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ABSTRACT 

This study was conducted to explore the effects of 

expressing negative feelings and opinions through aggressive, 

assertive, empathic assertive, and unassertive content 

combined with assertive and unassertive styles. Perceptions 

of relational messages, attraction, and communication 

satisfaction were assessed. Several hypotheses were 

advanced. Results indicated that verbal content and 

communication style affected relational message 

interpretations. However, they did not affect perceptions of 

attraction and communication satisfaction. Several 

implications were discussed concerning the evaluations of 

assertive and unassertive content and style. 



9 

CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Rationale 

Assertiveness research in the seventies focused on the 

clinical implications of assertive behavior among psychiatric 

and counseling patients. Among the more prominent foci were 

assertiveness skills as an alternative to unhealthy 

aggressive behavior (Epstein, DeGiovanni, & Jayne-Lazarus, 

1978; Foy, Eisler, & Pinkston, 1975) as well as a means to 

improve both psychological adjustment (Field & Test, 1975; 

Goldsmith & McFall, 1975) and marital satisfaction (Epstein & 

Jackson, 1976; Epstein, DeGiovanni, & Jayne-Lazarus, 1978). 

Delamater and McNamara (1986) note that "prior to 1979, 

empirical research on the interpersonal effects of 

assertiveness was virtually nonexistent. The guiding 

assumption underlying the assertiveness movement—that 

assertive behaviors will evoke positive social outcomes— 

remained largely untested" (p. 140). During the eighties, a 

surge of research aimed at identifying social consequences of 

assertive communication filled the void in this area. These 

studies focused on perceptions of likability (Epstein, 1980; 

Kelly, Kern, Kirkley, Patterson, & Keane, 1980; Kern, Cavell, 

& Beck, 1980; St. Lawrence, Hansen, Cutts, Tisdelle, & Irish, 

1985a; Wildman & Clementz, 1986), dominant and aggression 

(Costrich, Feinstein, Kidder, Maracek, & Pascale, 1975; Lewis 

& Gallois, 1984; St. Lawrence, Hansen, Cutts, Tisdelle, & 
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Irish, 1985b) and social attractiveness (Kelly et al., 1980; 

Levin & Gallois, 1984). 

While such research generally demonstrated the mixed 

consequences of assertiveness, it left some key issues 

unaddressed. Most studies focus exclusively on assertive 

content without attention to the structure of the content or 

to the style of communication. This study examines different 

forms of assertiveness and contrasts them with 

aggressiveness. In addition, this study is a first attempt 

at assessing assertive and unassertive content by 

manipulating the linguistic composition of the messages. No 

study reviewed has assessed how linguistic features, such as 

immediacy (Weiner & Mehrabian, 1968) and powerful speech 

(O'Barr, 1982), influence the evaluations of assertive and 

unassertive messages. 

The failure to address the effects of communication 

style is also a major void in assertiveness research. The 

frequent use of written transcripts eliminated most of the 

nonverbal cues—cues that may account for 66% of the 

communication (Burgoon, 1985). For those studies using 

videotaped messages, all assertive content were paired with 

assertive nonverbal behaviors and unassertive content with 

unassertive nonverbal behaviors. No study reviewed contained 

mixed verbal and nonverbal behavior. The present 

investigation separates the effects of assertive content from 
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assertive style, as well as the combined effects of 

complementary and contradictory content and style. 

This investigation is also designed to determine if the 

positive and negative effects of assertiveness are due to the 

relational messages it conveys. Examining relational message 

interpretations of assertive and unassertive messages will 

help explain evaluations and reactions of receivers to these 

communications. Similarly, these message interpretations 

shape and define the relationship among communicators. 

In addition to relational message interpretations, 

perceptions of attractiveness and communication satisfaction 

also influence the development (or discontinuation) of a 

relationship (Sereno, Welsh, & Braaten, 1987), and thus are 

important to assess. 

This study therefore attempts to extend prior research 

by assessing relational message interpretations, attraction, 

and communication satisfaction of aggressive, assertive, and 

unassertive messages (content) combined with an assertive and 

an unassertive style (form). 

Definitions 

The following conceptual definitions are provided to 

distinguish between assertive, aggressive, empathic 

assertive, and unassertive communication. 

Assertive Communication 

Assertiveness is commonly defined as the legitimate and 

honest expression of one's personal rights, feelings, 
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beliefs, and interests without violating or denying the 

rights of others {Lewis & Gallois, 1984; McNamara & 

Delamater, 1985; Sereno, Welsh, & Braaten, 1987). 

Assertiveness includes the expression of both positive and 

negative thoughts and feelings (Levin & Gross, 1987; Pitcher 

& Meikle, 1980; St. Lawrence, Hansen, Cutts, Tisdelle, and 

Irish, 1985). Positive assertions typically involve 

expressions of positive emotions such as praise, 

appreciation, joy, and love (Lewis & Gallois, 1984; Pitcher & 

Meikle, 1980). Negative assertions, on the other hand, 

include the expression of negative thoughts and emotions. 

Whereas positive assertion generally leads to favorable 

consequences for the communicator and receiver, negative 

assertions can have positive or negative effects for the 

communicators and the relationship. This study is an attempt 

to examine the consequences of negative assertions, because 

there is confusion as to what manner of expressing oneself is 

most beneficial to oneself, one's partner, and one's 

relationship with one's partner. 

Negative assertions. Lewis and Gallois (1984) classify 

negative assertions into three categories—refusals, 

disagreements, and expression of negative feelings/opinions. 

Refusals are the expression of opposition when someone makes 

an unreasonable request or "attempts to thwart the goal-

directed behavior of an individual" (Levin & Gross, 1987, p. 

230). Disagreements are the expressions of differing 
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opinions (Lewis & Gallois, 1984). Expressions of negative 

feelings/opinions, however, are appropriate displays of 

negative emotions such as anger, dissatisfaction, and 

resentment. Lewis and Gallois (1984) found that these three 

types of negative assertions are perceived differentially by 

receivers and produce differing relational consequences. 

Communicators of refusals were evaluated most positively 

(friendly), while those who expressed disagreement were rated 

as intermediately friendly. Communicators who expressed 

negative feelings were evaluated least favorably and were 

perceived as hostile and aggressive (Lewis & Gallois, 1984). 

Lewis and Gallois argue that the types of negative assertions 

need to be studied independent of one another so that 

differential effects of each type can be examined. 

Otherwise, important differences are obscured by lumping all 

three types into one category of "negative assertions." 

Therefore, this study examines the expression of negative 

feelings/opinions only. 

Aggressive Communication 

Negative assertion and aggression have been conceptually 

and operationally confounded in past research and therefore 

must be distinguished from one another (DeGiovanni & Epstein, 

1978; Hollandsworth, 1977). The most common 

conceptualization of aggression is expressing one's thoughts, 

feelings, and beliefs in a way that violates the rights of 

others (Costrich et al., 1975/ Delamater & McNamara, 1986; 
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Sereno, Welsh & Braaten, 1987). Aggression includes 

attempting to coerce and intimidate, as well as 

inappropriately demanding one's rights (DeGiovanni & Epstein, 

1978; Hollandsworth, 1977). 

The expression of negative feelings/opinions is 

conceptually different from aggression. There is no attempt 

to change, coerce, or intimidate the receiver of an assertive 

communication—the communicator is simply expressing his/her 

feelings. From their review of assertiveness literature, 

Sereno, Welsh and Braaten (1987) conclude that expressing 

oneself assertively helps to maintain positive self-regard 

for the sender. Simply expressing one's feelings/opinions, 

regardless of any change in the situation, is believed to 

have a cathartic effect (Curtis, 1982). 

Empathic Assertive Communication 

Empathic assertions are assertive responses that contain 

an empathic comment (Kern et al., 1985; Wildman & Clementz, 

1986). Empathic comments are those that express "extra 

consideration for the needs of another person" (Delamater & 

McNamara, 1986, p. 14 4). Generally, empathic comments 

anticipate the feelings or cognitive responses that the 

receiver might experience. An example of an empathic 

assertion found in Wildman and Clementz (1986) involves a 

person's response to someone else who tries to get in front 

of him in a crowded department store line. The respondent 

says: 
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I'm sorry. I don't blame you for not wanting to wait. 

I know how it feels to get stuck in a line when you're 

in a hurry. I have been waiting in line for quite a 

while and am ready to leave. You will just have to wait 

your turn (p. 319). 

Thus, the source has communicated empathy for the receiver 

yet still asserted his/her rights. 

Ilnassfirt.ivft Hommunication 

Unassertiveness is defined by Sereno, Welsh, and Braaten 

(1987, p. 130) as "failing to stand up for one's rights, or 

expressing one's thoughts in such a weak and apologetic 

manner that they are easily overlooked by others." Although 

people often remain silent and tolerate the infraction of • 

their rights, a vast amount of communication is apologetic 

and "weak" and must not be overlooked as unassertive attempts 

at maintaining one's rights. 

Summary 

As a communicator, there are many options involved in 

communicating one's thoughts and feelings. There appears to 

be a continuum of rights along which message choices can be 

placed. On one extreme is the aggressive message, which 

maintains one's own rights at all expense. In the middle, 

are assertive and empathic assertive messages which are aimed 

at maintaining one's own rights as well as another's. On the 

other extreme is the unassertive message, which is an 

indirect and weak attempt at maintaining one's rights. 
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The selection of an assertive or unassertive message may 

be determined by politeness norms. Brown and Levinson's 

(1978) politeness theory asserts that people are concerned 

about their self-presentation ("face") as well as recognize 

the need to respect others' self-presentations. If one's 

rights are infringed upon, negative face (maintaining one's 

own rights) might be primary in achieving one's goals; in 

this case, an aggressive or assertive message might be 

selected. On the other hand, positive face (maintaining a 

positive relationship and self-identity) might take 

precedence, and an empathic or unassertive message might be 

utilized. 

Communication Style 

The way something is said is often more important than 

what is said (Burgoon, 1985; Hegstrom, 1979). The 

distinction between message content and form (style) is 

important to make in any study of communication, as the form 

serves as a modifier of the content. Too many assertiveness 

studies focus on the verbal content without attention to 

linguistic variations or nonverbal behavior which may carry a 

significant amount of the message. Thus, the wealth of 

literature on the effects of assertiveness may not be 

accurate if the communicator uses an unassertive style in 

conjunction with an assertive content. 

Assessing effects of style is critical, as many 

unassertive individuals take classes or seminars in which 
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they are taught to be verbally assertive, without sufficient 

concentration on the style of communication. To examine how 

style affects perceptions of assertive content/ two styles 

were chosen for the current study—an unassertive and an 

assertive style. 

Unassertive Style 

The unassertive style embodies those characteristics of 

an unassertive message; i.e., an unassertive individual makes 

indirect and "weak" attempts at maintaining his/her rights 

(if the individual even makes an attempt). Although numerous 

communication elements are potentially relevant to an 

unassertive style, two linguistic features and some 

corresponding nonverbal behaviors seem particularly 

pertinent. 

Linguistic behaviors. The linguistic characteristics 

that embody the unassertive style are the use of powerless 

speech (O'Barr, 1981) and verbal nonimmediacy {Weiner & 

Mehrabian, 1968). 

Powerless speech originated from Lakoff's (1975) 

analysis of men's and women's speech. She noted that women 

used more hedges, polite forms, tag questions, intensifiers, 

empty adjectives, hypercorrect grammar, lack of a sense of 

humor, direct quotations, special lexicon, and questioning 

intonations in declarative contexts (See Table 1). 
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Table 1 

Powftrlfiss Speech Forms 

Powerless forms Examples 

Hedges: 

Polite Forms: 

sort of, kind of, I guess, it seems 

I'd really appreciate it if... if you 
don 11 mind... 

