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ABSTRACT 

Callous-Unemotional (CU) traits have been found to be useful in identifying youth who 

display more stable, severe and aggressive behavior and who are at increased risk for early-onset 

delinquency and later antisocial and delinquent behavior (Frick & Dickens, 2006; Frick & White, 

2008). Some studies devoted to understanding how youth with CU traits perceive emotional 

stimuli have found that youth with these traits have deficits in processing fear and distress in 

others (Frick and White, 2008). However, there is a paucity of research examining the detailed 

emotional experiences of youth with CU traits. Thus, the current study aimed to provide a richer 

understanding of the emotional experiences and perceptions of juvenile delinquents with high 

CU traits by examining how their emotional reactions and experiences may differ from those 

with low CU traits. Qualitative and quantitative data analyses were conducted to achieve these 

aims. It was found that a lower proportion of high CU youth, as compared to low CU youth, 

were able to identify the scared emotion of the photographed individual. No differences were 

found between groups on their ability to cite an experience for each emotion, or in their 

perceived emotional intensity for their experiences. High CU youth were more likely to make 

plans to evoke negative emotions in others for self-enhancement or to reach a specific goal, more 

so than low CU participants.  A higher number of high CU youth reported that they found 

emotions hard to express, but perceived anger as easy to express, compared to low CU youth. 

High CU youth also controlled their fear to a greater extent compared to low CU youth. These 

findings are important as they shed new light on the relation between CU traits and emotion, and 

suggest that detained adolescents with CU traits may experience emotions such as guilt and fear, 

but they may prefer to contain their negative emotions from others. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Emotions exist because of their importance to survival, communication and problem 

solving (Frijda, 1986; Izard, 1991; Tomkins 1983). Specifically, emotions tell people if things 

are going their way and organize people to respond rapidly to situations in an attempt to make 

sure things do go their way (Greenberg, 2002). In Greenberg’s words (2002, p. 11), “in fear, 

people shrink back; in interest, they open up; in anger, they puff up; and in sadness, they close 

down”. Emotions also help people make sense of their experiences. Sadness is about loss, anger 

is about goal frustration or unfairness, and fear is about threat (Greenberg, 2002). Further, it is 

only when one is sensitive to one’s feelings can one go a step further in recognizing others’ 

feelings and empathizing with others’ experiences (Greenberg, 2002).  Given how emotions are 

such an essential part of being human, it is no wonder that Cleckley (1976, p.371), whose 

description of psychopathy has been widely used to develop assessment tools for psychopathy, 

considered that the fundamental factor in psychopathy is “an inability to participate in, or 

understand the emotional aspects of humanity” (Hare & Neumann, 2008). 

Psychopathy has been conceptualized by different researchers to be comprised of three or 

four factors (Cooke & Michie, 2001; Hare, 2003; Hare & Neumann, 2008). The Psychopathy 

Checklist-Revised (PCL-R) was developed by Hare to assess psychopathy and more recently, 

factor analytic studies have yielded four factors: Interpersonal (e.g., glibness/superficial charm, 

grandiose sense of self-worth, conning/manipulative), Affective (e.g., lack of remorse, shallow
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affect), Lifestyle (e.g., need for stimulation, parasitic lifestyle, impulsivity) and Antisocial (e.g., 

poor behavioral controls, early behavioral problems) (Hare, 2003; Hare & Neumann, 2008). 

Other researchers, such as Cooke and Michie (2001), found that a three factor model best 

captures psychopathy. Their three factor model is comprised of an arrogant and deceitful 

interpersonal style factor, a deficient affective experience factor, and an impulsive and 

irresponsible behavioral style factor. These authors theorize that antisocial behavior is a 

consequence of the psychopathic personality rather than a component of the syndrome. Frick, 

Bodin and Barry (2000), further derived a three-factor solution that comprised of Narcissism, 

Callous-Unemotional and Impulsivity from the Antisocial Process Screening Device (APSD), a 

measure developed to map onto the PCL-R conceptualization of psychopathy, and later adapted 

to become a self-report measure of psychopathy in children and adolescents.  The APSD has 

only one antisocial item, so it is not that surprising that the APSD does not yield an antisocial 

factor. Despite some disagreements about the structure of psychopathy, most researchers agree 

that there is an arrogant and deceitful factor, a deficient affect factor and an impulsivity factor. 

The deficient affect factor –referred to as callous unemotional traits in youth – is thought to be 

central to psychopathy.  

The present study focuses on the emotional experiences of youth with callous-

unemotional (CU) traits. Given that CU traits have been conceptualized to be comprised of a lack 

of empathy, a lack of guilt and poverty in emotional reactions (Andershed, Kerr, Stattin & 

Lavander, 2002; Kimonis et al., 2008), this factor would seem to relate to a large extent to one’s 

emotional experiences. Further, CU traits have been found to either co-occur with, or predict, 

serious antisocial and aggressive behavior in youth (Frick & Dickens, 2006). Kruh, Frick, and 

Clements (2005) found that high scores on the CU dimension predicted a pattern of violence that 
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included more premeditated, instrumental or sadistic violence, repeated violence against the 

same victim, and violence that resulted in more serious victim injuries. Besides being useful in 

identifying a more severe and aggressive subgroup of antisocial youth, CU traits also identified 

youth who show a more stable pattern of aggressive behavior and youth who are at increased risk 

for early-onset delinquency and later antisocial and delinquent behavior (Frick & White, 2008). 

CU traits have also been shown to enhance the positive prediction of antisocial outcomes (e.g., 

general delinquency, juvenile and adult arrests) with a very low false-positive rate (McMahon et. 

al., 2010).  

 Due to the importance of CU traits in predicting negative outcomes, research devoted to 

understanding how youth with CU traits perceive emotional stimuli has been conducted. For 

example, Frick and White (2008) reviewed studies which found that deficits in the processing of 

negative emotional stimuli, more specifically, to signs of fear and distress in others, is found in 

youth with CU traits. However, there is a paucity of research examining the emotional 

experiences of youth with CU traits and their perceptions of their own emotions. A review of the 

research that relates psychopathic traits and CU traits to emotional experiences are described 

below. 

CU Traits and Emotional Experience 

Using a laboratory procedure termed the Empathy Continuum (EC) (Strayer, 1993), 

Robinson, Roberts, Strayer and Koopman (2007) interviewed young offenders on their reactions 

to videotaped stimulus materials presenting people in emotionally evocative interactions. These 

materials were selected through gathering pilot feedback, to ensure that they would engage those 

in the young offender and community groups and displayed a range of emotions. It was found 

that incarcerated young offenders described their emotional responses to the characters in the 
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videotapes as less intense compared to a comparative sample of community youths. Though the 

responses of the young offender sample were generally rated to be less empathic compared to the 

comparative sample, suggesting that they are less likely to experience empathic arousal linked to 

distress in others (Blair, 1999), the young offenders were not specifically assessed for CU traits 

or psychopathy more broadly.  

More recent research by Marsh et al. (2011) examined youth’s subjective emotional 

experiences during five emotionally evocative life events (i.e., situations in which they 

experienced anger, disgust, fear, happiness, and sadness), and found that youth who are high in 

general psychopathic traits reported a lower intensity of fear and fewer physiological sensations 

(e.g., breathing changes, heart beating faster) during their own fear experiences and experienced 

fear less often compared to youth in the control group.  

There exist theories and research regarding the emotional experiences of psychopaths in 

general. On the one hand, Cleckley (1976) seems to suggest an absolute absence of nervousness 

and an inability to experience anxiety in his psychopathic patients. On the other hand, early 

influential clinicians such as Arieti (1967) and Karpman (1961) argued that psychopaths are able 

to experience anxiety, but as a “proto-emotion,” which is a superficial, short-lived reaction to 

immediate needs, frustrations, threats, concerns, and discomforts (Hare & Neumann, 2008), 

rather than the kind of ruminative worry about future consequences that characterizes anxiety 

(Arieti, 1963). Similarly, Greenwald (1974) and McWilliams (1994) purported that psychopathic 

individuals do feel anxiety, but that they act out so fast to relieve themselves of the toxic feeling 

that it is hard to observe. In the review of research on the fear experiences of psychopaths 

(Steuerwald & Kosson, 2000), there has been inconsistent findings. While some research (e.g., 

Patrick, 1996) found that psychopathic individuals display smaller increase in blink magnitudes 



5 
 

while viewing slides depicting threat compared to non-psychopathic individuals, other research 

(e.g., Patterson, 1991) found no differences between psychopaths and non-psychopaths in their 

fear responses (i.e., facial expression, heart rate, skin conductance, electrocortical response or 

self-reported anxiety of fear) to video clips designed to induce fear and anxiety.  

With reference to the experience of anger, a psychopath described in Meloy (2007, p.7) 

shared this: “When I’ve had to defend myself, I become more calm and relaxed in a fight. My 

strategy is to antagonize them. I don’t have anger, I get them angry. I take emotions away from 

myself to handle things cooler. It’s not me being angry. I smile and laugh during the whole damn 

fight.” This seems to indicate all three CU traits: shallow affect, lack of empathy, lack of guilt, 

and a reflection of Cleckley’s (1976) view that psychopaths do not experience genuine anger 

(Steuerwald & Kosson, 2000).  However, McCord and McCord (1964) have argued that 

psychopathic individuals do experience anger from everyday frustrations, and some have argued 

that psychopaths are easily angered when faced with embarrassment (Millon, 1981), criticism 

(Yochelson & Samenow, 1976) or real or imagined threats to feelings of specialness and 

entitlement (Meloy, 1988). Research by Steuerwald (1996) further found that participants with 

psychopathic traits showed the same level of anger responsiveness (in terms of blood pressure, 

pulse, self-reported anger and retaliation toward a confederate) toward an anger induction in the 

study, compared to non-psychopathic individuals. However, there were fewer emotional 

expressions of anger in the psychopathic group compared to the non-psychopathic group, which 

could indicate that psychopaths may experience anger just like anyone else; however, with the 

apparent lack of emotional expression, they may give others the impression that they do not get 

angry.   
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With regard to the experience of sadness, most clinicians and theorists have argued that 

psychopaths are capable of experiencing transient and shallow moods of self-pity, but not 

sustained sadness and depression (Steuerwald & Kosson, 2000). Similarly, it has been proposed 

that psychopaths experience brief periods of excitement and pleasure from their engagement in 

risk-taking and sensation-seeking behaviors, or through the successful manipulation and 

deception of others (Meloy, 1988), but are unable to experience sustained happiness (Steuerwald 

& Kosson, 2000). In contrast, research by Patterson (1991) and Forth (1992) found that there 

were no differences between psychopathic and non-psychopathic individuals in their sad and 

happy responses to film clips.  

Other specific studies of emotion have examined the relation between psychopathy and 

shame as well as other pertinent variables. Holmqvist (2008) found that boys at juvenile 

delinquency homes with higher overall ratings on psychopathy and on the impulsivity/conduct 

problems dimension on the Psychopathy Checklist-Screening Version (PCL-SV; Hart, Cox & 

Hare, 1995) displayed less awareness of shame and were less able to articulate the experience of 

shame. However, such a relationship was not found between CU ratings (derived from the 

Interpersonal/Affective dimension on the PCL-SV) and the ability to be conscious of the emotion 

of shame.  

Shame may be important because of its links to self-esteem (Tangney, Burggraf, & 

Wagner, 1995; Yelsma, Brown, Elison, 2002) as well as anger and aggression (Tangney & 

Dearing, 2002). Specifically, although not well studied, a threatened egotism whereby there is a 

gap between one’s more favorable appraisal of oneself and a less favorable appraisal by someone 

else can lead to violence (Baumeister, 1997). Given that shame often accompanies the 

experiences that impede self-esteem, it can be conceptualized as an affective component of self-
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esteem (Yelsma, Brown, Elison, 2002). Further, psychopathic traits have been linked to 

externalized shame coping styles (e.g., Attack Others which involves outward-directed anger and 

blame) (Campbell & Elison, 2005).  

McWilliams (1994) further purported that one of the primary defense mechanism of 

psychopathic individuals is omnipotent control, whereby one has the belief that one is in control 

of the world. Thus, for psychopathic individuals, the need to exert power takes precedence over 

all other aims. Taken together, the research on emotion shows that psychopathic individuals may 

be less aware of complex emotions such as shame and guilt, experience emotions for a shorter 

duration and control others by producing emotions in others (e.g., making others sad or angry). 

