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CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE GERMAN “EXPRESSION
PSYCHOLOGY” TO NONVERBAL
COMMUNICATION RESEARCH

PART I: THEORIES AND CONCEPTS

Jens Ase'nd()rpf
Harald G. Wallbott

/\BSTRACT An at;ﬂmpt is made to survey reseamh oa nc?nverbal

, behavior performed by German sreakmg "Expressi §ycholo ists.” In

this first part of a serieés of articles {(othér parts wi I dover rés‘éarch ‘on

facial expression;, body movement, and: spedch and voxce? theories and

concepts of this.nearly unknown branch of psychology are reviewed and

discussed. Topics include the nature of expressive behavior, the relatian .
- between statesftraits and express;ve behawor and the pergeptson of
"_express:ve behav:or - o L

.we should now concontrate onsea rching for new avenues of
appmach%f%pa:tawéaﬁy ity the:study of human seciat com-
~ munication, without worying too much about rigid confermity
o awithithe canons of experimental respectability. We need more
.- ideas, not more-experiments; any provacative théoty: woddbe.
" 'preferable to the inductive collecting of bits and, piecesthathas
l become our respectable habit (lsraei & Ta;fel 1972 ». 4) '

'?his %"lmwllbngﬁ, sm(ﬁ& M st&@ﬁﬂf 2)9yc?$16‘4@mﬂ“in Lo ..ral am)‘i" ies. -

-«ﬁ@n@h%r‘baﬂ wmnmtaﬁﬁ&tmn vedbarch haa éésﬂcwmwwmg ﬂm;, o

&L S REY S L ::v;l o i “?‘W’? -y Nt S A
,w subsgguont e pasts nmm sw&éa tdegwiblishodin eamemm

freg of:tl oty :mgl réw@w?!; of&m@ little known.to
con t?ri&ut!dﬂs about ﬁ\g “sorles ato welcomed.
- Jehis Rspendoipf? @it 17ATEd G, Wifﬁlioli Qre wiﬂ% the Uiversity: ot Cldssen, Wesy

Editgr’s Nntoa !

. West Germa

o Smng W



 of affects and personality t

 the expresswe value o
' p*roducts

JOLIRNAL OF NONVERBAL B HIAVIOR

past fifty or sixty years of research in the area, we in Germany seem
to be in an extraordinary position: what is called nonverbal com-
munication research here or anywhere else in Europe (for a current
review see Ellgring, 1980) is influenced almost exclusively by
American psychology or linguistics. From Darwin’s time until about
1960 it seems that little happened in Curopean psychology. This is
especially strange in Germany because there was much interesting
psychological research pertinent to nonverbal communication,
“Expression Psychology” (Ausdruckspsycholog:e), whach culmina—
ted in the thirties of this century. |
Since Expression Psychology was increasingly transformed into

~ a racist ideology under the Nazi regime, most German emigrants

stopped working in the field (e.g., Kurt Lewin did some interesting
research before he had to emigrate). Two examples of the sparse
work done by these emigrants are Wolff (1943) and Arnheim (1949).
In the fifties,there was a brief renaissance of Expression Psychology
m Cermany, but |t was soon cnt;czzed for |ts often very speculatwe
gSl}({Ieﬁ ;ust before Ggrman nonverbal camn&unlcatmn resear{:h was

"originated”:by a new generation of psychologists, This new line.of -
research developed in Germany, as everywhere e!se almost totally
unaffected by Expressaon Psychology. ’ |
A Having this in mind, the purpose of the present series of f0ur |
arttcles is twofold ‘ |

- To pre%s.enta cononse rewew of Expresse@n PsychQJOgy as faras

— To enable non-(}erman speakmg researchers in papttcular to
profitfrom the:theories, c@ncept*s and expenmental results of

Expressloh Psychoio*gy

o

Regardmg the second purpose we have tned to present an

 almost complete review -of German.literature about experirmental
- work done. between 1920 and 1960 as far-as it i is:pertinent:to facial
(Part 11 of the seties), bodily (Part 111), and vocal expression (Part IV)

i afnd also’ te ketchithe mainideas

&hd ‘concepts of Expressid
verbal - channels W«e :
personality - ot rage bet
nonverbal communicati

rchology Eancérning ‘thése non-
‘discuss -physiognomic .cues. of
their: very “limited" value for
1d:we Will omit all'of ‘the research on
o i ts " such as handwrltmg or art
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Regarding the first purpose, we have chosen a non-historical
systematic approach in order to provide clarity and a rapid
orientation for the reader. Therefore, we will not discuss the course
of theoretical reasoning as it developed from 1920 to 1960, but
structure our overview by discussing three basic questions with
which Expression Psychology was concerned.

