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Emotion regulation in romantic
relationships: The cognitive
consequences of concealing

feelings

Jane M. Richards
University of Washington

Emily A. Butler & James J. Gross
Stanford University

ABSTRACT
People frequently regulate the emotions that arise during
tense social interactions. Common regulation strategies
include cognitive reappraisal, which involves interpreting a
situation in positive terms, and expressive suppression, which
involves inhibiting overt signs of inner emotional states.
According to our analysis, during tense social interactions
reappraisal should (i) increase memory for what was said,
whereas suppression should (ii) decrease memory for what
was said, and (iii) increase memory for emotions. To test these
predictions, we experimentally manipulated reappraisal and
suppression in dating couples as they discussed a relation-
ship conflict. As predicted, memory for conversation utter-
ances was increased by reappraisal and decreased by
suppression, and memory for emotional reactions was
increased by suppression. Self-monitoring mediated the
effect of suppression on memory for emotional reactions, but
not for conversation utterances. These findings suggest that,
if it is important to preserve the fidelity of cognitive function-
ing during emotionally trying social interactions, some forms
of emotion regulation may have more to recommend them
than others.
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interpersonal • memory • regulation
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Even the most satisfying romantic relationships are punctuated by 
occasional disagreements. Some of these disagreements are mundane: One
partner wants to eat leftovers, but the other wants to dine out. Other
conflicts are momentous: One partner wants to have a child, but the other
cannot imagine becoming a parent.

Conventional wisdom prescribes talking openly with our partners about
conflicting preferences and beliefs in order to resolve them (for a review,
see Kennedy-Moore & Watson, 1999). Yet, for all the potential long-term
benefits of these conversations, they can be emotionally difficult in the
shorter-term. Indeed, telling our partners that we are not happy with
certain aspects of their behavior and the relationship’s dynamics – or being
on the receiving end of such revelations – is pleasant for neither party. At
these times, strong emotions can arise – such as shame, anger, and sadness
– that generate thoughts, sensations, and expressive behaviors one would
rather not have. It is not terribly surprising, therefore, that individuals
frequently intervene in the emotion-generative process with the aim of
influencing the extent to which their emotions will be experienced or
expressed.

Emotion regulatory strategies typically are used to preempt negative
emotion altogether or to decrease the magnitude or duration of an
emotion response that already has arisen (Gross, Richards, & John, 2003;
Tice & Bratslavsky, 2000). To down-regulate anger, for example, indi-
viduals might reconstrue a critical remark as meant to be helpful as
opposed to hurtful, or they might simply hide any offense that was taken.
Such emotion regulatory efforts are evoked with the explicit aim of
producing affective consequences (e.g., to decrease anger); however,
recent research suggests that these efforts may have unintended conse-
quences for cognitive functioning (Muraven, Tice, & Baumeister, 1998;
Richards & Gross, 1999, 2000).

In view of increasing evidence that romantic partners’ memories of their
interactions with each other may have important implications for relation-
ship quality (e.g., Sillars, Weisberg, Burggraf, & Zietlow, 1990), the present
research focused specifically on whether emotion regulation influences
couples’ memories of emotionally important conversations about relation-
ship conflict. By way of introduction, first we define what we mean by
emotion regulation. We then consider why two forms of emotion regulation
that individuals frequently use in everyday life might be expected to differ-
entially influence partners’ memories for conflict conversations.

Emotion regulation

Emotions may be regulated using a dizzying array of strategies (e.g., Gross,
1998a; Morris & Reilly, 1987; Thayer, Newman, & McClain, 1994);
however, we have found it useful to adopt a consensual process model of
emotion for operationalizing conceptually distinct forms of emotion regu-
lation (Gross, 1998b; Richards & Gross, 2000). According to this model,
emotion regulatory efforts may be directed at two different points in the
emotion-generative process that unfolds over time. Antecedent-focused
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emotion regulation is evoked at the front-end, or very early on in the
emotion-generative process, whereas response-focused emotion regulation
occurs at the back-end, or after emotion response tendencies have been
triggered. Thus, response-focused regulation is aimed at quelling emotional
responses that are evoked by a situation; antecedent-focused regulation is
aimed at keeping these responses from arising in the first place.