 Despite their tendency to manipulate emotions in others, some research has shown that 

individuals with psychopathic traits possess certain emotional deficits. Specifically, psychopathic 

individuals have found it harder than controls to recognize emotions (Blair et al., 2004; Blair, 

Colledge, Murray & Mitchell, 2001; Stevens, Charman and Blair, 2001). 

In addition, some research has found a link between experiential avoidance (i.e., the 

phenomenon that occurs when a person is unwilling to experience certain bodily sensations and 

emotions, and takes steps to change the form or frequency of these experiences, or the situations 

which would give rise to such experiences) (Hayes et al., 2004) and fear of emotions (Sauer & 

Baer, 2009) with higher levels of psychopathology. For example, the fear of emotions has been 

associated with coping strategies such as thought suppression, which is linked to symptoms of 

Borderline Personality Disorder (BPD) (Sauer & Baer, 2009). Further, there is some research and 

theory to suggest that emotional deficits may be associated with invalidating childhood 

environments, which largely stem from negative parenting practices. Research on invalidating 

childhood environments has been conducted based on items from the Invalidating Childhood 
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Environment Scale (ICES) (Mountford, Corstorphine, Tomlinson &Waller, 2007), which was 

developed from clinical experience and from previous clinical descriptions (Linehan, 1993). The 

eight themes in the ICES that are characteristic of an invalidating childhood environment are: 

ignore thoughts and judgments; ignore emotions; negate thoughts and judgments; negate 

emotions; over-react to emotions; overestimate problem solving; over-react to thoughts and 

judgments; and oversimplify problems. Clinicians such as Greenberg (2002, p.37) have 

expressed how “invalidation of a person’s most basic feelings is one of the most psychologically 

damaging things one person can do to another”, and research findings associating parental 

invalidation to higher number of psychological symptoms  support this (Haslam, Mountford, 

Meyer &Waller, 2008; Sturrock, Francis & Carr, 2009). Thus, it is of interest to explore if 

participants who have experienced an invalidating childhood environment may more likely avoid 

certain emotions and if youth with CU traits may avoid certain negative emotions and thus 

appear callous and unemotional. 

Though there is research on the emotional experiences of psychopaths in general, it is 

fairly limited overall and there is a gap in the literature on the emotional experiences of 

psychopaths with callous-unemotional traits. This gap is especially glaring given that very few 

studies have actually asked psychopathic individuals about their emotions. Moreover, as the 

psychopathy construct is heterogeneous, it could be argued that specific factors such as the 

affective factor will largely impact one’s emotional reactions. Further, as mentioned, previous 

research examining the emotional reactions of psychopathic individuals has used indirect 

methods such as the use of slides or video clips to induce and compare the emotional responses 

of psychopathic and non-psychopathic individuals. Though such methods could help to assess 

the emotional reactions of participants at that moment in time, it is unlikely that their emotional 
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reactions are representative of their prototypical emotional experiences in the aspects of intensity 

and duration, given the specificity of the task and the controlled laboratory environment. Thus, 

the time is ripe for a study that focuses on a detailed investigation of psychopathic individuals’ 

emotional experiences.  

Designing a research study with both qualitative and quantitative aspects (i.e., a mixed 

method approach) would allow for a richer understanding of individuals’ emotional experiences.  

Because of the importance of this topic, a mixed methods approach was chosen for the current 

research because it is believed that having both quantitative ratings of aspects of one’s emotional 

experiences and examining the themes from the qualitative responses will provide a more 

comprehensive and complete understanding of the emotional experiences of CU youth.  

The Current Study 

The current study aimed to compare the emotional experiences of juvenile delinquents 

with high versus low callous-unemotional traits. A semi-structured interview consisting of a 

range of questions tailored to examine, in detail, the emotional experiences of adolescents with 

CU traits was specifically designed for the present study. 

It is hypothesized that if the emotional experiences of individuals with high CU traits are 

examined specifically, that their intensity and duration of emotional experiences will be less 

compared to those with low CU traits, given that they often exhibit poverty in emotional 

reactions. In addition, this poverty in emotional reactions was hypothesized to be observed in 

high CU participants’ difficulty in narrating spontaneously at least “three things” (cued for in the 

interview) about their thoughts and feelings for their emotional experiences with or without 

further prompting by the interviewer, as well as in the lower frequencies in which they describe 

their emotions and physiological reactions during those emotional experiences. It was also 
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expected that youth high in CU traits will attempt to produce emotions in others. Specifically, 

participants with high CU traits, seeing the importance of being in control, would more likely be 

manipulative in evoking emotions in others. Further, it was expected that youth high in CU traits 

will be less able to cite guilt and shame experiences, compared to youth low in CU traits. Finally, 

it was expected that youths high in CU traits will be less able to recognize emotions in others 

compared to youth with low CU traits.  

Specific Hypotheses 

Differences in the emotional experiences and perceptions of participants with high CU 

traits compared to those with low CU traits are delineated in the following specific hypotheses: 

H1) For individuals with high CU traits, the quantitative ratings of their emotional experiences in 

the forms of feelings, thoughts and bodily sensations will be lower, compared to those with low 

CU traits.  

H2)  Participants with high CU traits will find it more difficult to describe at least three aspects 

of their emotional experiences, even with prompting, compared to those with low CU traits. The 

qualitative responses of individuals with higher CU traits will also reflect a lower frequency of 

content relating to feelings and bodily sensations, for all emotions.  

H3) Participants with high CU traits will report fewer experiences of shame and guilt compared 

to those with low CU traits.  

H4) The duration of experience of the different emotions is proposed to be shorter for those with 

high CU traits, compared to those with low CU traits.  

H5) Youth with high CU traits are more likely to evoke feelings in others compared to youth 

with low CU traits. Group differences in reasons for evoking emotions in others as well as the 

physiological arousal and reactions associated with such attempts will be further explored.  
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H6) Participants with high CU traits will be less able to identify the emotions of the 

photographed individuals accurately, compared to those with low CU traits.  

As there is a lack of research concerning emotional experiences of juvenile delinquents or 

adolescents with CU traits, the following aspects of emotional experiences were explored:  

a) Participants were asked to rate the intensity of emotion, bodily sensations and frequency 

of thoughts for the photographed individuals, to explore if there are differences between groups 

in perceptions of others’ emotional experiences compared to their own emotional experiences. 

b) To examine if participants with high CU traits may perceive that they may experience 

less intense emotions compared to others, questions asking participants to rate their emotional 

experiences relative to others who had gone through the same incidents as them were asked. 

c) Participants’ tendency to control their emotional reactions, the strategies they engage in 

to regulate their emotions and their reasons for controlling their emotions were explored. 

Specifically, participants were inquired on the extent in which they controlled their emotional 

reactions (i.e., verbal and non-verbal reactions, behaviors) and their reasons for controlling their 

emotions when they experienced each of the six emotions, to explore group differences in 

emotional control.  To assess differences in emotional regulation, participants were asked for the 

methods they use to control their emotional reactions and the coping strategies they commonly 

engaged in to regulate their emotions.  

d) To explore differences in communication of emotions, participants were enquired on their 

perceived ability to communicate their emotions, and if certain emotions are easier to express 

compared to others. 
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e) Perceptions of the helpfulness or unhelpfulness of certain emotions, as well as whether 

participants engaged in any strategies to avoid their emotions were examined to see if there may 

be differences between those with high CU versus those with low CU traits. 

f) It was explored if participants who had experienced a parenting environment that 

invalidated certain emotions may have the tendency to avoid those specific emotions. Questions 

enquiring on parental reactions to one’s emotions were asked to examine the invalidation of 

emotions. 

g) To explore group differences in participants’ perceptions of power, participants were 

asked to share on their feelings of being a leader, experiences of being respected and 

disrespected by others, the ways in which they try to gain respect from others, and inquired on 

whether they perceive the need to be in control or in charge.
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CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

 The number of participants required for the current study is based on previous research 

examining differences in emotional recognition between participants with high versus low 

psychopathic traits. In those studies, the effect sizes (i.e., Cohen’s d) ranged from 0.98 to 1.58 

(Blair et al., 2004; Blair, Colledge, Murray & Mitchell, 2001; Stevens, Charman and Blair, 2001). 

Thus, with that range of effect size and a recommended level of 80% power, with alpha set at .05 

(two-tailed), it was decided that about 20 participants will be recruited for each condition, 

leading to the total number of 40 participants (Cohen, 1988). These participants were recruited 

from the Tuscaloosa Regional Juvenile Detention Center, during visitation hours when parental 

consent and participant assent could be collected. The study was either conducted on the same 

day in which the recruitment was done or conducted on a separate day when there was adequate 

time to conduct the study. The study lasted for approximately 2.5 hours per participant.  

Participants  

The sample consists of 40 male juvenile delinquents (African-American:70%; Caucasian: 

30%), with ages ranging from 14 to 17 (M= 16.03). Representative offences included robbery 

and burglary offences. Scores on the Callous-Unemotional (CU) factor of the Youth 

Psychopathic Traits Inventory (YPI; Andershed et al. 2002) were used to designate which 

participants belong to the low CU versus high CU group. Specifically, a median split was 

conducted on the scores and participants that scored 35 and above on the CU factor (Maximum= 
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60) were placed in the high CU group, while participants who scored below 35 were placed in 

the low CU group.  

Measures 

Youth Psychopathic Traits Inventory (YPI; Andershed, Kerr, Stattin & Levander, 

2002). The YPI was developed as a self-report measure to assess psychopathy in adolescents 

aged 12–18. The YPI has 50 items, where respondents would be asked to rate on a 4-point Likert 

scale the degree to which each statement applies to them (ranging from 1 = does not apply at all 

to 4 = applies very well). The ten scales of the YPI are: dishonest charm, grandiosity, lying, 

manipulation, remorselessness, callousness, unemotionality, impulsiveness, irresponsibility, and 

thrill-seeking. A confirmatory factor analysis supported a three-factor structure with Factor 1 

assessing Grandiose/ Manipulative traits, Factor 2 assessing Callous/Unemotional traits, and 

Factor 3 assessing Impulsive/Irresponsible traits. The YPI has demonstrated internal consistency 

with alpha coefficients ranging from .88 to .92 (e.g., Andershed et al. 2002; Skeem & Cauffman 

2003) for the total score and with internal reliability coefficients ranging from .66 to .82 for the 

ten subscales. Andershed et al. (2002) also found YPI total scores to be significantly correlated 

with delinquent acts and teacher ratings of aggression for both boys and girls.  

 Diagnostic Analysis of Non-Verbal Behavior-II (DANVA- II; Nowicki, 2000). The 

DANVA-II is designed to measure a respondent’s accuracy in identifying information in faces, 

voices, and postures. For the purpose of this study, four photographs of adult male faces 

depicting happy, sad, angry and fearful facial expressions of high emotional intensity were 

selected to be presented to participants. Nowicki (2000)’s research provides evidence of the 

measure’s discriminant, convergent, construct and predictive validity, as well as the test’s 
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internal consistency (coefficient as in the middle to high 70s) and reliability over time (test–retest 

reliabilities in the low 80s over 4-week periods).  

Semi-Structured Interview. Some of the questions and response scales for the interview 

were adapted from the International Survey on Emotion Antecedents and Reactions (ISEAR) 

(Wallbot & Scherer, 1988), the Emotion in Social Interaction Questionnaire (Scherer, Wallbott, 

Matsumoto & Kudoh, 1988) and the Self-Assessment Manikin (SAM) (Bradley & Lang, 1994). 

Questions that are relevant to the research questions were selected from the above-mentioned 

questionnaires, and other questions were constructed and added to the list of interview questions 

to ensure a comprehensive understanding of the emotional experiences of participants. 

Procedure 

Participants were asked to respond to the YPI and the semi-structured interview.  The 

responses to the interview were written down by the interviewer as well as typed on a laptop by 

another researcher observing the interview process. This is done to ensure that the participants’ 

responses were captured as accurately as possible.  

Prior to asking participants about their perceptions of their emotional experiences as well 

as others’ emotional experiences, the interviewer asked participants to narrate things he likes to 

do as well as what happened during his last birthday. This set of questions was designed to get 

participants to be familiar with the process of narrating events in detail and to facilitate them in 

providing more information about their emotional experiences, instead of withholding some 

information because of the lack of familiarity with what the questions would require.  

To assess participants’ recognition of emotions, participants were shown photographs of 

people with facial expressions of fear, anger, sadness and happiness, and asked to name what 

emotion the person in the photograph is displaying. To get a deeper understanding of participants’ 
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perceptions of the emotions of others, they were subsequently asked to imagine what could have 

led to a certain emotion of the photographed individual as well as possible thoughts and feelings, 

intensity of emotion, arousal, and frequency of thoughts relating to the emotions of the 

photographed individuals.  