Although there have been several different approaches, all
theories of Expression Psychology share one common belief: there
is some ‘subject of expression” (Ausdruckssubjekt), i.e., an
emotion, mood, attitude, or disposition, which is expressed as an

“expression” (Ausdruck) in some “medium of expression”
(Ausdrucksmedium; cf. Kirchhoff, 1965) In this context three basic
questlons can be asked:

1. What constitutes an expresswn?

2. What relationship exists between the sub;ect of expressuon
~ and the expression itself? ' -

3. How is expressmn percewed?

.What is express:on?

Gne feature typlcal of all, theones of Expressnon Psyx:hulogy is
| That they are more concerned with expression as it appears in
: observable behavior' than with the underlying -“subject of
~expression.” One reason _might be that most Expression
" Psychologists  were’ predommantly mterested in: - develeping
diagnosti¢ tools. Therefore the starting, pomt of most theories was
not the subiect of expression but the expression itself, and subjects
of expression were seldom carefully investigated. Subjects were
- generally considered to be. permanent or transient psychic states,
_stich “as - affective sgates ; personality charaeteristics, such as
~ “teriperaments” (Temperament), and (rarelv) social amt&des
Somie - holistic theories clatmed that it is always - the ° whole
- personality that is ‘actualized in a given- moment, and that“it is -
therefore: n*npossable to decompose persenahiy mt@ dtstmct ﬁ%alts

- or statesi

| Starting with a deflmtlon of “expressmn " these theorles tned
to separate expressuon and actlon by rsglatmg certain-acts or

. characteristics of acts wnth “expressive value” (Ausdruckswert).

There were_quite dtfferent approaches to this problem
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— Tracing back to Piderit (1867) and Darwin (1872), attempts
were made to isolate special acts having only an expressive
function. “*Genuine expressive movements’” (reine
Ausdrucksbewegungen) were differentiated from ‘‘goal-
directed movements”’ (Zweckbewegungen) above all by Klages
(1926) and Buytendijk (1956). These attempts of definition
were often criticized because obviously goal-directed

- movements also may have expressive value at times. Biuhler
(1933) conceived the concepts of expressiveness and goal-
directedness as just two aspects of the same phenomenon (i.e.,
an action), and Lersch (1955) spoke of varying degrees of
“expressiveness and goal-diretedness for a gwen act. '

— Another approach was to differentiate genuine expressions
from “arbitrary movements” (Willkirbewegungen, e.g.,
Klages, 1926), or more specifically, from “presentations”
- (Darstellungen). While goal-directed movements can be
- defined functionally without necessarlly tracing them back to
intentions, arbitrary movements require just that, and so this

~ definition of expression is from the very beginning entangled
- with the delicate problem of intentionality. This is also true of
the differentiation from presentations; the latter include any
‘modifications of genuine expressions by attempts of self-
‘presentation, deception, and so on. A more sophisticated

ﬁ approach was Gottschaldt’s (1958) assumption of a dimension

. of voluntary control with “manifestations” (Ausserungen) and -

“expressions’’ (Amdruck) as extremes. Gottschaldt conceived
mamfestatmns as immediate, mainly subcortscally controlled
@ffect;ve movements or vasomotoric reospansea and

. expressions as mamiy COrtlcally controlled movements
_referring to the whoie social situatlbn as lt is perceived by the
Actor. .

| .; - An Interesting and (as Efiafh?s we know)‘_n"l':ver recomidered ldaa

- was formulated by . A Kafka (1937): they
gheught thatithe»#nl nts of action”
{Handiungsmmalien) aré pérticuldﬂy likely‘to show expressive