Tag Questions: 

Intensifiers: so, very, really 

uh, umm, well, like 

Isn't he? Don't you think? 

Hesitations: 

Further research on Lakoff's "women's language" conducted 

by O'Barr (1981) found that both men and women exhibited 

these "powerless" forms. O'Barr concluded that these forms 

of speech were tied to social status more than gender, thus 

renaming "women's language" as "powerless" speech. 

Another element included in the unassertive style is 

verbal nonimmediacy (Weiner & Mehrabian, 1968), which is 

defined as indirectness between a communicator and the object 

of communication. Weiner and Mehrabian (1968) argue that 

linguistic variations in a communication may lead a receiver 

to different interpretations of a speaker's feelings and 

attitudes. Indices of nonimmediacy include verb past tense 

(temporal nonimmediacy), qualifiers that express uncertainty, 

automatic phrasing, passive sentence construction and less 

verbal intensity (See Table 2). 
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Table 2 

Linguistic Immediacy and Nnnimmediacy 

Linguistic forms Immediate Nonimmediate 

temporal: verb tense have been 

spatial: demonstratives this,these the,that,those 

was,had been 

qualifiers [lack of] I think,it 
seems,really, 
just 

automatic phrasing [lack of] just,simply 
you know 

sentence construction active passive 

intensity high (many,lots) low (some, few) 

Nonverbal behaviors. The unassertive nonverbal 

behaviors associated with the unassertive style are taken 

from the assertiveness literature. Kinesic components of the 

unassertive style include "'jerky', 'fidgety', 'shaky', and 

otherwise superfluous movement unrelated to ongoing speech" 

(McFall, Winnett, Bordewick, & Bornstein, 1982, p.135). Lack 

of eye-contact as well as frequent shifts of the eyes are 

common indicators of unassertive behavior. A hunched posture 

and nodding/tilting of the head and neck are also 

characteristic of nonimmediate nonverbal behavior. The vocal 

qualities associated with the unassertive style include a 

meek, soft-sounding tone, with hesitations punctuating the 

flow of speech (Gormally, 1980) . 
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Assertive Style 

The assertive style was constructed as a direct (yet not 

threatening) and confident manner of expressing one's 

thoughts. Two linguistic constructs and corresponding 

nonverbal behaviors compose the assertive style. 

Linguistic behaviors. The assertive style is 

characterized by powerful speech and verbal immediacy. 

Problematic to the powerful/powerless speech literature 

is the inability to define powerful speech in its own terms. 

To date, powerful speech is defined as standard formal 

English with the relative absence of powerless speech forms. 

Thus the assertive style has fewer powerless speech forms 

than the unassertive style. 

Linguistic verbal immediacy is directness between a 

communicator and the object of communication. Weiner and 

Mehrabian (1968) identify present verb tense, spatially close 

demonstratives, lack of qualifiers and automatic phrasing, 

active sentence construction, and high intensity adjectives 

as characteristic of linguistic immediacy. 

Nonverbal behavior. Nonverbal behaviors associated with 

the assertive style include smooth, steady, and controlled 

body movement, with a minimum of extraneous movement. The 

communicator's body is upright and still. Steady eye-contact 

is made with the receiver of the communication. The vocal 

qualities associated with the assertive style are a firm, 

moderately (appropriately) loud voice spoken at a moderate 
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rate. The delivery is fluent with few hesitations (McFall et 

al., 1982; DeGiovanni & Epstein, 1978; Kelly et al., 1980). 

Tnrongrnent Content and Style Combinations 

Burgoon (1985) concluded from her review of literature 

that nonverbal cues (style) are the most important when 

content and style contradict. Adults tend to rely on 

nonverbal behavior when it contradicts the verbal content. 

For example, Argyle, Alkema, and Gilmour (1971) found 

nonverbal behaviors to have more effect than verbal behaviors 

in communicating hostile and friendly attitudes. They found 

that "whereas the nonverbal is effective at all levels of the 

verbal, the influence of the verbal is somewhat dependent on 

the level of the nonverbal with which it is combined. In 

particular, the verbal has no effect when it is combined with 

hostile nonverbal cues" (p. 390). Similarly, McMahan (1976) 

and Leathers (1979) found receivers' judgments of a 

communicator and his/her message based on nonverbal cues when 

the verbal and nonverbal were incongruent. 

Leathers (1979), in particular, indicated that there is 

more nonverbal channel reliance when there is positively 

valenceri verbal content and negatively valenreri nonverbal 

behavior. Although this present study assesses perceptions 

of congruent and incongruent messages, the contrast is 

between assertiveness and unassertiveness, rather than 

between the valence of these messages. Therefore the 

contrast is primarily one of dominance and composure rather 
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than evaluation/valence. The lack of content and style 

valence incongruency and consistent presence of negatively 

valenced verbal content (all expressions of negative feelings 

are negatively valenced, regardless of how they are 

communicated) suggest that nonverbal channel reliance will 

not be predominant in this study. Thus, hypotheses generated 

for the dependent measures will not distinguish between 

congruent and incongruent messages. 

Summary 

An assertive and unassertive style were chosen to 

accompany assertive and unassertive content. The assertive 

style is characterized by linguistic immediacy, powerful 

speech and assertive nonverbal behaviors; and the unassertive 

style is characterized by linguistic nonimmediacy, powerless 

speech, and unassertive nonverbal behaviors. 

Assertiveness and Interaction Functions 

Clark and Delia (197 9) posit that there are three 

communicative functions present in every interaction. The 

first function is to attain the communicator's instrumental 

goals. The second function is interpersonal, which defines, 

maintains or repairs the relationship between relationship 

partners. The third function of communication is identity 

management, which functions to create or maintain one's self-

presentation. Although one's communication may be primarily 

aimed at fulfilling one of these functions, the other two are 

still operating. 
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While instrumental goals are primarily achieved through 

assertive communication, identity goals influence the 

selection of a message. For example, a supervisor is more 

likely to select a direct and aggressive message that 

reinforces his/her image of being "the boss" than a 

subordinate. In addition to role identities, Rodriguez, 

Nietzel, and Berzins (1980.) found a communicator's sex role 

orientation (as opposed to gender) to influence whether an 

assertive or unassertive message is selected. 

Assertive messages also define the relationship between 

interactants. Millar and Rogers (1987) note "that 

interpersonal relationships are emergent patterns; they are 

redundant, interlocked cycles of messages, continually 

negotiated and co-defined rather than unilaterally caused by 

personal qualities and/or social role prescriptions" (p. 

118). The interpersonal function operating while attempting 

to achieve instrumental goals is the area of interest for 

this study. 

The interpersonal function of assertive communication 

may be assessed according to the relational message 

interpretations with which it is associated. Both verbal and 

nonverbal messages define how people view their relationship, 

their partner, or their role within the relationship (Burgoon 

& Saine, 1978; Burgoon & Hale, 1984). Burgoon and Hale 

(1984) initially set forth 12 dimensions which capture the 

primary themes of relational messages along which 



24 

interactional partners define their relationships. After 

additional research, Burgoon and Hale (1987) found that the 

topoi could be reduced to eight nonindependent clusters of 

themes: dominance, immediacy/affection, similarity/depth, 

receptivity/trust, composure, formality, equality, and task-

social orientation. For the present study, the task-social 

dimension is omitted due to the nature of the study, which 

situationally induces the task dimension. By indexing the 

interpretations people make along the relational themes, we 

can account for differences in receivers' perceptions of 

negative assertive, aggressive, empathic assertive, and 

unassertive communication and the assertive and unassertive 

styles. 

Relational Message Interpretations Associated with 

Aggressive, Assertive, Empathic Assertive, 

and Unassertive Communication 

The relational message interpretations people make 

during interactions influences future interactions between 

them. Therefore, it is useful to examine the relational 

message interpretations associated with aggressive, 

assertive, empathic assertive, and unassertive communication 

messages to better understand a receiver's response to a 

given communication style or to prescribe a style which best 

conveys the kinds of messages a source would like to 

communicate. The seven themes of relational messages are 



25 

explicated below with corresponding hypotheses and research 

questions. 

Intimacy 

The first cluster of relational themes has to do with 

the overarching theme of intimacy. Burgoon and Hale (1987) 

identify six themes which signal intimacy: 

immediacy/affection, receptivity, inclusion, 

similarity/depth, and trust. Due to the nature of the 

expression of negative feelings, there is reason to isolate 

trust as a separate dimension, as one may express negative 

feelings which lessen the intimacy between partners, yet may 

be perceived as truthful (Kelly et al, 1980a) . These 

relational messages, excluding trust, therefore work together 

to promote intimacy among relational partners. The themes of 

immediacy/affection, receptivity, and similarity/depth thus 

are subordinates of a general intimacy theme. 

The immediacy and affection dimensions, which form a 

composite, include messages that signal interest, affection, 

and the maintenance of a positive relationship with one's 

relational partner (Burgoon & Hale, 1984). Similarly, 

receptivity captures messages of openness, accessibility, and 

inclusion. Lastly, similarity and depth, which also form a 

composite, refer to identification with, and expression of 

familiarity to, one's relational partner. 

Verbal content. Research indicates that Aggressive 

communication is consistently perceived as hostile, 
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unfriendly, disrespectful, and unsympathetic (Hull & 

Schroeder, 197 9; McCampbell & Ruback, 1985; Woolfolk & Dever, 

1979). Assertive communication is perceived as significantly 

more friendly, respectful, and sympathetic than aggressive 

communication, yet less friendly and more hostile than 

unassfirtive communication (Kelly et al., 1982; St. Lawrence 

et al., 1985a, 1985b; Wildman & Clementz, 1986; Woolfolk & 

Dever, 1979). Empathie assertive communication is perceived 

as less hostile than assertive communication (Pitcher & 

Meikle, 1980; Romano & Bellack, 1980; Woolfolk & Dever, 

1979), yet is still seen as less friendly and more hostile 

than unassertive communication (Kern et al., 1985; Levin & 

Gross, 1987; Wildman & Clementz, 1986). From the wealth of 

studies reviewed, the following hypothesis can be advanced. 

Hi: Aggressive messages are perceived as least 

(a) immediate/affectionate, (b) receptive, and 

(c) similar/deep while unassertive messages are 

perceived as the most immediate/affectionate, 

receptive/trustworthy, and similar/deep. Assertive and 

empathie assertive messages are perceived 

intermediately on these dimensions. 

Style. The assertive style is composed of more 

"intense" language, verbal immediacy, and more direct and 

dominant nonverbal behaviors than the unassertive style. All 

of these style components suggest that the speaker is more 

"involved" in his/her expression of negative feelings. Since 
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the assertive style speaker is more verbally and nonverbally 

involved with a neoatively valenced communication than the 

unassertive style speaker, the assertive style should be 

perceived as communicating less intimacy than the unassertive 

style. 

The distinction between the two usages of "immediacy" 

should be clarified. The assertive style is more 

linguistically immediate in Weiner and Mehrabian's (1968) 

sense; i.e., the speaker is more connected to his/her 

message. The immediacy dimension of relational communication 

refers to messages that signal closeness between the sender 

and the receiver of the communication. Positively valenced 

messages are typically associated with messages of intimacy. 

Thus, the assertive style's linguistic immediacy indicates 

greater negative feelings which lead to perceptions of lesser 

relational immediacy and intimacy. 

