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scribed as equivalent across the two cultures when the
film was viewed alone, but Japanese participants
showed fewer negative expressions and more positive
ones in the interview situation.

Ekman (1972) concluded that the Japanese partici-
pants’ unpleasant reactions to the films were masked in
accordance with the societal norm that unpleasant
emotions should not be expressed in the presence of
authority figures. In this view, interpersonal factors ac-
tivated a Japanese display rule that in turn influenced
the expression but not the emotion itself. However,
other interpretations are possible. First, the only evi-
dence that Japanese and U.S. participants had similar
reactions to the film in the alone condition derives from
the comparable frequencies of positive and negative
expressions, when more fine-grained analysis suggests
cultural differences in specific facial movements
(Fernandez-Dols & Ruiz-Belda, 1997). Second, the in-
terviewer’s presence brings several consequences apart
from its supposed effects on the motivation to conceal
emotion. In particular, unlike American participants,
Japanese participants may not have perceived the inter-
viewer as a suitable addressee for communications
about negative aspects of the film. Further, their dis-
plays may have been oriented to the interpersonal rela-
tions inherent in the situation rather than relating to the
film itself (Fridlund, 1994). Indeed, Wagner and Lee
(1999) noted that the probability of facial movements
that did not match the film’s emotional content (mainly
smiles) was increased by the interviewer’s arrival
across both cultures.

U.S. participants, like Japanese participants, proba-
bly responded to the interpersonal context but may in-
stead have read it as requiring symbolic communica-
tion of the film’s negative content to the interviewer
(Fridlund, 1991a, 1994). Thus, neither group’s facial
movements need have been a direct response or
counterresponse to the content of the film. Instead,
they may have reflected alternative perceptions of the
interview situation, with Japanese students more at-
tuned to its authority implications and U.S. students
more attentive to the film and its emotional impact as
the topic of conversation. Any smiles that occurred
may have been conversational rather than directly
emotional.

A subsequent extended replication of Friesen’s
study by Matsumoto and Kupperbusch (2001) added
further complications. Here, participants scoring
higher on collectivism (Hui, 1988) showed more nega-
tive faces while viewing pleasant movie clips in the
presence of a professor than when viewing alone but
more positive faces when viewing unpleasant clips in
the professor’s presence. This pattern of findings sug-
gests that any display rules in operation dampened the
expression of pleasant as well as unpleasant feelings.
However, facial conduct was also influenced by con-
textual factors even when participants were watching
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the clips alone. In particular, when they had been told
that the experimenters wanted to ask them questions
about the clips, solitary high collectivists showed more
negative faces in response to unpleasant material and
more positive faces in response to pleasant material,
apparently reversing the pattern later shown during the
interviews. One possible interpretation is that these
participants were displaying appropriate signals to an
imagined addressee who was interested in their emo-
tional reactions. Perhaps, then, people with more
other-oriented values are simply better attuned to the
differential requirements of interpersonal situations.

Unlike Friesen (1972), Matsumoto and Kupper-
busch (2001) also collected self-report data about
emotional reactions. This allowed them to assess the
correspondence between experience and expression
more directly. Even though their facial displays were
affected, it was found that high collectivists did not
report less intense emotional reactions to the clips af-
ter watching them in the presence of the professor. At
first glance, this finding seems to support Ekman’s
notion that expression of emotion is being explicitly
suppressed.

However, there are problems of interpretation here
too. First, emotion was reported retrospectively,
whereas facial movements were recorded while the
film clips were still showing (cf. Rosenberg & Ekman,
1994). As argued previously, facial communications
directed at the professor may not always have been
about the film clips in the first place and would not
therefore be expected to reflect the overall emotional
impression produced by these clips. Further, like facial
communications, self-reports of emotion may be
closely attuned to the perceived interpersonal context
(cf. Hess, Banse, & Kappas, 1995), especially for peo-
ple with collectivistic values. It is possible, therefore,
that these participants’ reports of emotion reflected the
perceived demands of an inquiry about their specific
reactions to the films rather than their general emo-
tional state relating to the situation (including the so-
cial interaction). Matsumoto and Kupperbusch (2001)
also took measures of autonomic activity, which may
be less susceptible to presentational concerns. Unfor-
tunately, however, the published article includes no re-
port of their analysis.

Another possible instance of audience inhibition
was provided in a study by Kraut (1982). Participants
were exposed to a variety of pleasant and unpleasant
odors either alone or in the presence of another partici-
pant. At Phase 1, unmanipulated facial reactions to the
odors were recorded, and at Phase 2, participants at-
tempted to disguise the nature of the presented smell
by posing a contrasting expression. Subsequently, in-
dependent raters viewed the videotaped facial re-
sponses of the first set of participants from both condi-
tions. Judgment accuracy was operationalized in terms
of correlations between raters’ estimates of senders’ af-
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fective reactions and senders’ self-reports of these re-
actions across both pleasant and unpleasant odors.
Kraut found that there were marginally significant dif-
ferences in the effects of the presence of another partic-
ipant in the unmanipulated and disguised conditions.
When another participant was present, faces were less
revealing of odor pleasantness in the “spontaneous”
condition but more revealing of odor pleasantness in
the “manipulated” condition. Apparently, the presence
of another person not only prevented participants from
showing their affective reactions in the “spontaneous”
condition, but also prevented them from successfully
masking affect in the “manipulated” condition. This
pattern of findings is difficult to explain from a
motive-communication perspective because it is
unclear why the same audience should invoke appar-
ently contradictory social pressures across the two
conditions.

Fridlund (1994) argued that Kraut’s (1982) partici-
pants already had a salient audience across both social
presence conditions because they knew that they were
being videotaped. However, the camera was ostensibly
switched off when the reported data were collected. On
the other hand, the fact that the study was presented as
an examination of the ability to cover up spontaneous
facial expressions does make it extremely likely that
participants knew that they were supposed to produce
facial expressions for the experimenter’s benefit in
Phase 1. It may be that the other participant’s presence
partly distracted them from conforming to this experi-
mental demand. Similarly, distraction may have inter-
fered with the task of showing opposing facial move-
ments in Phase 2.

But why then should information about slide pleas-
antness “leak out” through the manipulated move-
ments in Phase 2?7 Unless the smells’ affective qualities
produced spontaneous impulses to expression, it is
hard to see what social motives or audience orientation
might explain this finding. Fridlund’s (1994) response
was that readable facial responses to some potent un-
pleasant odors reflect reflexes rather than displays and
are therefore outside the range of the motive-commu-
nication account. For example, the stench of ammonia
leads to oropharyngeal irritation and visible reflexive
movements to clear the mouth and throat. Whether
such primitive approach or avoidance movements have
affective content is a controversial issue (e.g., Steiner,
1979; Zajonc, 1984).

In Kraut’s (1982) study, a translucent screen sepa-
rated coparticipants, making them unable to pick up
one another’s facial signals. Other studies have usually
found that the less constrained presence of another per-
son leads to more readable facial responses to tastes
and odors (e.g., Brightman, Segal, Werther, & Steiner,
1975, 1977, Gilbert, Fridlund, & Sabini, 1987; Jancke
& Kaufmann, 1994; but see Soussignan & Schaal,
1996, discussed later).

In summary, audience inhibition studies fail to pro-
vide unambiguous evidence that facial expressions
specifically arising from emotions are suppressed in
accordance with display rules. Although interpersonal
and cultural factors clearly make a difference to facial
conduct, the precise mediation of these effects remains
uncertain. Further, although there are strong intuitive
grounds for acknowledging occasional conflicts be-
tween controlled and automatic processes in shaping
facial movements, it has not been conclusively demon-
strated that the former reflect conformance to display
rules and the latter spontaneous expression of basic
emotion. Future research needs to incorporate online
measurement of both emotions and social motives to
explore their relative contributions (cf. Jakobs,
Manstead, & Fischer, 1999a). In addition, more atten-
tion should be paid to the other-orientation of partici-
pants. For example, is their facial conduct specifically
attuned in real time to the dynamic facial conduct of
the audience, or does it depend more on the simple
knowledge that someone is observing? Studies that in-
dependently manipulate observation by others and
presence of others may help to disambiguate the find-
ings (e.g., Jakobs et al., 1999a).

Ekman’s (1972) theory may impose undue restric-
tions on the possible roles of social factors in the deter-
mination of both emotion and facial movement. Even
in his own terms, the effects of cultural context on situ-
ational appraisal and the consequent changes in emo-
tion make it practically impossible to isolate any pure
effect of display rules. Can any manipulation that mod-
ifies the interpersonal context sufficiently to effect a
change in the perceived requirements for communica-
tion avoid simultaneously influencing the emotional
nature of the setting itself? As Fridlund (1991a) ar-
gued: “The display rules concept is inherently prob-
lematic, because it is predicated upon the dubious
premise that one’s emotional state in public could be
equivalent to one’s state in private” (p. 72).

To take this further, the ongoing responsiveness of
another person shapes the conduct of both emotion
and facial movement in real time more directly than
Ekman’s (1972) account implies. Interpersonal pro-
cesses not only activate display rules and shape the
nature of the emotional situation, but also have a
more direct impact on facial movement even when no
emotion is being suppressed or exaggerated. For ex-
ample, the other person’s facial conduct may prompt
mimicry, synchronization, contagion (Hatfield,
Cacioppo, & Rapson, 1994), or countermimicry if the
situation is perceived as competitive rather than coop-
erative (Lanzetta & Englis, 1989). Relatedly, people
may use other people’s observed expressions to cali-
brate their own appraisal of the situation (Manstead
& Fischer, 2001; Sorce, Emde, Campos, & Klinnert,
1985). Disentangling these various effects from the
potential impact of display rules requires closer ex-
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amination of the time course of emotional and facial
responses—and tighter predictions about and manip-
ulations of—the salience of specific cultural norms
concerning expression.

Despite the apparent limitations of Ekman’s
(1972) account of audience inhibition, it does contain
intuitively plausible features. Indeed, it would strain
credulity to reject the idea of display rules outright.
Even if their operation does not exhaust the impact of
the social context on expression, and even if not all
emotions lead to specific expression impulses requir-
ing regulation, people do sometimes deliberately
modulate what shows on their own faces in accor-
dance with perceived norms (Frijda, 1995). Some of
the meanings they seek to disguise may well be emo-
tional ones. For example, the urge to laugh is often
consciously suppressed in sober settings, and we
sometimes attempt to appear less distressed than we
feel by holding back tears. However, the spontaneous
impulses that are regulated in both cases do not nec-
essarily arise directly and inevitably from biologi-
cally basic emotions whose essence is unaltered by
the social context.