., svalue.” Kafka laid marked -stress - upon “Initial expressive
.,positions” (initiale Ausdmckshﬁltungen), that is the pqsmon,

from whlch an act is: started. -

: ‘eﬂnlng expression are simal,ar in”

All of these app
A cencépt of "genume expressmn",
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in mind, i.e, totally spontaneous expressions, as it were, unspoiled
by any demands of the social situation. This concept has been
fatal for Expression Psychology because most researchers were
pushed to look for genuine expressions neglecting the wide
spectrum of other expressive movements, or (even worse) to take
obvious presentations for genuine expressions (Leonhard, 1949;
Strehle, 1954). Consequences for application of Expression
Psychology in psychodiagnostics have been disastrous.
Furthermore, all approaches tackle the definition of
expression in a fatrly analytic way by trying to identify distinct acts
having expressuve value, and with a fairly static concept of an
expresswe act: either the actis an expressmn or it has certain static
expressive features.  With the rise of Gestalt Psychology in
- Germany, both the analytic approach and the static conception of
an expressive act was criticized. Arnheim (1928 see part 1| of this
series) showed that parts of facial expressions change their
expressive quality depending on the context of other parts of the
“expression. Flach (1928; see part Ill) found that professional

dancers represent-specific contents not always by specific gestures. ii’ o

but by specific dynamic movement patterns. Wérner (1940; see

Part 1) came to analogous results by detailed analyses of rhesus
«, monkeys chattering and anger expressions. The latter two authors .= =
“likewise emphasized the idea that most. movements gain their

‘expressive qualities by their “flow characteristics” {Ablaufmerk-

 male) and cannot be descnbed completely by static charactenst;cs A:' RE

- alone.

The concepts of expresston we have dascuss«ed up to now ah’,_-g_- L

g_regard exwession mainly as an externalization of “inner” states:” = ©
and traits, sometimes modified in order to fit the demands of an
~ ongoing social interaction. That the expregslpn of a senderis often TR
explicitly orlentated toward a rgcelver Wwas at best enly im;ﬁHcﬁtly;

taken tnto account.

Bihler {1933, 1934). 'One of the Ieading Ianguage psychologlsts

~of his time, was one of the few. who looked at Expression
| Psychology from a communication viewpoint: He described-three
main functions of communicative behavior: “representation”
(Darstellung), ““expression” (Ausdruck), and “appeal” (Appell). He
argued that any communicative behavior is both an appeal (to the

receiver) and an expression or representation of the sender’s state. - .
He therefore proposed to start from the receiver's point. of view - |
and to focus attentmn on the "resonance" (Resonanz) of the L
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receiver to the sender. However, he did not further elaborate this
rather unusual approach with respect to nonverbal
communication.

What relationship exists between subject of expression and
expressionf

Expression Psychology was developed chiefly for diagnostic
reasons. Consequently, the relationship between expression and its

subject was essential for all theories. The rather naive assumption

of a constant relationship, a remainder of physiognomists such as
Lavater (1775-1778), can nevertheless be found in theories of

 expression {cf. Klages, 1926; Strehle, 1954; Lersch,: 1955). These

theorists thought that it should be possible to establish a kind of
lexicon of expressions which assagns a meaning to each expression
in terms of subjects of expression. Of course, more than one
meaning was usually found for an expressive act, and
consequently each "expression was explamed” by a “halo of

- meaning” (Deutungshof). Névertheless, the relationship between
an. expressnon and |ts halo of meamng was concelved as.a constanti-
- one.. :

Often theorlsts tned to 5ubstantlate empmcally the meamngfz'

~an expression really had. But” mqstly, they were seduced by |
- semantic analogigs between * descriptions of —expressions and -
- subjects of expréssion, turnihg this analogy on a descriptive level
- into a kind of inference rule. For example, an “erratic character”

(sprunghafter. Charakter) was assocuated with “angular body

- mevements”. (eckige Eewegungen) by Lersch {1955) ar submission -

..~ was associated to'lowered eyes by, Klages (1926). Holzkamp (1965)
. has.termed such attempts’ ""analogtstlc-metaphonc strategies.” .
. The$£ strategies:can be characterized by their use of (in the logical
f}j"sense false or dubtous) syllcg:sms such as the follewmg S