H2: The assertive style is perceived as less 

(a) immediate/affectionate, <b) receptive/trustworthy, 

(c) similar/deep than the unassertive style. 

Dominance 

The relational theme of dominance is a measure of the 

degree to which a communicator is perceived as persuasive, 

overtly assertive, and exerting control over the recipient of 

a communication (Burgoon & Hale, 1987) , Other 

synonymous/related terms in the literature are relational 
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control and complementary relationships (Burgoon & Hale, 

1984). 

Verbal conf.Pnl- . Aggression is perceived as the most 

dominant of the messages since it includes threats and 

attempts to coerce. Negative assertive communication 

(especially expressions of negative feelings/opinions) is 

also perceived as aggressive and dominant (Lewis & Gallois, 

1984; Hess et al., 1980; Hull & Schroeder, 1979), although 

less dominant than aggression. Empathies assertive 

communication is perceived as equally dominant as assertive 

communication, yet more dominant than unassertive 

communication (Wildman & Clementz, 198 6). Unassertive 

communication is passive or "indirect" behavior, and is 

perceived as submissive (Frisch & Froberg, 1987; Gormally, 

1982; Kelly, et al., 1980). 

H3: Aggressive messages are perceived as most dominant 

and unassertive messages as least dominant, with 

assertive and empathic assertive messages perceived as 

intermediately dominant. 

Style. The assertive style is composed of more intense 

and immediate linguistic expressions as well as more dominant 

nonverbal behaviors than the unassertive style. In essence, 

the nonverbal behaviors of the assertive and unassertive 

styles are dominant and submissive, respectively. 

H4: The assertive style is perceived as more 

dominant than the unassertive style. 
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Composure 

The composure theme encompasses the degree to which a 

communicator is calm and controlled, as opposed to tense and 

aroused (Burgoon & Hale, 1987) . 

Verbal content. Since there is no available research to 

guide hypothesizing, a research question must be posited to 

explore perceptions of composure for aggressive, assertive, 

empathic assertive, and unassertive messages. 

RQ1: How are aggressive, assertive, empathic assertive, 

and unassertive messages perceived along a 

composure continuum? 

Style. The assertive style is composed of fewer 

hesitations and hedges and more fluency than the unassertive 

style, which should be the most influential factors in the 

perception of composure. Therefore, the following hypothesis 

is forwarded: 

H5: The assertive style is perceived as more composed 

than the unassertive style. 

Formality 

The formality dimension encompasses those messages that 

distance the source from the receiver (Burgoon & Hale, 1987). 

Verbal content. Due to a lack of research on formality 

in the assertiveness literature, a research question is 

posited to assess the formality messages associated with each 

communication style. 
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RQ2: How are aggressive, assertive, empathic assertive, 

and unassertive communication styles perceived on 

the formality dimension? 

Style. The assertive style's fluent, moderately loud, 

and controlled manner of presentation suggests that it would 

be perceived as more formal than the unassertive style, which 

contains relatively more hesitations, approval-seeking 

intonations, and softer tone. However, the linguistic 

variations would suggest the opposite. The assertive style's 

verbal immediacy includes more indices of a relationship 

between the interactants. For example, the assertive style 

includes phrases such as "our paper" and "when I loaned them 

to you" whereas the unassertive style's parallels for these 

phrases are "the paper" and "when they were loaned to you." 

The linguistic nonimmediacy in the unassertive style creates 

more distance between the partners than the assertive style. 

Linguistic variations suggest that the assertive style is 

less formal, whereas nonverbal behaviors suggest that the 

assertive style is more formal than the unassertive style. 

Burgoon (1985), in her review of channel reliance, notes that 

adults rely on nonverbal behavior more than verbal behavior 

when the two contradict. Therefore, nonverbal behaviors 

should take precedence over the linguistic variations of the 

style component, which leads to the following hypothesis: 

H6: The assertive style is perceived as more formal 

than the unassertive style. 
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Trust 

The trust dimension assesses in part, the extent to 

which a message is perceived as truthful and sincere. 

Verbal content. Kelly et al. (1980a) found that 

assertive communication is perceived as more trustworthy than 

unassertive communication. Therefore, the assertive and 

empathic assertive messages should be perceived as more 

trustworthy than the unassertive message. Stating one's 

feelings with confidence and skill may convey an impression 

of competence and therefore trustworthiness. Research on 

assertiveness does not address to what extent an aggressive 

message is perceived as trustworthy. A research question is 

posited to explore perceptions of trust for aggressive 

messages. 

H7: Assertive and empathic assertive messages 

are perceived as more trustworthy than 

unassertive messages. 

RQ3: How are aggressive messages perceived on the 

trust dimension? 

Style. Since the assertive style is composed of 

elements that contribute to perceptions of competence and 

confidence (Erickson, Lind, Johnson, & O'Barr, 1978; Keane et 

al., 1983; Kern et. al., 1985; O'Barr, 1978), it is 

reasonable to posit that these same elements also contribute 

to perceptions of trustworthiness. A more fluent, controlled 

and verbally direct style, such as the assertive style, is 
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therefore hypothesized to be perceived as more trustworthy 

than the unassertive style. 

H8: The assertive style is perceived as more 

trustworthy than the unassertive style. 

Equality 

The equality theme conveys messages of mutual respect as 

well as cooperation (Burgoon & Hale, 1987); Inequality 

involves messages of status differences and differential 

rights among communicators. Inequality is similar to the 

dominance theme, yet remains conceptually distinct, in that 

perceptions of inequality do not specify whether one is 

superior or subordinate. One may not be cooperative nor 

treat one with respect, yet be neither dominating nor 

submissive. 

Verbal content. Although no studies reviewed separate 

equality from dominance, hypotheses can be generated from 

studies' findings on perceptions of speaker respect for the 

receiver of the communication. 

Aggressive communication is hypothesized to be perceived 

as unequal due to perceptions of lack of respect resulting 

from having one's rights violated. Assertive communication 

consistently is perceived as more offensive than unassertive 

communication (Keane et al., 1983; St. Lawrence et al., 

1985a) and perceived as more unequal than unassertive 

communication. Empathic assertive communication is 

perceived as more equal than aggressive or assertive messages 
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because the empathic comment conveys mutual respect and 

concern by recognizing the receiver's feelings. Unassertive 

communication is perceived as the least offensive and the 

most considerate of the message types (Kelly et al., 1980a; 

Kelly et al., 1982) and findings indicate the receiver feels 

most valued and respected (Hull & Schroeder, 1979), and 

therefore will be seen as the most equal of all the message 

types. 

H9: Aggressive messages are perceived as the 

least equal, and unassertive messages as the most 

equal, with assertive and empathic assertive messages 

as intermediately equal. 

style. The assertive style is dominant while the 

unassertive style is submissive in nature, and therefore both 

should be perceived as not equal. A research question is 

posited to explore if one style is perceived as more equal 

(or unequal) than the other. 

RQ4: How are the assertive and unassertive style 

perceived on the equality dimension? 

Attraction 

In addition to relational message interpretations, 

perceptions of task and social attractiveness are important 

factors for the communicator. In task situations, most 

people want to establish and maintain the impression of being 

a skilled and able participant (task attractiveness). 

Equally important is maintaining a positive interpersonal 
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relationship with one's partner. This would include 

perceptions of friendliness and pleasantness (social 

attractiveness). 

Task Attraction 

Task attraction measures the degree to which a partner 

is desirable as a work partner. Task attraction includes the 

assessment of one's partner as able to complete the tasks 

given to him or her. 

Verbal content. Assertive messages are consistently 

associated with high task attraction. This may be part and 

parcel of other attributions associated with assertive 

messages such as competence, skill, and intelligence (Levin & 

Gross, 1987) . Empathic assertive messages are also perceived 

as effective and skillful. Kern and his associates (1982, 

1985) found empathic assertiveness to be even more competent 

than assertiveness. The empathic comment helps to mediate 

the negative perceptions associated with the assertive 

component (Woolfolk & Dever, 197 9). Not surprisingly, 

unassertive messages are typically perceived as the least 

skillful, competent, and task attractive of the three styles 

(Keane et al., 1983; Kelly et al., 1980; Kern, 1982; Kern et 

al., 1985; Woolfolk & Dever, 1979). Of the studies reviewed, 

no study assessed the task attractiveness of aggressive 

messages. Therefore, a research question must be posited for 

the aggressive content. 
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H10: Empathic assertive communicators are perceived as 

most attractive and unassertive communicators as 

least attractive on task dimensions, with aggressive 

and assertive communicators as intermediately 

attractive on task dimensions. 

RQ5: How are aggressive messages perceived on 

task attractiveness? 

Style. The assertive style's powerful speech is 

perceived as more competent and intelligent than the 

unassertive style's powerless speech (O'Barr, 1982). The 

nonverbal behaviors of the assertive style also enhance the 

credibility of the speaker relative to the unassertive style. 

Therefore, since task attractiveness is related to 

credibility and competence, the following hypothesis is 

proposed. 

Hll: The assertive style is perceived as more 

task attractive than the unassertive style. 

Social Attraction 

Social attraction refers to the degree that a 

communicator is perceived as likeable and desirable as a 

friend. Most people have a desire to be liked, and thus it 

is important to be socially attractive. 

Being perceived as socially attractive during task 

situations is important as it may affect how partners work 

together. For example, if people do not like their partner, 

they may limit the amount of time they spend together working 
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on their task, thus limiting the benefits of their collective 

resources. Also, people have difficulty not letting their 

personal feelings for a co-worker interfere with how they 

interact with the partner while at work. Their personal 

feelings may even sever the work relationship. Therefore, 

maintaining a good social relationship (mutual high social 

attractiveness) may maintain or promote one's work 

relationship with a partner. 

Verbal content. Aggressive communicators are typically 

evaluated as very unpleasant and unfriendly, thus the least 

socially attractive of all the communicators (Hull & 

Schroeder, 1979; Woolfolk & Dever, 1979). Assertive 

communicators as well as empathic assertive communicators are 

perceived as less socially attractive than unassertive 

communicators (Keane et al., 1983; Kelly et al., 1982; Kern, 

1982; and St. Lawrence et al., 1985b). However, empathic 

assertive communicators are perceived as more socially 

attractive than assertive communicators (Kern, 1982; Kern et 

al., 1985; Levin & Gross, 1987; Woolfolk & Dever, 1979). 

Empathic assertive communication retains the effectiveness of 

the assertive component yet is seen as more socially 

appropriate and likeable than assertive communication. 

H12: Unassertive communicators are perceived as 

most socially attractive and aggressive communicators 

as least attractive on social dimensions. Empathic 

and assertive communicators are perceived as 
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intermediately socially attractive, with empathic 

assertive communicators more socially attractive 

than assertive communicators. 

Style. Although the assertiveness literature suggests 

that unassertive behavior is more socially attractive, 

studies focus in on the content of the communication rather 

than the style. One study by Hosman (1989), however, found 

mixed results on perceptions of "sociableness" in that the 

most sociable style contained both powerful and powerless 

characteristics. A research question is posited to explore 

how the styles are perceived on social attraction. 

RQ6: How are the assertive and unassertive 

styles perceived on social attraction? 

Communication Satisfaction 

Sereno, Welsh, and Braaten (1987) identify communication 

satisfaction as an important feature of communication in 

interpersonal relationships. Satisfaction influences whether 

one continues to seek out continued contact with a partner 

and therefore was included in this study as an outcome 

measure. 