Questions pertaining to the narration of personal emotional experiences required 

participants to think back to a time when they experienced one of six emotions (i.e., anger, 

sadness, happiness, fear, shame and guilt). Participants were asked to share their experience of a 

specific time in which they felt the emotion. Participants were also asked what events led up to 

that emotion as well as their specific thoughts and feelings during the time they experienced the 

emotion.  To examine the physiological responses experienced during the emotional events, 

participants were presented with a pictorial rating scale showing an individual with varying 

degrees of arousal in his body, and asked to point to the number that best represents how much 

he felt the emotional sensations in his body during each event. Further, participants were asked 

whether they experienced any mental images or bodily sensations when they were going through 

that emotional experience, the extent to which they controlled each emotion and the strategies 

they engaged in to regulate their emotions.  

The order of the target emotions in the semi-structured interview were randomized across 

participants to control for order effects. However, questions targeting the experiences of guilt 

and shame were placed after the questions on the four basic emotions. This is because emotional 

experiences involving complex emotions such as guilt or shame may be more difficult to 

describe. Thus, to facilitate participants’ responses for their guilt and shame experiences, it was 

decided that questions inquiring on participants’ experiences of guilt and shame would be placed 
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after the four basic emotions, after participants have become familiar with the practice of 

describing their emotional experiences.  

Subsequent sections of the interview pertained to the narration of experiences where 

participants had tried to evoke emotions in others and their emotional reactions during those 

instances, their perceptions of leadership and respect, emotional avoidance, emotional expression 

as well as descriptions of how their parents typically responded to them when they expressed 

their emotions.  

Data Analysis 

Data analyses included descriptive statistics of the main target variables in the study. In 

addition, inferential statistics were conducted to examine group differences on a number of 

dependent variables. Thus, for the quantitative responses, multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVAs) and t-tests were conducted to examine group differences in the mean ratings for 

their experiences of the different emotions. With respect to the qualitative data analysis, a coding 

frame (see Appendix) was developed in order to analyze the data. The coding frame for the 

questions was developed by the author of this study and another doctoral student in clinical 

psychology, both of whom had experience conducting research with juvenile delinquents. 

Memos regarding the interview experience were recorded. Specifically, instances where 

participants could not respond to the questions adequately because of difficulties in 

understanding specific emotions, as well as times when participants were observed to be 

uncomfortable in sharing about intense emotional experiences were recorded. Writing memos 

allows the researcher to think critically about what one does during the research process and why, 

confronting and often challenging one’s assumptions, and recognizing the extent to which one’s 

thoughts, actions and decisions shape how one conducts research and what one sees (Mason, 
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2002). This, in turn, helps the author of the study to be aware of any biases that could impact the 

development of the coding frame. 

In order to examine salient differences in the responses between the Low CU and High 

CU group, the developers of the coding frame first engaged in holistic coding to grasp basic 

issues in the data (Saldana, 2013). Next, through focused coding, the categories that emerged 

from holistic coding were grouped together based on thematic similarity. New themes and 

refinements to identified ones were discussed by the developers of the coding frame during 

meetings, and discrepancies were resolved by consensus. The coding framework was reviewed 

by a third person (a clinical research psychologist and the supervisor of the author) when there 

were disagreements in the development of the coding frame. These disagreements occurred 

approximately twice during the course of the project.  

After the coding framework was established, the interview responses were manually 

coded on a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet by four coders, consisting of the author of this study, a 

doctoral student in clinical psychology and two undergraduate students. Ten participants’ 

responses were randomly chosen, coded and checked for inter-rater reliability. Inter-rater 

reliabilities were assessed through intraclass correlations coefficients (.82 to .99). Discrepancies 

in coding were discussed and resolved by consensus before coding the remaining data.  

 The qualitative responses that were coded were subsequently quantitized to facilitate the 

identification of patterns and hypothesis-testing (Miles & Huberman, 1994, Sandelowski et al., 

2009). Analytical integrity was maintained through quantitizing to avoid overweighting vivid 

accounts of events or underweighting data that do not conform to the pattern the researcher 

wants to find (Miles & Huberman, 1994, Sandelowski, 2001). In addition, chi-square tests of 
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independence were conducted to examine the differences between groups in the frequency count 

for salient categories. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

Descriptive Statistics  

Descriptive statistics of the variables in which at least 25 participants reported their 

responses are presented in Table 1. Participants may not respond to certain questions because the 

questions did not specifically apply to them. The second column in Table 1 presents the number 

of participants for each study variable.  For many of the primary target variables, all 40 

participants responded.  

With respect to psychopathy, a reasonable degree of dispersion was noted. Specifically, it 

was observed that the CU score (M= 35.25; SD = 5.78) of the current sample was similar to that 

found in other incarcerated adolescent samples (e.g.,  Dolan & Rennie, 2006). These authors also 

administered the YPI to adolescents (M= 34.17; SD = 6.55) allowing for a good comparison. 

With respect to community samples, the results for the current study shows a slightly higher 

mean score (M= 31.80; SD =7.95) (e.g., Seals, Sharp, Ha & Michonski, 2012).  

Table 1 
Descriptive statistics of variables for total sample 
 

Variable N-size Minimum Maximum Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 
YPI        
Callous/Unemotional 
(3 scales) 

40 24 49 35.25 5.78 .483 -.093 

Grandiose/Manipulative 
(4 scales) 

40 25 73 39.40 10.47 .917 1.28 

Impulsive/Irresponsible 
(3 scales) 

40 27 55 39.18 7.80 .291 -.635 
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Table 1 (Cont’d) 
Descriptive statistics of variables for total sample 

Variable N-size Minimum Maximum Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 
Photo Ratings        
Sad-Strength 40 0 9 6.85 2.10 -1.25 1.64 
Sad-Bodily Arousal 40 0 8 4.75 2.33 -.27 -.72 
Sad- Thoughts 40 0 9 6.25 2.34 -.91 .64 
Angry-Strength 40 2 9 7.55 1.52 -1.35 2.95 
Angry-Bodily Arousal 40 2 8 6.25 1.65 -.64 -.38 
Angry- Thoughts 40 1 9 7.20 1.99 -1.28 1.40 
Scared-Strength 40 5 9 7.80 1.45 -.90 -.63 
Scared-Bodily Arousal 40 4 8 7.15 1.25 -1.37 .92 
Scared- Thoughts 40 0 9 7.23 1.98 -1.68 3.48 
Happy-Strength 40 5 9 8.05 1.22 -1.17 .35 
Happy-Bodily Arousal 40 0 8 6.83 1.71 -2.31 6.66 
Happy- Thoughts 40 3 9 8.10 1.24 -2.17 6.40 
Personal Experiences        
Sad-Strength 40 3 9 7.70 1.59 -1.42 2.00 
Sad-Bodily Arousal 40 2 8 6.05 1.89 -.72 -.47 
Sad- Thoughts 40 0 9 6.80 2.75 -1.38 .97 
Sad-Control 40 0 9 4.07 3.88 .08 -1.82 
Sad-Duration 40 1 4 3.20 1.07 -1.09 -.14 
Angry-Strength 40 5 9 8.10 1.19 -1.06 -.14 
Angry-Bodily Arousal 40 2 8 6.70 1.57 -1.18 .98 
Angry- Thoughts 40 0 9 7.05 2.14 -1.38 2.14 
Angry-Control 40 0 9 4.00 4.07 .13 -1.93 
Angry-Duration 40 1 4 2.68 1.14 -.18 -1.39 
Scared-Strength 37 3 9 7.65 1.77 -1.12 .17 
Scared-Bodily Arousal 37 2 9 7.08 1.64 -1.90 3.46 
Scared- Thoughts 37 0 9 6.54 2.77 -.98 -.04 
Scared-Control 37 0 9 2.86 3.47 .63 -1.30 
Scared-Duration 37 1 4 2.00 1.05 .45 -1.25 
Guilt-Strength 29 2 9 7.17 1.73 -1.21 1.61 
Guilt-Bodily Arousal 29 2 8 5.45 1.79 -.38 .83 
Guilt- Thoughts 29 0 9 5.72 2.30 -1.04 .44 
Guilt-Control 29 0 9 2.34 3.61 1.05 -.77 
Guilt-Duration 29 1 4 2.34 1.29 .26 -1.68 
Happy-Strength 40 6 9 8.48 .847 -1.65 2.08 
Happy-Bodily Arousal 40 2 8 7.13 1.38 -2.14 5.18 
Happy- Thoughts 40 2 9 7.70 1.81 -1.59 2.05 
Happy-Control 40 0 7 .73 1.81 2.34 4.26 
Happy-Duration 40 1 4 3.03 1.19 -.82 -.90 
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Table 1 (Cont’d) 
Descriptive statistics of variables for total sample 
 

Variable N-size Minimum Maximum Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 
Others’ Experiences if in the same situation 
Sad-Strength 40 5 9 8.03 1.29 -1.10 .13 
Sad-Bodily Arousal 40 2 8 6.45 1.87 1.20 .52 
Sad- Thoughts 40 0 9 7.35 2.11 -1.75 3.31 
Angry-Strength 40 3 9 8.23 1.58 -2.04 3.26 
Angry-Bodily Arousal 40 2 8 6.62 1.53 -1.04 .70 
Angry- Thoughts 40 2 9 7.57 2.05 -1.46 1.18 
Scared-Strength 40 3 9 8.03 1.46 -1.74 2.94 
Scared-Bodily Arousal 40 4 8 7.43 .99 -1.91 3.42 
Scared- Thoughts 40 2 9 7.32 1.96 -1.02 .10 
Guilt-Strength 29 2 9 6.97 2.13 -1.07 .38 
Guilt-Bodily Arousal 29 2 8 5.83 1.63 -.56 -.51 
Guilt- Thoughts 29 0 9 6.21 2.27 -.80 .53 
Happy-Strength 40 5 9 8.15 1.29 -1.19 .04 
Happy-Bodily Arousal 40 4 8 7.30 1.09 -1.39 1.00 
Happy- Thoughts 40 5 9 7.80 1.32 -.80 -.58 
        
 

Group Comparisons: MANOVAs and Qualitative Results 

The findings are presented by the order of the hypotheses as stated in the introduction. 

The quantitative and qualitative results are presented together because they are inextricably 

linked to answer the research questions. Besides describing findings which are significant at the 

value of p<.05, findings that are significant at the value of p<.10 are reported too to detect trends 

that could have been significant at the level of p<.05 with a larger sample size. This was also 

done because this study is one of the first to examine these relations and in order to detect hints 

for future research, this may prove to be a fruitful strategy. In instances where statistical tests 

could not be carried out because of the small number of participants who reported certain themes, 

general observed patterns are reported. Further, the verbatim responses of the participants are 

presented in quotations and are italicized. Longer accounts by participants are presented in 
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blocks to facilitate reading and this does not indicate that a certain response by a participant is 

more important than others.  Five between-groups MANOVA analyses were conducted to 

examine group differences in their ratings of their feelings, thoughts and bodily sensations for 

each emotional experience. A MANOVA analysis was not conducted to examine group 

differences in the participants’ shame experiences, as the sample size for each group (n=9) was 

too small for the analysis to be done. 

There seems to be a trend for the high CU group to experience greater emotional 

reactions compared to the low CU group during their guilt experiences, F (3,25)=  2.36, p=.096, 

Wilks’ Lamda = .78, �p 
2 = .22. Examining this finding found that participants in the high CU 

group (M= 6.21, SD= 1.48) experienced greater bodily sensations during their guilt experiences 

as compared to participants in the low CU group (M= 4.73, SD= 1.79), F (1, 27) = 5.85, p<.05, 

�p 
2= .18.  There were no differences between groups in their ratings of their feelings, thoughts 

and bodily sensations for the sad, angry, scared, and happy experiences that they described (p-

values ranging from .33 to .70). These findings are contrary to what Hypothesis 1 predicted.  