R Qis®, cf P has a soft Taice (Ql

.S xesembles Q cf - a soft chafacter (S) resembles a soft face (Q)
CGnclusmn S may be P cf P may have a soft character (S)

- The problem obvnously lles wlthln the second pfemnse and the B

- conclusion - drawn. Premises. and conclusions - of this “sort’ *
_contributed much to the notlon that Expression- Psychology was
 unscientific, because such mterference-by-analogy conclusmns'
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were quite common. Holzkamp (1965) further distinguished among
three types of commonly used analogies:

— Analogies of course (Verlaufsanalogien), using criteria such as
direction, form, and succession in time of expressive
movements (cf. Engel, 1785/86; Klages, 1926; Lersch, 1957).

— Analogies by quality (as in almost all physiognomic literature).

— Analogies of space, using criteria such as ideal spatial
proportions, the symbohc meaning of spatial directions, and

- so on,

Strehle (1954) and Lersch (1957) were representatives of a

o special form of this inference-by-analogy branch. They stated that
certain actions have both a function (in fulflllmg a goal) as well as

‘an expressive value. This value, i.e., the meaning of expression, is
derived by analogy from the: functron of thé respective action. An
-often cited example is the “one mentioned by Lersch (1957):

 Narrowing the eyes by means of upper and lower lids has the -

- function of sharpening contours of perceived objects. By analogy
it follows that a person wrt‘h narrowed eyes should have a sober B

sf@*ﬁ“usmg attitude. |
2o Similar to the hal&of-meanmg approach is Worners (1940];

oncept of “limited determination” (Rahmenbestrmmthert) of an.

| . expression. According to this view, expression is détermined by the |

E subject of expression only within cettain linfits; on the other hand

. it-may vary: among individuals because’ of different idi osyncratref‘ .
* “expressions: Furthermore, the same overt exﬁression may be

related to quite dlfferent subjects of expression within different -
~ persons. Worner cités some: examples from ethology as supporting

ﬁhe Iatter and presents hrsA

wh research whtch also supports his

. by:Lewin (1927); By dn anatysis of crying, "gom%‘%ut,of the f’i"éld":} :

" (Aus dem Felde gehern), and startle résponses of ¢

thati-an: -expression may. ‘have différent meanings de;ﬁendmﬁ orr'}*-”

o - both the internal state and the external situation of an- i‘ndividual

Thus, - hecriticized  the - classification 'approach ‘of the early

- Expression-Psychology which categorizes expression only in térms

" of its most frequent occurence and therefore ends up with false
| mterpretatlons ln mdlvrdual mstances Lewin states that expressnon '

ER The problem of srtuatrana'l mfluences on the relatrqnshrp'
“"iav'.between subject: of -expression and expressmri was first discussed
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like any other behavior, belongs to different “psychic levels”
(seelische Schichten); expression is characterized by an interaction
between different “interlocked psychic systems’” (inein-
andergeschachtelte seelische Systeme). Therefore, expression can
be understood only by taking into consideration all the different
goals, motives, and apprehensions of the individual.
Unfortunately, Lewin did not elaborate his view further, and his
influence on Expression Psychology seems to have been quite
limited. Similar ideas can be found much later in the work of Frijda

(1953, 1969) or Gottschaldt (1958).

Frijda related human expressions to the “positionality”

(Positionalitit) of the actor, i.e., the person’s specific position

towards the actual situation. 'Thrs Dutch psychologist. obviously
stands in the tradition of Expression Psychology and did influence
its later development strongly (cf. Frijda, 1965). His concept of

- positionality is discussed in two English articles (Frijda, 1953, 1969).
L Gottschaldt (1958) took ‘a quite similar approach, For him
-+ . expressions depend. on the perception of the actual social X
- situation; in a social interaction they aré heavily influenced by the
- “demands to bring one’s_influence to bear” (Geltungs —und

