considered as hypothetical constructs 

which may be reflected in the data. Although the argument here is 
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consistent with, and even suggested by, the data, the construct is not 

clearly delineated in them. Therefore, further research will be 

required to determine whether the argument fully fits. Perhaps another 

construct being assessed is that of "intimacy." Perhaps engaging in a 

neutral activity is as good as expressing one's own feelings in 

dissipating anger, but is not as good at restoring mutual trust, 

empathy, and intimacy. While Ss in the Neutral and I-Message 

conditions both reported decreased negative feelings and increased 

positive ones, it ''las only in the I-;'lessage condition that emotional 

distance decreased, feelings of agreement increased, and feeling 

understood increased. The Neutral condition was not different from the 

You-Message condition in feelings of emotional closeness. These 

variables could be seen as reflecting a construct of intimacy, as they 

speak to the nature of a relationship and the transactions within it. 

For example, agreement ''lith partner, feeling understood by the partner, 

and feeling less distant from the partner all imply a sense of mutuality 

and exchange, as does a high rating on partner's attempts to restate 

one's position. However, rating one's feelings as "happy", "angry", or 

"tense" do not necessarilv imply this mutuality. Since the Neutral 

Condition in this study specifically avoided the exchange of discussion, 

it is not surprising that variables 

were not as affected. On the 

involving exchange and mutuality 

other hand, when the exchange was 

aversive, as it was in the You-Message condition, these variables were 

adversely affected. 



57 

In Robe"rt Holt's (1970) discussion of anger resolution, 

presented earlier in this paper, he states that 

by constructively expressing an anger that usually 
exists on both sides, people restore mutual empathy and usually 
strengthen ~nd deepen a relationship. They do so by a full 
sharing of feelings and definitions of a situation, each seeing 
that from the other's standpoint there was legitimate or 
comprehensible cause for anger. Each then can redefine the 
behavior of the other as not arbitrary and malevolent, but as 
understandably human • . . Incompletely or distortedly expressed 
anger can "poison" a relationship: it can cause the person to 
withdraw, to make fewer attempts to communicate, so that empathy 
is not reestablished and the air is never cleared (p. 9, 
emphasis added). 

This complex set of hypotheses was only partially assessed 

through this study, but Holt articulates one way in which expression of 

feeling can heighten intimacy, and non- expression "poison" it. When no 

communication takes place, a person may feel better in oneself but at 

the same time experience more distance in the context of the 

relationship. Continued avoidance may then lead to alienation. Thus, a 

response \vhich is temporarily helpful in dissipating anger may in the 

long term undermine a relationship. 

Jacobson and r~rgolin (1979) elaborate upon the conception of 

increasing intimacy in anger resolution. Their recommendations are not 

dissimilar to the techniques employed in this study, in that they 

advocate "feeling-cause" statements (\vhich are often I Statements) and 

the avoidance of put-dmms (which are often You Statements). 

From the data in this study, there is no indication that 

going away from a conflict situation is more beneficial to one's 

feelings or to a relationship than is an interchange which ·is geared 

toward restoration of mutual understanding by making statements about 
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oneself. Therefore, the conclusion that the expression.of anger is too 

likely to beget more anger (to paraphrase Berkowitz, 1970) or that one 

should "dissipate" rather than express anger as recommended by Mace 

(1976) and Ellis (1976) is premature. Much more investigation of the 

personal and interpersonal consequences of constructive expression is 

needed. 

Sex and Interaction Effects 

In response to the experimental manipulation, women decreased 

their ratings of MAD feelings and increased their liking for partner on 

the CFS more than men did. Other variables shO\</ed this direction of 

effect. This further indicates the greater emotional reactivity of 

women, which was discussed above \·,rith regard to differences on pre-test 

measures. To the knowledge of this writer, such sex differences have 

not been found by other researchers in the area of hostility expression, 

but the generally greater emotional reactivity of women has support in 

much of the clinical literature. 

The Sex x Condition interaction which was found in the CFS item 

"IUNDERSTAND my partner" and which was approached on the MAD aggregate 

are consistent with each other and are deserving of note. In the 

Neutral condition, women felt they understood their partners better 

after this "cooling off" period, while men in this condition understood 

their partners less after the cooling off period, even less than did 

men in the You-Message condition. Women in this study did appear to 

dissipate anger in the No-Expession condition while men increased their 
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anger, perhaps by rehearsing it. Such a situation, in which a cooling 

off period ameliorates the feelings of one partner more than the other, 

might be beneficial for the relationship if the person who feels better 

(in our situation it is often the woman) plays the role of peacemaker 

when the partners come back together. Later in this paper a combination 

of "cooling off" and discussion will be considered. 