Ver-hal content 

Among others, Woolfolk and Dever (1979) found that 

aggressive messages resulted in the least communication 

satisfaction, whereas unassertive messages resulted in the 

most satisfaction. Assertive messages resulted in an 

intermediate level of satisfaction. 
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H13: Aggressive messages result in the least 

communication satisfaction, while unassertive 

messages result in the greatest communication 

satisfaction, with assertive and empathic 

assertive messages leading to intermediate 

communication satisfaction. 

Style 

There is no basis from the studies reviewed to make 

predictions on the level of satisfaction resulting from the 

assertive and unassertive styles. Therefore, a research 

question is posited. 

RQ7: Do the assertive and unassertive style differ on 

communication satisfaction? 
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CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

Ovprvi pw 

Eighty respondents viewed one of sixteen videotapes of a 

male or female stimulus model communicating an aggressive, 

assertive, empathic assertive, or unassertive message 

combined with either an assertive or unassertive 

communication style. The respondent then filled out measures 

assessing relational communication, attractiveness, and 

communication satisfaction. 

Respondents 

Respondents were 23 males and 57 females (N=80) enrolled 

in five undergraduate courses at a large southwestern 

university. Respondents volunteered for the project and 

received extra credit for their participation. Respondents 

were informed they would be participating in a study that 

assessed perceptions of communication behavior through the 

viewing of a videotaped message. 

Fifty percent of the respondents were between 20 and 21 

years old, 21 percent between 18 and 19 years, 11 percent 

between 22 and 23 years, with the remaining 8 percent of the 

respondents more than 24 years old. Forty-two percent of the 

respondents were communication majors and fifty-eight percent 

had majors other than communication. 
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Procedure 

Respondents were randomly assigned to one of sixteen 

treatment conditions (4 content X 2 style X 2 actors). Each 

videotape was viewed by five respondents. Respondents 

reported to a conference room on campus that was equipped 

with color television monitors and video playback systems 

(VHS) that allowed for viewing of the tapes. Up to five 

respondents were allowed to participate at one time. 

Upon arrival, respondents were reminded that they were 

participating in an experiment that assessed communication 

behavior. They were told they would be viewing a tape of a 

student who was having some difficulty with his/her partner 

while working on a school project. The respondent was given 

the following background information on the student's 

situation: 

You and Pat (your partner for the project) are 

working together on a paper for a class you are taking. 

The paper is worth half of your grade. You and Pat are 

acquaintances from class and have decided to work 

together. The paper is due in three days, and you had 

both previously agreed to write your halves of the paper 

a few days before it is due so that you could proofread 

and incorporate the two sections together. You were to 

have your sections written by last: night r when you 

scheduled to meet together. However, you have been very 
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busy, and have not written your half yet. 

You were supposed to meet Pat last night so that 

you could integrate the sections and so that Pat could 

start typing them. You have been so busy that you 

completely forgot about the meeting. 

You run into Pat the next day at school, and while 

you and Pat are alone, Pat says to you.... 

Respondents were instructed to view the stimulus tape as 

if Pat were actually addressing them. The respondents were 

informed that although the videotaped message might seem 

unnatural, they were to try to imagine themselves in the 

situation, and to try to respond how they would if Pat were 

actually saying this to them. 

The respondents were instructed to use the video player 

headphones while viewing the tape to minimize distractions to 

other respondents. Respondents were instructed to view the 

tape once through and fill out the first page of the 

dependent measures, which included relational message 

interpretation items (Burgoon, 1987, 1989), attraction items 

(McCroskey & McCain, 1974), and communication satisfaction 

items (Hecht, 1978). Due to the large number of items in the 

dependent measures, respondents were asked to view the tape 

and answer the first page of questions (approximately half 

the items) and then to rewind the tape and view the tape once 

more before answering the remaining questions. After 
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completing the dependent measures, respondents filled out a 

demographic questionnaire (see Appendix A). Respondents were 

debriefed and thanked for their participation in the study. 

Independent Variables and Stimulus Construction 

Content assertiveness. To construct the content of the 

scripts, 22 people were asked what they would say to a 

partner (on a project) if he/she did not do his/her share of 

the work. Twelve people responded that they would not say 

anything to their partner. A total of ten people's responses 

were thus obtained. Their responses were audiotaped and 

later transcribed. Pieces of the transcribed material were 

used in the construction of an aggressive, assertive, 

empathic assertive, and unassertive script, making the 

scripts more externally valid. Although these respondents' 

responses contained elements of aggressive, assertive, 

empathic, and unassertive verbal content, a "pure" form of 

each verbal content was generated for each script in order to 

assess differences due to each verbal content. 

A base scenario of four events was included in each of 

the scripts. Parallel forms were created sentence by 
* 

sentence so that each script would address each event in the 

same order, be approximately equal in length, and remain as 

similar as possible. 

Linguistic style. Once the verbal content of the four 

scripts was satisfactorily constructed, an assertive 

linguistic version for the assertive style was created. 



43 

Linguistic inunediate forms were introduced into each of the 

four verbal content scripts, while nonimmediate and powerless 

speech forms were eliminated. 

From the assertive style of each script, the unassertive 

style was created. Approximately 28 linguistically immediate 

terms were replaced with nonimmediate terms for each script. 

In addition, powerless terms were introduced. A comparison 

of powerful and powerless forms for each script is shown in 

Table 3. The eight resulting scripts (4 contents by 2 

styles) appear in Appendix D. 

Table 3 

Powerless Speech Elements for each .script. 

Agg Agg Ast Ast Emp Emp Unast Unast 
(As) (Un) (As) (Un) (As) (Un) (As) (Un) 

Intensifiers 16050403 
Hedges 02030436 
Question forms 14131322 
Hesitations 0 13 0 15 0 13 0 15 

Assertive stvle:2 1 1 5 

Unassertive stvle: 25 2 6  24 26 

Agg = aggressive content 
Ast = assertive content 
Emp = empathic assertive content 
Unast = unassertive content 

(As) = assertive style 
(Un) = unassertive style 

Four items were included in the demographic 

questionnaire in order to assess the relevance of the 
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experimental situation to the respondents. Ninety percent of 

the respondents had worked on a project with a partner in the 

past. Of these people, 75% said that their partner did not 

contribute his or her share of the work, and only 56% of 

these people said something to their partner indicating that 

he/she was not doing an adequate amount of work on the 

project. These items suggest that the situation constructed 

was highly relevant to the respondents. 

Dependent Measures 

Relational mmmnn i rat, ion measure. A modified version of 

a relational measure constructed and tested by Burgoon and 

colleagues (1984, 1987, 1989) was used to assess seven 

dimensions of relational communication. The scale consisted 

of 58 nine-interval Likert-type items (see Appendix A). The 

present study yielded Chronbach alpha coefficient 

reliabilities of .69 for immediacy/affection, .67 for 

similarity/depth, .81 for receptivity, .86 for dominance, .73 

for composure, .75 for formality, .53 for trust, .16 for 

equality. Due to its low reliability, no further analyses 

were conducted on the equality dimension. 

Attraction scale. A modified version of McCroskey and 

McCain's (1974) twelve-item semantic differential scale was 

used to assess attraction. The scale assesses task, social, 

and physical attraction. Though no predictions were made 

regarding physical attraction, physical attraction items were 

included to assess whether the stimulus models were perceived 
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as equally attractive. Alpha reliabilities obtained in the 

present investigation were .70 for task, .77 for social and 

.90 for physical attraction. 

Communication satisfaction scale. Ten items from 

Hecht's (1978) communication satisfaction scale were used to 

assess the amount of satisfaction obtained from the 

interaction. Sereno, Welsh, and Braaten (1987) note that 

communication satisfaction is an important factor in 

determining whether future interactions will continue, and 

therefore an important construct to assess. The reliability 

obtained for this scale was .77. 

Supplemental measures. Four items from Burgoon (1989) 

were included to assess if the communication was or was not 

in line with respondents' expsrtat.jnns. The reliability for 

this measure was .62. An additional five items borrowed from 

Burgoon (1989) were included to assess the receiver's overall 

evaluation of the communication. The reliability for this 

measure was .59. 

Stimulus Tapes and Nonverbal Style 

Each of the eight scripts was performed by both a male 

and a female model. There were no predictions concerning the 

male and female models because no gender differences were 

expected (Schroeder, Rakos, & Moe, 1983). Therefore both sex 

models were included to increase generalizability of the 

results. The models were instructed to execute the verbal 

and nonverbal behaviors associated with each condition. Both 
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models wore jeans and a plain white shirt for the videotaping 

and were filmed in color in the same room with the same 

background. The models were visible from their torso up. 

The assertive and unassertive nonverbal styles were 

manipulated as follows: the nonverbal behavior associated 

with the assertive style included direct eye contact with the 

camera (and thus the receiver), lack of fidgeting and 

"nervous" behavior, and a confident, fluent, moderately loud 

voice. The unassertive style included few instances of 

direct eye contact, fidgeting, nervous behaviors (such as 

swiveling in the chair, wringing the hands, tugging at 

shirt), hunched posture, and a meek-sounding, nonfluent, soft 

tone of voice. 

Manipulation Checks 

Prior to conducting the experiment, manipulation checks 

on the content and linguistic manipulations were conducted. 

The first manipulation check was conducted to ensure that the 

assertive content was constructed appropriately, i.e. that 

the aggressive script was more "assertive" than the assertive 

and empathic assertive scripts, which in turn were more 

"assertive" than the unassertive script. Twenty students 

each rated one script for content: whether the actual words 

were aggressive, assertive, dominant, et cetera (see Appendix 

B for the entire form). Since the verbal content was 

identical for both the assertive and unassertive scripts, 

only the assertive style version of each content was used for 
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this manipulation check. A second manipulation check was 

included to assess if the linguistic styles were sufficiently 

assertive and unassertive. Thirty-two students were asked to 

focus upon how the speaker addressed the receiver, regardless 

of the actual content of the message. 

Lastly, a manipulation check was conducted to ensure 

that the models properly enacted the nonverbal communication 

styles. Each of the sixteen tapes was viewed by five 

undergraduate students (N=80) enrolled in communication 

courses. The students viewed only one stimulus tape through 

a content filtering machine. The content filtering machine 

muffles the speaker's verbal stream, such that the content is 

not decipherable, and therefore does not interfere with the 

assessment of the nonverbal characteristics. Each respondent 

rated 11 nonverbal behaviors, such as directness and 

nervousness of body movement and fluency and nervousness of 

the voice, that distinguish styles (see Appendix B). 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

Data were analyzed using a 2 X 3 multivariate analysis 

of variance for those dependent measures that are 

interrelated and univariate ANOVAs for the remaining 

dependent measures, followed by 1 degree of freedom contrasts 

for planned comparisons. Research questions and interactions 

were probed with Newman-Keuls pairwise comparisons. 

Manipulation Checks 

Script Content. Results of the manipulation check for 

aggressive, assertive, empathic assertive, and unassertive 

content revealed that the scripts were properly 

differentiated and perceived as intended. Significant 

differences were obtained between content, E (3,16) = 19.77, 

E < .001, eta^ = .79. A planned comparison revealed that the 

aggressive content script was perceived as significantly more 

aggressive, assertive, direct, active, and powerful than the 

unassertive content script, £.(16) = 8.66, £ < .001. The 

assertive and empathic assertive scripts were both perceived 

intermediately on these continua. Means for the aggressive, 

assertive, empathic assertive, and unassertive content were 

2.17, 3.37, 3.80, and 4.67, respectively (lower scores 

reflect greater "assertiveness"). 