In the context of a potentially upsetting situation, antecedent-focused
emotion regulation might take the form of construing the situation in a
way that decreases its aversiveness (Beck, 1991; Lazarus & Alfert, 1964),
a strategy that has been called reappraisal (Gross, 1998b). Commonly, re-
appraisal involves adopting a positive mindset (e.g., Jackson, Malmstadt,
Larson, & Davidson, 2000) before entering into a potentially negative
situation. Linking this emotion regulatory strategy to conversations about
relationship conflicts, reappraisal might entail taking stock of the positive
aspects of one’s romantic partner and the larger relationship before
entering into these conversations. By calling to mind thoughts of romantic
camping trips, particularly tender gestures of affection, or touching
instances in which our partner was ‘there’ for us, for example, we may be
able to construe a subsequent conversation about problems in the
relationship in less aversive terms. Thus, the work of reappraisal occurs in
advance of a potentially upsetting event, and, if effective, should preempt
full-blown emotional responses. Consistent with this analysis, prior
research has shown that giving participants reappraisal instructional sets
before a potentially emotional event decreases the magnitude of
emotional responding once this event occurs (Gross, 1998b; Lazarus &
Alfert, 1964; Richards & Gross, 2000; Tomaka, Blascovich, Kibler, &
Ernst, 1997).

In contrast to antecedent-focused emotion regulatory strategies such as
reappraisal, response-focused emotion regulatory strategies are evoked
after an event already has been construed in aversive terms and, therefore,
has already triggered emotional impulses. Thus, the work of response-
focused emotion regulation occurs online, while an event unfolds.
Frequently, this form of emotion regulation entails inhibiting behavioral
manifestations of underlying emotional impulses, a strategy that we have
called expressive suppression (Richards & Gross, 2000). Linking this to
conversations about relationship conflicts, expressive suppression would
entail attending carefully to one’s face and tone of voice throughout a
conversation so that overt signs of emotion, such as grimaces and frowns,
are inhibited. Experimental manipulations of this strategy during emotion-
ally upsetting films and slides indicate that people are highly adept at
appearing neutral (Gross & Levenson, 1993; Richards & Gross, 1999).
Although one might think that expressive suppression should decrease the
subjective experience of emotion, research shows clearly that this is not the
case (Gross, 1998b; Gross & Levenson, 1993; Richards & Gross, 1999,
2000). That is, despite allowing us to appear calm and collected, on the
inside, expressive suppression leaves us just as emotionally aroused as
people who are not regulating their emotions.
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Emotion regulation and memory

During a conflictual conversation, there are at least two kinds of things one
might later seek to recall. The first is the content of the conversation, that
is, conversation utterances. The second is the emotional quality of the
conversation. In the following sections, we describe how emotion regu-
lation might affect each.

Conversation utterances. Our distinction between antecedent-focused
emotion regulatory efforts that are marshaled before a conversation (e.g.,
reappraisal) and response-focused emotion regulatory efforts that are
evoked during a conversation (e.g., expressive suppression) suggests that
these two strategies might have different effects on remembering conver-
sation utterances because they differentially influence how finite attentional
resources are distributed during a conversation (Ellis & Ashbrook, 1989).
Specifically, we derived the predictions that (i) expressive suppression (but
not reappraisal) decreases the extent to which individuals pay attention to
conversations about relationship conflict, thereby degrading memory for
what is said, but that (ii) reappraisal increases the extent to which indi-
viduals pay attention to these conversations, thereby enhancing memory.
Thus, both predictions converge on the expectation that suppression should
be associated with poorer memory (relative to reappraisal).

The foundation for our first prediction (i.e., suppression degrades
memory) follows from cybernetic control models of self-regulation (e.g.,
Carver & Scheier, 1981; Larsen, 2000), which suggest that suppressing
unwanted grimaces, smiles, and frowns should require continual monitor-
ing of the emotional impulses that give rise to these expressions. These
self-monitoring efforts allow individuals to both detect and correct for any
lapses in the desired façade of stoicism. However, the self-regulatory work
that underlies expressive suppression should divert finite attentional
resources away from ongoing events in the environment, thereby decreas-
ing the extent to which individuals are able to encode the details of these
events into memory. Thus, in a conversational context, expressive suppres-
sion should degrade memory for conversation utterances, and this effect
should be mediated by heightened self-monitoring. Although we would
expect that self-monitoring accompanies most forms of response-focused
emotion regulation, this should not be true of antecedent-focused emotion
regulation strategies, including reappraisal. In contrast to suppression, the
cognitive work of reappraisal occurs before an event. For this reason, 
it would not be expected to compete with ongoing events for finite atten-
tional resources. Moreover, if reappraisal is highly successful, it 
should preempt a full-blown emotional response from ever arising in the
first place, and thus obviate the need for self-monitoring. Reappraisal,
therefore, would not be expected to degrade memory for conversation
utterances.