A chi-square test for independence was further conducted to examine if participants in 

the low CU group were more able to narrate at least “three things” about their thoughts and 

feelings for their emotional experiences, compared to participants in the high CU group. No 

differences between groups were found (p-values ranging from .27 to 1.00).  To examine if the 

emotional experiences narrated by the high CU group reflected a lower frequency of content 

relating to feelings (e.g., sad, worried, crying) and bodily sensations (e.g., “sick” in the stomach) 

for each emotion, t-tests were conducted. Again, no differences between groups were found (p-

values ranging from .12 to .75). This is contrary to what was hypothesized in Hypothesis 2. 
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Chi-square analyses were conducted to examine if participants in the high CU group 

would less likely cite experiences of shame and guilt compared to the low CU group. Contrary to 

Hypothesis 3, no group differences in the ability to describe shame and guilt experiences were 

found (p-values ranging from .50 to. 62). In addition, t-tests conducted found no differences 

between groups in the duration in which they experience each emotion, contrary to what 

Hypothesis 4 predicted (p-values ranging from .34 to 1.00). 

In addition, the chi-square analysis conducted did not find that participants in the High 

CU group were more likely to cite experiences where they had tried to make others experience 

each of the 6 emotions, compared to participants in the low CU group (p-values ranging from .17 

to .50).  Table 2 lists the frequency for each group in citing each of the emotional experiences. 

The t-test conducted to examine if there was a group difference in the number of times 

participants cited that they evoked negative emotions in others found no group difference, p=.26. 

This runs counter to what Hypothesis 5 predicted.  

Table 2 
Number of participants who have tried to evoke emotions in others and the total number of times 
participants cited incidents where they evoked emotions in others 
 
Group Number of participants who have tried to make others feel: Total number of 

times cited Sad Angry Scared Guilt Shame Happy 
Low CU 4 9 7 2 1 18 41 
High CU 3 11 10 5 4 20 53 
 

Reasons for Evoking Emotions in Others 

Participants’ reasons for trying to evoke negative emotions in others were coded, and the 

themes of Reactive, Instrumental and Habit emerged. Reactive reasons indicate retaliation 

against what others have done against the participants or as a reaction toward their negative 

emotions. Instrumental reasons refer to devised plans to evoke emotions in others to reach a 
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certain goal. Participants who provided reasons that fell in the Habit category indicate that 

making others experience negative emotions is a habit to them and they are used to doing it. In 

addition, the reasons for making others happy were coded, and two themes: Other-Focused and 

Self-Focused reasons emerged. Other-focused reasons are defined as desires to make another 

person feel better. Some other participants focused on their own feelings and cited Self-focused 

reasons which indicate that they do not want other people’s negative feelings to affect them. The 

frequencies of the different reasons cited for the two groups are presented in Table 3 and these 

are tabulated for each of the emotions examined in this study. Table 4 presents a selection of 

quotes for participants from the high CU and low CU group.  

As the number of participants who cited incidents where they evoked negative emotions 

in others was too small, chi-square tests of independence could not be carried out to test if there 

were group differences in the frequencies of citing the three categories of reasons for each 

emotion. However, a t-test conducted to examine if there is a group difference in citing 

instrumental reasons across the different emotional experiences found that participants in the 

high CU group provided more instrumental reasons (M=1.21; SD= .89) compared to participants 

in the low CU group (M=.46, SD=.52); t (25)= -2.65, p<.05, �p 
2= .22.  

Instrumental . A higher number of participants in the high CU group compared to the 

low CU group cited instrumental reasons for making others feel the various negative emotions. A 

participant in the high CU group described how he said that “someone was ugly… for fun” to try 

to make the person feel sad. Similarly, another participant in the high CU group said, “I just 

down talk…(to female schoolmate) Like you all ain’t gonna be nothing. I was like ‘you all are 

buckets, sluts and I know you all.’ Make them feel bad.  I was just being a bully…I pick on 
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anybody. That was my prospect, you know. Like I’m scouting for her. I’m fixing to make her feel 

bad…to get a laugh.”  

Table 3 
Reasons for Evoking Emotions in Others (Frequencies) 
Reasons Low CU High CU 
Sad- Reactive 4 1 
Angry- Reactive 8 5 
Scared- Reactive 3 4 
Guilt- Reactive 1 3 
Shame- Reactive 1 1 
Total Reactive 17 14 
Sad- Instrumental 0 2 
Angry- Instrumental 1 5 
Scared- Instrumental 4 5 
Guilt- Instrumental 1 2 
Shame- Instrumental 0 3 
Total Instrumental 6 17 
Sad- Habit 0 0 
Angry- Habit 0 1 
Guilt- Habit 0 0 
Scared- Habit 0 1 
Shame- Habit 0 0 
Total Habit 0 2 
Happy-Other-focused 17 17 
Happy-Self-focused 1 3 
Overall Total 41 53 
Table 4 
Commonly cited reasons for evoking emotions in others 

Low CU High CU 
Evoking Negative Emotions in Others 
“My dad threatened not to get my car.  I said 
I’d go steal a new one.  He said I’d get caught, 
and I said I don’t care I’ll go steal one 
everyday. (I did that) Cause he was 
threatening me not to get my car.”(Reactive) 
 
“He (brother) went into the bedroom and 
closed the door, I ran into the door, knocked 
on my head, and I was mad at him for that. So 
I gave him the silent treatment, and did not talk 
to him. I tried to get back at him for slamming 
the door in my face.” (Reactive) 
 
 

 
“He (homeboy) said my dreads would never 
lock in…and then he said you got big nostrils 
and you can fit a whole football in there.  My 
homeboy was making me mad and I was trying 
to make him mad.  I was joking on the way he 
looked and I said he's like dumbo the elephant 
and got a pencil neck.”(Reactive) 
 
“I was at the football game…There were some 
dudes behind me cheering for the other team. I 
always tried to make them mad, putting the 
other team down saying ‘You all are sorry, you 
all are no good.’ I was gonna make them mad 
and see what they would do.” (Instrumental) 
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Table 4 Cont’d 

Low CU High CU 
  
“My sister was coming out of the house, I was 
in the bushes in a Jason man costume…I 
waited till she's 2 steps from the porch, I 
jumped out in front of her, she screamed and I 
took the mask off. (I did that) just (be)cause it 
was halloween…having fun.” (Instrumental) 
 
“Because he tried to hit me with his car and I 
was trying to scare him so he wouldn’t mess 
with people like that and take it too far.” 
(Reactive) 
 
“When one of my girls cheated on me. I tried 
to make her feel sad. I was just like that’s 
really f***ed up that you would do something 
like that. She should think about stuff like that 
before she does it and not feel stupid. I said it 
because I knew it would make her feel sad. I 
wanted to tell her that because I was mad.” 
(Reactive) 

“When new people come here (detention 
center) I’d be trying to scare them.  There was 
a dude who came here and I was like, ‘you 
know everyone on this post is gay right?  You 
know we take showers together’ … I said 
‘everybody is in here for murder’ and he got 
scared, I was like ‘don’t go in the room with 
Johnny because he would rape you’.  That’s 
what you do when you're locked up.  That’s 
what everybody do(es).    Joy, I was laughing...  
it makes me laugh. Also, because it was a 
prank.”(Instrumental) 
 
Yeah my little brother is scared of a roller 
coaster.  At Alabama Adventure.  I was trying 
to show him how the tracks shake and stuff, so 
it was not safe. (I did it because) I didn’t want 
to ride it and he wanted me to ride with him. 
(Instrumental) 
 
“A boy came in here and was 13. He thought 
he was big and bad. They told us to intimidate 
him, so I did. When the dude came in I started 
beating in the door, saying “hey hey hey you 
little boy, what you doing in here?” He got 
scared and didn’t wanna come 
back.(Instrumental) 
 

Make Happy  
“My little siblings…I try to make them happy. 
Tell them to go to the mall and pick out a toy 
or something and make them happy. Because 
my parents are divorced, getting divorced, 
they’re going through a hard time. I know they 
aren’t feeling so great all the time.”(Other-
focused) 
 
“I tell jokes and stuff to make people happy. 
If it’s boring then I just make everybody laugh 
so the day will go by a little bit faster.”(Self- 
focused) 
 

“For my friend’s birthday I bought her a card 
cause she felt like nobody cared on her 
birthday. (Be)Cause I don’t like seeing people 
sad.” (Other-focused) 
 
 
 
 
“I washed my grandfather’s truck. I was just 
bored, finding something to do.”(Self- focused) 
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A few participants also reported that they tried to make others feel angry so as to reach a 

goal. A high CU participant recounted, “I was at the football game…There were some dudes 

behind me cheering for the other team. I always tried to make them mad, putting the other team 

down saying ‘You all are sorry, you all are no good.’ I was gonna make them mad and see what 

they would do.” A few participants also described how they tried to make others feel shame to 

deter others from doing something wrong in future. A high CU participant shared, “There was 

one time where my sister had done the same thing I’d done, she tried to change her grade and 

she got away with it a couple times and I told her eventually she’d get caught and I told her the 

same thing that happened to me was going to happen to her.. I wanted her to feel shame for what 

she did… So that she’ll do that right thing.” 

Participants in the low CU group predominantly cited instrumental reasons to make 

others feel scared. Specifically, they more frequently described how they tried to scare their 

younger relatives. For example, one participant described, “I tell him(cousin) the boogie man or 

something is going to get him. I told him that and jumped out and scared him. I’m just having fun 

with him … Just to get a laugh out of it.”  

Reactive. A t-test conducted to examine if there are group differences in citing reactive 

reasons across the different emotional experiences found no differences, p=.50. Some 

participants described how they engaged in certain behaviors to try to make others sad as a way 

of getting back at the person. A low CU participant described, “It was more of a retaliation thing.  

When my girlfriend cheated on me I wanted revenge.  I had intercourse with her friend and she 

(girlfriend) didn’t like it.  She called me out and I told her I’m making you feel mad because you 

made me feel bad.” Similarly, a high CU participant shared, “My brother hit me and like when he 
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was least expecting it I got him back and I came out of nowhere and hit him hard. I wanted him 

to feel sorry for what he did and feel sorry that he hit me.” 

Some participants described how they tried to evoke emotions in others to let them 

experience the distress they felt. High CU participants more frequently (i.e., cited 6 times) 

described times when they tried to make others feel bad to let the other party experience or know 

what they were feeling, compared to low CU participants (cited twice). A high CU participant 

recounted, “When I punched the hole in the wall I wanted her (mother) to feel angry for making 

me angry.” Another high-CU participant described, “My father had (run) over my dog, and I was 

really sad about it. I was like ‘you killed my dog.’ He started listening, and he apologized, and I 

told him, ‘I think you tried to kill my dog’ though I wasn’t sure… so he felt guilty. (I did that 

because) I felt like the dog was one of my best friends.” Similarly, a low CU participant 

described how he tried to make another person feel guilty because he felt upset about what his 

friend did, “Because its messed up how he would steal from a friend.  Its messed up in general to 

steal especially from your friend that cares about you and don’t wanna see you get hurt or 

nothing.” 

 Further, other participants expressed that they tried to make others feel scared as a form 

of defense. A low CU participant said, “I was acting like I was gonna hit him and he was scared.  

He was looking and I jumped and he was real scared. I didn’t actually fight, just scared him.  

Because I feel like he was just looking at me the wrong way… like he wanna fight.”  Some others 

reacted to their negative emotions by venting their emotions on others. A low CU participant 

shared, “I was disrespectful, and cursed her (mother) and stuff to make her mad. That happened 

when my friend texted me when my mum had my phone, to ask me to go smoke weed. I was mad 

at my friend, and took it out on my mum.” 
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Habit . A few participants in the high CU group described how evoking negative 

emotions in others is habitual for them. For example, a participant described how making his 

sibling angry is something he is used to doing in the family, “I tried to make my sister feel 

angry… probably I get something and she d(idn’t) I rub it in her face. I didn’t have anybody else 

to make angry. It’s basically just her because growing up together we always just does that to 

each other.  If she gets something she’ll rub it in my face.  It’s normal.”  

No group differences were found in the frequencies of citing other-focused versus self-

focused reasons for making another person happy. The majority of participants provided Other-

focused reasons for making a person happy. 

Other-focused. An example of an other-focused reason was described by a high CU 

participant, “She (mother) was sick, and I wanted to cheer her up. I bought her a balloon and 

card.” Similarly, a low-CU participant shared, “My friend’s brother got shot and killed. I was 

trying to comfort him and make him feel happy and telling him a positive future. I don’t like 

seeing my friends sad so it comforts me and satisfies me… if they’re happy, I’m happy.” 

Self-focused. An example of a self-focused reason for making others happy was 

expressed by a high CU participant, “Somebody had died in their family. I tried to cheer them 

(friends) up like doing anything they wanna do to have fun. If he don’t be happy it’s gonna kill 

the whole mood and everybody’s gonna be mad. ”  

Bodily Sensations Experienced from Evoking Emotions in Others 

 T-tests conducted to examine group differences in bodily arousal ratings when evoking 

negative emotions in others found no differences, p=.80. However, a t-test conducted to examine 

group differences in bodily arousal when making others happy found a trend for high CU 
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participants (M= 6.30, SD= 1.95) to experience greater bodily arousal when making others happy, 

compared to low CU (M= 5.06, SD=2.07) participants, t(36)= -1.91, p=.06, �p 
2= .09.  