W:rkungsanspruch) In th s sense expression is determined by both

. the sender and the possible receiver, and the relationship between =

subject of expression and expresmon :s méderated by the sender s
T ’A;‘perceptlon of the receiver. - - S
. This mtrgcate relattonshlp between sub;ect of expressian B

expressuon and impression of the receiver as anticipated by the

~ sender is "also accentuated by Kirchhoff 19¢

o between four "values of expressmn”

';i:who dlsstmgwshes

: ‘.e‘.,} ,_ te what egree do . expres&mns
- contribute . to - the, realjzation of = a- senders “actual
vhereby positionality

posntlonality" | (Aktualposft#onalftart)

“belm,g in the World.” =~ .

; _flnsnohs fmm the
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These distinctions show some interesting analogies to modern
nonverbal communication research, especially to Ekman and
Friesen’s (1969) distinction of informative, interactive, and
communicative behavior, whereby informative behavior may be
related to expressive value and discovery value, interactive
behavior resembles Kirchhoff’s reactive value, and communicative
behavior resembles to some degree communicative value of
expressuon
‘How is expression perceived? !

- Although this question has become impcrtant in todays
research Expression Psychology was seldom explicitly concerned
with that point. It often was stated that the unity of expression and
~meaning . cannot be dlscussed separately from impression (cf.
Buser, 1973), i.e., that expression and impression can only be
. understood as a gestalt inseparable into distinct parts. Therefore,

~ the- concepts of analogyused to understand the. process of -

- expression, also play a major’ part in the theories on impression . -
" formation. Besides the ratkier obscure conclusions by analogy |

‘there always existed afiother liné of r‘easoning centered around the - -

concept of “imitatioh’” (Nachahmﬂﬁg) ‘Contrdry to the analogy’

~ approaches, explicit theot s were proposed that tried to describe

the expressron-—impréssron process. Most of these imrtatron theorles |

of impression can be formalized in’a similar way. On the level of

“manifestation the following chain is b
- experience >> The person ‘sho
perceiver -recognizés this'behavior >> The perceiver.
spome subject of expression to the sender, On the process level. @his:f
chain consists of three relational concepts: Expression >>
perceplion >> attribution..

‘expressive. behavier > A

sothesized: A person has.an

ttrlbut@s_; - e |

After all, this basic theory is not very far apart fmm thef"r

* Brunswikian:lens ‘modetithat: é“ftér s’ thirty years of hibernation
has become an importahit research
Scherer, 1978). By rerﬁaciﬁg ‘§omg ‘termg, the similarity becomes.
obvious on the level of manifestations: Trarﬂstate >> distal cues
>> proximval.cués »> attribution, as Well as on the processdevel -
Extemalrza&mn >> perception S>inferenc

‘The difference between Express

and the use of the lense model in today’s research fies primarily in

:‘gtool;fgoday (Tagiuri, 1969;

:sychoiogy appr@achesé B

_k_the conceptuahzatron of perceptron and mference/attrrbutmn
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processes. While the latter base conclusions only on measurable
aspects of perception accuracy, nonverbal sensitivity, and well-
defined cognitive inference models, the former have developed
some more or less obscure models to explain the underlying
Processes.

Imitation theorists postulated that the perceiver should have
some tendency to imitate perceived behavior., This imitation, in
turn, should induce an experience or a feeling within the receiver,
which then is attributed to the person perceived (Hinausverlegen).
This view was stressed particularly by Lipps (1907) and Klages.
(1950). Both authors claim that some “imitation drive”
(Nachahmungstrieb) exists that makes possible the understanding
of others, or “empathy” (Einfithlung). The problem lies in the fact

- that this drive or tendency to imitate an other person’s behavior
“has never been verified. The only proof often was to invite the

" ‘reader to look at his own behavior and by that to realize the truth -
*of the argument (for instance, people yawning togetherl)