In Fridlund’s (1994) view, social convention does
not lead to the suppression of authentic emotion ex-
pressions. Instead, conflicting facial control processes
are at an equivalent level, both reflecting social mo-
tives. On the one hand, we want to communicate an
intention to someone else; on the other hand and for
other reasons, we do not want to communicate it (or
there are two conflicting intentions, both of which we
want to communicate). However, this provides no di-
rect explanation of the phenomenal experience that
the first impulse (to express something) is at a more
basic level (taking control precedence in Frijda’s
terms, 1986). Our sense is often that the expressive
impulse comes from deep within, whereas expressive
control is imposed on this impulse from elsewhere.
Of course, this subjective perception may represent a
form of false consciousness arising from our implicit
socialization into romantic ideologies. Alternatively,
the felt priority of one impulse may simply reflect its
earlier origins in infancy when desires were unregu-
lated.2 A third possibility is that our deeply felt urges
may reflect closer identification with the relevant
identity positions or roles rather than any natural ori-
gins (Parkinson, 1995; cf. Sarbin, 1986). However,
any such implication that one set of motives comes
from a more personally felt place takes us closer to an
acknowledgement that these motives are more emo-
tional. Any distinction between motives based on
their priority or proximity to the self implies a
two-factor analysis (not unlike Ekman’s) in which ex-
pressive urges are controlled by culturally determined
regulation strategies.

2Thanks to Alan Fridlund for suggesting this possibility.
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Audience Facilitation

Whereas Ekman’s (1972) theory suggests that
other people may invoke display rules that moderate
spontaneous expression of emotion, Fridlund (1994)
argued that there needs to be an appropriate addressee
for the display to be transmitted in the first place. Ac-
cording to the emotion-expression view then, there
should be less inhibition of spontaneous emotional
expression in unobserved than in observed situations.
By contrast, the motive-communication prediction is
that there will be less facial movement in unobserved
situations than in situations in which an amenable ad-
dressee is present (or otherwise cognitively avail-
able). These apparent differences in prediction are
partly mitigated, however, by the rarely investigated
possibility of facilitatory display rules that may exag-
gerate an emotion’s presentation.

Audience facilitation in adults. Evidence that
facial movement depends on the availability of suitable
addressees comes from a variety of sources. Perhaps
the most famous research was conducted by Kraut and
Johnston (1979). In their second and most persuasive
study, observers recorded smiles during games of
10-pin bowling. One observer took a concealed posi-
tion behind the skittles and could therefore record
smiles that occurred in response to a pleasant emo-
tional event that was nonsocial (no one else could see
the bowler’s face when the pins fell). A second ob-
server watched the bowler from behind the bowling pit
and was thus able to record any smiling that was specif-
ically directed to fellow bowlers. Results were
clear-cut. While facing the pins, smiling occurred on
fewer than 5% of occasions even when bowlers had
scored a strike or spare. However, smiling was much
more common when bowlers turned to face their
friends even when only a few pins had fallen. Thus,
smiling seemed to depend more on the presence of an
addressee than on emotional state.

However, the authors provided little evidence that
bowlers experienced more than mild affective re-
sponses to success or failure in the game. Indeed, one
unconsidered factor that may have influenced their
emotional reactions was their skill-based expectation
of probable score. A strike may induce substantially
more pleasure in a bowler who is unfamiliar with such
an outcome than in one who routinely achieves the
highest possible score. This observation partly under-
mines the comparison between smiling after “good”
and “bad” scores, because we do not know to what ex-
tent these scores were good or bad for the bowlers con-
cerned. Indeed, it seems likely that the highest scoring
bowlers were the more skillful ones, who would be
consequently less elated about success. However, a
subsequent replication by Ruiz-Belda, Fernandez-
Dols, Carrera, and Barchard (2003) showed that re-
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stricting comparisons to occasions when bowlers ex-
plicitly reported happiness did not substantially alter
the effect. Unfortunately, this later study did not rule
out increased happiness while engaging with friends
following a successful bowl (Frijda, 1995; Jones &
Raag, 1989). Happiness may have only become suffi-
ciently intense to produce smiling after bowlers’ regis-
tered their competitors’ reactions.

A second interpretational issue concerns the fact
that observers were not instructed to distinguish be-
tween Duchenne and non-Duchenne (or “polite”)
smiles. According to Ekman, only the former are signs
of genuine happiness. Indeed, Ekman (1979, 1989) ex-
plicitly suggested that other kinds of smiles may be
used as conversational signals or “referential expres-
sions” regardless of current emotional state. If bowlers
did not feel extremely happy when the pins fell and had
no one to be polite toward, Ekman would predict nei-
ther polite nor conversational smiles. However, after
turning to face their friends, conversational smiles but
not Duchenne smiles would be more likely. Further,
bowlers may have conformed to a facilitatory display
rule encouraging positive expressions toward this par-
ticular audience. Fortunately, Ruiz-Belda and col-
leagues’ (2003) study helps to assess the viability of
this alternative interpretation. They found that Du-
chenne smiles, like non-Duchenne smiles, were more
common in social than nonsocial phases of the game,
effectively ruling out any interpretation of the socially
directed smiles as simply conversational using
Ekman’s own criteria for their identification. However,
if it is assumed that engaging with other players inten-
sifies happiness, these findings are still not entirely in-
consistent with Ekman’s theory.

A final issue arises from the general problem (noted
previously) that audiences are not usually passive re-
cipients of messages from senders but typically also
function as social actors in their own right. As a conse-
quence, their own facial and emotional behavior is
likely to affect the participants whose responses are be-
ing recorded. In particular, if the other bowlers tend to
smile when the participant turns to face them, then this
behavior rather than their simple presence may be what
induced the smiling. Because Kraut and Johnston
(1979) made no systematic observations of co-bowl-
ers’ facial conduct, we cannot rule out mimicry (e.g.,
Hatfield et al., 1994) or politeness in returning smiles.
However suggestive its findings, Kraut and Johnston’s
second study taken alone cannot therefore be treated as
a definitive refutation of Ekman’s theory. (Studies 1
and 3 are no more conclusive.)

In Kraut and Johnston’s (1979) studies, emotional
involvement may have been too low to induce frequent
spontaneous expressions of happiness. Indeed, labora-
tory studies face inevitable practical (as well as ethical)
problems in stage-managing powerful emotional inci-
dents, and most observational studies have focused on

occurrences that are easily repeatable and hence un-
likely to activate strong emotion. Fernandez-Dols and
Ruiz-Belda (1995) corrected this limitation by examin-
ing facial conduct at moments when people were un-
dergoing some of the most intensely positive experi-
ences. of their lives. Their study analyzed close-up
footage of faces from TV coverage of the 1992 Olym-
pic games.

Comparisons were made between gold medalists’
facial movements during three phases of awards cere-
monies. At Stage 1, medalists waited behind the po-
dium while the organizers took their positions and en-
gaged in little face-to-face interaction. At Stage 2,
athletes stood on the podium to receive their awards,
conversed with the authorities, and were highly visible
to the public. At Stage 3, the winners’ national anthem
was played while they faced their country’s flag.
Again, there was little or no interpersonal interaction,
and although the medalists were clearly visible to the
public, their attention was focused elsewhere.

If smiling depends purely on happiness, it should oc-
cur throughout these three stages, because the athlete’s
world-beating victory was still a very recent event. In-
deed, an independent group of medalists rated levels of
happiness at more than 9 on a 10-point scale and all neg-
ativeemotions atless than | for all three stages of the cer-
emony. However, Duchenne smiling occurred ex-
tremely rarely (less than 5% of the time) except during
Stage 2 when competitors were actively interacting with
others. Non-Duchenne smiling was slightly more com-
mon during Stages 1 and 2 but still at less than 10%.

These findings imply that the presence of an amena-
ble addressee encourages smiling. This effect is difficult
to explain in terms of a facilitatory display rule because
the extent of happiness should already be sufficient to
induce smiling without further encouragement. Further,
Duchenne smiles are considered to be spontaneous ex-
pressions of happiness that should be immune to delib-
erate exaggeration (Ekman, 2001). Thus, a second con-
clusion is that intense happiness is not a sufficient
condition for the occurrence of the facial movement of-
ten considered to be its natural expression.

The results from Stage 3 of this study present fewer
problems for Ekman’s theory. Here, smiles might have
been suppressed in accordance with the display rule
encouraging somber respect for flags and national an-
thems. However, the lack of smiling in Stage 1 is diffi-
cult to explain in terms of display rules because the vic-
torious competitors were essentially unobserved
during this period (except by the ever-present TV cam-
eras). Further, the most salient audiences for any dis-
play would likely condone rather than disapprove of
smiling anyway (with the possible exception of the
other potentially disappointed athletes who had com-
peted in the same event). It might be argued, however,
that competitors were mentally preparing themselves
for the ceremony and may even have experienced ner-
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vous feelings about facing the crowd. Although it is
hard to imagine this anxiety overriding their happiness,
it seems conceivable that the muscular correlates of in-
tense concentration overwhelmed any underlying
smile (Frijda, 1995).

Another potential issue relates to the flexibility of
the term happiness, which may refer to a mood, a
state of subjective well-being, or a variety of pleasant
emotional states. Indeed, Ekman (2003) explicitly
distinguished 16 different kinds of enjoyment. Al-
though he claimed that Duchenne smiles are the char-
acteristic natural expression of each of these pleasant
states, in fact smiling might be only a direct conse-
quence of certain forms of happiness. Indeed, he im-
plied elsewhere that different expressions may repre-
sent different members of the same emotion family
(Ekman, 2001). To avoid circularity, it would also be
necessary to specify intrinsic features of a particular
happy state that independently predict its dissociation
from smiling. One candidate for such a dissociable
state, however, might be a triumphal feeling coming
as a release after a period of intense struggle (perhaps
indicating a victorious emotion that Italians call fiero;
Ekman, 2003). However, Fernindez-Dols and
Ruiz-Belda (1995, 1997) reported no consistent facial
expression of any kind in Stages 1 or 3, and the vari-
ety of recorded movements argues against any unified
counterexplanation. Even if another fiero-related
movement had been identified, it would still be nec-
essary to rule out the interpretation that it reflected
interactional demands rather than emotion (Fridlund,
1994).