Additional Findings 

The finding of a high and significant negative correlation 

between anger and feelings of agreement, and a positive correlation of 

"good feelings" with agreement with partner raises another question 

about the effect of emotional arousal of anger on the cognition that 

one's partner is in agreement with one's position. Since the treatment 

conditions in this study did not include the content of the previous 

discussion, people's perceptions of agreement may have changed without 

an objective change of stated positions on a given issue. Something of 

a "halo effect" may be operating which could be used in conflict 

resolution. The data are consistent with the idea that people are not 

likely to reach agreement with their partners when they are angry at 

them, no matter how logical the focus on the problem solving may be. On 

this basis, an argument could be made for addressing feelings before 

trying to reach an agreement in a problem-solving session. In 

particular, it would seem that I-Message expression of feeling could 

clear the \ofay for cogni ti ve reappraisal, as suggested by Jackins (1965), 

Nichols and Zax (1977), and others. This cognitive reappraisal could 
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take place in the context of the above-mentioned halo effect, which 

would make success of problem-solving strategies more likely. 

The negative correlation found between perceived agreement and 

anger does not, of course, imply direction of effect. However, the 

sequence of events in this study, taken together with the 

earlier-reported evidence that aroused anger interferes with some 

problem solving cognitive tasks argues in favor of addressing feelings 

before addressing cognitions. Green and Murray (1975) present an 

interesting study designed to assess the roles of expression of feeling 

and "cognitive reinterpretation", in reduction of hostile aggression. 

Feshbach (1966) had earlier provided evidence that children behaved less 

aggresively toward other children if they were given an explanation 

of another child's angry behavior. Green and rluray found, however, that 

\.,rhen subjects were made hostile by an insulting "critique" by a 

confederate, reinterpreting the confederate's behavior as a benign 

mistake did not reduce hostility as measured by the Buss agression 

machine or by a hostility questi~nnaire. However, when subjects were 

allowed to express negative feelings and received the 

reinterpretation, their hostility was significantly reduced. The authors 

conclude, "the expression of negative feelings seems to facilitate the 

attainment of insight, cognitive restructuring, or attitude change." 

These findings all contradict rather simplistic suggestion often 

made, that in angry situations one might try to empathize with his or 

her partner, trying to explain their anger. However, this advice is 

inconsistent with the findings of Green and Murray. Listening to 
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partner's: ~-statements may serve the dual purpose of reducing (rather 
.. : 

than sti~~i~ting) anger, and then allowing one to empathize. 

Subjects' report that they understand their partner better than 

they are understood has important clinical implications. First, it 

might seem to indicate that most people consider themselves victims in 

their relationships, that they suffer from being misunderstood. Hore 

benignly, the finding might indicate that each partner feels superior in 

his or her own ability to empathize. This finding corroborates the 

report of Jacobson and Margolin (1979) that when couples enter therapy 

"it is as if each partner has a theory about what is wrong with the 

relationship and each theory designates the other as the prime mover" 

(p. 39). If each partner assumes he knO\.,rs \.,rhat the other is 

thinking or feeling, and that the other has less understanding of 

him, the potential for spiralling distortions is great. This finding 

justifies an elementary technique taught to marital therapists, usually 

referred to as paraphrasing (Stuart, 1980; Jacobson and Margolis, 1979). 

In this technique, a person summarizes what has just been said by his or 

her partner before responding. This serves a function for each member 

of the dyad: it allows the summarizer to obtain feedback whether he or 

she has understood the partner correctly, and it hopefully \.,rill 

frequently allow the sender the satisfaction of knowing that his or her 

communication has been accurately perceived, in short, the satisfaction 

of being understood. 



DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

Data in this study present the grounds for several hypotheses to 

be addressed by future research. One such study could assess the 

relationship of style of conflict resolution to "intimacy" in a 

marriage. Couples could be coded into groups which reflect their most 

frequent mode of conflict resolution: 1) You Statements (accusations, 

blaming, put-downs, observations about the other), 2) I Statements 

(statements of one's own feelings in the here-and-now), and 

3) cooling off (the woodpile, walks, reading, etc.). A compelling 

prediction would be that over time the couples who use "I feel" 

statements in conflict resolution would be the highest in measures of 

"intimacy" which might include time spent in shared activity, shared 

values, ability to accurately reflect partner's feelings, and feelings 

of warmth and emotional closeness. Couples who use "cooling off" as 

their prime mode of conflict resolution might have "stable" marriages 

without lingering ire, but migh lack in intimacy. (This lack of 

intimacy might in some cases lead to resentment as people "grow apart" 

and feel "unable to communicate). Finally, one would certainly predict 

that couples who habitually use You-Statements will have marriages 

marked by discord and the spiral of angers described by Berkowitz (1970) 

or Ellis (1971). 