Although no studies have examined directly the relationship between
emotion regulation and memory for conversations, empirical evidence from
two separate literatures is consistent with the prediction that suppression –
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but not reappraisal – should degrade memory. First, the dual-task literature
(e.g., Miyake, Witzki, & Emerson, 2001; Seitz & Schumann-Hengsteler,
2000) has shown repeatedly that self-control tasks of many types interfere
with an individual’s ability to perform concurrent attentional tasks. To the
extent that suppression classifies as an instance of self-control, it stands to
reason that it would produce interference as well. Second, a modest number
of studies have linked suppression – but not reappraisal – to decreases in
memory for standardized auditory information. Richards and Gross (1999,
2000), for example, found that participants who were instructed to appear
emotionally neutral while watching emotion-eliciting slides of badly injured
individuals or while viewing a film of an emotionally heated interpersonal
interaction showed poorer memory for what they heard during the period
of self-regulation (relative to no regulation controls).

By contrast, research has not linked reappraisal with either heightened
self-monitoring or a memory decrement. Rather, a conceptual analysis of
the thought patterns that should be part and parcel of reappraisal bolster
the prediction that this strategy should enhance memory. Specifically,
adopting a positive mindset about our partner and the larger relationship,
in effect, may remind us of just how important, satisfying, and emotionally
pleasant our relationship can be. With these positive thoughts and feelings
activated, individuals may be particularly interested in discussing issues that
could threaten this relationship. The allocation of attentional resources to
such conversations should follow suit, thereby increasing the extent to
which the details of these conversations are encoded into memory. Re-
appraisal, therefore, would be expected to enhance memory for conversa-
tion utterances in this context, and this enhancement should be mediated
by heightened engagement in the conversation. We would not expect this
effect for suppression, however, because this strategy does not entail
adopting a positive mindset before entering into a potentially upsetting situ-
ation. The cascade of thought patterns that are associated with reappraisal
– thought patterns that should have memory enhancing effects – simply are
not part of the phenomenology of suppression.

Although no studies have examined the cognitive consequences of 
reappraisal in conversational contexts, one prior study indicated that reap-
praisal had a memory enhancing effect. This study, which manipulated both
expressive suppression and reappraisal (Richards & Gross, 2000, Study 2),
found that participants who received a reappraisal instructional set before
watching slides of injured people showed better memory for the slide
details (relative to both no regulation controls and suppressors). Although
this study did not assess whether reappraisal enhanced memory because it
increased engagement in the task, directed attention studies do suggest
links between enhanced engagement and memory. For example, Stafford
and colleagues (Stafford, Burggraf, & Sharkey, 1987) revealed that partici-
pants who were given face valid instructions to attend carefully to labora-
tory-based conversations remembered these conversations better than
participants who were not given these instructions. Clearly, adopting a
positive mindset as part of reappraising an event is not tantamount to
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receiving explicit directed attention instructions from an experimenter. The
thought patterns that are part and parcel of reappraisal emanate from the
individual him- or herself. Yet, we suggest that, just as external conditions
can increase one’s interest and engagement in a task, so too may internal
processes such as reappraisal. For this reason, we predicted that reappraisal
in the context of a conflict conversation with one’s romantic partner would
enhance memory for what was said.

Emotions. In the preceding section, we explained how and why reappraisal
and expressive suppression should differentially influence memory for
conversation utterances. However, it stands to reason that these strategies
may differentially influence memory for non-factual emotional infor-
mation as well. Specifically, we might expect that suppression actually
enhances memory for the emotional impulses and the emotion-expressive
behaviors that are being regulated during a conversation. That is, if
suppression entails active self-monitoring of emotional cues and emotion-
expressive behavior, as cybernetic control theories of self-regulation
suggest (Carver & Scheier, 1981), it stands to reason that the allocation of
attentional resources toward this information would be increased. Thus,
we might expect that suppression enhances memory for emotions, and
that this enhancement is mediated by heightened self-monitoring. We
would not expect the same of reappraisal. As discussed earlier, this
form of emotion regulation would not be expected to evoke self-
monitoring.