Script Style. Results of the script style manipulation 

check indicated that the assertive scripts were significantly 

more "assertive" than the unassertive scripts, F(l,25) = 
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221.25, p < .001, eta^ = .90. The assertive content mean was 

2.7 4 and the unassertive content mean was 4.70, with a lower 

score representing a more assertive style. 

Nonverbal Stvie. Results of the nonverbal communication 

style manipulation check indicated that there were no 

interaction effects among condition, style, and the male and 

female actor's tapes. Results indicated that there was a 

significant difference between styles, E(l,64) = 419.70, p < 

.001, eta^ = .87, confirming that the actors successfully 

enacted the assertive and unassertive nonverbal styles (See 

table 4) . 

Table 4 

Manipulation Check of Stimulus Tapes for 

Communication Style within Aggressive. Assertive. 

Empathic Assertive, and Unassertive Content 

Mean £ p 
Aggressive content 

Assertive style 2.08 
Unassertive style 5.30 

Assertive content 

Assertive style 2.81 
Unassertive style 6.06 

Empathic assertive content 

Assertive style 2.68 
Unassertive style 5.87 

Unassertive content 

Assertive style 2.78 
Unassertive style 5.77 

note: lower scores reflect greater assertiveness 

Analyses also indicated that there were no significant 

differences in nonverbal style between the male and female 

8 . 1 8  < . 0 0 1  

10.10 <.001 

9.79 <.001 

12.30 <.001 
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actors, which suggests that the two actors similarly enacted 

the communication style associated with each script. 

render 

Prior to testing hypotheses, analyses were conducted to 

assess whether male and female respondents similarly 

perceived the communications. Results indicated that there 

were no significant gender differences. Therefore, both 

male's and female's responses were analyzed together. 

Hypothesis 1 

Hypothesis 1 posited that unassertive content is 

perceived as most immediate/affectionate, receptive, and 

similar/deep whereas aggressive content is perceived as least 

on these dimensions. Because of their high conceptual 

interrelatedness, the three dimensions of 

immediacy/affection, receptivity, and similarity/depth were 

analyzed together with MANOVA (see Table 5 for correlations). 

Results partially supported hypothesis one. There was a 

significant multivariate main effect for content, A = .58, 

£(9,112) = 3.14, £ = .002, E2 = .42, with two significant 

univariate effects: immediacy/affection, £ (3,48) = 4.15, £ 

= .011, eta2 = .21 and receptivity, E(3,48) = 6.04, e < .001, 

eta2 = .27 (see Table 6 for main effect means). A planned 

comparison showed that the aggressive message was 
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Table 5 

Corrslat.inns Amonp Tmmediacv/Aff<=>ction. 

£ i mi. lar ity/Dppt-.h r and Recgpt j vi t. v for Mn If. ivar-i atft Analyses 

Immediacy/ Similarity/ Receptivity 
Affection Depth 

Immediacy/ 1.00 .62 .69 
Affection 

Similarity/ — 1.00 .49 
Depth 

Receptivity — — 1.00 

significantly less intimate than the unassertive and the 

empathic assertive message, £.(76) = 2.35, p. = .02. No 

significant differences in intimacy were obtained on the 

similarity/depth dimension. 

Hypothesis 2 

Hypothesis two posited that the unassertive style is 

perceived as more immediate/affectionate, receptive, and 

similar/deep than the assertive style. This hypothesis was 

partially confirmed. A significant multivariate main effect 

for style was also obtained for the intimacy cluster, A = 

.62, £(3,46)= 9.45, p = .001, = .38, with two significant 

univariate effects: immediacy/affection £ (1,48) = 4.85, p = 

.032, eta^ = .09 and receptivity E (1,48) = 23.89, p < .001, 

eta^ = .33. The unassertive style was much more intimate 

than the assertive style (See Table 7 for means). Once 
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Table 6 

Main Effect Means for Aggressive. Assertive. 
Empathies Assertive, and tTnassertive Verbal Content. 

on Dependent Measures 

Empathic 
Aggressive Assertive Assert. ive Unassertive 

Immediacy/ 
Affection 

Receptivity 

Similarity/ 
Depth 

Dominance 

Composure 

Formality 

Trust 

Task Attraction 

Social Attraction 

Communication 
Satisfaction 

Expectation 

Evaluation 

2. 61 

3 . 2 1  

3 . 3 8  

7  . 0 2  

3 . 3 2  

5 . 9 7  

6 . 3 0  

6 . 8 8  

4  . 3 3  

3 .  6 9  

4  .  9 5  

3 . 0 1  

2 . 9 8  

4 . 0 9  

4  . 2 3  

6 .  6 1  

3 .  9 5  

5 . 8 8  

6 . 7 7  

7 . 2 3  

4 . 7 9  

4  . 1 4  

5 . 3 7  

3 . 8 0  

3 . 7 1  

4 . 8 5  

3 . 9 8  

6 . 3 3  

4  . 4 8  

6 . 2 0  

6 . 8 5  

6 . 9 3  

5 . 1 0  

4  . 0 0  

4 . 4 0  

3 .  6 6  

3 . 4 8  

4  .  9 4  

3 . 8 9  

5 . 4 8  

2  .  9 4  

5 . 8 2  

5 . 8 2  

7  . 2 3  

3 . 9 5  

3 . 5 5  

4  . 3 1  

3 . 2 4  

all cells n = 20 



Table 7 

Main Effect Means for Assertive and Unassertive Stvle 
on Dependent- Measures 

Assertive Stvle Unassertive Style 

Immediacy/Affection 2.94 3.45 

Receptivity 3.52 5.03 

Similarity/Depth 3.75 3.99 

Dominance 7 .38 5 .33 

Composure 4 . 65 2 .70 

Formality 6.78 5.16 

Trust 6.33 6.39 

Task Attraction 7 .28 6.87 

Social Attraction 4 . 55 4 . 53 

Communication 
Satisfaction 3 . 90 3.79 

Expectation 5.02 4 .50 

Evaluation 3.24 3. 62 

all cells n = 40 
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again, there was no significant difference in style for the 

similarity/depth dimension. 

Hypotheses 3 and 4 

The dominance, composure, and formality dimensions were 

analyzed together as a cluster because similar message 

content predictions were made for each. Correlations among 

the dimensions supported this grouping as well (see Table 8). 

Table 8 

Correlations Among Dominance. Composure, and 

Formality for Multivariate Analysis 

Donri nanne* Formalit y Composure 

Dominance 1.00 .61 .44 

Formality — 1.00 .34 

Composure — — 1.00 

Results supported hypothesis 3 and 4; aggressive content 

was perceived as most dominant and unassertive content as 

least dominant, and the assertive style was perceived as more 

dominant than the unassertive style. A significant 

multivariate main effect was obtained for content, A = .4 9, 

£1(9,112) = 4.29, £ < .001, £2 = .51, and for style, A = .36, 

£(3,46) = 27.13, £ < .001, £2 = .64. 

The univariate analysis for content on the dominance 

dimension produced a significant main effect, £(3,48) = 5.36, 
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H = .003, eta^ = .25 (see table 6 for means). A 1 degree of 

freedom contrast showed that the aggressive message was 

significantly more dominant than the unassertive message, 

£.(7 6) = 2.87, £ = .005. The univariate analysis of dominance 

for style also was significant, £(1,48) = 58.28, £ < .001, 

eta^ = .55 (See Table 7 for means). The assertive style was 

perceived as much more dominant than the unassertive style, 

thus supporting hypothesis 4. 

A significant multivariate interaction effect between 

content and style was also obtained for the 

dominance/composure/formality cluster, A = .61, £(9,112) = 

2.80, £ = .005, = .39. The univariate analysis showed 

that the interaction effect was due to the composure 

dimension. The means are reported in Table 9. The 

interaction effect did not override the main effects 

obtained. 

Research Quest-Ion 1 

A research question was advanced to explore the 

perceptions of composure for the various contents. The 

univariate analysis for composure yielded both a significant 

interaction effect, £(3,48) = 4.58, e = .007, eta^ = .22 and 

main effect, £(3,48) = 6.94, p. = .001, eta^ = .30. Pairwise 

comparisons showed that the interaction effect was due to 

differences in perceptions of content when using the 

assertive style (See Table 9 for interaction means). If the 

assertive style was used, assertive and empathic assertive 
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content were perceived as significantly more composed than 

both aggressive and unassertive content, F(3,36) = 7.15, p < 

.001. If the unasssrtivp style was used, however, then all 

content were perceived as equally uncomposed, F(3,36) = .99, 

p > .05. 

Table 9 

Means for Significant. Interact- -i on Effect of Verbal Content 
by Style on Perceptions of Composure 

Verbal Content 

Aggressive Assertive Empathic Unassertive 

Stvle 

Assertive 3.60 5.28 6.00 3.70 

Unassertive 3.04 2.62 2.96 2.18 

all cells n = 10 

Hypothesis 5 

A significant univariate main effect was found for style 

on the composure dimension, £(1,48) = 52.26, & < .001, eta^ 

= .52, supporting the hypothesis that the assertive style is 

perceived as more composed than the unassertive style (See 

table 7 for means). 

Research Question 7 

A research question was posited to explore how message 

content is perceived on the formality dimension. No 

significant differences were obtained, E(3,48) = .20, & > 
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.05. All message contents were perceived as intermediately 

formal (see table 6 for means). 

Hvpothesi b 6 

The assertive style was perceived as more formal than 

the unassertive style, with a significant univariate main 

effect, £1(1,48) = 18.94, p < .001, eta^ = .28 (see table 7 

for means). Thus, hypothesis 6 was supported. 

Hypotheses 7 and 8 and Research Question 3 

Hypothesis 7 posited that assertive and empathic 

assertive content are perceived as more trustworthy than 

unassertive content. Results did not confirm this 

hypothesis, £,(3,48) = 1.42, p > .05. Hypothesis 8, which 

posited that the assertive style was more trustworthy than 

the unassertive style, was also not confirmed, E(l,48) = .05, 

B > .05. No significant differences were obtained on the 

trust dimension for either message content or style. 

Research question 3 was advanced to explore perceptions of 

trustworthiness for aggressive content. Aggressive content 

was perceived as moderately trustworthy, with significant 

differences between any of the content. In fact, all message 

contents and styles were perceived as moderately trustworthy 

(see tables 6 and 7). 

Hypotheses 1.0 and 11 and Research Question 5 

Hypothesis 10 posited that empathic assertive content is 

perceived as more task attractive than unassertive content, 

with assertive content intermediately task attractive. 
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Results did not confirm this prediction, £1(3,48) = .32, u > 

.05. Assertive, empathic assertive, and unassertive content 

were seen as equally task attractive. Research question 5 

was advanced to explore how aggressive content is perceived 

on task attraction. Aggressive content was perceived as 

moderately task attractive and it did not differ in task 

attractiveness from the other content (see table 6). In 

addition, the assertive style was hypothesized as more task 

attractive than the unassertive style (hypothesis 11), yet 

results indicate that this was not confirmed, £(1,64) = 1.50, 

12 > .05 (see table 7). Message content and style did not 

produce significant differences for task attraction. All 

content and styles were seen as task attractive. 

Hypothesis 12 

Hypothesis 12 posited that unassertive content is 

perceived as more socially attractive than aggressive 

content, with assertive and empathic assertive as 

intermediately socially attractive. Results did not support 

this prediction, £(3,64) = 1.83, £ > .05. No significant 

differences in social attraction were obtained for content 

(see table 6). All contents were perceived as relatively low 

in social attraction. 

Research Onpstinn 6 

A research question was advanced to explore perceptions 

of social attraction for the assertive and unassertive style. 