There is at least one study confirmatory of the above 

speculation. William Barry (1970) reports a study by Ort (1950) in 
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which a happily married group reported that they employed discussion to 

resolve a conflict, whereas a group who were rated as unhappily married 

utilized aggression and avoidance of the issue. 

Another study might assess the combination of treatment 

conditions used in this study. It may very well be that the beneficial 

effects of the No-~Iessage condition and the I-Hessage condition could be 

additive if used together. A design for a future study might include 

the same conditions as well as combinations of these conditions, e.g. a 

cooling off period follO\ ... ed .h the You-Nessage or I-r1essage 

condition. It may be that follO\·ling a cooling-off period, an I-Hessage 

exchange between partners is' more likely, even in the absence of 

instructions and a structured situation. Certainly the data in the 

present study indicate that there would be less anger to express, so a 

constructive interaction would be more likely. 

There is a great deal of speculation and some empirical support 

in the literature for such a notion. Carol Tavris (1982) argues that a 

strategy that involves a combination of waiting and then trying to 

talk with a person who has angered one is likely to lead to better 

results than a strategy involving exclusively suppressing anger ~ 

exclusively ventillating it. To support this recommendation, she cites 

evidence from a series of studies by Ernest Harburg using blood .pressure 

as a dependent variable, Ellis' (1971) advice to dissipate anger and 

then to "acknowledge" it is perhaps similar, although he does not 

advocate a full discussion of the grievances. 
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A third proposed study is more difficult but is seen as 

necessary to address a problem in this research. In the present study, 

the anger generated by the arousal manipulation and treatment conditions 

\.;as not extreme. It is possible that differing degrees of anger would 

have different requirements for constructive resolution. For example, 

the benefits of a "cooling off" period before communication r.tay be 

greater under conditions of extreme arousal than under conditions of 

mild annoyance. 

These proposed studies and others which could readily be 

designed are needed to help delineate the optimal conditions for and 

styles of constructive expression of anger, as well as elaborating upon 

the consequences of the interpersonal expression of anger. Variables of 

possible importance involve characterological type of person, sex of 

person, and degree of anger. 



1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7 
I • 

8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 

13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 

happy 
upset 
critical 
peaceful 
annoyed 
calm 
sad 
bored 
interested 
offended 
secure 
good-
natured 
cautious 
discouraged 
kindly 
tense 
angry 
timid 

APPENDIX A 
ADJECTIVE CHECK LIST 

Doesn't describe 
me at all 

Describes my 
feelings 
somewhat 

Describes my 
feelings very 

Directions: Place checks in the appropriate boxes to describe how you feel 
right now. 

65 



APPENDIX B 
CURRENT FEELINGS SCALE 

The feelings described in this scale sometimes change quickly. 
Please answer according to your feelings at the present rather 
than according to your general or usual feelings. 

Please complete this scale.by placing a check mark above 
the number that best describes your feelings right now. In gen
eral, 1 indicates "not at all" while 1 indicates "a great deal." 

1. Right now, I understand 
my partner. 

2. Right now, I feel annoyed 
with my partner. 
3. Right now, I like my 
partner. 
4. I am upset with my 
partner. 
5. I feel angry at my 
partner. 
6. I feel emotionally close 
to my partner. 
7.1 agree with my partner. 

8. I have hurt feelings. 

9. I feel understood by 
my partner. 
10. I feel distant from 
my partner. 
11. I feel good toward my 
partner. 

1 
not at 

all 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 
a 

little 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 
some 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 5 
moderate- fairly 

ly much 
4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

6 
very 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

7 
extremely 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

~ 
~ 



APPENDIX C 

MY PARTNER-MYSELF 

Please listen to the instructions that will be read to you and 
complete the following as accurately as you can. 

MY PARTNER INSTRUCTIONS 

1. On this issue, my partner has stated that 20 words maximum. Try 
••••••••••••••••••..•.••••..••••••••••••••.•• to stick to what your 
· .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . partner actually said. 