The present research

In this article, we present a laboratory-based study in which we manipu-
lated expressive suppression and reappraisal in heterosexual romantic
dating couples who discussed an area of conflict in their relationship.
Memory for this discussion was assessed with a free recall test that was
coded for memories of conversation utterances and emotions (Stafford &
Daly, 1984). Our first goal was to assess whether participants who received
the suppression manipulation would show poorer memory for what was
said than participants who received the reappraisal manipulation. Our
second goal was to examine whether participants who received the suppres-
sion manipulation would show more memories of emotions that arose
during the conversation. Our third goal was to examine why reappraisal and
suppression were differentially associated with memory, if indeed they
were. To this end, we included a control condition that might serve as a
standard of comparison, and we obtained measures of self-monitoring and
engagement for use in mediational analyses.

Our study goals follow directly from theoretical and empirical rationales
described earlier, all of which are relevant to hypothesizing about the
effects of regulating emotion on the individual who is doing the regulating
(i.e., ‘the actor’). Clearly, however, our tests of these hypotheses in a natu-
ralistic conversational context entail having two individuals talk to each
other. A question arises, then, as to whether memory might depend not
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only on being a reappraisor or a suppressor, but also on whether one’s
partner is a reappraisor or suppressor. Although there are neither empiri-
cal nor theoretical grounds for deriving a priori hypotheses concerning
partner effects, we thought it important to explore this possibility after
conducting tests relevant to our hypotheses. Thus, our fourth goal was to
confirm that, as expected, any memory effects of suppression or reappraisal
in a dyadic context are limited to the individuals who receive the suppres-
sion and reappraisal manipulations.

Method

Participants
One hundred and seventy-two participants (86 heterosexual couples) who took
part in a larger project on dating couples participated in this study. On average,
participants were 20.3 years old (SD = 1.3), with 58% identifying themselves as
Caucasian, 24% as Asian, 14% as Hispanic, 3% as African American, and 1%
as other. Participants were all attending colleges in northern California, and had
been dating for at least six months (M = 19.2, SD = 11.4).

Procedure
One week prior to a laboratory session, each partner signed a consent form and
individually completed a questionnaire packet. Of interest in the present study
were questionnaires assessing demographic information and disagreements in
participants’ romantic relationship (described below). The laboratory session
procedures were modeled after studies that elicited conflictual conversations
about marital conflict (e.g., Carstensen, Gottman, & Levenson, 1995). Specific-
ally, upon arrival for their session, participants were informed that the study
was aimed at understanding how couples communicate with each other, and
that they would be asked to discuss a point of conflict in their relationship for
ten minutes. To determine a topic for the couple’s conversation in a standard-
ized fashion, we selected randomly either the male’s or the female’s ‘greatest
area of disagreement’ from the questionnaire packet they had completed
earlier. Based on procedures adapted from Levenson and Gottman (1983), the
experimenter (blind to condition assignment) then asked partners several ques-
tions about this topic ‘to get some concrete thoughts and ideas out there so that
you two, without my involvement, can discuss this topic of disagreement for ten
minutes.’

Following this facilitation phase, each dyad was assigned randomly to one of
three conditions: uninstructed, expressive suppression, or reappraisal. Specific-
ally, in the uninstructed dyads (28 dyads/56 participants), both partners
received no regulation instructions (see below). In the expressive suppression
dyads (31 dyads/62 participants), one partner received no regulation instruc-
tions and one partner received expressive suppression instructions (see below),
as determined by a second stage of random assignment. In the reappraisal dyads
(27 dyads/54 participants), one partner received no regulation instructions and
one partner received reappraisal instructions (see below), as determined by
random assignment. Thus, to simplify our design, we held constant the instruc-
tional condition of the partners interacting with regulators; these partners
always received no regulation instructions. Within the two regulation
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conditions (i.e., expressive suppression, reappraisal), approximately equal
numbers of men and women were assigned randomly to be the regulator.

Participants who received regulation instructions (i.e., expressive suppres-
sion, reappraisal) were informed that their partner had received no such
instructions; participants who received no regulation instructions were unaware
that their partners had been instructed to regulate their emotions in any way.
This was accomplished by delivering instructions over headphones connected
to different tape recorders. Participants assigned to receive the no regulation
instructions were informed that: (i) the study was designed to understand how
dating couples naturally talk about conflict, and that (ii) we would like for them
to prepare for the conversation by calling to mind the major issues related to
the conflict topic they would be discussing. Thus, no regulatory instructions
were given; however, participants were asked to write down their thoughts and
feelings surrounding their conflict topic for two minutes.