Some atithors realized the shortcomings. Lipps (1907) tried to S

. }elaborate the concept by postulatmg an empathy prmcvple statmg

~~~~~

Tf\expressnons are related to certam feehngs and w:ll whén
~perceivirig an”‘expression, make. use of that knowledge: This

enlaigement of the imitation concept did not help much in further i
' ‘clanﬁ%atmn Consequenfly, the ommous tendency, : omet:mes (T

.....

di‘ed metly after careful analysas was gndertaken to understand
. the phenbmenan Rlchtér (1952) ;tated ;hag; there is no such entity
~ “ds a imitatioh drive, but that some phenomena- exist that -
"":_.f'were»—rather un;uﬁ:f:ably—-—subsumgd under this: term. He
: %;étstmgmshes bétween fwe types of ”ldeomotonc processes”?_._,_j

,5-(1 957):

?".rthotropisms. ;ie Se lgzi'rqgulatlon pracesSes that
iractithe’ befceptgal organs to allow optimal perception.
Orieriting® reactions,” __Imitating, -another.: person’s”

i :~f"m0vemehfs to' fmd bu% aBOU the reasons for. his or-her action.

;:“';%’“M@t"'ic inféct,” i.e., phenonjena caused by the imitation of ©.

o just the expressive movement in emotmnally mvelvmg group-"ﬂ
~ situations, particularly in mass behavior. - - o
D MExpression féndéthymnc states,," ie., th,e identlcalbehawor‘?%y’

o :6f different p'ersons is caused by the snmultaneous gnductton-"? e
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of the same emotional state, particularly by situational cues.
“Idecomotoric actions,” i.e., expressive behavior caused by a

congruent imagination in different persons,

Other Expressive psychologists used concepts, nearly as
vague as the imitation drive. Some of these concepts were quite
similar to Jung’s (1960) ideas about “intuitive perception.” This
concept states that persons perceive other persons unconsciously,
a form not of ‘irrational,” but rather of ‘extra-rational”
perception. Related concepts were Kroh's (1934) “physiognomic
perceptlon  where meaning is obtained immediately without

e - interfering reflections or conscious processes, and Wellek’s (1943) |
S ”complex«quahtatwe understanding of expression and essence.”

These vague concepts contributed much to the view of

”,Express:on Psychology as being unscientific. Nevertheless, the

. distinction between an immediate form of impression formation

. and a less immediate, more reflective form makes quite sense as

~recent research on hemispheric differenes in the perception of

.- emotional facial expression shows (cf. Moscowtch Sculhon &

. j ,j"':;Chnstte 1976; Suben & McKeever, 1977).
‘One final aspect of impression theories has to be ment:onedg_ o
*'1-"=,'that is in particular important within the framework of imitation

-‘f"j;, - theories. It was hypothesized that induced imitative behavior in -
" turn. will induce an emotional experience in the: perceiver The

most recent representative of this idea‘is Rohracher (1963) in his

" "rudiment theory” (Rudimententheorie). Following Carpenter’ s

‘ideomotoric law he states that imitated movements will induce ™ . -
‘experiences usually connected with these movements (when. we

- see someone being sad, for example, we will imitate the sad facial =

expression and in turn will feel sad too, and in that way we will .~

. "uhderstand” him). This hypothesis might be tracked back to the .

{‘f‘.":‘cantfovessy between James-Lange theofists of emotwn and .

......

- "béhawor in constltutmg emotlonal experlence This problem is sm(} .

| not fully resolved. It is still not clear, whether or not mimicked - -

~ expressions can elicit certain fg{elmgs, recent research.has beguri to
. untangle this problem (cf Latrd 1974 Tourangeau & E“ﬂsworth o
o 1979)
% Though most of the ideas gnd concepts of Expressnonj{.y*

Psychology presented here may seem rather obscure, ‘they were
e nonetholess the basns and framework for some mterestmg resuits::_}’* SRR
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on facial expression, voice, and body movement to be reported in
the following parts of the series. Apart from some strange-looking
terms Expression Psychology has contributed some important
results to our understanding of nonverbal behavior, and there are
at least some themes, where theories of Expression Psychology and
nonverbal communication research are not far apart from each
other. It is our opinion that this connection has not been
sufficiently recognized in present research. One reason may be the
language barrier. To lower this barrier somewhat is one aim of this
series. Another aim may be more ambitious; we will try to
demonstrate that not all of Expression Psychology was pure
"metaphysucs" or just nonsense.
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