Results indicated that there were no significant differences 
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for style, £(1,64) = .00, n > .05, and that both styles were 

seen as relatively low in social attraction (see table 7). 

Hypothesis 13 

It was hypothesized that aggressive content would lead 

to the least communication satisfaction and unassertive 

content the most communication satisfaction, with assertive 

and empathic assertive leading to intermediate levels of 

communication satisfaction. Results did not support this 

prediction, E(3,64) = .99, & > .05. There were no 

significant differences in communication satisfaction for 

content. The expression of negative feelings resulted in 

relatively low communication satisfaction across all content 

(see table 6) . 

Research Quest-Ion 7 

A research question was advanced to explore how style 

affects communication satisfaction. No significant 

differences were obtained on style for communication 

satisfaction, £(1,64) = .16, p. > .05. In general, 

communication satisfaction was relatively low no matter which 

style was used (see table 7). 

Supplemental Analyses 

Physical Attraction. Results indicate that there was a 

significant main effect for perceptions of physical 

attraction for the actors, Z(l,38) = 6.46, = .01, eta^ = 

.12. The female actor was perceived as more attractive than 
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the male actor, with mean ratings of attractiveness of 6.10 

and 5.10, respectively. 

Expectation/Evaluation. Results of additional items 

included to assess the overall expectation of the 

communication and evaluation of the communication yielded a 

significant multivariate interaction effect between content 

and style for expectation/ evaluation, A= .74, £{6,94) = 

2.49, £ = .03, = .26. A significant univariate effect was 

obtained for expectation of message content, £(3,48) = 3.26, 

p, =.03, eta^ = .17. Pairwise comparisons revealed that there 

was no difference among levels of content for expectation if 

the communicator used an assertivp style. In this case, all 

content were moderately expected. However, when using an 

unassertive style, aggressive and assertive content were more 

expected than unassertive content (see table 10). 

There was no difference in expectation for style, 

£(1,48) = 2.57, £ > .05. Both the assertive and the 

unassertive style were moderately expected, with means of 

5.02 and 4.50, respectively. Results also indicated that 

there were no significant differences for verbal content, 

E(3,48) = 1.71, p > .05, or style, £(1,48) = 1.78, £ > .05 on 

evaluation. All levels of verbal content and style of 

confrontation were evaluated negatively (see tables 6 and 7 

for means). 
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Table 10 

Msans for Significant Interaction Effect of 
Style by Content on Perceptions of Exportation 

Assertive Style Unassertive Stvle 
Content 

Aggressive 4.60 5.30 

Assertive 5.52 5.22 

Empathic Assertive 4.70 4.10 

Unassertive 5.26 3.36 

all cells n = 10 
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CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 

This study explored the consequences of assertive and 

unassertive conununication of negative thoughts and feelings. 

This study is unique in the manipulation of linguistic 

elements in addition to nonverbal behavior for communication 

style. The combination of an assertive and unassertive style 

with assertive and unassertive content provides a more 

complete assessment of the different ways in which one might 

confront a partner. This study broadens our understanding of 

how assertive and unassertive communication of negative 

thoughts and feelings (Lewis & Gallois, 1984) are perceived 

and evaluated. 

This investigation examined the consequences and 

evaluations of assertive and unassertive communication by 

assessing several outcomes: (1) relational message 

interpretations, (2) attraction, and (3) communication 

satisfaction. 

Hypotheses Tests 

Based on a review of the literature, hypotheses and 

research questions were set forth for the assessment of 

relational message interpretations, attraction, and 

communication satisfaction. The following discussion 

addresses specific and global perceptions of aggressive, 

assertive, empathic assertive, and unassertive messages and 

assertive and unassertive style. 
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As social beings, many of us have a need to be liked, 

and thus contour our communication to achieve such a goal. 

Communicating negative thoughts and feelings therefore poses 

a dilemma for those attempting to establish and maintain a 

positive interpersonal and working relationship with a 

partner. The findings of this study suggest that empathic 

assertive or unassertive content combined with an unassertive 

style conveys the most liking, inclusion, and concern for the 

partner, while also conveying less dominance and control (the 

latter typically evaluated negatively) than any of the other 

messages. The results suggest that if one is to voice one's 

negative thoughts and feelings assertively, one should also 

acknowledge the partner's feelings and circumstances through 

the use of an empathic comment; or otherwise express oneself 

in a nonthreatening (unassertive) manner. Thus the "best" 

choices of confrontation with a peer are empathic assertive 

or unassertive content with an unassertive style if 

maintaining a positive relationship with them is highly 

desired. 

One drawback to the empathic assertive or unassertive 

content with an unassertive style is lack of composure. 

However, it may not be to one's disadvantage to appear 

uncomposed if a positive relationship is of primary 

importance. An interesting note is that although several of 

the messages were perceived as uncomposed, they were still 

perceived as task attractive. Lack of composure, in and of 
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itself, may have little negative consequence if one's global 

impression of credibility is maintained. Overall, the 

empathic assertive or unassertive content combined with an 

unassertive style ultimately appears to convey the most 

positive relational messages at little "expense" to the 

communicator. 

The findings of this study also indicate that "straight" 

assertive behavior has negative consequences. Assertive 

content and style conveyed messages of control and hostility. 

In fact, the aggressive and assertive messages were perceived 

similarly, suggesting that people do not differentiate the 

two. This is a problem in assertiveness research that 

DeGiovanni and Epstein (1978), Hollandsworth (1977), and Hull 

and Schroeder (197 9) have encountered—although aggression 

and assertion are theoretically and conceptually different, 

it is difficult to construct messages that are perceptually 

different. 

Aggressive and assertive messages do not convey positive 

relational messages. In addition to hostile and controlling, 

they are perceived as slightly formal, moderately uncomposed, 

and unreceptive. The only positive consequences are 

trustworthiness and task attractiveness, perceptions 

similarly afforded to the other messages. The findings 

therefore suggest that aggressive and assertive messages are 

not the optimum choice of confrontation—they convey negative 
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relational messages while having no "advantages" over the 

other messages. 

Unassertive communication findings were interesting, as 

many perceptions were not as predicted. For instance, the 

unassertive message was posited to be perceived as 

submissive. Although it was perceived as more submissive 

than the aggressive and assertive messages, overall it was 

perceived as moderately dominant. This suggests that the 

sheer act of confrontation may be perceived as an act of 

dominance. The global impressions of unassertive behavior 

when confronting another, however, are fairly positive. 

The results of this study indicate that an unassertive 

style combined with an unassertive message did not make the 

message even more unassertive; i.e. an unassertive content 

was equally unassertive as an empathic assertive content when 

using an unassertive style. Hosman (1989) suggests that "a 

threshold may exist such that the introduction of one 

powerless style component may produce the maximum negative 

consequences and the addition of others does not produce 

additional negative consequences" (p. 401). People may not 

perceive levels of assertiveness, but rather make a present-

absent judgment. 

One possible explanation for the positive consequences 

of unassertive behavior may have to do with the nature of 

confrontation. By indirectly and submissively confronting 

another, one's desires are communicated, albeit in a "weak" 
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manner, while allowing the partner to save face (Goffman, 

1955). Also, the unassertive behavior may convey that one is 

not enjoying the confrontation, either. 

An interesting finding of this study was that all 

content and style were perceived as task attractive and 

trustworthy. Perhaps the act of confronting one's partner 

about doing his/her share of work, no matter how one does so, 

communicates that one is both honest and a conscientious 

worker. It may be that the respondents were visualizing 

trustworthiness in terms of a responsible partner, thus a 

"task trustworthiness" was measured rather than an 

interpersonal trustworthiness. The experimental context may 

have set up "task" interpretations, thus "trust" may be 

perceived differently within strictly an interpersonal 

context. 

The findings indicated that people did not enjoy any of 

the confrontations. It was hypothesized that aggressive 

content with an assertive style would be less satisfying than 

unassertive content with an unassertive style. Surprisingly, 

all content and style combinations were equally 

dissatisfying. One explanation may be that people may not 

differentiate content accurately, but rather make a global 

"negative" impression based on the negative confrontation, on 

which they decide if a communication is satisfying or not. 

Most likely, neither partner enjoys the experience, thus 
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reinforcing the tendency for people to avoid confrontation 

and to endure the situation. 

Supplemental Analyses 

Analyses of evaluation and expectations were also 

conducted. The findings indicate that one will be evaluated 

negatively if one expresses negative feelings to a partner. 

Lewis and Gallois (1984) found that expressions of negative 

feelings elicited more negative consequences than the other 

two types of negative assertions (refusals and 

disagreements). A surprising finding was that there were hq 

differences in evaluations for the different content and 

style—an unassertive confrontation was evaluated as 

negatively as an aggressive confrontation. Thus, there is 

validity to communicators' reluctance to confront an 

unproductive partner. The early stages of constructing the 

scripts for this study included interviewing students to see 

what they would say to 'an unproductive partner. As noted 

previously, more than half of those interviewed indicated 

they would not confront their partner; it was easier to do 

the work themselves. 

Similarly, all messages were relatively unexpected, 

which coincides with the finding that many people do not say 

anything at all. These results, however, may be taken as 

contrary to prior research. Sereno, Welsh, and Braaten 

(1987) found aggressive communication to be the least 

appropriate and unassertive communication to be most 
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appropriate of the assertive message types, with assertive 

communication intermediately appropriate. Hrop and Rakos 

(1985) found empathic assertiveness more appropriate than 

straight assertiveness. Although "appropriate" is not 

synonymous with "expectation," the appropriateness of a 

message should have some bearing on expectation; i.e., an 

appropriate message should be more expected than an 

inappropriate message. 

The lack of support for several hypotheses may be due to 

the nature of confrontation and the expression of negative 

feelings. It appears that the results obtained in this study 

contradict "established" conclusions; i.e., this study found 

all content and style as equally task attractive and socially 

unattractive. These results do not confirm the findings of 

several studies such as Hull and Schroeder (1979), Kelly et 

al. (1980), and Woolfolk and Dever (1979). It should be 

noted, however, that most of the studies reviewed and relied 

upon for hypotheses generation utilized a different form of 

negative assertion—refusal of requests or disagreements. 

The results obtained for this study should be taken as 

support for Lewis and Gallois1 (2 984) claim that the three 

types of negative assertion need to be studied independently 

because of conceptual and perceptual differences among them. 

Limitations of the study 

A couple of limitations must be noted about this study. 

The most salient criticism is the use of videotaped messages 
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in a laboratory setting. Although efforts were taken to 

construct the scripts as naturally as possible and to 

encourage respondents to respond as they would in an actual 

encounter, the passivity of the experiment—watching 

videotapes—is a major shortcoming. Albeit/ videotaped 

messages are more "real life" than audiotaped or written 

messages, they still fall short of experiencing a real 

confrontation. 

Another limitation is the respondent pool. Student 

populations are overused, yet the most accessible. The 

students appeared to be more interested in earning their 

extra credit than in this study. Thus their answers may not 

be as "thoughtful" as they could be. However, efforts were 

taken to construct a situation commonly encountered by 

students. As noted previously, findings from the 

demographic/biographic questionnaire indicated that the 

situation constructed was highly relevant to the respondents. 

Another limitation of this study is the "pure" forms of 

verbal content used in each script. As noted previously, 

typical dialogue contains a mixture of the various verbal 

contents, thus making the taped messages seem somewhat 

unrealistic. 

The "one shot" study method also has its drawbacks. The 

respondents listened to a single message only. Perhaps 

responses to several messages over time would have produced 

different effects. In addition, the questionnaire was 
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lengthy in response to the short videotaped message, 

contributing to respondent fatigue. 