A final possibility is that smiling occurs only at
moderate and not at intense levels of happiness. For ex-
ample, many authors have acknowledged that being
overcome by happiness may lead to tears rather than
brightened eyes (e.g., Ekman, 2003; Ferndndez-Dols,
1999; Frijda, 1986). Further, Ekman (1997) argued that
crying among winners may be a spillover from the an-
ticipated distress of losing, whose expression no longer
needs to be suppressed now that victory is certain.
Along similar lines, extremely good news of this kind
may often take a while to “sink in,” especially when
one is physically exhausted following extreme exer-
tion. For this reason, athletes may still have been com-
ing to terms with their victory at Stage 1, before the di-
rect congratulation from others made its positive
implications more definite and concrete. Finally,
Rosenberg and Ekman (1994) made the point that a
closer correspondence between facial movement and
emotion is obtained when variations over time are ex-
plicitly assessed (see also Ruch, 1995). It is possible
that encounters subsequently interpreted as consis-
tently happy in fact contain only occasional bursts of
pleasant affect, each of which induces an associated
burst of Duchenne smiling. These bursts might even be
specifically associated with social contact.
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However plausible some of these alternative inter-
pretations in terms of emotional variability, quantity, or
quality might seem, all require post hoc adjustments to
the emotion-expression view made specifically to in-
crease its fit with the data. Even if some version of the
theory could be salvaged, it would not be precisely the
one originally proposed by Ekman (1972). Regardless
of interpretation, Ferndndez-Dols and Ruiz-Belda’s
(1995) findings undermine any direct link between all
kinds and degrees of happiness with smiling. “Happi-
ness” alone does not consistently lead to smiling, al-
though happiness along with a suitable affiliative audi-
ence frequently does. Conversely, the results of this
and other studies show that the Duchenne smile does
not simply mean happiness but corresponds instead to
more precisely defined situations such as affiliative en-
counters (Owren & Bachorowski, 2001).

Audience facilitation in infants and young chil-
dren. Jones, Collins, and Hong (1991) and Jones
and Raag (1989) used a methodology analogous to that
developed by Kraut and Johnston (1979) in three stud-
ies using infants rather than adults as participants. The
potential addressee for communicative signals was the
child’s mother, and the nonsocial emotional objects
were a set of attractive toys. Mothers sat at the opposite
end of the room from the toys so that the infants had to
turn away from their playing to interact. Mothers were
instructed to be attentive to their children for half of the
procedure but to devote their attention to a book or
magazine for the other half.

Substantially more smiles were directed toward
mothers than toys when mothers were attentive,
whereas smiling was equally directed at toys and moth-
ers when mothers sat reading and paying little attention
to the infant. In Jones and Raag’s (1989) Study 2, an at-
tentive stranger also sat in the room. Under these con-
ditions, smiles tended to be directed more to this
stranger when the mother was inattentive. The investi-
gators argued that this last finding confirmed that the
mother’s inattention did not reduce smiling because of
its negative emotional effects but rather because it re-
moved a potential addressee. When an alternative audi-
ence was provided, smiles were directed toward that
person instead. However, it is also possible that the
presence of a receptive stranger compensated for any
negative emotional effects of an absenc= of maternal
attention.

Another reason for believing that caregiver atten-
tion exerted social rather than emotional effects is that
smiling toward toys was at equivalent levels across
both maternal attention conditions. If other-attention
made children generally happier, they should have
smiled more regardless of which direction they were
facing. However, this finding is equally problematic
for the claim that smiling while facing the toys reflects
communication directed to an imagined audience. If
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the most salient addressee is currently unreceptive,
then this should also reduce smiling more generally ac-
cording to the motive-communication account. In fact,
the finding that some smiling was directed at toys even
when no obvious addressee was available implies an
emotional as well as a social influence. Further, smiles
oriented at mothers usually started before infants
turned to face them, suggesting that they were re-
sponses to the toys rather than to the mother’s over-
tures. As in Kraut and Johnston’s (1979) study, Jones
and colleagues (1991) also failed to distinguish be-
tween Duchenne and non-Duchenne smiles, leaving
open. the possibility that emotional smiles were di-
rected at the toys and conversational smiles were di-
rected at mothers (and receptive strangers).

Jones et al. (1991) argued that their 10-month-old
participants were unlikely to be sensitive to explicit so-
cialized display rules about facial conduct and con-
cluded that smiling is a social signal even at an early
age, rather than starting out as an emotional symptom
that only becomes subject to social control during en-
culturation. Nevertheless, these infants might have al-
ready learned about the interpersonal consequences of
their nonverbal conduct at a more implicit level. For
example, they may have come to anticipate rewarding
interactions whenever they directed their smiles at a re-
ceptive caregiver, leading to exaggeration of any affec-
tive signal under these conditions.

Schneider and Josephs (1991) observed smiles fol-
lowing success and failure in a “frog-snapping” game
played by preschool children. In Study 1, smiles, in-
cluding Duchenne smiles, were more common after
failure than success, undermining the view that they
are direct expressions of happiness. Further, smiles fol-
lowing failure were associated with looks directed at
the experimenter more often than smiles following
success, confirming their communicative function.
Study 2 showed that Duchenne and non-Duchenne
smiles occurred more often when the game was played
with the experimenter than alone, regardless of
whether the outcome was positive or negative. The ab-
sence of smiles following success in nonsocial trials is
hard to explain in terms of display rules because the
children were unobserved. However, the intensity of
happiness produced by success in this game may have
been insufficient to produce true smiles. If so, there
would still be the problem of explaining the Duchenne
smiles. Indeed, the fact that Duchenne smiles are ob-
served even when participants do not seem to be happy
(e.g., Schneider & Josephs, 1991) again confirms that
this emotion is not a necessary condition for its suppos-
edly diagnostic expression.

Facilitation by imagined audiences. Fridlund
(1991b) advanced the study of interpersonal effects on
smiling into the territory of the imagination. His exper-
iment was designed to test the seemingly unfalsifiable

assumption that private smiles are directed at
intrapsychic audiences (see previous discussion) by in-
voking the concept of “implicit sociality” (Fridlund,
1991b). The procedure involved showing a series of
pleasant movie clips (including an extended segment
from Saturday Night Live) to participants while friends
were more or less imaginatively or physically present.
EMG readings from the zygomatic major were greatest
when participants watched the movie segments with a
friend in the same room. Further, for participants
watching the clips alone, zygomatic activity was
greater when they believed that a friend was in another
room (either performing an irrelevant task or watching
the same clips) than when they had arrived at the labo-
ratory without a friend. There was also a near-signifi-
cant difference in zygomatic activity, suggesting that
imagining a friend watching the same film at the same
time produced more smiling than imagining a friend
doing something different. Fridlund’s explanation is
that we direct private displays at imagined others, and
those others are more available in imagination when
they are sharing a similar experience.

One problem of interpretation arises from
Fridlund’s own criticism of display rules studies re-
garding the difficulty of manipulating social context
without also affecting emotion (see previous discus-
sion). Similarly, we might plausibly argue (as did many
of Fridlund’s, 1991b, participants in a follow-up
Gedanken experiment) that the imagined or physical
presence of a co-viewer enhances our enjoyment of
pleasant movies (see also Fridlund, Kenworthy, &
Jaffey, 1992, and following discussion). Any differ-
ences in smiling might therefore reflect greater enjoy-
ment of the clips rather than direct effects of implicit or
explicit sociality.

Fridlund (1991b) rejected this interpretation using
participants’ retrospective self-reports of emotions ex-
perienced while watching the films. These revealed no
overall differences between conditions and did not
covary with zygomatic activity. However, it is not clear
that ratings of recalled general affect are sufficiently
sensitive to capture the moment-by-moment variations
in happiness that may have influenced smiles while
participants watched the clips (see Fridlund’s footnote
3, p. 232). Indeed, if self-reports and facial movements
are treated as equally other-oriented, they should be
subject to parallel effects of sociality (cf. Hess et al.,
1995, and previous discussion). From this angle, a pos-
sible reason for dissociation is that emotion ratings
were addressed to the experimenter (who was appar-
ently interested in the emotional effects of the clips
themselves), whereas smiles were addressed at friends
who might potentially share the viewer’s enjoyment.

The films presented by Fridlund (1991b) also dif-
fered along the sociality dimension. Two clips showed
“cute babies” playing, in one case with a rattle (inani-
mate object) and in the other case with another person
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(peek-a-boo). Two other clips showed apimals pl?ying,
in the first case dogs (familiar domesticated animals)
and in the second sea otters (unfamiliar wild animals).
However, Fridlund did not report zygomatic data aris-
ing from this implicit comparison, despite his interpre-
tation of earlier effects of stimulus sociality (Ekman,
Friesen, & Ancoli, 1980) in terms of motive communi-
cation (Fridlund, 1994, p. 232, footnote 3). Participants
in Ekman et al.’s (1980) study smiled while watching
films of animals playing but hardly at all while watch-
ing a nonsocial ocean sequence.

A final issue arises from the lack of EMG data from
the orbicularis oculi. It therefore seems possible that
any recorded smiles were conversational rather than
emotional. Although the idea that conversational sig-
nals may sometimes be delivered in situations that are
only implicitly social is not considered by Ekman and
colleagues, it is not unduly implausible. However, this
criticism does not apply to a subsequent replication by
Hess et al. (1995), who found increased orbicularis
oculi activity in conditions of higher sociality, when
friends were implicit or actual co-viewers.

Moderators of Audience Effects

Perhaps unsurprisingly, the findings discussed here
demonstrate that the real or imagined presence of other
people sometimes reduces and sometimes increases fa-
cial movement. Evidence of movement reduction does
not conclusively rule out motive communication, but
some evidence showing movement amplification is
difficult to accommodate within an unreconstructed
emotion-expression account. However, neither theory
makes consistent predictions about audience effects on
facial movements that apply across all conceivable sit-
uations. To provide more conclusive relative evalua-
tions, it is therefore necessary to consider when rather
than whether other people increase or reduce facial
movements. In the following sections, I set out some of
the general factors that might moderate the impact of
the interpersonal context on facial movement and con-
sider whether the impact of these moderators is more
consistent with processes postulated by Ekman’s or
Fridlund’s model.

Displayees’ roles. One of Fridlund’s (1994)
most distinctive assertions is that facial displays are al-
ways other-directed. In his view, people do not just dis-
play—they display to specific addressees, even if these
addressees are imagined or internalized. For example,
our smiles convey our willingness to cooperate with
someone, and we smile at this someone in particular
rather than just giving off smiles willy-nilly. Even if the
generality of this sociality principle is debatable, it has
inspired a great deal of valuable research demonstrat-
ing various interpersonal effects on emotion. However,
without some articulation of the particular influences
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of different kinds of addressees for facial displays, it
can offer only loose guidelines for interpretation rather
than specific explanations and predictions (cf. Hess et
al., 1995). In this regard, the concept of “audiences”
for facial displays has proved somewhat restrictive, be-
cause it tends to confuse several different possible in-
fluences of others on facial conduct. For example,
someone may serve as a target for a facial action (e.g.,
when aggressive faces serve as threats), or they may be
less directly involved but still be present to witness
what happens (onlookers; see Fridlund, 1994, pp.
145-146, for a parallel distinction between “‘referents”
and “referees”). In either case, facial movements may
be influenced.