The expressive suppression instructions informed participants that: (i) the study
was designed to understand the link between the emotional expressions a person
makes and the kind of conversation they have; (ii) we’d like for them to inhibit
the expression of emotion through their faces and tone-of-voice so that their
partner would not know they were experiencing any emotions at all; and (iii) we
would like for them to prepare for the conversation by calling to mind (for two
minutes) the major issues related to the conflict topic they would be discussing.
This listing task (iii) was identical to that of the no regulation participants.

The reappraisal instructions were designed to help participants interpret the
upcoming conversation and the relationship in a positive light. These instruc-
tions, which traded on heightening the salience of positive aspects of the
relationship, informed participants that: (i) the study was designed to under-
stand the link between the kind of mindset a person adopts before entering into
a conversation and the kind of conversation they then have; (ii) we would like
for them to keep in mind that all couples have conflicts and that discussing them
can make it hard to remember the positive aspects of one’s partner or relation-
ship; and (iii) we would like for them to prepare for the conversation by calling
to mind (for two minutes) some of the positive aspects of their relationship and
partner, as well as some of the good times they have had together. This listing
task (iii) was included to give participants the opportunity to generate their
positive mindset.

After participants’ listing tasks, they rated their overall positive and negative
emotional experience, and then began their 10-minute videotaped conversa-
tion. Participants were not given any instructions concerning how to approach
the conversation task. Following the conversation, participants were asked to
complete questionnaire items concerning their emotions, their engagement in
the conversation, and their self-monitoring efforts. After a 10-minute distrac-
tor task comprised of verbal and quantitative problems, participants were
administered an unanticipated free-recall test that asked them to write down
specifically what occurred during the conversation. Finally, participants were
debriefed and thanked for their participation.

Measures

Couples Problem Inventory. To determine a topic for the conflict conversation,
we asked participants to complete the Couples Problem Inventory (CPI;
Gottman, Markman, & Notarius, 1977), which we adapted for dating couples.
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The CPI asks respondents to rate the extent to which they disagree about 14
relationship issues (e.g., sex, communication, family/friends, jealousy, other) on
a 101-point scale (0 = don’t disagree at all; 100 = disagree very much). Because
this rating was made before the laboratory session, topic selection could not
have been influenced by condition assignments (no regulation, expressive
suppression, reappraisal).

Emotion experience. To assess whether the reappraisal manipulation induced a
positive mindset, participants used a Likert scale (0 = not at all; 10 = a great
deal) to rate the extent to which they experienced ‘positive emotion’ and
‘negative emotion’ after their pre-conversation instructions and listing tasks,
but immediately before the conversation. To assess whether the instructions
differentially influenced emotion experience by the end of the conversation,
negative emotion (i.e., disgust, annoyance, anxiety, sadness, embarrassment)
and positive emotion (i.e., pride, joy, amusement, pleasure, love) ratings were
made immediately following the conversation. Responses to each of the five
negative emotion terms (alpha = .76) and the five positive emotion terms
(alpha = .78) were averaged to form separate composite scores.

Emotion expression. To confirm that the expressive suppression manipulation
led to the expected reductions in emotion-expressive behavior, participants’
behavioral responses during the conversation were recorded unobtrusively by
remotely controlled high-resolution video cameras placed behind darkened
glass.

Memory. To assess memory for conversation utterances and for emotion, we
administered a free-recall test that asked participants to make every effort to
write down precisely what occurred during the conversation. They were
prompted specifically to reproduce what was said. The memory testing period
was standardized at 10 minutes in order to reduce within-cell variability in
memory performance due to differing levels of effort or motivation to comply
with instructions.

Engagement. To assess the extent to which participants attended to the conver-
sation, they used a Likert scale (0 = not at all; 10 = a great deal) to rate three
face-valid items (e.g., ‘To what extent were you attentive and interested in what
your partner had to say?’). The items were averaged to form a composite score
for engagement (alpha = .70).

Self-monitoring. To assess the extent to which participants engaged in self-
monitoring during the conversation, they used a Likert scale (0 = not at all;
10 = a great deal) to rate three face-valid items (e.g., ‘To what extent did you
try to monitor your facial expressions and/or tone of voice during the conver-
sation?’). The items were averaged to form a composite score for self-moni-
toring (alpha = .85).