Directions for Future Research 

While there have been numerous attempts to study 

assertive behavior, more research should be conducted which 

includes aggressiveness as a component. More specifically, 

research intended to examine the elements which produce 

perceptual congruency between assertion and aggression is 

necessary. 

In addition, assertiveness research aimed at separating 

the effects of communication style due to linguistic 

variations versus nonverbal behavior would be beneficial. 

This study assessed perceptions of the combined effects of 

linguistic variations and nonverbal behaviors, as elements of 

communication style; yet it would be interesting to assess 

which elements—immediacy, powerful speech, or nonverbal 

behaviors—accounted for most of the variation. For example, 

is assertive content and nonverbal behavior combined with 

powerful speech perceived similarly to assertive content and 

nonverbal behavior combined with powerless speech? 

Most studies have used "one shot" assertive 

communication events in which the receiver then evaluates the 

communication. Additional research needs to be conducted on 

the effects of consistent usage of assertive and unassertive 

messages to assess if there are differences in evaluations. 

To this end, more long-term studies need to be conducted. 
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Perhaps an assertive communication leads to initial negative 

relational perceptions, yet over time, a receiver may come to 

disregard the "abrasiveness" of the assertive communication 

as "just his/her style," and derive relational messages based 

on more enduring global impressions of the source. 

A notable suggestion by Burgoon and Miller (1987), to 

find ways in which someone else's prior compliance-gaining 

efforts can be used to increase one's own compliance rates, 

may also be applied to assertiveness research. How might the 

evaluations of an empathic assertive or unassertive 

communication be evaluated if a different communicator was 

aggressive with the same receiver just prior to one's own 

communication? Would the contrast between the two, or the 

similarities between them, result in more positive or 

negative evaluations? 

Future efforts may also address the persuasive efficacy 

of the different assertive messages. More specifically, 

empathic assertive and unassertive content combined with an 

unassertive style were found to be the most relationally 

enhancing of the contents, yet the unassertive content and 

style are associated with less persuasiveness (O'Barr, 1982; 

Erickson et al., 1978). If the ultimate goal is to obtain 

instrumental goals, then additional research determining 

their effectiveness is necessary. Does an unassertive style 

combined with an assertive message contain sufficient 
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persuasive power while maintaining positive relational 

messages? 

An overabundance of "stranger" assertiveness has 

pervaded the literature. More research using friends and 

long-term relational partners needs to be conducted. This 

study attempted to address such an issue by assessing effects 

of assertiveness among "hypothetical" peers in an on-going 

work context, where there are relational consequences to 

one's communication. 

Additional studies among co-workers in the 

organizational setting would further expand the domain and 

level of acquaintance. Currently, managerial assertive 

communication is the focus of most organizational studies 

involving assertive behavior (McNamara & Delamater, 1985; 

Shaw & Rutledge, 1976). As Romesburg (1990) notes, there is 

a wealth of research in communication among superiors and 

subordinates, yet a void among peers—yet the majority of 

time and communication is with one's colleagues. Since more 

opportunities for conflict and expressions of negative 

feelings occur among status equals, more focus upon 

assertiveness in the workplace among peers would prove 

fruitful. 

Over the past decade, numerous efforts have been 

undertaken in pursuit of assessing perceptions of assertive 

and unassertive communication. However, many studies have 

failed to address the various styles in which one might 
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communicate these messages. This study has assessed effects 

of an assertive and unassertive style of communication as 

well as various assertive and unassertive content. It also 

supports Lewis and Gallois' {1984) claim that all assertive 

messages are not created (nor perceived as) equal. 



APPENDIX A 
DEPENDENT MEASURES 
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APPENDIX A 

Please evaluate the kinds of verbal and nonverbal messages you think your 
partner was sending you during the communication. Indicate the degree that each 
statement describes the kinds of cues and attitudes you think that the person 
communicated to you. A 5 represents "undecided" or "neutral", a 4 or 6 
represents "slight" disagreement or agreement, a 3 or 7 represents "moderate" 
disagreement or agreement, a 2 or 8 represents "strong" disagreement or 
agreement, and a 1 or 9 represent very strong disagreement or agreement. Please 
answer all items. 

V e r y  S t r o n g l y  
D i s a g r e e  

V e r y  S t r o n g l y  
A g r e e  

1. Pat attempted to persuade me. 

2. Pat tried to move the conversation to a 
deeper level. 

3. Pat seemed to irritate me. 

4. Pat interacted in a way that most people 
find enjoyable. 

5. Pal behaved appropriately during the 
discussion. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

6. Pat was unreceptive to what I had to say. 

7. Pat had a very unpleasant manner of 
communicating. 

8. Pat behaved the way I  expect most people 
to behave. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

9. Pat was very submissive toward me. 

10. Pal was highly involved in 
the conversation. 

1 1 .  P a t  e n g a g e d  i n  n o r m a l  c o n v e r s a t i o n a l .  
behavior. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

12. Pat seemed to dislike me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

1 3 .  P a t  m a d e  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  v e r y  f o r m a l .  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

14. Pat had unusual communication behavior. 123456789 
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APPENDIX A Continued 
V e r y  S t r o n g l y  V e r y  S t r o n g l y  

D i s a g r e e  A g r e e  

1 5 .  Pat dominated the conversation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1 6 .  Pat was very tense while talking. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1 7 .  Pat showed enthusiasm while talking. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1 8 .  Pat tried to establish common ground. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1 9 .  Pat engaged in undesirable behavior. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

20. Pat tried to make the conversation 
i n f o r m a l .  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

2 1 .  Pat wanted me to trust him/her. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

2 2 .  Pat seemed honesi in communicating 
with me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

2 3 .  Pat didn't try to influence me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

24. Pal was seemed unwilling to listen to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

2 5 .  Pat was sincere in communicating with me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

2 6 .  Pat appeared to be comfortable talking 
with me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

2 7 .  Pat wanted to keep our conversation at an 
impersonal level. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

2 8 .  Pat communicated coldness rather 
than warmth. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

2 9 .  Pat acted relaxed while talking with me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 0 .  Pal made differences between us evident. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 1 .  Pal acted bored by the conversation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 2 .  Pat acted like he/she was more powerful 
than me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 3 .  Pat didn't care what I thought. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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APPENDIX A Continued 

V e r y  S t r o n g l y  
D i s a g r e e  

V e r y  S t r o n g !  
A g r e e  

34. Pat wanted to keep the conversation 
very businesslike. 

1  2 3 4  5 6 7 8 9 

3 5 .  Pat treated me like an equal. 1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 6 .  Pat tried to establish rapport with me. 1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 7 .  Pat acted frustrated with me. I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 8 .  Pat tried to make the interaction 
easygoing and relaxed. 

1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 9 .  Pat and I could never establish a 
personal friendship with each other. 

1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

4 0 .  Pat was interested in what I had to say. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

4 1 .  Pat interacted with me in a way. 
that I liked. 

1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9. 

4 2 .  Pat tried to control the interaction. 1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

4 3 .  Pat was open to my ideas. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

4 4 .  Pat took a casual approach to 
the conversation. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

4 5 .  Pat acted like we were good friends. 1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

4 6 .  I f  I  w a n t e d  t o  g e t  t h i n g s  d o n e  I  could 
depend on Pat. 

1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

4 7 .  Pat was not very assertive with me. 1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

4 8 .  Pat made me feel we were similar. 1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

49. It would be difficult to meet and talk 
with Pat. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

5 0 .  Pat made me feel like we didn't have a 
lot in common. 

1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 



APPENDIX A Continued 

V e r y  S t r o n g l y  
D i s a g r e e  

5 1 .  P a t  w a s  c a l m  a n d  p o i s e d  w i t h  m e .  1  2  

5 2 .  P a t  h a d  t h e  u p p e r  h a n d  i n  t h e  c o n v e r s a t i o n .  1  2  

5 3 .  P a t  t r i e d  t o  g a i n  m y  a p p r o v a l .  •  1  2  

54. Pat would find me aitractive to be with. 1 2 

5 5 .  P a t  m a d e  t h e  c o n v e r s a t i o n  s e e m  s u p e r f i c i a l .  1  2  

5 6 .  I  h a v e  c o n f i d e n c e  i n  P a l ' s  a b i l i t y  1  2  
to get things done. 

5 7 .  P a t  s e e m e d  n e r v o u s .  1  2  

5 8. Pat created a sense of distance between us. 1 2 

5 9 .  P a t  a c t e d  i n  a  w a y  I  d i d n ' t  e x p e c t .  1  2  

6 0 .  P a t  m a d e  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  e n j o y a b l e  f o r  m e .  1  2  

6 1 .  P a t  s h o w e d  a f f e c t i o n  f o r  m e .  1  2  

6 2 .  P a t  w a s  d e t a c h e d  d u r i n g  t h e  c o n v e r s a t i o n .  1  2  

6 3 .  I  w o u l d n ' t  b e  a b l e  t o  g e t  a n y t h i n g  1  2  
accomplished with Pat. 

6 4 .  P a t  i s  s o m e w h a t  u g l y .  1  2  

6 5 .  I  w o u l d  l i k e  t o  h a v e  a  f r i e n d l y  c h a t  1  2  
with Pat. 

6 6 .  P e o p l e  t h i n k  P a t  i s  q u i t e  g o o d  l o o k i n g .  1  2  

6 7 .  I  t h i n k  P a t  c o u l d  b e  a  f r i e n d  o f  m i n e .  1  2  

6 8 .  P e o p l e  d o n ' t  l i k e  t h e  w a y  p a l  l o o k s .  1  2  

6 9 .  P a t  w o u l d  b e  a  p o o r  p r o b l e m  s o l v e r .  1  2  

7 0 .  P e o p l e  f i n d  P a t  p h y s i c a l l y  a t t r a c t i v e  1  2  

78 

V e r y  S t r o n g l y  
A g r e e  

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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APPENDIX A Continued 
V e r y  S t r o n g l y  V e r y  S t r o n g l y  

D i s a g r e e  A g r e e  

7 1 .  N o t h i n g  w a s  a c c o m p l i s h e d  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

7 2 .  I  w o u l d  l i k e  t o  h a v e  a n o t h e r  c o n v e r s a t i o n  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
like this one. 

7 3 .  P a t  g e n u i n e l y  w a n t e d  t o  k n o w  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
what I thought. 

7 4 .  I  w a s  v e r y  d i s s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  t h e  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
communication. 

7 5 .  P a t  d i d  n o t  p r o v i d e  s u p p o r t  f o r  w h a t  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
he/she was saying. 

7 6 .  I  felt that I could talk about anything 123456789 
with Pat. 

7 7 .  I  w a s  v e r y  s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  t h e  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

7 8 .  I  f e l t  t h a t  w e  c o u l d  e a s i l y  l a u g h  t o g e t h e r  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

7 9 .  P a t  f r e q u e n t l y  s a i d  t h i n g s  w h i c h  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
added little to the conversation. 