To complicate matters still further, the direct ad-
dressee for a facial communication need not be the
same person that the communication is about (e.g.,
Stoppard & Gunn Gruchy, 1993; Timmers, Fischer, &
Manstead, 1998, inter alia). For example, people may
display aggressive intentions to someone other than the
person against whom their aggression is directed (the
target). Additionally, targets, addressees, and onlook-
ers are typically also engaging simultaneously in facial
conduct themselves, bringing their own influence on
the ongoing episodes. Finally, existing relations, re-
spective roles, and social identity positions may make a
difference to how each party in an interaction acts and
reacts.

Few of these complexities have been directly ad-
dressed in research. Indeed, the audience-effect studies
reviewed earlier mostly operationalized sociality as a
unidimensional factor relating to degree of other-pres-
ence (e.g., Fridlund, 1991b; Kraut & Johnston, 1979),
assessing whether manipulations of this factor lead to
corresponding effects on facial movement as if context
made no difference to its operation. However, evidence
is now growing that the extent and nature of other peo-
ple’s influence partly depends on who they are.

In a partial replication of Fridlund’s (1991b) im-
plicit sociality study, Hess et al. (1995) varied partici-
pants’ relationships with their actual or implicit
co-viewers. Participants either arrived at the laboratory
with someone they knew who also watched the films or
performed a different task, or arrived alone and met the
other participant for the first time in the laboratory. As
in earlier studies (Buck, Losow, Murphy, & Costanzo,
1992; Wagner & J. Smith, 1991, reviewed later), the
co-viewer’s status as friend or stranger affected facial
conduct. In particular, the presence of a friend but not a
stranger facilitated orbicularis oculi and zygomatic
major activity.

Although Hess et al. (1995) presented these find-
ings as a disconfirmation of Fridlund’s (1994) predic-
tions, nothing in the differential effects of friends and
strangers is incompatible with the other-directedness
of displays. Fridlund has certainly never claimed that
displays are indiscriminate concerning the nature of
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their addressee (see also Russell et al., 2003). In fact,
his position seems to be that displays are flexibly de-
ployed to suit the particular interpersonal demands of
the current situation, and these demands would be dif-
ferent for different kinds of relationship. Further, the
social motives underlying displays are likely to be dif-
ferent when with friends and strangers. Affiliation, for
example, takes a very different form in the two cases.
As Chovil and Fridlund (1991) argued:

Facial displays are a means by which we communicate
with others. Like words and utterances, they are more
likely to be emitted when there is a potential recipient,
when they are useful in conveying the particular infor-
mation, and when that information is pertinent or ap-
propriate to the social interaction. (p. 163)

Not only the closeness of relationships but also the
specific nature of the role positions occupied by parties
in an exchange may moderate the impact of audiences.
For example, Hecht and LaFrance (1998) explored the
effects of power and gender on smiling in interpersonal
situations. Their basic idea was that women as well as
people with relatively less influence may feel obligated
to smile rather than simply smiling because they are
happy (see also Timmers et al., 1998). Participants as-
signed the role of an interviewer in a simulated job-se-
lection procedure did not smile any more than inter-
viewees, but their smiling was more closely associated
with self-reported positive affect. By contrast, smiling
by the interviewees, who had relatively less power in
this situation, was more closely associated with their
desire to please the other person (a more explicit social
motive). This latter association applied even to Du-
chenne smiles.

Gender also influenced both Duchenne and
non-Duchenne smiling, but only in informal conversa-
tions that implied no power differential. Whenever one
interactant took on the higher power interviewer role,
power effects overrode gender effects. These findings
reinforce the point that it is not simply another person’s
presence that makes a difference but also their degree
of influence and gender. Clearly, smiles are not just
switched on in direct response to the appearance of an-
other human being. Instead, they take into account
one’s specific relationship to that other person. Further
research needs to establish whether these effects de-
pend on the other’s ongoing responsiveness as condi-
tioned by their social identity (receiver factors) or on
the sender’s representation of the other as a member of
a certain social category. For example, comparing con-
ditions with different levels of direct interpersonal
feedback may help to clarify interpretations.

A central problem facing research inspired by the
motive-communication approach arises from its im-
plicitly restrictive view of how the interpersonal con-
text influences facial conduct. The notion of an “audi-

ence effect” implies that other people are there to re-
ceive information carried by facial display, rather than
to play their own active part in ongoing action and
communication. Although Fridlund (1994) saw sensi-
tivity to signals as coevolving with display, research
has mainly focused on the other’s role as a perceiver
rather than someone who also sends information back.
Relatedly, Fridlund’s theory may acknowledge the
other-orientation of facial movements, but studies have
not yet addressed the variety of pragmatic functions
that they serve. “Signaling” is often read as implying
transmission of semantic meaning rather than exertion
of pragmatic effects (cf. Austin, 1962), and faces are
seen as telling the addressee something about the
sender rather than as directly influencing their inter-
personal target (blaming, persuading, asking for help,
and so on). The focus on displays that tell receivers
how the sender is about to act fails to do full justice to
their flexible pragmatic deployment in real-time dia-
logue with others.

In sum, although there is little doubt that the mo-
tive-communication perspective can accommodate dif-
ferential effects of varying audiences, precise predic-
tions about these findings are not directly specified.
The theory needs to develop an account of how differ-
ent kinds of relationship influence the interpersonal
directedness of displays, taking into account how these
relationships are distributed among addressees, tar-
gets, and onlookers. In short, the motive-communica-
tion approach should be supplemented with a more ar-
ticulated theory of interpersonal relations (e.g.,
Kemper, 2000) that also considers the ongoing dynam-
ics of facial interchanges between the various parties.

Message content. The vast majority of audience
facilitation studies have focused on smiling, partly be-
cause smiles are so common and apparently easy to in-
duce, but perhaps also partly because interpersonal situ-
ations in which smiling is discouraged are relatively rare
in contemporary Western society. The possibility that
smiling has a special status because of its conversational
role was raised explicitly by Rinn (1991; see also Etcoff,
1986), who found that people born blind find it difficult
to pose facial expressions apart from smiles (see also
Galati et al., 1997). Further, according to Ekman (e.g.,
1998) smiling can be explained using Darwin’s princi-
ple of antithesis and may derive its morphological char-
acteristics from its communicative distinctiveness (e.g.,
Ekman & Hager, 1979). In short, if smiles were specifi-
cally shaped by signaling rather than practical pres-
sures, then they may be more attuned to interpersonal
factors than other more directly functional facial ac-
tions. How well, then, do audience effects generalize to
facial movements apart from smiles?

Bavelas, Black, Lemery, and Mullett (1986) staged
an incident in which an experimenter dropped a televi-
sion monitor onto his already bandaged finger in front
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of the participant. In one condition, he was facing the
participant at the time; in the other, he turned side-on to
face someone else. Participants winced more often
when the experimenter was facing them. Any winces
observed in the side-on condition soon dissipated when
no eye contact was forthcoming. It seems therefore that
participants winced to demonstrate sympathy to the ex-
perimenter rather than because of any empathic emo-
tional reaction to his pain. Similarly, Chovil (1991)
found that the facial conduct of participants listening to
stories about ““close calls” (when a serious unpleasant
event was only just averted) contained significantly
more empathic displays when the stories were deliv-
ered face-to-face than in other less directly
interactional situations.

Although these findings convincingly demonstrate
that facial movements apart from smiling are oriented to
interpersonal rather than emotional considerations, it is
not clear that Ekman’s (1972) theory would have made
different predictions from Fridlund’s (1994) in either
case. Despite the emotional connotations of the nonver-
bal signals deployed here, Ekman might justifiably in-
terpret them as conversational gestures (emblems or il-
lustrators) or referential expressions that are at least
partly independent of expressions (e.g., Ekman, 1979).
Any genuine empathic distress generated in both studies
may not have been strong enough to produce instinctive
facial responses. For this reason, neither study specifi-
cally supports Fridlund’s motive-communication the-
ory rather than a more general and less controversial
model of the interpersonal orientation of some (but not
necessarily all) nonverbal signals.

Wagner and J. Smith (1991) assessed facial move-
ments in response to slides with various emotional
qualities when the two co-viewers were either friends
or strangers. For both pleasant and unpleasant slides,
displays with friends provided more information about
the slides’ affective qualities than displays with strang-
ers (as in Hess et al., 1995), suggesting that valence
made no difference to the effects of sociality. However,
Buck, Losow, Murphy, and Costanzo (1992) found that
watching with friends rather than strangers increased
the clarity of facially conveyed pleasantness for sexual
slides but decreased its clarity for unpleasant and un-
usual slides. The authors concluded that spontaneous
expressive responses to slide content can be either fa-
cilitated or inhibited depending on the relationship be-
tween sender and co-viewer.

Buck et al. (1992) contended that these findings
conflict with Fridlund’s (1991a) theory. In fact, the
motive-communication prediction would be that fa-
cial movements should be greater only when the mes-
sages they convey is specifically appropriate to the
addressee. Message appropriateness is a function of
both the recipient’s identity (e.g., as friend or
stranger, man or woman, superior or subordinate) and
message content. In particular, knowledge of how a
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friend might react makes some kinds of message ap-
propriate and others less so. Furthermore, social
motives may be quite different when different emo-
tional stimuli are presented. For example, we may
seek to calibrate our respective positions toward un-
usual or unpleasant objects with strangers whereas
friends’ attitudes are often already clear to us. The
specific manifestation of any of these effects would,
according to Fridlund, be acutely sensitive to context,
making it hard to derive general predictions based
only on information about the addressee and the na-
ture of the emotional stimulus.

Fridlund et al. (1992) used a directed imagery pro-
cedure to generate anger, fear, happiness, and sadness
under conditions of low or high sociality. For example,
a situation imagined in the low sociality—sadness con-
dition was going to bed feeling lonely, and a situation
imagined in the high sociality—fear condition was be-
ing accused of cheating by a professor in the middle of
class. Fridlund et al. found no reliable correlations be-
tween self-reported emotion and EMG activity. Fur-
ther, even after matching for emotional ratings,
sociality influenced facial EMG significantly for all
four emotion categories. However, there were differ-
ences in the direction of the effects across emotions.
Whereas facial movement increased in imagined
high-social occasions for happiness, sadness, and fear,
EMG activity was lower for high-social anger than for
low-social anger. The authors explained this latter find-
ing by speculating that people scowl at themselves as
audience when experiencing anger alone but do not al-
ways display antagonism toward people in social situa-
tions. Whether this account is substantively different
from a display rules interpretation is debatable. An-
other possible explanation is that angry situations are
often inherently social in the first place because anger
tends to involve blaming someone else (e.g., Lazarus,
1991).