Conversation density. Conversation length was fixed at 10 minutes for all
participants in order to avoid confounding how much was said with suppression
or reappraisal. Despite this, it was conceivable that the two emotion regulation
conditions could produce conversations that varied in how much was said. In
view of prior research suggesting that conversation length could influence
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memory (Sillars et al., 1990), we wished to assess whether any conversation
memory differences between suppression and reappraisal participants could be
explained by how much was said during the conversation. Thus, computer text
files of the transcribed conversations were subjected to a word counting routine
(Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count; Pennebaker, Francis, & Booth, 2001) to
derive total word counts for each conversation. After establishing whether
expressive suppression and reappraisal differentially influenced conversation
memory, we then re-ran the analysis including conversation density as a covari-
ate. This allowed us to assess whether a suppression–reappraisal difference in
conversation memory remained reliable when controlling for any influence of
conversation density.

Data reduction

Behavior coding. After the experimental session, participants’ emotion-expres-
sive behaviors were coded from videotape by female coders who were blind to
participant information. Using a system derived from Ekman and Friesen’s
(1975) description of specific behavioral expressions, coders counted the
frequency of positive and negative facial expressions that occurred during each
minute of the conversation. Each participant’s behavior was viewed in isolation
(and with no sound). The two coders overlapped for 10% of participants,
yielding high levels of reliability for both positive (r = .95) and negative (r = .91)
scales. Final values for each of the codes were determined by using one of the
coder’s frequency counts, which were summed across the entire 10-minute
conversation to create an overall expressivity score.

Memory coding. To assess memory for specific utterances and emotions, partici-
pants’ hand-written recall protocols were submitted to a multi-stage memory
coding procedure adapted from previous research on conversational memory
(Stafford & Daly, 1984). First, both the actual conversations and the recall
protocols were transcribed to create computerized text file versions that were
given to two trained coders. Second, coders (blind to all participant infor-
mation) broke down the recall protocols into ‘idea units’ (Stafford & Daly,
1984), which were defined as the smallest unit of meaning that has informa-
tional or affective value. Third, coders determined whether an idea unit could
be placed into one of the following categories of interest: conversation utter-
ances or emotions.

The first memory coding category, conversation utterances, captured idea
units contained in the recall protocol that preserved the gist of original conver-
sation idea units. Verbatim recollections or paraphrases of what was said
during the conversation were categorized as utterances by cross-referencing
the recall protocol against the transcript of the conversation. Thus, this
category taps into objectively verifiable details (e.g., ‘He said I never do the
dishes.’). The second memory coding category, emotions, captured emotion-
ally valenced remarks about the conversational experience – independent of
orally stated factual content – such as how one felt about the conversation
(e.g., ‘He made me upset.’). Overall, this categorization system accounted for
79% of the recall protocol idea units. Eighty percent of the recall protocols
were coded by one rater only, with 20% coded by both raters in order to
perform interrater reliability analyses on their categorization of recall protocol
units. Interrater reliability was good for conversation utterances (r = .90) and
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emotions (r = .86). For subsequent analyses, two proportion scores were
computed by dividing the sums of utterances and emotions (separately) by the
total number of idea units in a given participant’s recall protocol. The resul-
tant values were multiplied by 100 in order to derive percentage scores that
were used in subsequent analyses. We interpret these percentage scores as
measuring how much of what a person remembered was: (i) specific conver-
sation content (conversation utterance category), and (ii) emotion-related
(emotion category).

Results

Data analysis

The Actor–Partner Interdependence Model. The dyadic methodology
employed here meant that observations within a dyad were not independent,
and that the instructional manipulation (i.e., whether a participant received
expressive suppression instructions, reappraisal instructions, or no regulation
instructions) would be a mixed variable in which variation existed both between
dyads and within dyads. This second design feature rules out the conventional
analysis of variance (ANOVA) approach because all sources of variance within
the ANOVA model must be either between- or within-groups.