Though it was proposed to explore group differences in participants’ experience of 

physiological symptoms while evoking emotions in others, statistical tests could not be carried 

out to examine group differences for each emotion because of the small number of participants 

who described such experiences. A t-test was, however, carried out to examine if there was a 

group difference in the frequencies of physiological symptoms cited across negative emotions. 

Here again, no group difference was found, p=.37.  The figures for the number of participants 

who endorsed the experience of each physiological symptom are presented in Tables 5 and 6.  

Examining the pattern of responses for the overall group found that participants more 

commonly experienced their heart beating faster and tense muscles when evoking negative 

emotions in others. About one-quarter to one-third of high CU participants experienced breathing 

changes while evoking negative emotions in others. It was also observed that when evoking 

angry, scared, guilt and shame emotions in others, a higher proportion (i.e., near to half to all of 

the participants) of high CU participants felt a warm, pleasant feeling compared to the proportion 

in low CU participants (i.e., about one-fifth to one-quarter of participants). Further, when making 

others happy, common reactions (i.e., about half of the participants) that both group of 

participants experienced were relaxed muscles and a warm, pleasant feeling. A t-test carried out 

to examine if high CU participants more frequently, compared to low CU participants, cited 

warm, pleasant feelings when evoking negative emotions in others found no significant 

difference, p=.12. 
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Table 5 
Physiological symptoms experienced when evoking emotions in others (Low CU group) 
 
Physiological 
Symptoms 

Number of Low CU participants who cited reactions to making others: Total no. of 
times cited 

for each 
symptom 

Sad 
(n=4) 

Angry 
(n=9) 

Scared 
(n=7) 

Guilt 
(n=2) 

Shame 
(n=1) 

Happy 
(n=18) 

Breathing change 0 1 3 0 1 1 6 
Heart beat faster 2 3 5 1 1 1 13 
Muscles tensing 0 6 2 1 1 0 10 
Perspiring hands 0 2 2 0 0 3 7 
Lump in throat 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Stomach Troubles 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 
Muscles Relaxed 0 1 1 0 0 7 9 
Felt Temperature  
Cold, shivering 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Warm, pleasant 1 2 2 0 0 11 16 
Hot, burning 1 3 1 1 0 1 7 
Total no. of 
symptoms cited 

4 19 16 3 3 26  

 
Table 6 
Physiological symptoms experienced when evoking emotions in others (High CU group) 
 
Physiological 
Symptoms 

Number of High CU participants who cited reactions to making others:  Total no. of 
times cited 

for each 
symptom 

Sad 
(n=3) 

Angry 
(n=11) 

Scared 
(n=10) 

Guilt 
(n=5) 

Shame 
(n=4) 

Happy 
(n=20) 

Breathing change 0 4 3 2 1 2 12 
Heart beat faster 0 4 6 2 0 3 15 
Muscles tensing 1 3 2 3 0 1 10 
Perspiring hands 0 2 0 1 0 2 5 
Lump in throat 0 0 0 2 1 2 5 
Stomach 
Troubles 

0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Muscles Relaxed 1 2 1 0 0 9 13 
Felt Temperature  
Cold, shivering 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Warm, pleasant 0 4 4 2 4 10 24 
Hot, burning 0 2 0 3 1 0 6 
Total no. of 
symptoms cited 

2 21 16 16 7 29  
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Perceptions of the Emotional Experiences of Others 

Chi-square tests of independence were conducted to examine if high CU participants 

were less able to identify the emotions of the photographed individuals from the DANVA-II, 

compared to low CU participants. No significant association was found between group and the 

ability to identify and verbalize the sad, angry and happy emotions of the photographed 

individuals (p-values ranging from .17 to. 67).  However, a significant association was found 

between group and the ability to verbalize the emotion of the scared photographed individual, χ
2 

(1) = 3.96, p<.05, phi=-.31. This seems to indicate that high CU participants were less likely to 

verbalize that the photographed individual is feeling “scared” when asked what the person was 

feeling, compared to low CU participants. Thus, Hypothesis 6 is partially supported. The 

frequency counts of the participants who were able to recognize the emotions of the 

photographed individuals are presented in Table 7.  

Table 7 
Number of participants able to recognize the emotions of the photographed individuals  
 
Group Sad Angry Scared Happy Total  
Low CU (n=20) 10 17 10 20 57 
High CU (n=20) 6 17 4 19 46 

 

Mixed model MANOVA analyses were carried out to explore if there were differences 

between groups in their perceptions of the photographed individuals’ emotional experiences 

compared to their own emotional experiences (Self-Photo comparison). No group differences 

were found in their ratings of the strength of emotion, bodily sensations and emotional thoughts 

for the photographed individuals compared to their own emotional reactions (p-values ranging 

from .25 to .96). However, there was a main effect for Self-Photo comparison, F (3,36) = 3.77, 

p<.05, Wilks Lambda = .76, �p 
2=.24.  Both groups reported that they experienced a higher 
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intensity of sadness, F(1.38)= 5.28, p<.05, �p 
2= .12;  and bodily sensations F(1,38)= 11.43, 

p<.01, �p 
2= .23, in the sad experiences they described , as compared to their perceptions of the 

experience of the photographed individual (See Table 8 for the means and standard deviations).  

Table 8 

Mean, SDs and effect sizes for ratings of participants’ sad experiences versus the sad experience 
of the photographed individual  

Group Intensity  Bodily Sensations  
 

Cohen’s d 
Self Photo  

Cohen’s d 
Self Photo 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Low CU 
(n=20) 

7.95 1.19 6.75 2.38 .64 6.15 1.93 4.65 2.80 .62 

High CU 
(n=20) 

7.45 1.91 6.95 1.82 .27 5.95 1.91 4.85 1.81 .59 

Cohen’s d 0.31 0.09  0.10 0.08  
 

In addition, mixed model MANOVA analyses were carried out to explore if there were 

differences between groups in their perceptions of their own emotional experiences compared to 

the experiences of others in the same situation as them (Self-Other comparison). No group 

differences were found in their ratings of the strength of emotion, bodily sensations and 

emotional thoughts for other people in the same situation as them compared to their own 

emotional reactions (p-values ranging from .29  to .66). However, the main effect for Self-Other 

comparison for the sad experience approached significance, F(3,36) = 2.53, p=.073, Wilks 

Lambda = .83, �p 
2=.17.  Further examination of the dependent variables found that in general, 

participants in both groups think that other people in the same situation as them would 

experience greater bodily sensations as compared to them when feeling sad, F(1,38) = 5.07, 

p<.05, �p 
2=.12 (See Table 9 for the means and standard deviations). 
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Table 9 
Means, SDs and effect sizes for ratings of one’s sad experience versus the sad experience of 
another person in the same situation 
 

Group Bodily Sensations Cohen’s d 
Self Other 

Mean SD Mean SD 
Low CU (n=20) 6.15 1.93 6.25 1.97 .05 
High CU (n=20) 5.95 1.91 6.65 1.79 .38 
Cohen’s d 0.10     0.21  

 

Control of Emotions 

One-way between-subjects MANOVA analyses were also carried out to explore group 

differences on the extent to which they control their verbal and non-verbal reactions, as well as 

their behaviors when they experienced each negative emotion. Again, a MANOVA analysis was 

not conducted to examine differences in the participants’ shame experiences because of the small 

sample size. A statistically significant difference was found between groups on the extent to 

which they control their scared feelings and reactions (i.e., control of general feeling, verbal 

reactions, non-verbal reactions and behaviors), F (4, 32) = 3.58, p<.05, Wilks’ Lamda = .69,  

�p 
2=.31.  Further examination of the results found that participants in the high CU group 

controlled their scared feelings (M= 4.42, SD= 3.72) to a greater extent compared to participants 

in the low CU group (M=1.22, SD= 2.32), F (1, 35) = 9.74, p<.01, �p 
2= .22. Further, the 

differences in the extent to which the groups controlled their guilt feelings and reactions 

approached significance, F(4,24)= 2.34, p=.08, Wilks’ Lambda= .72, �p 
2= .28.  Further 

examination of the results found that participants in the High CU group controlled their feelings 

of guilt (F (1, 27) = 5.52, p<.05, �p 
2= .17) , their verbal reactions (F (1,27)= 8.35, p<.01, �p 

2= .24) and their non-verbal reactions (F (1,27) = 7.44, p<.05, �p 
2= .22) during their guilt 

experiences, more so than participants in the Low CU group (See Table 10 for means and 
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standard deviations). No differences in the extent to which the participants controlled their 

emotional reactions were found for sadness and anger (p-values ranging from .48 to .50).  

Table 10 
Means, SDs and effect sizes on the extent in which participants controlled their guilt feelings and 
reactions 
 

Group General Guilt Verbal  Non-Verbal 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Low CU 
(n=15) 

.93 2.49 .47 1.55 .60 2.32 

High CU 
(n=14) 

3.86 4.07 3.93 4.36 4.07 4.31 

Cohen’s d .86 1.05 1.00 
 

Regulation of Emotional Experiences 

Participants were asked about the ways in which they tried to control their emotions and 

how they cope with specific emotions in general. Four themes emerged from examining the 

responses. They are Short-Term Emotion Regulation strategies, Cognitive Processing, 

Prevention of Negative Situations or Emotions and Interpersonal Strategies. Short-term emotion 

regulation strategies refer to methods such as thought avoidance or distraction (e.g., think about 

something else), engaging in pleasurable activities (e.g., exercise, go to parties, play video 

games), calming activities (e.g., take deep breaths), venting activities (e.g., hitting something, 

shouting and crying), destructive or sensation seeking activities (e.g., self-harm, drug use) and 

expression control strategies (e.g., not showing facial expression). Cognitive processing 

strategies refer to reframing (e.g., think that it is not as bad as it seems, stay positive), avoid 

feeling bad about oneself (e.g., justify one’s wrongdoing, minimize consequences of one’s 

actions) and processing the situation (e.g., write in a journal, reflect on how to solve problem in 

future). Prevention of negative situations or emotions refer to strategies that involve reminding 

oneself of the consequences to discourage one from acting in a certain way, and avoiding 
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situations or people or behaviors that would elicit or intensify the emotions. Interpersonal 

strategies refer to seeking support or advice from others, discussing and solving the problem with 

the other party, apologizing and admitting to wrongdoing and seeking spiritual support (e.g., 

praying, reading the bible).  

Regulation of Sad Experiences. No group differences were observed in the ways in 

which participants regulated their sad experiences. Across both groups, the majority of the 

participants who regulated their sad experiences expressed their engagement in specific short-

term emotional regulation strategies. Nearly half of the participants in both groups expressed that 

they do not try to control their emotion of sadness arising from the situations they described.  

The majority of the strategies cited by both groups were short-term emotion regulation strategies 

that include thought avoidance (e.g., “Just stay busy and don’t think about it”), engaging in 

pleasurable activities (“I read because I think about the book and not my family. I went to sleep 

after that”), calming activities (e.g., “count to 10”) and destructive or sensation seeking 

behaviors (e.g., “I was getting high”) to cope with the sadness arising from the situation they 

described.   

Similarly, when asked about the coping strategies they use in general to cope with sad 

situations, the majority of the methods cited by both groups were short-term emotional regulation 

strategies, with the most common strategy (about half from both groups) reported as engaging in 

pleasurable activities (e.g., “Play basketball and get it off my mind”, “listen to music”, “watch 

TV”).  Other strategies less commonly cited to regulate their sad experiences include cognitive 

processing (e.g., write in the journal, reframe by thinking “it’s gonna be alright”), preventing 

negative situations or emotions (e.g., “Just sit down and think about what happened and the 

consequences”), interpersonal strategies (e.g., “talk to my friends and family”) and venting (e.g., 
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“ It’s still sad, and after the feeling I’m just angry. I take it out on people, scold people, yell, and 

the sadness turns to anger.”)  (See Tables 11 and 12 for frequencies of cited strategies to regulate 

sadness, and Table 13 for examples of the similarities in responses between groups).  