Soussignan and Schaal’s (1996) study showed that
the presence of an unfamiliar adult who maintained a
neutral expression reduced children’s facial responses
to unpleasant odors but increased facial responses to
pleasant odors—a pattern of results that seems to cor-
respond to Buck et al.’s (1992) findings in the co-pres-
ent stranger condition. Close analysis suggested that
these odor-induced responses were too flexible and
variable to be simple reflexes, ruling out one of
Fridlund’s potential counter-explanations (see previ-
ous discussion). However, movements may have been
socially oriented even in the alone condition, because
children were working under the experimenter’s in-
struction to provide him with an evaluative rating for
each smell (and had practiced this rating task in front of
the experimenter before being left alone). Further, the
co-present adult may have elicited appeasement mo-
tives because of her impassivity, leading to more
smiles and fewer “disgust” faces. No data were pro-
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vided concerning the impact of social presence on the
odors’ hedonic ratings, leaving open the possibility
that they produced different emotional reactions or so-
cial motives across sociality conditions.

Jakobs, Manstead, and Fischer (2001) found that fa-
cial displays while watching sad films were influenced
by the implicit sociality of the setting, with signifi-
cantly more smiles and a nonsignificant tendency for
more “sadness” displays when a friend rather than a
stranger viewed the same film in a separate room.
Other findings seem more consistent with the impact
of display rules. In particular, “sad” faces were more
common in the alone condition when sociality was ap-
parently at a minimum. One possible conclusion,
therefore, would be that faces may express emotions
on some occasions and communicate social motives on
other occasions (Rodriguez-Mosquera, Manstead, &
Fischer, 2000).

However, as the authors acknowledge, the findings
for sadness might be explained by solitary viewers
imagining an idealized audience to whom they can ad-
dress appeals for comfort during the presentation of
upsetting material. Alternatively, identification with
the movie characters and immersion in the imagined
interpersonal interactions depicted in the clip may have
been easier without the distracting presence of another
person. Because the film segment (from Kramer vs.
Kramer) elicited compassionate rather than specifi-
cally sad responses, this increased level of involvement
may have increased empathic displays toward the
movie’s protagonists. Indeed, the fact that frequency of
“sad” faces was no more strongly correlated with sad-
ness than happiness self-reports tends to undermine an
interpretation purely in terms of emotion expression.

Zaalberg, Manstead, and Fischer (2004) made an-
other attempt to assess potential separate effects of dis-
play rules and social motives. In their study, accompli-
ces of the experimenters told jokes designed to be
funny or unfunny to participants and assessed their so-
cial motives, conformity to display rules, and facial
movements. Funny jokes tended to induce more Du-
chenne smiling (though the effect was not quite signifi-
cant) and were associated with the desire to share
pleasant feelings. Participants who experienced un-
pleasant emotions in response to jokes (e.g., embar-
rassment) showed more non-Duchenne and reported
“prosocial motives” relating to not wanting to offend
the other, wanting to reassure them, and not wanting to
appear disloyal (regardless of whether the joke was in-
tended to be unfunny). Further, differences in smiling
between conditions were apparently mediated by the
associated social motives and display rules.

These results suggest that the expression of genuine
happiness is mediated by a sharing motive, explaining
audience effects on smiling, whereas the camouflaging
of negative emotion is mediated by conformity to in-
hibitory display rules. Whether the former “sharing

motive” would count as a facilitatory display rule re-
mains an open question. Unfortunately, although this
study attempted to manipulate social motives and dis-
play rules by varying joke quality, the supposedly
funny joke did not in fact consistently lead to higher
positive affect that the supposedly unfunny joke. Fur-
ther, non-Duchenne smiles were not confined to condi-
tions in which the unfunny joke was delivered but de-
pended also on which of the experimenters’
accomplices was the joke-teller. In particular, the fe-
male accomplice’s delivery tended to lead to more po-
lite smiling regardless of how funny or unfunny the
joke was designed to be. Because the manipulations
were unsuccessful or confounded, then, the
mediational results essentially depended on
correlational data that provide no definitive evidence
about causal priority. The possibility also arises that
unmeasured person-specific or gender-relevant social
motives explained any effect of emotional content on
facial movement rather than the display rules that were
explicitly assessed.

More generally, “display rules,” “social motives,”
and even “emotions” do not always seem to represent
mutually exclusive categories of phenomena that can
easily be manipulated independent of one another. Fu-
ture studies need to specify more precisely and more
comprehensively what motives and norms are relevant
to the particular interpersonal situations under investi-
gation. As argued earlier, Fridlund’s theory as cur-
rently articulated does not permit exact predictions
about how different social relations might impact on
faces. Of course, such indeterminacy might well be an
accurate reflection of the complexity and variability of
the phenomenon under consideration.

Motive strength. Turning from quality to quan-
tity of emotion, early studies demonstrating sociality
effects made little attempt to manipulate emotion in-
tensity in any systematic way. Thus, their findings do
not rule out codetermination of expression by emotion
and interpersonal context (e.g., Hess et al., 1995; Ro-
driguez-Mosquera et al., 2000). The exception is Kraut
and Johnston’s (1979) research, which found little ef-
fect on smiling of the relative success of bowlers in at-
taining strikes or spares, or of the pleasantness of the
weather in everyday interactions. As noted previously,
however, it is by no means certain that strong happi-
ness was induced in any of the sampled situations.

Fridlund’s (1991b) study held the nature of the hu-
morous film constant across situations varying in
sociality and therefore failed to test for independent ef-
fects of emotion on facial movement. Hess et al.’s
(1995) extended replication used similar procedures
for manipulating sociality but also investigated
whether facial reactions depended on how funny the
film was. The investigators found that both the emo-
tional power of the film and the sociality of the setting
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influenced muscle movements involved in smiling
(orbicularis oculi and zygomatic major). However,
these effects only occurred when the (implicit or ex-
plicit) co-viewer was a friend and not when he or she
was a relative stranger.

Jakobs et al. (1999a) similarly found that smiling
was influenced both by how funny participants found
films and by sociality with a friend as real or imagined
co-viewer. Further, they obtained positive correlations
between smiling and self-reported positive emotion.
The authors argued that these findings present prob-
lems for a motive-communicative account because
emotion intensity was more closely related to smiling
when the viewer was alone and when supposed social
constraints on smiling were at their weakest. However,
it might equally be argued that more humorous films
were more likely to lead to affiliative social motives
and to the imagination of suitable addressees for re-
lated messages (indeed, ratings of “social motives”, in-
cluding imagining talking to another person about the
film afterward, were highest in the alone condition). In
general, it may be that the urge to tell friends about
pleasant events becomes greater as the pleasantness of
these events increases.

Further evidence based on hierarchical regression
analyses showed that there were independent effects of
self-reported emotion and social motives on facial
movements (and that measured social motives failed to
correlate with orbicularis oculi movements). However,
the three questions used to index social motives (about
awareness of the other and anticipation of conversa-
tion) probably did not provide a sufficiently compre-
hensive item pool for thorough assessment of this con-
struct (even assuming that it can be adequately
measured using self-report). The possibility therefore
remains that the emotion items also tapped other un-
measured social motives relating to smile production.

Jakobs, Manstead, and Fischer (1999b) conducted a
further study in which friends or strangers read moder-
ately or highly amusing stories to participants
face-to-face, via telephone, or on an audiotaped re-
cording. As in their other study (Jakobs et al., 1991a),
smiling was influenced both by sociality and degree of
humor. Further, emotion reports and ratings of social
motives varied in complicated ways across experimen-
tal conditions. Again, it is hard to draw definitive con-
clusions based on the mediational analyses given the
limitations of the self-report measures. However, the
fact that there was significantly more smiling in re-
sponse to the funnier story even after controlling for
self-reported positive affect suggests that so-called
emotion intensity effects depend (partly at least) on as-
sociated changes in social motives.

A central problem of interpretation for these studies
arises from the difficulty of teasing apart emotionality
and sociality (e.g., Buck, 1991). On the one hand, in-
creasing the emotional potency of presented material is
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also likely to influence perceived requirements for
communication. On the other hand, introduction of po-
tential audiences, addressees, or targets changes the
nature of the emotional situation as well as social mo-
tives. Without tighter specification of underlying con-
cepts, it may be difficult to arrive at definitive empiri-
cal conclusions about their relative contributions to
facial conduct.

Summary

Evidence presented here demonstrates that the ef-
fects of the real or imagined presence of other people
on facial movement depend on a variety of factors, in-
cluding the relationships among the people on the
scene, what other people are currently doing, the na-
ture of the event prompting the response, and how
strong its impact is on motives or emotions. Under
some conditions, the presence of others resulted in
more pronounced or more frequent facial movements;
under other conditions it resulted in less pronounced or
less frequent facial movements. An obvious conclu-
sion is that facial movements are not always facilitated
by audience availability. However, only the crudest
version of a motive-communication account would
ever have made such a prediction.

Many of the direct and moderated effects of
other-presence are difficult to explain from the per-
spective of an unreconstructed emotion-expression ac-
count. Indeed, Ekman’s theory would require adjust-
ment to explain why sociality seems to impact on
supposedly emotional facial movements (e.g., Du-
chenne smiles) independently of emotionality (e.g.,
Schneider & Josephs, 1991), and why even strong
emotions do not always lead to corresponding facial
expressions unless a suitable audience is present (e.g.,
Fernandez-Dols & Ruiz-Belda, 1995a).

The motive-communication account’s apparent su-
periority in explaining moderated effects partly derives
from the flexibility of its concepts and the fact that no
precise conditions are specified under which facial
movement will be more or less pronounced. Although
there is appropriate acknowledgement that effects de-
pend on the nature of current social motives and their
relation to available addressees, no clear hypotheses
about which particular social motives are relevant to
which particular relational contexts e:e provided.
Without direct predictions about the form that context
dependence will take under different circumstances,
we are left only with plausible post hoc interpretations
requiring independent corroboration.

Recent research (see Fischer, Manstead, &
Zaalberg, 2003, for a review) has introduced measures
of some of the social motives and display rules thought
to be involved in audience facilitation and inhibition.
This testing of mediation using these measures repre-
sents an important development. However, retrospec-
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tive self-reports of social motives and display rules are
unlikely to capture fully the operation of the actual pro-
cesses that operate during interpersonal encounters.
These indexes therefore need to be validated and sup-
plemented using implicit measures and assessments of
facial conduct in other tasks. Manipulations of social
motives and of the salience of display rules (e.g.,
Zaalberg et al., 2004) also represent a promising direc-
tion. However, it may be premature to refine
operationalization of concepts that are not yet fully
specified.