8 0 .  I  d i d  n o t  e n j o y  t h e  c o n v e r s a t i o n .  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
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SUBJECT ID # 

SEX: MALE FEMALE 

AGE: UNDER 17 1B-19 20-21 22-23 24 OR OLDER 

YEAR IN SCHOOL: FROSH SOPH JR SR 

GPA: 1.6 - 2.0 2.1 - 2.5 2.6 - 3.0 
3.1-3.5 3.6 - 4.0 

MAJOR: COMM BUSINESS GENERAL STDS. 
OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY: ) 

1. Have you worked on a paper/project with a partner(s)? yes no 
If you answered "yes" : 

Have you experienced a partner who did not do his/her 
share of the work? yes no 

If "yes," did you say something to him/her? yes no 

If "yes," was your response to your partner(s): 
aggressive assertive unassertive 

2. Have you ever been a partner who did not do your share of the work? 
yes no 

3. In general, how assertive are you? 

not at all 123456789 very 



APPENDIX B 
MANIPULATION CHECK FORMS 
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APPENDIX B 

Manipulat-.ion Cheok for Verbal Content of Srripts 

Please read the attached transcript while focusing on the 
content of the message. Then rate the content of the message 
on the following dimensions: 

hostile 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 friendly 

aggressive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 submissive 

assertive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unassertive 

direct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 indirect 

active 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 passive 

powerful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 weak 

warm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 cold 



APPENDIX B Continued 

Manipulation Check for Style of Scripts 

83 

Please read the attached transcript while focusing on the 
form of the message. Then rate the form of the message on 
the following dimensions: 

hostile 1 2 3 4 5 6 friendly 

aggressive 1 2 3 4 5 6 submissive 

assertive 1 2 3 4 5 6 unassertive 

direct 1 2 3 4 5 6 indirect 

active 1 2 3 4 5 6 passive 

powerful 1 2 3 4 5 6 weak 

warm 1 2 3 4 5 6 cold 
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APPENDIX B Continued 

Manipulation Check for Nonverbal Behaviors for the Stimulus 

Please watch the video and then rate the nonverbal behavior 
on the following dimensions: 

Body movement: 

direct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 indirect 

assertive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unassertive 

active 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 passive 

nervous 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 relaxed 

controlled 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 fidgety 

Vocal qual ities * 

fluent l 2 3 4 5 6 7 nonfluent 

cold l 2 3 4 5 6 7 warm 

nervous l 2 3 4 5 6 7 relaxed 

aggressive l 2 3 4 5 6 7 submissive 

loud l 2 3 4 5 6 7 soft 

dominant l 2 3 4 5 6 7 yielding 



APPENDIX 
SCRIPTS 
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APPENDIX C 

AoCTrfissivs content and assertive style 

Where were you last night? We agreed to meet to work on 
our paper together. You're a flake! I can't believe you 
forgot. Our paper is due in two days, and you're blowing it 
for us. 

Your half of the paper should be written by now. If you 
think that I'm going to help you write your sections, you 
better think again. I agreed to type our paper, so you 
better have your sections written by tomorrow because I won't 
stay up all night and type it. Make sure to be done by 9. If 
you don't give it to me on time, I'll make you type it all. 
I'll also write a note to the teacher that you didn't do your 
part. 

You only think about yourself. I'll stay home tonight 
to finish what I couldn't do last night, since you had the 
books. If I only knew you wouldn't hold up your end of the 
bargain, I never would have given the books to you, let alone 
worked with you on this paper. 

When we decided to work together, we agreed to work hard 
to get an A. I put lots of time into my sections and you're 
barely doing a thing. I'm going to be pissed if you mess 
this up for us. I don't want an F because of you. 
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Appendix C Continued 
Aggressive content and nnassprl-ivp stylft 

Where were you last night? You know, we had agreed to 
meet in order to work on the paper together. You've been 
such a flake! Really, I just can't believe you forgot. The 
paper will be due in two days, and like, blowing it. 

You know, you were supposed to have your half written by 
yesterday. If you think that you're going to get help in 
writing your sections, perhaps you'd better start thinking 
again. Like, I've already agreed to type the paper—the 
sections better be written by tomorrow because I'm not going 
to stay up all night and type it. Make sure to have them to 
me by 9. If you haven't given it to me by then, You'll have 
to type it all yourself. I'll also end up writing a note to 
the teacher that you haven't done your part. 

You only think about yourself, don't you? Did you 
realize that I'll have to stay home tonight to finish what 
couldn't be done last night, since the books were at your 
place? If I'd only known that you wouldn't hold up your end 
of the bargain; I never would have given the books to you, 
let alone have worked with you on the paper. 

When we decided to work together, you and I agreed to 
work kinda hard to get an A. I put lots of time into my 
sections and you've barely done anything. I'll be really 
pissed if you screw this up for me. Like, I don't want an F 
just because of you. 
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Appendix C Continued 

Assertive content: and assertive style 

Where were you last night? We agreed to meet to work on 
our paper together. I'm disappointed you forgot our meeting. 
Our paper is due in two days, and you aren't contributing 
your share. 

Your half or the paper should be written by now. I 
finished my sections, and now I'm counting on you to finish 
your half. I'm doing more than my share—I agreed to type 
the paper. It's your responsibility to have your part done 
by tomorrow evening—I don't want to stay up all night typing 
this paper, so have it to me by nine. If you don't give it 
to me by then, let's agree that you'll type it. 

I feel cheated. Do you realize that I will stay home 
tonight and do what I couldn't finish last night, because you 
had the books? When I loaned them to you, it was with the 
understanding that you'd return them when I needed them. 

When we decided to work together, we agreed to work hard 
and get an A. I put lots of time into my sections and I 
don't feel like you are fulfilling your part of the bargain. 
I'll be upset if your sections are thrown together. I don't 
want an F because you put this off until the last minute. 
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APPENDIX C Continued 

Assertive content and unassertive style 
Where were you last night? You know, we had agreed to 

meet in order to work on the paper together. I was really 
disappointed that you forgot the meeting. Like, The paper 
will be due in two days, and you haven't seemed to contribute 
your share. 

You know, you were supposed to have your half done 
yesterday. Well, I managed to finish my sections, and now 
I'll be counting on you to finish your half. Generally, it 
seems like I've been doing more than my share—I've already 
agreed to type the paper. It'll be your responsibility to 
have your part done by, like, tomorrow evening—I don't want 
to stay up all night typing the paper, so make sure to have 
it to me by nine. If you haven't given it to me by then, 
let's agree that you'll type it yourself. 

You know, I really felt cheated here. Like, Did you 
realize that I'll have to stay home tonight and do what 
couldn't be finished last night, because the books were at 
your place? When they were loaned to you, it was kinda with 
the understanding that they'd be returned when I needed them. 

When we decided to work together, it was agreed that you 
and I would work hard and get an A. I put lots of time into 
my sections and I haven't felt like you've been fulfilling 
your part of the bargain. It'll make me very upset if your 
sections were just thrown together. I don't want an F just 
because it was put off until the last minute. 
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Appendix C Continued 

F.mpathlc: Assertive content and assertive stvle 

Where were you last night? We agreed to meet to work on 
our paper together. I understand that you're busy, yet I'm 
disappointed that you forgot our meeting. Our paper is due 
in two days, and you aren't contributing your share. 

You were to have your half done yesterday. I finished 
my sections, and now I'm counting on you to finish your half. 
I'm doing more than my share—I agreed to type the paper. 
It's your responsibility to have your part done by tomorrow 
evening—I don't want to stay up all night typing this paper, 
so have it to me by nine. I know that you have lots of other 
schoolwork due tomorrow, but I'm asking that you finish this 
paper first so that I can type it up at a reasonable hour. 
If you don't give it to me by nine, let's agree that you'll 
type it. 

I am being cheated here. I have to stay home tonight 
and do what I couldn't finish last night because you had the 
books. When I loaned them to you, it was with the 
understanding that you'd return them when I needed them. I 
know you aren't inconveniencing me on purpose, yet the fact 
remains that I am now spending extra time on a paper that we 
planned to finish yesterday. 

When we decided to work together, we agreed to work hard 
and get an A. I put lots of time into my sections and you 
aren't fulfilling your part of the bargain. I sympathize 
with you— with your hectic schedule and all the things going 
on in your life— yet we have a commitment to each other to 
finish this paper. I'll be disappointed if your sections are 
thrown together. I don't want an F because you put this off 
until the last minute. 
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Appendix C Continued 

F.mpathle: Assprtivp intent and nnassprt-ivft s1-y1f> 

Uhmm, where were you last night? You know, we, uhh, had 
an agreement to meet in order to work on the paper together. 
I understand hectic schedules, yet I'm disappointed that the 
meeting was forgotten. The paper is due in two days, and 
like, you haven't seemed to contribute your share. 

You were supposed to, umm, have your half done by 
yesterday. I managed to finish my sections, and 1*11 be 
counting on yours to be finished as well. I seem to be doing 
more than my share of the work. Like, it was already agreed 
that I'd type the paper. It'll be your responsibility to 
have your part done by tomorrow evening—I don't want to stay 
up all night typing this paper, so have it to me by nine. I 
know that you have lots of other schoolwork due tomorrow, but 
I'm asking that you finish this paper first so that I can 
type it up at a reasonable hour. If you don't give the parts 
to me by then, umm, let's agree that you'll type it yourself. 

You know, I really felt cheated here. Well, uhh, did 
you realize that I'll have to stay home tonight and do what 
couldn't be finished last night because the books were at 
your place. When they were loaned out to you, it was kinda 
with the understanding that they'd be returned when I needed 
them. I know you wouldn't inconvenience me on purpose, yet, 
like, I'll still be spending extra time on a paper that was 
to be finished yesterday. 

When we decided to work together, umm, you and I agreed 
to work kinda hard and get an A. I put lots of time into my 
sections and I haven't felt like you've fulfilled your part 
of the bargain. I can sympathize—a hectic schedule and all 
kinds of other things going on can make life pretty rough— 
yet it's like we had a commitment to finish the paper. It'll 
make me sorta upset if your sections were just thrown 
together. I don't want an F just because this was put off 
until the last minute. 
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Appendix C Continued 

Unassertive content- and assertive style 

Where were you last night?- I thought that we were going 
to meet to work on our paper together. Perhaps I was 
mistaken. Do you know that our paper is due in two days. 

It'd be nice to have our paper done. I finished my 
sections. I agreed to type the paper—do you think you could 
have your part done by tomorrow evening? I don't like to 
stay up all night typing papers. If you can't get it done by 
early evening, would you give me a call and let me know? 

I'll stay home tonight and do what I couldn't finish 
last night/ because you had the books. When I loaned them to 
you, I was hoping that I'd get them back in time for me to 
use them too. 

When we decided to work together, it was my idea that 
we'd work hard and get an A. I put lots of time into my 
sections. I hope that you don't have to throw your sections 
together. I don't want an F on the paper, but you take what 
you can get when it's put off until the last minute. 
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Appendix C Continued 

Unassertive content and unassertive style 

Uhmm, where were you last night? You know, I, uhh, I 
thought that you and I were going to meet in order to work on 
the paper. I guess I must've been mistaken. Anyway, the 
paper, you know, is due in, like, two days. 

It, uhh, sure would've been nice if, like, our parts of 
the paper could*ve been done by yesterday. I managed to 
finish my sections. It's already been agreed that I'd type 
the paper—do you think that your part could be done by 
tomorrow evening, maybe? In general, I don't like to stay up 
all night typing papers. Perhaps, if it can't be done by 
early evening, like, would it be too much trouble to give me 
a call and let me know? 

Well, uhh, I guess that I'll have to stay home tonight 
and do what couldn't be finished last night, because the 
books were at your place. When they were loaned out, I was 
hoping that I'd get them back in time to use them as well. 

When we decided to work together, umm, I thought that 
you and I would work kinda hard and get an A. I put lots of 
time into my sections. I hope that you don't have to throw 
your sections together. I really don't want an F on the 
paper, but I guess it's like you take what you can get when 
it's put off until the last minute. 
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