Table 11 
Strategies used to regulate sadness arising from the sad situations participants described 
(Frequencies) 
Group Short-term 

Emotion 
Regulation 

Cognitive 
Processing 

Prevention Interpersonal Total No. 
Cited 

No 
control/ 
coping 

Low CU 
(n=20) 

10 2 2 0 14 8 

High CU 
(n=20) 

9 1 2 1 13 8 

 
Table 12 
Strategies used to cope with sadness in general (Frequencies) 
 
Group Short-term 

Emotion 
Regulation 

Cognitive 
Processing 

Prevention Interpersonal 
 

Total No. 
Cited 

No 
control/ 
coping 

Low CU 
(n=20) 

17 2 0 2 21 2 

High CU 
(n=20) 

15 1 0 3 19 4 

 
Table 13 
Common Strategies to Regulate Sadness 

Low CU High CU 
 “I just think about other stuff.” 
“I read because I think about the book and not 
my family. I went to sleep after that (incident)” 
“Count to 10” 
“I just try to keep myself calm… breathe 
deeply.” 
 
 
 

“Just stay busy and don’t think about it. Wash 
my car, hook my radio up.” 
“I tried to think about something happy.” 
“I was standing there before the judge trying 
not to cry and I just looked out the window and 
then just thought of school and what people 
were doing at school by now, at that time.” 
“I just automatically block it out, to control my 
feelings.” 

  
 

Regulation of Angry Experiences. Pertaining to the angry situations they described, 

about one-quarter of participants in both groups said that they do not control their anger. 
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Differences in regulation strategies pertaining to the angry situations they described were 

observed between groups for the remaining participants. Specifically, the more commonly cited 

strategies (about half) to control anger for the low CU group were short-term emotional 

regulation (e.g., “Just think about something else… a good time.”, “ I just tried to hold it in”) and 

preventing negative situations (e.g., “I was just thinking, my homeboys were counting on me. 

That’s more important than what I want”). For the high CU group, the most commonly cited 

(about two-thirds) anger coping strategy was preventing negative situations (e.g., “I was just 

thinking about all the times I was getting in trouble in the past and this time I need to try a 

different approach and do something new and be respectful and calm.”).  

No group differences were observed in the ways in which the participants coped with 

their anger. About three-fifths of the strategies cited for both groups were short-term emotional 

regulation strategies (e.g., engaging in pleasurable activities such as rapping, exercise, reading a 

book) (See Tables 14 and 15 for frequencies, and Table 16 for group differences in common 

anger regulation strategies).  

Table 14 
Strategies used to regulate anger arising from the situations participants described (Frequencies) 
 
Group Short-term 

Emotion 
Regulation 

Cognitive 
Processing 

Prevention Interpersonal Total No. 
Cited 

No 
control/ 
coping 

Low CU 
(n=20) 

7 0 6 1 14 7 

High CU 
(n=20) 

4 0 10 1 15 5 
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Table 15 
Strategies used to cope with anger in general (Frequencies) 
 
Group Short-term 

Emotion 
Regulation 

Cognitive 
Processing 

Prevention Interpersonal 
 

Total No. 
Cited 

No 
control/ 
coping 

Low CU 
(n=20) 

15 2 2 5 24 0 

High CU 
(n=20) 

15 1 5 4 25 0 

 
Table 16 
Common Strategies to Regulate Anger 

Low CU High CU 
“I turned on the TV and started watching TV” 
“Just think about something else. I don’t 
know… just a good time.” 
“I just went in my room and went to sleep.” 
 “I was shaking my head. I just tried to hold it 
in.” 
“I think like if I do that it’ll probably mess me 
up going home. “ 
 

“I told myself, ‘Better sit down, otherwise I’d 
have to stay here for a longer time.’” 
“I just stop talking about the situation …yeah I 
just told them I wanted to wait and talk to my 
lawyer.” 
“I thought to myself that I was on probation. If 
I would’ve did something then I would’ve got 
locked up.” 
 “I was just thinking about all the times I was 
getting in trouble in the past and this time I 
need to try a different approach and do 
something new and be respectful and calm.”  
 

 

Regulation of Scared Experiences. For the scared situations they described, a higher 

proportion (about half) of low CU participants expressed that they did not control their scared 

feelings compared to high CU participants (about one-quarter). No group differences were 

observed in the frequencies of strategies engaged in to control their scared feelings arising from 

the situations they described. Across both groups, the most commonly cited strategy (ranging 

from half to three-quarters of the strategies) was short-term emotion regulation strategies (e.g., 

“ tell myself not to let it get to me that much”, “ take deep breaths”, “ made my face straight”, 

“balled up my fists to control the shaking of my hands”). 
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Some differences were observed between groups in the ways they cope with fear in 

general. The most commonly cited strategy for both groups was short-term emotion regulation 

strategies (e.g., draw, read the bible, “bite my nails”). However, while most of the strategies 

(near to three-quarters) cited by the low CU group were short-term emotion regulation strategies, 

a lower proportion (about one-third) of short-term emotion regulation strategies was observed for 

participants in the high CU group. About one-quarter of the strategies cited by the high CU 

group were prevention (e.g., “Just don’t put myself in the position to feel scared”, “ I try to walk 

away from it, from a scary situation”) and interpersonal strategies (e.g., “I probably go talk to my 

grandmother, and she will calm me down”, “ Pray”). The proportions of high CU participants 

who engaged in these strategies were higher compared to participants in the low CU group (See 

Tables 17 and 18 for frequencies and Table 19 for group differences for common fear coping 

strategies). 

Table 17 
Strategies used to regulate fear arising from the situations participants described (Frequencies) 
 
Group Short-term 

Emotion 
Regulation 

Cognitive 
Processing 

Prevention Interpersonal Total No. 
Cited 

No control/ 
coping 

Low CU 
(n=18) 

6 2 0 0 8 10 

High CU 
(n=19) 

9 5 2 2 18 5 

 
 
Table 18 
Strategies used to cope with fear in general (Frequencies) 
 
Group Short-term 

Emotion 
Regulation 

Cognitive 
Processing 

Prevention Interpersonal 
 

Total No. 
Cited 

No control/ 
coping 

Low CU 
(n=18) 

15 3 1 3 22 3 

High CU 
(n=19) 

7 3 5 5 20 4 
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Table 19 
Common Strategies to Cope with Fear 

Low CU High CU 
“I don’t think about it. Do things to take my 
mind off of it. Watch TV, go outside, talk on the 
phone, anything.” 
“Calm down.  Take a deep breath.” 
“Think about something else, for example, 
friends supporting me, or just whatever that 
pops up.” 
“Talk about it to friends, ask their opinion, 
listen to music.” 
“Taking it step by step, calm myself down, take 
slow breaths, so I won't panic.” 
 

“Just don’t put myself in the position to feel 
scared…Uh like my school work if I know I 
study and stuff I don’t have to worry about my 
grades.” 
“I don’t tend to get scared, it’s just, if I do, I 
remove myself from whatever I’m scared of.” 
“Go home and just get on the computer and 
listen to music.” 
“Pray, dancing, skateboard, smoke a blunt.”  
“Just don’t think about the situation. I think 
about my granddad. How I can be happy like 
he is happy.” 
 

 

Regulation of Guilt Experiences. While most (four-fifths) of participants in the low CU 

group stated that they do not try to control their guilt for situations that they described during the 

interview, a lower proportion (close to half) to participants in the high CU group expressed that. 

No differences in the pattern of control strategies were observed for the remaining participants. 

Specifically, the remaining participants in both groups cited predominantly short-term emotion 

regulation (e.g., “told myself to just sit down and chill”) and prevention (e.g. “I was thinking 

about how they would talk about me afterwards [if I show my guilt], to not show my guilt”, “ Not 

look at her [mother]. Don’t talk to her. I’d make it worse if I kept talking to her.”) strategies to 

control their guilt.  

In general, about half of the participants in both groups stated that they do not try to cope 

with guilt in any way when they feel guilty. Differences in coping strategies were observed 

between groups for the remaining participants. Most of the strategies (three-quarters) cited by the 

low CU group were interpersonal strategies (e.g., “I take full responsibility and I just get it over 

with, like in my situation I just apologized and stopped feeling guilty.”). In contrast, strategies 
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cited by participants (about half) in the high CU group were mainly short-term emotion 

regulation (e.g., “Sometimes I just ignore the fact that I did it and act like it never happened”, “ I 

just let it go…just forget about it”) as well as interpersonal (e.g., talk on the phone, apologize) 

strategies (See Tables 20 and 21 for frequencies and Table 22 for group differences in common 

guilt coping strategies).  

Table 20 
Strategies used to regulate guilt arising from the situations participants described (Frequencies) 
 
Group Short-term 

Emotion 
Regulation 

Cognitive 
Processing 

Prevention Interpersonal Total No. 
Cited 

No control/ 
coping 

Low CU 
(n=15) 

2 0 1 0 3 12 

High CU 
(n=14) 

4 0 3 1 8 6 

 
Table 21 
Strategies used to cope with guilt in general (Frequencies) 
 
Group Short-term 

Emotion 
Regulation 

Cognitive 
Processing 

Prevention Interpersonal 
 

Total No. 
Cited 

No control/ 
coping 

Low CU 
(n=15) 

1 1 0 6 8 8 

High CU 
(n=14) 

4 1 0 3 8 7 

 
Table 22 
Common Strategies to Cope with Guilt 

Low CU High CU 
“When I feel guilt I take full responsibility and 
I just get it over with like in my situation I just 
apologized and stopped feeling guilty.” 
“I apologize to reduce my guilt.” 
“Just admit to guilt. That’s all you can do.” 
“Smoke a cigarette or talk to my girlfriend” 
“I talk about it with somebody and then I won’t 
be feeling bad anymore.” 

“I think about how I’m going to apologize or 
sometimes I just ignore the fact that I did it and 
act like it never happened. 
“Think about something else.” 
“I just let it go…just forget about it.” 
“Drinking. But it doesn’t always work.” 
“Mmm…apologize. Talking to her about why I 
did what I did.” 
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Regulation of Shame Experiences. About a third of participants in both groups 

expressed that they did not control their feelings of shame in the situations they describe. No 

clear pattern emerged from the strategies that participants from both groups cited in controlling 

or coping with their feelings of shame. Strategies that both groups cited include short-term 

emotion regulation (e.g., “I held my head down, so nobody can see…the feeling would not be so 

strong.”, “ look at a blank wall”, “ exercise”), cognitive processing (e.g., “just stay to myself, 

work on my own problems”, “ just think about change and what I’m going to do in the future and 

what I can do and look out the best options that suit me”), prevention of negative emotions (e.g., 

“don’t look her [mother] in the eyes”, “ I just tried to not say anything”) and interpersonal (e.g., 

“ I was just thinking just hurry up and tell her [what he has done wrong]”, “ pray”) strategies (See 

Tables 23 and 24 for frequencies and Table 25 for a sample of shame regulation strategies).  

Table 23 
Strategies used to regulate shame arising from the situations participants described 
(Frequencies) 
Group Short-term 

Emotion 
Regulation 

Cognitive 
Processing 

Prevention Interpersonal Total No. 
Cited 

No control/ 
coping 

Low CU 
(n=9) 

2 2 1 0 5 4 

High CU 
(n=9) 

1 0 3 2 6 3 

 
Table 24 
Strategies used to cope with shame in general (Frequencies) 
 
Group Short-term 

Emotion 
Regulation 

Cognitive 
Processing 

Prevention Interpersonal 
 

Total No. 
Cited 

No 
control/coping 

Low CU 
(n=9) 

0 2 1 1 4 5 

High CU 
(n=9) 

2 1 2 1 6 3 
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Table 25 
Strategies to Regulate Shame 
 

Low CU High CU 
“Just think about the consequences. Just sitting 
sitting in prison for the rest of my life. It don’t 
sound real appealing.” 
“Keep a calm look, look at a blank wall.” 
“Try to do something that I can improve. Like 
improve the situation I feel shame about.” 
“I just tell myself it was not my fault and that I 
could learn to swim later.” 
 

“I just tried to not say anything.” 
“I held my head down, so nobody can see.” 
“Exercise, play sports” 
“I just think about what I can do so I can’t be 
ashamed about that again. I think about that 
other people have done worse than me.” 

 

Reasons for Controlling Negative Emotions 

Participants were asked about their reasons for controlling the emotions they experienced, 

and these reasons were placed into three themes, General Disinclination to showing emotions 

(i.e., a general preference or tendency to not express negative emotions to others), Specific 

Interpersonal Reasons (i.e., not wanting to communicate or interact with others when emotional, 

not wanting to make others stressed, signs of weakness or indication of having done something 

wrong), Specific Outcome-based Reasons (i.e., Being emotional could result in negative 

outcomes, the situation getting out of control, or intensifying of negative emotions). Chi-square 

analyses could not be carried out to examine if the groups differ in the frequencies in which they 

cited the three categories of reasons because of the small number of participants that cited certain 

categories. Hence, the following findings are derived from a general observation of the pattern of 

results (See Tables 26 to 30 for frequencies).  