A central problem for Fridlund’s (1994) approach is
that the key concept of social motive is so broadly de-
fined. Taken literally, it seems to include everything
that people are inclined to do (or want others to do) and
to exclude very little of interpersonal life.3 Further ar-
ticulation of the range of possible social motives and
their relevance to particular facial movements and par-
ticular addressees is needed before motive-communi-
cation theory becomes genuinely falsifiable. One use-
ful step would be to clarify relations and distinctions
between social motives and emotions, and it is to this
issue that I now turn.

Distinguishing Emotions
From Social Motives

Fridlund (1994) questioned the value of emotions as
explanations by arguing that they are vaguely defined
internal entities with uncertain implications for action,
much as they were conceived in Darwin’s (1873/1998)
earlier account (see Ekman, 1997; Russell &
Ferndndez-Dols, 1997). In response, some commenta-
tors have contended that social motives are similarly
underspecified subjective conditions (e.g., Ginsburg,
1997; Izard, 1997). However, Fridlund (1994) did not
conceive of social motives as intact mental entities that
are subsequently read out. In his view,

displays are declarations that signify our trajectory in
a given social interaction, that is what we will do in the
current situation, or what we would like the other to
do. And this ‘context’ depends considerably not only
on the structural features of the situation, but on the
succession of interactants’ displays and their re-
sponses to them. (p. 130)

In other words, the meaning of facial movements
emerges from an ongoing and cumulative interactive
context and is not something that necessarily preexists

3A similar criticism might also be applied to emotion-expression
theories that claim that everyone is always experiencing at least
some level of emotion (e.g., lzard, 1977). Here the mo-
tive-communication view might claim the advantage of being poten-
tially able to specify external criteria for the presence of a relevant
social motive. | am grateful to Alan Fridlund for this point.

their emergence. Displayers do not experience a social
motive or behavioral intention that is then released if a
suitable addressee is available; rather, the social motive
is implicit in the displayer’s stance toward the other.
For example, one does not necessarily formulate any
mental intention to attack before an about-to-aggress
display appears on one’s face. Instead, the beginnings
of the action may already be specified as part of the
person’s current relationship with the antagonist.

However, “emotions” too may be susceptible to ex-
actly this kind of reformulation. For example, Dewey’s
(1894) theory presented them not as ineffable subjec-
tive phenomena but rather as part of a process of practi-
cal adjustment to the environment. Similarly, Frijda
(1986) saw emotion as an intrinsically relational pro-
cess, and Parkinson (1995, 2001) specifically empha-
sized its role in social rather than purely instrumental
relations (cf. Campos & K. C. Barrett, 1984). From the
latter perspective, emotion’s purpose is often precisely
to reconfigure interpersonal relationships by commu-
nicating appraisals and their associated implications
for action (Mead, 1934). Thus, there is no need to as-
sume that an intact appraisal activates an emotional
syndrome, including facial movement. Instead, emo-
tion may often emerge bottom-up from the pattern of
ongoing engagement with changing relational de-
mands. If so, facial conduct is simply one possible as-
pect of the process of realigning relationships with
other people and objects that often, though not always,
coalesces into an emotion.

More generally, many psychological definitions of
emotion contain explicit assumptions about their role
as motivational condition or states of action readiness
(e.g., Arnold, 1960; Lazarus, 1991; Roseman, 2001,
Scherer, 2001; C. A. Smith & Lazarus, 1993). Accord-
ing to these approaches, the presence of emotion nec-
essarily changes the probability that a certain kind of
behavior will occur just as a social motive might do
(Frijda, 1995). Such an intrinsic association of emotion
with action also helps to dispel the criticism that emo-
tion expression can provide no survival advantage
(Horstmann, 2003).

In summary, neither social motives nor emotions
should be seen purely as private mental states. Both help
to motivate action and play themselves out in the course
of unfolding transactions. Indeed, many emotions are
precisely forms of social motive, and many social mo-
tives are emotional (see also Frijda, 1995). This appar-
ent overlap between contemporary conceptualizations
implies that researchers should not treat emotions and
social motives as directly competing accounts of facial
movements. Instead, we need to make more precise pre-
dictions about exactly what kinds of social and emo-
tional variables might influence facial movements un-
der different circumstances (Russell et al., 2003).

However, this does not necessarily mean that mo-
tive-communication and emotion-expression explana-
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tions are simply interchangeable versions of an equiva-
lent theory. At least three substantive distinctions are
still important. First, Fridlund’s (1994) emphasis on
communication rather than expression implies that fa-
cial movements are not direct responses to either emo-
tions or social motives but instead depend on the real or
imagined presence of someone to receive their mes-
sage. Evidence demonstrating the audience facilitation
of smiling is largely consistent with this claim, al-
though data relating to other kinds of facial movement
are less definitive. Unless emotions themselves are
seen as means of social influence (e.g., Parkinson,
1996), such findings are problematic for exclusively
emotional accounts of some facial movements (e.g.,
Duchenne smiles). Second, it may be that each distinct
emotion is not uniquely characterized by a single so-
cial motive but by a range of tactical agendas clustering
around a common strategic theme. Assuming that fa-
cial movements reflect tactics rather than strategies,
the same emotion might then be associated with a
range of different facial movements. Although this
proposition is compatible with some of Ekman’s (e.g.,
2001) writings about “emotion families,” it is inconsis-
tent with the interpretation of Duchenne smiles as di-
rect expressions of all forms of enjoyment. Third and
finally, although emotions often imply social motives,
some social motives may be associated with facial
movements are nonemotional. The next section con-
siders this possibility.

Setting Theoretical Parameters

Limits of the Emotion-Expression
Account

If emotions typically involve social motives, this
helps to explain both why emotion-related facial move-
ments are so readily accommodated within a mo-
tive-communication account and why it is so difficult
to manipulate emotion without also affecting social
motives. Despite these problems of devising
unconfounded emotion inductions, clean and
nonemotional manipulations of social motives seem
relatively more feasible. For example, research might
assess the effect of wanting to make or break contact
with another person during routine interactions. In-
deed, Kendon (1967) discussed in detail what facial
signals are used when interrupting someone or when
someone is ready to be interrupted (see also Goodwin,
1980, 1981). However, such facial effects might be
seen as conversational moves outside the reach of emo-
tion-expression theories. Similarly, when bowlers
smile after turning to face their friends (Kraut &
Johnston, 1979), this may reflect politeness rather than
emotion (see previous discussion).
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However, such a defense has costs. It implies that
only a limited subset of facial movements count as
emotion expressions and that other movements such as
emblems, illustrators, and referential expressions re-
quire separate explanatory principles (e.g., Ekman,
1979). Fridlund’s theory, by contrast, has the advan-
tage of parsimony if it can accommodate social and
supposedly emotional movements under a single theo-
retical principle. For example, it readily accounts for
both audience facilitation effects and the impact of
what might otherwise appear to be display rules (e.g.,
Friesen, 1972).

On the other hand, the emotion-expression position
might claim the advantage of precision, based on its
specification of the particular facial movements that
express some specific emotions.* For example, Ekman
(2001) drew fine-grained distinctions between differ-
ent kinds of smiles and attributed emotion-revealing
power to just one of these, the Duchenne smile (AU6 +
AU12). Although these distinctions do not derive from
theory in any systematic way, they can still help to
tighten predictions.

But how well are these predictions supported? Sev-
eral studies have demonstrated that smiles tend to be
more common or more pronounced when levels of hap-
piness are apparently greater (e.g., Ekman et al., 1980;
Ruch, 1995). However, none of these studies shows an
exclusive relation between happiness and the facial
movement claimed to be its unambiguous expression
(Bonanno & Keltner, 2004). In most cases in which rele-
vant data are reported, Duchenne smiles occur in low as
well as high happiness conditions. Forexample, Fox and
Davidson (1988) found that 10-month-old girls showed
more Duchenne smiles when approached by their
mother than by a stranger, but 25% still showed Du-
chenne smiles in the stranger condition. Schneider and
Josephs (1992) actually recorded more rather than fewer
Duchenne smiles after failure than success, showing
that even a probabilistic link with happiness does not al-
ways apply (see also Fernadndez-Dols, Sanchez,
Carrera, & Ruiz-Belda, 1997). Further, Messinger,
Fogel, and Dickson’s (1999) careful observations re-
vealed how Duchenne smiles emerge from non-Du-
chenne smiles over the course of behavioral episodes
and often change back to non-Duchenne smiles after-
ward. The relevant movements seem to be oriented to
the specific demands of an ongoing stream of conduct
rather than to the natural quality of any underlying emo-
tion. Similarly, Fogel et al. (2000) reported that Du-
chenne smiles are only imperfectly associated with par-
ticular varieties of enjoyment.

These data suggest that any correlation between hap-
piness and Duchenne smiling is moderated by a number

4The FACS coding scheme, in fact, permits a relatively wide
range of expressions to indicate some of the emotions that it covers.
Thanks to an anonymous reviewer for this point.
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of variables, including the presence of specific address-
ees. Ekman’s (1998) attributions of authenticity to the
supposedly canonical expressions of basic emotions
therefore seem questionable (e.g., Ferndndez-Dols &
Ruiz-Belda, 1997). In short, happiness does not seem to
be a necessary or sufficient condition for Duchenne
smiling, and Duchenne smiling does not provide con-
clusive evidence that the smiler is happy.

Of course, other unmeasured characteristics of fa-
cial conduct may reveal distinctive features that are ex-
clusively associated with emotion. For example,
Ekman and Friesen (1982) specified four criteria that
distinguish enjoyment smiles in addition to orbicularis
oculi activity (synchronization of AU6 and AU12,
symmetry, smoothness, and brief duration; see also
Frank, Ekman, & Friesen, 1993). More generally,
Ekman (e.g., 1989, 2001) argued plausibly that the
timing of facial movement and its dynamic relation to
ongoing events provide important authenticity cues
(see also Tomkins, 1981). However, there is so far little
evidence that these criteria correlate perfectly with
emotional significance. In short, no research to date
has established that any specific facial movement has
an unambiguously emotional meaning. Thus, no defin-
itive empirical support is yet available for Ekman’s ba-
sic assumption that some facial movements are direct
and spontaneous expressions of emotion.