We therefore implemented Kenny’s (1996; Kashy & Kenny, 2000) statistical
approach, called The Actor–Partner Interdependence Model. This model,
which simultaneously accommodates both interdependent data and mixed vari-
ables, entails calculating ‘actor effects’ and ‘partner effects’. An actor effect
represents the influence that an individual’s score on a predictor variable (e.g.,
emotion regulation instructional condition) has on his or her own score on a
dependent variable (e.g., memory). A partner effect represents the influence
that an individual’s score on a predictor variable has on his or her partner’s
score on the dependent variable. To calculate actor and partner effects using
this model, two regression equations are generated, the first of which predicts
a dyad’s mean score ((person 1 + person 2)/2) on the dependent variable from
its mean on the independent variable. The second equation predicts the dyad’s
deviation score (person 1 – person 2) on the dependent variable from its devi-
ation score on the independent variable. The unstandardized regression coeffi-
cients derived from these regressions then can be used to calculate the actor
and partner effects. Both of these effects can be interpreted as unstandardized
regression coefficients and can be tested for significance using a t-test with a
pooled standard error and modified degrees of freedom, provided by Kashy and
Kenny (2000), which take into account the degree of interdependence for a
given variable. Categorical independent variables, such as our instructional
manipulation, can be dummy-coded following standard categorical regression
procedures in order to conduct group comparisons.

The theoretical and empirical bases for our a priori hypotheses speak to actor
effects. By contrast, we had no basis for forming predictions concerning partner
effects. Still, if we neglected to explore the possibility that these effects could
exist, we might obscure a set of relations between emotion regulation and
memory for conversations that are more complicated than we had anticipated.
Thus, after testing our a priori hypotheses concerning actor effects, exploratory
analyses were conducted on partner effects for all variables. No partner effects
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attained significance. For this reason, we maintain the focus of our data presen-
tation on actor effects.

Finally, in view of prior research (Richards & Gross, 2000), we had no reason
to predict that the effects of emotion regulation on memory would vary as a
function of sex. However, to assess this possibility initially, we included the
main effect of sex and the Sex � Instructional Condition interaction in the
actor–partner analysis of the two memory variables. No effects attained signifi-
cance. Thus, we present our results of actor effects analyses omitting sex as a
factor.

Type I and Type II error control. The necessity of conducting manipulation
checks and tests of mediation – in addition to evaluating core memory effects
– requires multiple statistical tests. To balance the demands of limiting Type I
and Type II error when addressing actor effects, we constructed three sets of a
priori hypotheses, with each set pertaining to a conceptually distinct analytic
task, namely, (i) providing manipulation checks, (ii) establishing memory
effects, and (iii) assessing putative mediators of any memory effects. Within
each of these three analytic tasks, we conducted three hypothesis tests of
pairwise differences for each of the dependent variables that were relevant to
these tasks. Specifically, we tested (i) the difference between expressive
suppression regulators and reappraisal regulators, (ii) the difference between
uninstructed control participants and expressive suppression regulators, and
(iii) the difference between uninstructed control participants and reappraisal
regulators. The first comparison (i) was used to test our primary hypotheses
regarding the differences between engaging in expressive suppression and reap-
praisal, whereas the second two comparisons facilitated interpretation of these
predicted differences.

We controlled Type I error for each of the three sets of hypothesis tests by
using a stepwise Bonferroni procedure (Howell, 1992). The first set included
manipulation checks (5 dependent measures, with therefore 15 hypothesis
tests). The second set included memory measures (2 dependent measures, with
therefore 6 hypothesis tests). The third set involved the putative mediators (2
dependent measures, with therefore 6 hypothesis tests). In accordance with
Howell’s (1992) recommendation, we ordered the obtained p-values for the
tests within a set in decreasing order of significance, and we set the critical p-
value for the first test (i.e., the most significant one) at .05/c, where c equals the
total number of tests to be made within the set. Assuming this test was signifi-
cant, we set the critical p-value for the next test (i.e., the second most signifi-
cant one) at .05/c-1, reflecting the total number of tests left to be made within
the set. This process continued until a test returned a non-significant result. This
approach provides an appropriate balance of Type I and Type II error control
(Cliff, 1987; Howell, 1992).

Manipulation checks

Emotion-expressive behaviour. Based on prior research (Gross, 1998b; Gross
& Levenson, 1993), we expected that the suppression instructions would lead
to decreases in emotion-expressive behavior (relative to no regulation and re-
appraisal instructions). To assess whether this was the case in the present
sample, we computed actor effects for the overall emotional expressivity score
(i.e., sum of emotional expressions made during the 10-minute conversation).

610 Journal of Social and Personal Relationships 20(5)

22S 02richards (ds)  8/10/03  11:50 AM  Page 610

 © 2003 SAGE Publications. All rights reserved. Not for commercial use or unauthorized distribution.
 at Ebsco Host temp on July 2, 2007 http://spr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://spr.sagepub.com


http://spr.sagepub.com



