Table 26 
Reasons for controlling Sadness (Frequencies) 
 
Group General Disinclination 

to Emotional Expression 
Specific 

Interpersonal 
Specific 

Outcome-Based 
Total 

Low CU (n=11) 8 1 2 11 
High CU (n=11) 6 3 2 11 
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Table 27 
Reasons for controlling Anger (Frequencies) 
 
Group General Disinclination 

to Emotional Expression 
Specific 

Interpersonal 
Specific 

Outcome-Based 
Total 

Low CU (n=9) 0 1 8 9 
High CU (n=13) 4 1 8 13 
 

Table 28 
Reasons for controlling Fear (Frequencies) 
 
Group General Disinclination to 

Emotional Expression 
Specific 

Interpersonal 
Specific 

Outcome-Based 
Total 

Low CU (n=6) 2 2 2 6 
High CU (n=13) 9 2 2 13 
 

Table 29 
Reasons for controlling Guilt (Frequencies) 
 
Group General Disinclination to 

Emotional Expression 
Specific 

Interpersonal 
Specific 

Outcome-Based 
Total 

Low CU (n=2) 1 1 0 2 
High CU (n=9) 0 5 4 9 
 

Table 30 
Reasons for controlling Shame (Frequencies) 
 
Group General Disinclination to 

Emotional Expression 
Specific 

Interpersonal 
Specific 

Outcome-Based 
Total 

Low CU (n=1) 1 0 0 1 
High CU (n=5) 0 3 2 5 

 

No differences were observed in the commonly cited reasons for controlling one’s 

sadness. Over half of the participants in both groups stated that they controlled their sad 

emotions because of a disinclination to express their negative emotions. One participant 

described, “(Be)cause I don’t want people to know that I'm sad”. A few other participants 

expressed that they are unsure of why they controlled their sadness, but that they are just not the 

type to express emotions; for example, “I don’t really know… I’ve been like that all my life 
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though.” Notably, a few participants in the high CU group expressed interpersonal reasons for 

controlling their sadness. One participant shared, “ If I showed other people how I felt when I was 

crying, it would be a sign of weakness to them so they would try to bully me.” 

No differences were observed between groups pertaining to the commonly cited reasons 

for controlling anger. Most participants in both groups cited outcome-based reasons for 

controlling their anger. One participant described, “I choose not to fight because I wanna go 

home and not get more time.” However, it was observed that nearly a-third of the participants in 

the high CU group mentioned reasons pertaining to a general disinclination to emotional 

expression while none of the participants in the low CU group cited that reason. A high CU 

participant shared, “Because I don’t like showing them. I think it’s just because I’m a dude.” 

No clear pattern emerged from the six participants in the low CU group who cited 

reasons for controlling their scared feelings. About three-quarters of the participants in the high 

CU group though, provided reasons pertaining to a disinclination to emotional expression, for 

example, “I don’t want them to know that I’m stressing about it.”, and “I don’t like people 

knowing when I am scared.” 

Only two participants from the low CU group provided reasons for controlling guilt, so 

no pattern can be observed from the small number of participants. As for the nine participants in 

the high CU group who provided reasons, about half of them provided interpersonal reasons (e.g., 

“So I wouldn’t show that I had done it [something wrong]”, “ I don’t want nobody to see my tears. 

I didn’t want nobody to talk to me at the time”), while the other half expressed outcome-based 

reasons (e.g., “So I wouldn't get into trouble”, “I shouldn’t show my guilt because I knew it was 

their fault, and they would talk more about it if I showed them my guilt, and that would make me 

feel angry.”) 
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Very few participants provided reasons for controlling their shame emotions. The five 

participants from the high CU group provided reasons that fell into both the interpersonal and 

outcome-based categories. Some examples of interpersonal reasons are, “(Be)cause people may 

ask me questions”, “ Because I didn’t want her to see through me.” A participant shared an out-

come-based reason, “I didn’t want her [mother] to think I wasn’t ready [to have a baby]… She 

might try to kick me out or something.” 

To examine if there were any differences in frequencies in citing certain categories of 

reasons to control the various emotions, t-tests were conducted. Neither group was more likely to 

justify their control of emotions with a disinclination to emotional expression, p=.44. There was 

a trend for high CU participants however, to cite specific reasons (i.e., interpersonal or outcome-

based reasons) for controlling their emotions more frequently compared to low CU participants, t 

(26.68) = 2.00, p= .06. 

Emotional Expression 

Participants were asked specifically on whether they find it easy or hard to express their 

emotions, and the frequencies are provided in Table 31. Excluding the participants who 

expressed that their ease of emotional expression is contingent on the specific emotion to be 

expressed, a chi-square test of independence was conducted to examine group differences in 

emotional expression. A significant association was found between group and the Ease of 

emotional expression, χ2 (1) = 9.53, p<.01, phi=.53, which indicates that participants in the high 

CU group were more likely to find it hard to express their emotions compared to participants in 

the low CU group.  
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Table 31 
Ease of Emotional Expression (Frequencies) 
 
Group Easy Hard It Depends Total 
Low CU (n=20) 13 4 3 20 
High CU (n=20) 4 13 3 20 

 

For the participants in the high CU group who found it hard to express their emotions, 

about three-quarters of them attributed that to their general disinclination to expressing emotions. 

One participant described, “It’s hard because I don’t want to, I just keep it to myself.   Only 

person I can tell is my momma.” Another participant said, “I don’t like showing my feelings at 

all… because I don’t like having negative feelings.” Further, another participant described how 

he dislikes sharing about negative events, “I don’t like to talk about bad things that happen in my 

life.” A few participants in the high CU group cited interpersonal reasons. One participant shared,  

“I normally keep a straight face. (Be) Cause I learn growing up, that if you let other 

people know what makes you happy, scared, sad, what makes you feel guilty, or shame, 

they know how to get to you. Just through hard times, stuff I have been through.  

Like the first time I was in here(the detention center), the people know how to get me mad, 

and I let them get to me. They would make jokes, talk about my mom. So I learnt not to 

show it so they wouldn’t know what would get me angry”.   

For the few participants in the low CU group who perceived emotional expression as hard, 

mainly interpersonal reasons were provided to justify their disinclination to emotional expression. 

One participant said, “Anger (is) especially harder for me to express because I don't feel like 

talking, and I don't want anybody in my business.” Similarly, another participant described, “I 

don’t like communicating with a lot of folks. You got a lot of messy people these days. If you tell 

this person something private, they’ll go and tell everyone about it.”  
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Low CU participants who perceived emotional expression as easy provided reasons for 

why certain emotions are easy to express. Specifically, one participant shared, “Happy is easy, 

guilt is easy. It’s not hard to let other people know you're happy because you would be in a good 

mood. (For guilt) If I did something wrong I know it’ll  be easy to just let it out to someone”.  

Another participant expressed, “(It is easy) being angry because it’s more intense. It’s a stronger 

feeling, you’re going to want to express it more, it’s easier.” 

Further chi-square tests of independence were conducted to examine if a higher 

proportion of participants in the high CU group perceive certain emotions as hard to express 

compared to participants in the low CU group. However, no group differences were found (p-

values ranging from .18 to 1.00). When group differences were explored on the ease of 

expressing specific emotions, a significant association was found between group and the ease of 

expressing anger, χ2 (1) = 8.29, p<.05, phi=.46. This indicates that participants in the high CU 

group were more likely to find anger easy to express compared to participants in the low CU 

group.  

Emotion Avoidance and Benefits of Emotions 

Chi-square tests of independence were conducted to find out if there are group 

differences in the avoidance of specific emotions. No significant differences were found (p-

values ranging from .50 to 1.00) (See Table 32 for frequencies). Similarly, no group differences 

were found in the perceptions of the helpfulness of specific emotions (p-values ranging from .61 

to 1.00) (See Table 33 for frequencies).  
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Table 32 
Number of participants who cited the avoidance/unhelpfulness of the different emotions 
 
Group Sad Angry Scared Guilt Shame Happy Total No. 

Cited 
Low CU (n=20) 12 9 12 15 15 0 63 
High CU (n=20) 10 6 15 17 14 0 62 

 

Table 33 
Number of participants who perceived each emotion as beneficial  
 
Group Sad Angry Scared Guilt Shame Happy Total No. 

Cited 
Low CU (n=20) 3 1 2 3 1 19 29 
High CU (n=20) 2 3 1 3 1 18 28 

 

For the participants who were able to describe strategies that they used to avoid sadness, 

it seems that the more common strategies utilized for both groups were short-term emotion 

regulation strategies (e.g., listen to music, not think about it). A few participants in the low CU 

group also described cognitive processing strategies (e.g., “Try to make myself happy by thinking 

about the goodness of life and you only live once. Can't be sad all the time.”) 

No clear pattern can be observed between groups and within each group for the anger 

avoidance strategies they used. Some examples provided were short-term emotional regulation 

strategies (e.g., “work out” ), prevention of negative emotions/situations (e.g., “try not to yell and 

say stuff I shouldn’t say”, “ walk away”), interpersonal (e.g., “talk to somebody”) and cognitive 

processing strategies (e.g., “think about the problem… like how it could’ve been better or 

could’ve been worse.”). 

As for strategies to avoid feeling scared, one of the more common strategies cited 

pertained to prevention (e.g., “Pay attention to what’s going on so I can’t get caught off guard”, 

“ I just try not to go nowhere or do nothing that’ll make me feel scared…(like) getting in trouble 
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with the police.”) for both groups. A few participants in the high CU group also described 

interpersonal strategies (e.g., “read the bible”) while participants in the low CU group did not.  

Across groups, participants most commonly stated prevention strategies to avoid feelings 

of guilt (e.g., “I don’t lie.  (Be)Cause if you lie, you have to tell another lie and then you get 

caught in lies. And then if someone confronts you about lying you feel guilty.”, “ I don’t steal 

from family and friends.”). A few participants in the high CU group also stated interpersonal 

strategies that involve admitting to their wrongdoing (e.g., “tell the truth”, “ admit to doing 

something you did.”). Two participants in the low CU group cited cognitive processing strategies. 

One of the participant described, “I try and tell myself whatever I’m feeling guilt about wasn’t as 

bad as what it is.”   

Similar to the findings for avoidance of guilt, participants across groups more commonly 

cited prevention strategies (e.g., “Avoid fighting, think of Mom”, “ Just don’t do nothing to make 

me feel shame…like talk about somebody behind their back.”) to avoid shame (See Tables 34-38 

for frequencies of strategies engaged in).  

Table 34 
Sad Avoidance Strategies (Frequencies) 
 
Group Short-term 

Emotion 
Regulation 

Cognitive 
Processing 

Prevention Interpersonal Total No. 
Cited 

Low CU (n=8) 3 3 1 1 8 
High CU (n=3) 2 1 0 0 3 
 

Table 35 
Anger Avoidance Strategies (Frequencies) 
 
Group Short-term 

Emotion 
Regulation 

Cognitive 
Processing 

Prevention Interpersonal Total No. 
Cited 

Low CU (n=8) 3 2 2 2 9 
High CU (n=4) 2 1 2 2 7 
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Table 36 
Scared Avoidance Strategies (Frequencies) 
 
Group Short-term 

Emotion 
Regulation 

Cognitive 
Processing 

Prevention Interpersonal Total No. 
Cited 

Low CU (n=5) 2 0 3 0 5 
High CU (n=6) 2 0 4 2 8 
 

Table 37 
Guilt Avoidance Strategies (Frequencies) 
 
Group Short-term 

Emotion 
Regulation 

Cognitive 
Processing 

Prevention Interpersonal Total No. 
Cited 

Low CU (n=11) 2 2 7 1 12 
High CU (n=10) 1 0 6 3 10 
 

Table 38 
Shame Avoidance Strategies (Frequencies) 
 
Group Short-term 

Emotion 
Regulation 

Cognitive 
Processing 

Prevention Interpersonal Total No. 
Cited 

Low CU (n=6) 2 2 3 0 7 
High CU (n=7) 0 1 7 0 8 
 

Invalidating Childhood Environment  

 Participants were asked to describe times when they have expressed their emotions to 

their caregivers, and these responses were coded to examine the frequencies in which 

participants have experienced an invalidating childhood environment. Coding the participants’ 

responses based on items from the Invalidating Childhood Environment Scale (ICES) found very 

few responses that described an invalidating childhood environment. Specifically, the total 

number of invalidating childhood environment coded for each emotional experience ranged from 

0 to 5. Due to the small number of responses indicating invalidating childhood environments, 
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analyses to examine if participants who have experienced an invalidating environment would 

more likely avoid certain emotions could not be carried out.  