Although Ekman’s (1972) theory is often precise
about which facial movements are spontaneous expres-
sions of some basic emotions, the emotion-expression
relation is complicated by display rules. About these,
Ekman is less specific. More discussion is needed of
how different kinds of control process may impact on
facial movements in real time. The role of explicit reg-
ulation is only part of this story. More implicit norms
about facial conduct are also implemented in care-
givers’ reactions to infants from the earliest stage of de-
velopment (Saarni, 1990). Children learn when and
how it is appropriate to move their faces in certain
ways long before they are taught any formal display
rules. Furthermore, the ongoing responsivity of others
to our emerging facial movements provides immediate
feedback that shapes the way that they unfold in addi-
tion to any self-regulation.

Limits of the Motive-Communication
Account

Instead of claiming one-to-one correspondence be-
tween particular social motives and corresponding fa-
cial movements, Fridlund (1991a) proposed that the
specific nature of any display depends on the current
social context:

In the behavioral ecology view, instead of there being
six or seven displays of “fundamental emotions” (for
example, anger), there may be one dozen or one hun-

dred “about to aggress” displays. The topography of
an “about to aggress” display may depend on whether
the interactant is dominant or non-dominant,
conspecific or extraspecific, and whether one is de-
fending territory or young, contesting for access to a
female, or retrieving stolen food or property. (p. 30)

Although this may provide an appropriate acknowl-
edgement of the variability and complexity of facial
conduct, it begs the question of precisely what facial
movements are activated by which social motives at
what stages of what kinds of interaction. Further, if the
display system needs to be as context sensitive as im-
plied here, then socialization rather than natural selec-
tion starts sounding like the best way of building it
(Frijda, 1995). For example, it is hard to imagine an in-
nate mechanism that attunes facial movements to cul-
turally specific gender roles as implied by Hecht and
LaFrance’s (1998) study. Although Fridlund does not
deny ontogenetic influences, they are often seen as an
alternative means of ensuring reproductive fitness
rather than exerting conflicting pressures on facial
movements. Ekman’s neurocultural theory, by con-
trast, explicitly attributes different roles to phylogeny
and ontogeny. The truth may lie somewhere between
these extremes, with cultural and biological evolution
sometimes working in parallel but sometimes pushing
in divergent directions.

Despite the apparent comprehensiveness of the mo-
tive-communication view, like the emotion-expression
account, it explicitly excludes facial paralanguage and
reflexes (Fridlund, 1994). The problem arising from any
exclusion, however, is that it partly undermines the the-
ory’s central and most controversial claim that facial
displays are designed only to communicate motives, be-
cause this can now apply to some but not all facial move-
ments, leaving a degree of uncertainty about the func-
tions of excluded instances (see also Frijda, 1995).

One issue here is whether some facial reflexes
might be taken as expressions of emotion. As noted
earlier, Fridlund (1994) dismissed spontaneous and
readable facial responses to odors (e.g., Kraut, 1982)
as nonaffective and therefore irrelevant to either
Ekman’s theory or his own. But the fact that reflexive
withdrawal of sensory organs directly conveys nega-
tive evaluation is sufficient to establish the hedonic rel-
evance of this kind of movements (see also Steiner,
1979). In this regard, Fridlund (1991a, 1994), like
Ekman (1972), is certainly willing to acknowledge the
possibility that some bona fide social-motive displays
derive from more primitive reflexes. If so, the dividing
line between these two categories of facial movement
may begin to seem fuzzier than is often implied.

Setting aside facial reflexes, other facial movements
too may be associated with emotion for reasons ini-
tially unrelated to their communicative value (Frijda,
1995). For example, Frijda and Tcherkassof (1997) ar-
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gued that faces often perform actions that directly alter
an individual’s relation to the environment rather than
showing others what that relation might be. Examples
are orientational movements of sensory organs, lean-
ing forward as part of approach or away as part of with-
drawal, and the “intention movements” that directly
prepare for future actions. Similarly, Dewey (1894) ar-
gued that Darwin’s (1872/1998) so-called expressions
often served direct functions as part of the process of
adjusting to the environment. If these movements
emerge as part of emotional processes independent of
any display function, they seem beyond the scope of
Fridlund’s (1994) analysis.

Even facial movements that do serve communica-
tive purposes may simultaneously function as more di-
rectly relational activity. As Fridlund (1994) acknowl-
edged, motive-communicating faces typically derive
signal value from their prior practical effects in sur-
vival- or reproduction-relevant encounters. Our ances-
tors did not fortuitously bare a tooth when another hu-
man crossed their turf; instead, they bared it as a
preparatory movement in establishing an aggressive
posture. Similarly, the other human did not just happen
to notice the tooth-baring “signal” but rather was sensi-
tive to it because of its recognized role as part of the
same preparatory movement. In this case, tooth-baring
certainly communicates a motive, but it is one that is
already bound up with emotionally relevant transac-
tions with the social environment. Of course, Fridlund
might argue, like Darwin (1872/1998), that the original
functions of these movements have become irrelevant
and that they are now purely ritualized displays. How-
ever, many so-called displays continue to serve practi-
cal purposes in the contemporary context (e.g.,
eye-widening as both signal and implementation of vi-
sual attention). Further, to preserve their communica-
tive functions, displays may need to maintain connec-
tions to the practical actions for which they come to
stand (Mead, 1934).

If part of the function of some emotion-connoting
faces is practical rather than communicative, these fa-
cial movements may be less sensitive to audiences than
the motive-communication account suggests. In partic-
ular, facial movements that perform direct function
(action preparation, perceptual alignment) should oc-
cur regardless of whether someone is watching. On the
other hand, facial movements that have evolved en-
tirely for communicative purposes should be intrinsi-
cally sensitive to interpersonal context. Such an ac-
count may help to explain why smiles in particular
seem most susceptible to audience effects. Because
smiling apparently serves no direct practical function
apart from its effect on other people, and has plausibly
evolved to be perceptually distinctive (Ekman &
Hager, 1979), then we would expect this display to be
particularly attuned to the presence of potential receiv-
ers. More generally, different kinds of facial move-
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ments may be more audience-sensitive than others, de-
pending on whether they carry noncommunicative
practical functions. Future research should develop
more specific hypotheses about which facial move-
ments are sensitive to audience effects under which cir-
cumstances. It seems unlikely that an all-purpose the-
ory that explains all kinds of facial movements using a
single principle will ever be viable (Russell et al.,
2003).

In sum, Fridlund’s (1994) claim that faces commu-
nicate motives rather than express emotions seems
overstretched for two reasons. First, some of the facial
movements excluded from the theory may be associ-
ated with emotions at some level. Second and more
crucially, faces that do specifically communicate often
only become communicative because they also per-
form practical functions that may also be emotional
functions. In Frijda’s (1986) terms, facial movements
arise as part of action readiness states that are often al-
ready intrinsically emotional. Alternatively, emotions
may sometimes emerge from relational alignments that
include facial movements (Dewey, 1895; Parkinson,
2001; Sorce et al., 1985). Finally, because motive com-
munication seems to cover a variety of ill-defined func-
tions, it becomes hard to determine whether emotion
expression lies wholly outside its boundaries.

It is also worth noting that there certainly are con-
ventional facial movements that are used to represent
emotions in many Western societies (Horstmann,
2003). Indeed, the emotional meanings of canonical
expressions are routinely taught in early schooling and
reinforced by appropriate pictures in storybooks and
children’s movies. All of us quickly learn to convey
emotion-relevant meanings by pulling appropriate
faces, and this skill becomes close to automatic. In ac-
cordance with Ekman’s theory, it does not strain credu-
lity to suppose that these faces are sometimes used to
cover up displays that carry unwanted emotional con-
notations because of their association with either affect
or social motive.

Summary

The emotion-expression account explicitly restricts
itself to explaining a small subset of facial movements
and makes relatively precise predictions about the cir-
cumstances under which some of these movements
should occur. Some of these predictions have turned
out to be false. An area requiring further specification
concerns the operation of display rules and control pro-
cesses more generally. In particular, more attention
needs to be given to when and how children learn to
regulate their facial conduct and how interpersonal
feedback modulates facial movement in real time. One
implication may be that the specific operation of dis-
play rules can be clarified by reference to the more
general impact of social motives.
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The only facial movements explicitly excluded
from the motive-communication account are facial re-
flexes and certain aspects of paralanguage. Otherwise
its limits are wider and less clearly demarcated. This
greater inclusiveness comes at the cost of precision.
Although context-dependence of facial movements is a
central principle of the model, exactly what contexts
will activate which facial movements remains unclear.
More generally, the concept of social motive requires
further articulation, and the relevance of specific social
motives to particular kinds of interaction needs to be
clarified. A systematic classification of social motives
will allow a better appreciation of their areas of overlap
with emotions.

Neither theory is intended to be entirely compre-
hensive. Indeed, despite their obvious disagreements
elsewhere, practically all contemporary researchers
agree that some facial movements are neither emo-
tional nor related to social motives (e.g., sneezes). Be-
cause the emotion-expression view acknowledges that
faces do things other than express emotions and the
motive-communication view acknowledges that faces
do things other than communicate motives, their dis-
agreement concerns only subsets of the category of fa-
cial movements. Fridlund (1994) argued that the few
facial movements that are usually seen as emotion ex-
pressions are actually part of a larger set of movements
that subserve the display of social motives. Further, he
expressed doubt that any movement in this latter cate-
gory directly and inevitably expresses emotion. Cur-
rently available evidence is consistent with this spe-
cific claim. When we are experiencing any particular
emotion, a variety of different things may show on our
faces even when display rules appear inapplicable and
the influence of contrasting emotions seems implausi-
ble (e.g., Fernandez-Dols & Ruiz-Belda, 1995). Corre-
spondingly, some emotion-connoting faces also occur
independently of the emotion itself (e.g., Schneider &
Josephs, 1991). Given these facts, it is hard to maintain
that these particular facial movements either map
one-to-one onto emotions or carry intrinsic emotional
meaning. Emotions are neither necessary nor sufficient
conditions for many of the facial movements often
considered to be their expressions (Russell &
Fernandez-Dols, 1997).

However, this does not mean that no facial move-
ments are ever emotion expressions. By excluding
some classes of facial movement, Fridlund’s (1994)
theory leaves open the possibility that there are faces
that are, or can become, linked with emotional pro-
cesses unrelated to social motives. Further, because the
communicative value of specific ritualized facial
movements often derives from their prior practical
functions, faces that communicate may also serve
other functions simultaneously. Abstraction of a pure
communicative or expressive function for any move-
ment denies important aspects of its phylogenetic and

ontogenetic history. To the extent that facial move-
ments continue to be sensitive to their more direct
practical context, there is no need to assume that they
are always audience sensitive, too.