2. My partner seems to believe that .••...••• 20 words maximum. Go 
· . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . beyond what your part-
· . .. . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . .. . . . . .. . . . ner actually said. 

3. Right now, it seems that my partner feels Try to stick to emotions 
............................................. he/she may be feeling. · ........................................... . 
4. My partner probably wishes that ..••••.••. 
· ........................................... . · ........................................... . 
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APPENDIX D 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR RATING SCALE: MY PARTNER AS MYSELF 

This is an opportunity for you to rate how accurately your 
partner seeme'd to understand what you said, what you were thinking and 
feeling, and what you hoped for. Listen to the instructions carefully, 
and rate each of your partner's statements about you. The following 
guide will help you. 

This is confidential. Your partner will not see your 
ratings. 

1) Partner communicated no awareness of the most obvious things 
stated (felt, believed, hoped for). In fact, partner was completely off 
base. 

2) Partner did respond to what was said, but didn't really seem to 
understand and was somewhat inaccurate. 

3) Partner did accurately reflect the most obvious aspect of what was 
said (believed, felt, wished). 

4) Partner was not only accurate, but seemed to understand and go 
beyond what was obvious and on the surface. 

5) Partner was very well "tuned-in" -- seems to understand deepset 
beliefs and feelings. 
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RATING SCALE: MY PARTNER AS NYSELF 

1. (Stated that) 
1 2 3 4 5 

2. (Believe that) 
. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. (Feel) 
1 2 3 4 5 

4. (\vish) 
1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX E 

DEFINITION OF VARIABLES 
(as derived from pre- and post-test scales) 

HAPPY= ADJ201 - ADJlOlil-
HAPPY is a Single item: Happy on Adjective Check List 

ANGRY= ADJ2l7 - ADJl17 
ANGRY is a single item: Angry on Adjective Check List 

GOOD= «(ADJ201 + ADJ204 + ADJ206 + ADJ2ll + ADJ2l2 + 
ADJ2l5) - (ADJ101 + ADJ104 + ADJ106 + ADJ111 + ADJl12 
+ ADJ115))/6) 
GOOD is an Aggregate of Adjectives Happy, Peaceful, 
Calm, Secure, Good-Natured, and Friendly; ratings 1-3 

BAD= «(ADJ202 + ADJ203 + ADJ205 + ADJ207 + ADJ210 + 
ADJ214 + ADJ2l6 + ADJ217) - (ADJ102 + ADJ103 + ADJl05 
+ ADJ107 + ADJ110 + ADJl14 + ADJ1l6 + ADJl17))/8) 
BAD is an Aggregate of Adject Upset, Critical, 
Annoyed, Sad, Offended, Discouraged, Tense, Angry 

MAD= «(CFS202 + CFS204 + CFS205 + CFS208) - (CFSl02 + 
CFS104 + CFSl05 + CFS108))/4) 
MAD is an aggregate of Current Feelings Scale Items 
the form, "Right now I feel my partner," 
in which the individual completions are: 2) annoyed 
with; 4) upset with; 5) angry at; and 8) hurt feelings 

DISTANT=CFS2l0 - CFSl10 
DISTANT is the Current Feelings Scale Item: "Right 
now I feel Distant from my partner." 

CLOSE= CFS206 - CFS106 
CLOSE is the Current Feeling Scale Item: "Right now 
I feel emotionally close to my partner." 

AGREE= CFS207 - CFSI07 
AGREE is the Current 'Feeling Scale Item: "Right now, 
I agree with my partner." 
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LIKE=: (((CFS211 + CFS203) - (CFSlll + CFSI03)/2) 
LIKE is the average of the Current Feeling Scale 
Items: "Right now, I like my partner," and "Right 
now, I feel good toward my partner." 

IUNDER=CFS201 - CFS 101 
IUNDER is the Current Feelings Scale Item: "Right now 
I understand my partner." 

I~ruNDER=CFS209 - CFSI09 
HruNDER is the Current Feelings Scale Item: "Right 
nml I feel understood by my partner." 

EMP= ((EMPl + EMP2 + EMP3 + B1P4)/4) 
EMP is the empathy rating given by a person's partner 
in response to his/her attempts to paraphrase 
partner's position in writing. 

~~ Notation on all variables is as follows: 
1st digit: 1 = pre-test 2 = post-test 
2nd & 3rd digits: indicate number of item on scale 
(ADJ, CFS, EMP). 
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