Fridlund (1999) presented his theory as if it were in
direct opposition to Ekman’s (1972) by emphasizing
communicative action addressed to others, rather than
expressive symptoms of internal signals. However,
these distinctions may be drawn too sharply. First,
Fridlund acknowledged that facial displays never just
communicate but always communicate some particu-
lar message (see also Hess et al., 1995). In Fridlund’s
terms, this message relates to social motives, but at
least some of these social motives seem coterminous
with emotions. Second, Fridlund acknowledged that
not all facial movements are displays. The distinctive
aspects of his theory, like Ekman’s, relate specifically
to a delimited subset of facial movements whose pre-
cise boundaries are difficult to establish. If many facial
movements have mixed origins, serve different pur-
poses, and are not purely about either social motives or
emotions, the inclusiveness of both theories becomes
questionable.

What do Facial Movements Really
Mean?

Different theorists have attributed a wide range of
meanings to facial movements, including basic emo-
tions (e.g., Ekman, 1972), dimensions of affect (e.g.,
Russell, 1997; Woodworth & Schlosberg, 1954), com-
ponents of emotion (e.g., Ortony & Turner, 1990), ap-
praisals (e.g., Scherer, 1992; C. A. Smith & Scott,
1997), action tendencies (e.g., Frijda, 1986), situa-
tional trajectories (e.g., Ferndndez-Dols, 1999), social
motives (e.g., Fridlund, 1994), devices for conversa-
tional management (e.g., Kendon, 1967), indications
of direction of attention (e.g., Rutter, 1987), and so on.
Which of them is right, and what is the true meaning of
facial conduct? In one sense, all of them may be. Facial
movements are clearly capable of providing informa-
tion relevant to each of these variables.

Even when we turn from the variety of inferences
that may be drawn from faces to their intrinsic mean-
ing, no single process can explain their movements
across all circumstances (see also Russell et al., 2003).
Faces are used in so many ways during social interac-
tion that any essence to their communicative function
is hard to distil. It may be that many facial movements
have their origins in various practical actions, but that
does not necessarily mean that evoluﬁon, culture, or
some combination of the two have not coopted them
for other uses, so that their action relevance loses its
centrality.

Theorists have tried to get around these complexi-
ties by restricting their account to specific types of fa-
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cial movements or positions. For example, Ekman
(1972) claimed that spontaneous expressions directly
reflect basic emotions but deliberate movements do so
less directly, if at all. However, no independently iden-
tifiable facial pattern seems to uniquely specify the un-
adulterated expression of emotion. Further, even if a
hard and fast distinction could be drawn between spon-
taneous and deliberate movements, some deliberate
faces would still correspond to emotions, and some
spontaneous faces would remain nonemotional.

A possible way forward is to abandon the assump-
tion that faces have any essential meaning that applies
without reference to the context of their use. Words too
are constrained by the anatomy of available muscles
and biological capacities for vocalization, but few
would argue that they carry nonarbitrary signification.
As Harré and Gillett (1994) wrote: '

What are the functions of emotion feelings and dis-
plays in the episodes of everyday life? The answer ...
is to treat these feelings and displays as being psycho-
logically equivalent to statements. Primitive biologi-
cal reactions to situations provide the basis of a kind of
“vocabulary” of sign forms, in much the way that our
nervous system and musculature offer us the where-
withal for making articulated sounds. But the point of
giving a speech, say, outlining a program of tax cuts, is
not susceptible to a biological explanation. It is a situ-
ated contribution to a discourse and depends for its ef-
fectiveness not only on the use of shared language but
on a certain common background of knowledge and
belief. (pp. 145-146)

In this view, the proper way of understanding facial
conduct is to consider what it is intended to achieve in
an ongoing interaction. Rather than attributing a spe-
cific abstract meaning to any particular facial move-
ment, each one might operate indexically with refer-
ence to the current intersubjective context.

However, the analogy between facial positions and
words can be overstretched (cf. Mead, 1934). Although
it makes sense to analyze an ongoing conversation of
gestures with respect to the interpersonal functions and
effects of each particular move, it would be a mistake
to conclude that all facial conduct has an explicitly rhe-
torical purpose. Sometimes faces move as a conse-
quence of less articulated processes. Just as the effect
of a facial movement does not exclusively depend on
its meaning, the mechanisms underlying its production
are not sited solely and squarely in the realm of conver-
sational pragmatics.

Does the apparent diversity of possible facial mean-
ings and functions imply that their association with
emotions is too weak and contingent to be worthy of
theoretical interest? The answer partly depends on how
emotion is formulated. Because of their apparent sensi-
tivity to social context, it is certainly hard to see facial
movements as direct expressions of subjective affect
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(e.g., Fridlund, 1994; cf. Darwin, 1872/1998). How-
ever, they may be more intrinsically involved in the
dynamic multilevel processes of adjustment to the
practical and social environment that constitute emo-
tions in many contemporary accounts (e.g., Frijda,
1986; Lazarus, 1991; Scherer, 2001).

In my view, facial movements can perform many
communicative and pragmatic functions that are cen-
tral to emotional processes. First, they may be in-
volved in the application of sensory attention to ob-
jects (including people) and in conveying information
about its direction and intensity to relevant others.
Both of these may also be emotional functions (e.g.,
C. A. Smith & Lazarus, 1993). Second, evaluation
may be communicated by the persistence and inten-
sity of functionally relevant approach or withdrawal
movements toward objects. Third, more specific rela-
tional modes may be specified by the characteristics
of facial orientations, carrying appraisal implications
(Frijda & Tcherkassof, 1997; C. A. Smith & Scott,
1997). For example, the combination of visual atten-
tion toward a specific object and withdrawal move-
ments away from it implies that the object is per-
ceived as a threat. If the object is another person, then
this signals an intrinsic social motive. However, if the
object is nonsocial, then another person’s reaction to
the facial movement may help to constitute and refine
the appraisal and associated emotion (social referenc-
ing; Sorce et al., 1985). In either case, regulation of
specific person—object and person—person relations
may be achieved partly via the medium of facial
movement in emotional situations (cf. Campos & K.
C. Barrett, 1984). However, it may also be achieved
by other means.

Facial communication carries two advantages that
make it particularly suitable for some emotional pur-
poses. First, unlike verbal language, which is subject to
turn-taking conventions, facial movements can provide
a continuous stream of action and information that is
attuned (or disattuned) to corresponding streams gen-
erated by other people. For this reason, they can re-
spond to, and affect, others’ relational positions on a
moment-by-moment basis. One implication is that
there needs to be more study of dynamic facial move-
ments rather than static facial positions or configura-
tions (Russell et al., 2003). Second, the connection be-
tween faces and some of the actions that they perform
is less arbitrary and more direct than that between ver-
bal signifiers and their referential objects. For exam-
ple, it is difficult to pretend to look at, listen to, or smell
something without actually taking in the relevant sen-
sory information. This latter fact partly explains why
some facial movements are so compelling as indicators
of another’s developing attentional and evaluative
stance toward something. Indeed, if someone else is
looking intently in a certain direction, our immediate
impulse is usually to look there too.
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Not only can other people directly pick up some-
one’s changing orientation toward, and evaluation of,
objects from his or her facial movements, but people
can also use (deliberately or otherwise) these same
movements to influence other people’s attention and
appraisal online. To the extent that emotion may be
seen as a dynamic process of aligning relations be-
tween persons and objects (e.g., Parkinson, 1995),
then, nonverbal moves of this kind are often likely to be
implicated in its real-time development.

None of this implies that faces always correspond
with current emotion. First, not all attentional,
evaluative, or action-oriented movements are emo-
tional in quality. Second, the objects of appraisal are
not always physical objects to which attention can be
explicitly and visibly allocated (e.g., anger about a re-
membered insult). However, the fact that our earliest
emotional encounters in life are with perceptually
available others, objects, or both means that the emo-
tional significance of attentional and evaluative facial
movements is likely to be universally learned, even if it
is not already specified innately. Because of their in-
trinsic links with practical and communicative activi-
ties under specific circumstances, facial movements
readily acquire consistent conventional meanings.

This article has argued that there is no set of facial
movements whose sole and central purpose is to ex-
press emotions. Correspondingly, it would be
overrestrictive to argue that an overlapping set of facial
movements is designed purely to display social mo-
tives. Faces perform a range of different functions si-
multaneously during interpersonal interaction, and the
task of research should be to understand how these
functions relate to or conflict with one another and how
the processes underlying their production may be spec-
ified. Pivotal to this task is the appreciation that facial
conduct is not simply a one-way process of meaning
transmission but rather involves an ongoing adjust-
ment to complementary or competing streams of facial
movement from others. Although emotion often guides
(e.g., Lazarus, 1991) or emerges from this process
(e.g., Dewey, 1895; Parkinson, 2001), its communica-
tive and practical functions may also be served by other
means.

Conclusions

This article has argued that the dependence of facial
movement on emotion is less straightforward than im-
plied by an unreconstructed expression account. Emo-
tion does not seem to be a sufficient condition for many
of the facial movements that are seen to be its sponta-
neous expression. When experiencing emotions alone,
people do not always make emotional facial move-
ments even though there is no evidence of active inhi-
bition and no one observing whose presence might in-

voke display rules. Further, many apparently emo-
tional movements are independently influenced by
sociality. Finally, no single facial movement seems to
serve as an unambiguous indication of emotion. Al-
though the motive-communication account is capable
of accommodating these findings, it does not provide
precise predictions about which facial movements
should be activated by which social motives in which
kinds of interpersonal interactions. The social context
impacts on facial conduct in ways that are not reduc-
ible to simple audience effects. An important task for
social psychology is therefore to articulate the princi-
ples underlying the interpersonal modulation of facial
movement by reference to their relational basis in
real-time dynamic interactions between people. Cur-
rent concepts of social motives or display rules are un-
likely to be specific enough to take us very far with this
enterprise.

One of the attractions of Fridlund’s theory is that it
purports to explain a wide range of facial movements
using a single principle. Unfortunately, this conceptual
purism has limits. For example, differences between
deliberate and automatic movements need to be better
specified and explained. However, Ekman’s assump-
tion that spontaneous expressions reflect emotions
whereas controlled facial movements reflect display
rules and other nonemotional processes is also prob-
lematic. Indeed, many cultural conventions about ap-
propriate facial movements may be overlearned, auto-
matic, or implicit. What we feel as well as how we
control what we feel usually depends on a combination
of processes at different levels, some of which involve
emotion and some of which do not. The task for social
psychology is to uncover these processes and their in-
teractions. To achieve this, we need to make tighter
predictions and operationalize concepts more pre-
cisely. No longer is it sufficient to demonstrate that au-
diences facilitate or inhibit facial movements under
loosely specified circumstances. Rather we should fo-
cus on the real-time development of facial movements
in relation to emerging appraisals, emotions, and oth-
ers’ unfolding responses to them.
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