Perceptions of Power and Control 

Participants were inquired on their feelings of being a leader, and three categories of 

responses, Positive, Negative, and Neutral, emerged from examining the responses. Positive 

feelings consist of responses describing a general positive affect (e.g., a good feeling), 

improvement in self-appraisal (e.g., boost in confidence), dominance (e.g., feelings of 

importance or power) and guidance (e.g., leading others in the right direction). Negative feelings 

consist of responses describing one’s dislike of responsibility (e.g., everyone is watching and one 

may do the wrong thing) and potential negative interpersonal outcomes (e.g., being blamed for 

making certain decisions) that may arise. Neutral responses consist of responses that indicate 

indifference to being a follower or a leader, or stating one’s disinclination to being a leader or a 

follower.  

No differences were found between groups in the types of feelings arising from being a 

leader, p=.22. Most participants (at least three-quarter) in both groups experienced positive 

feelings from being a leader. When asked if it is important to be in control or in charge of others, 

half of the participants in the high CU group stated that it is important, while only a quarter of 

participants in the low CU group stated the importance of being in charge. A chi-square test of 

independence however, did not find a significant association between group and perception of 

the importance of being in charge, p= .19.  

Participants were further asked about the reasons why they think it is important to be in 

charge. As the number of participants who cited certain reasons for the importance of being in 

charge were too small, chi-square tests of independence could not be carried out to examine 
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differences between groups. No difference was observed in the more commonly cited reason for 

being in charge. Specifically, both groups commonly (more than half) indicate a desire to guide 

others (e.g., “I got like goals, and things I want and people want, and I can help people succeed”, 

“ I just like leading people in the right way and showing people how to do right.”) A few 

participants from the high CU group also stated that it is important to be in charge because of the 

positive feelings they derived from it (e.g., “Because I like to be the boss. I don’t like people 

telling me what to do.”) and the desire to be in charge of oneself (e.g., “If I’m not in control, that 

means other people got an opportunity to run me over.”)   

Perceptions of Respect and Disrespect 

No significant difference was found between groups in their ability to cite an incident in 

which they received respect, p= .49. However, unlike participants in the low CU group who were 

all able to cite such an incident, there were two participants in the high CU group who stated that 

they have not been respected or do not remember being respected.  

The most commonly cited (about two-fifths of each group) experience of being respected 

across groups was being verbally or behaviorally reinforced (e.g., encouraged to continue to 

engage in a positive activity, being appreciated, being talked to in a calm voice).  About one-

quarter of participants in the low CU group described their experiences of being respected as 

being offered tangible rewards (e.g., being awarded a certificate, given money) and having others 

submit to them (e.g., “If I beat up someone, then they [gang]give me respect because I beat that 

dude.”, “ when I’m out somewhere like I’m at a party or something… a whole bunch of people 

come up to me and trying to talk to me and shake my hand… tell me about what they been 

hearing and stuff.”). Similarly, near to one-quarter of the participants in the high CU group 

described experiences of having others submit to them as a sign of respect (e.g., “I got a lot of 
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respect when I beat up somebody.”). Other less commonly cited categories include Not being 

aggressive (e.g., not swearing or say things in a commanding tone) and a General 

communication of respect (e.g., “Just the way they are talking and acting”, “ Talks with respect”) 

(See Table 39 for frequencies). 

Table 39 
Respect Experiences (Frequencies) 
 
Group General 

Communication 
of Respect 

Submission Tangible 
Rewards 

Verbally/ 
behaviorally 
reinforced 

Not being  
Aggressive 

Total 

Low CU 
(n=20) 

2 5 5 8 0 20 

High CU 
(n=18) 

4 4 1 7 2 18 

 

A chi-square test of independence was conducted to examine if there is a group 

difference in the ability to cite an incident of disrespect. No significant difference was found, 

p=.74. More than half of the participants in both groups were able to cite an incident when they 

were disrespected.  

Group differences were found in the types of experiences participants described as 

constituting disrespect. The most commonly cited (about two-fifths of the group) experience of 

being disrespected for participants in the low CU group was being physically aggressed (e.g., 

shoes being stepped on, got beaten up), while the most commonly cited (about one-quarter of the 

group) experience of being disrespected was being verbally aggressed (e.g., called names, being 

criticized) for the high CU group. Other incidents of disrespect that participants described 

include having something or a loved one (e.g., girlfriend) being taken away, having others not 

submitting to their requests or commands, and being ostracized or excluded (See Table 40 for 

frequencies).  
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Table 40 
Disrespect Experiences (Frequencies) 
 
Group Having 

something/ 
someone 

being taken 
away 

Not 
submitting 
to requests/ 
commands 

Verbal 
Aggression 

Physical 
Aggression 

Ostracized/ 
Excluded 

Total  

Low CU 
(n=12) 

3 2 2 5 0 12 

High CU 
(n=14) 

1 0 7 4 2 14 

 

Regarding ways to gain respect, slightly more than half of the participants in both groups 

provided interpersonal strategies (i.e., Being polite and having manners, having a positive 

attitude and helping others, Not being arrogant or dominant, Not hurting others). Slightly less 

than half of the participants in both groups provided individual-oriented strategies (i.e., 

Achievement /Performance, Exercising self-control, Obedience to Rules/Laws, Living the Right 

way, and Be Myself). Examining the categories further found some differences between groups. 

The most common interpersonal strategy (two-fifths) for the Low CU group was having a 

positive attitude and helping others. Similar to some other participants, one participant expressed, 

“Just help them out, offer whatever they need.  Just doing stuff for others.  Respecting other 

people, you gain respect that way.” The more commonly cited interpersonal strategies (about 

one-quarter) for the high CU group were in contrast, being polite (e.g., addressing people the 

right way) and not being arrogant or dominant (e.g., “Not acting like I’m better than people.”, 

“ listening to them when they talk”). Further, while the most commonly cited individual strategy 

for the low CU group was Obedience (e.g., “Abide by laws”), participants in the high CU group 

were more likely to cite individual strategies such as Living the right way (e.g., “ Being honest”) 

(See Table 41 for frequencies).  
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Table 41 
Respect Strategies (Frequencies) 
 
Group Interpersonal  Individual   
 Polite/ 

Manners 
Positive
/Help 
others 

Not 
being 
arrogant 

Not 
hurting 
others 

Total 
No. 
Cited 

Achievement 
/Performance 

Self-
Control 

Obedience Living 
the 
right 
way 

Be 
myself 

General Total 
No. 
Cited 

Low CU 
(n=20) 

1 8 0 2 11 1 1 4 0 2 1 9 

High CU 
(n=20) 

5 1 4 3 13 2 0 0 3 2 0 7 
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CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 

The present study is novel as it is the first study, to the author’s knowledge, that 

examined and explored potential differences in the emotional experiences of juvenile delinquents 

with different levels of CU traits. Reviewing previous research on participants with psychopathic 

traits and specific callous-unemotional traits as well as literature on the psychopathic personality, 

it was hypothesized that participants with high CU traits would experience less intense emotional 

reactions, be less able to describe their emotional experiences, less aware of complex emotions 

like guilt and shame, experience emotions that are of shorter duration, and more likely evoke 

negative emotions in others, compared to participants with low CU traits. In addition, it was 

expected that high CU youth might more likely have their emotions invalidated by their parents. 

However, the present study found few group differences as hypothesized, which suggest that the 

emotional deficits of adolescents with high CU traits may not be as pervasive as thought and that 

they may have more similarities than differences with low CU youth.  Possible reasons for the 

lack of differences are discussed below.  

Similar to the present study, Marsh et al. (2011) examined the emotional experiences of 

adolescents, but focused on examining the emotional experiences of adolescents with different 

levels of psychopathic traits instead of specific CU traits. Similar to the findings from the Marsh 

et al. (2011)’s study, no group differences were found for the reported intensity and duration of 

experiencing sadness, anger and happiness. However, Marsh et al. (2011) reported that the 

participants with high psychopathic traits indicated that they experienced fear less strongly as 



60 
 

compared to the control group.  This group difference in the experience of fear was not found in 

the present study. In addition, it was found, contrary to expectation, that the participants with 

high CU traits experienced greater bodily sensations during their guilty experiences compared to 

participants with low CU traits. This finding could not be compared to the Marsh et al. (2011)’s 

study because they did not investigate participants’ guilt experiences. 

What is important to note is that the present study required participants to recall 

emotional experiences and report their perceived emotional intensity and physiological arousal 

during those experiences. Thus, the lack of differences in emotional experiences could be due to 

differences in the nature of the emotional experiences reported. Specifically, similar reports of 

the intensity of emotional experiences may occur if high CU participants report similar levels of 

emotional intensity and duration of emotional experience with low CU participants despite 

experiencing events that are more distressing. In fact, in Marsh et al. (2011)’s study, the 

situations provided by adolescents with psychopathic traits were rated to be more emotionally 

evocative compared to those described by the control group. Further analysis on the data of the 

present study would be required to examine if the emotionally evocativeness of described events 

indeed play a role in contributing to the lack of group differences.  

Further, as highlighted by Fairchild (2011), asking participants to provide subjective 

reports of their emotional experiences and using that findings to get a sense of their actual 

emotional experience assumes that participants can engage in introspection well, are aware of 

their physiological arousal and subjective states during those situations, are able to commit these 

experiences to memory and accurately recall them. However, some participants may be making 

best guesses as to what they were experiencing at that time because of their difficulty in recalling 

their subjective states. Ultimately, this study examines participants’ perceived, rather than their 
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actual emotional experiences, and this could contribute to the discrepancy in findings from 

previous research. Patrick, Cuthbert and Lang (1994)’s research found no differences between 

the high-psychopathy participants and the low-psychopathy participants in their self-reported 

fear when imagining fearful situations. However, high-psychopathy participants showed less 

physiological reactions (as measured by heart-rate and skin conductance) compared to low-

psychopathy participants during the fear imagery tasks. This discrepancy in self-report versus 

actual physiological indicators illustrates how the results of this research could be different from 

previous research examining emotional reactions in psychopathic individuals using instruments 

to measure physiological reactions.  

 The finding that high CU participants were as able as low CU participants to describe at 

least three thoughts or feelings they have during their emotional experiences and provide similar 

frequencies of emotional words in their narratives suggests that high CU participants may not be 

as emotionally deficient in their verbal accounts as initially thought. Cleckley (1976, p.339) 

stated that psychopathic individuals possess superficial charm and may seem “free from social or 

emotional impediments”. Further, although a psychopathic individual may have certain “inner 

emotion deviations…he outwardly shows nothing”. Thus, in line with what Cleckley purports, 

this finding suggests that the emotional deficiencies of individuals with CU traits may not be 

apparent. Further, no differences were found between groups in the ability to cite and describe 

shame and guilt experiences, which suggests that high CU participants are not less able 

compared to low CU participants in understanding and experiencing the emotions of shame and 

guilt. As these findings were unexpected, this study will need to be replicated in order to 

determine if this finding is consistent across studies and to develop possible explanations for 

these findings.  
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 It was further found that high CU participants were not more likely than low CU 

participants to manipulate and evoke emotions in others. A qualitative analysis of the reasons 

provided for evoking emotions in others found that high CU participants were more likely to 

make plans to evoke negative emotions in others for self-enhancement or to reach a specific goal 

(e.g., teasing someone or playing a prank on someone to make themselves feel happy), more so 

than low CU participants. This finding goes in line with existing research showing an association 

between proactive aggression (i.e., where aggression serves the purpose of obtaining a desired 

goal or object) and callous-unemotional traits in childhood and adolescence (Barry, Thompson, 

Lochman, Adler & Hill, 2007; Fite, Stoppelbein & Greening, 2009).  

 It is further interesting to observe that amongst the reactive reasons cited, high CU 

participants seemed to express more frequently that they evoked emotions in others to let the 

other person understand the negative feelings they were experiencing, compared to low CU 

participants. This reason seems to be in line with the tendency of psychopathic individuals to 

engage in projective identification, i.e., to get others to understand how one feels by evoking that 

feeling in others (McWilliams ,1994). Specifically, McWilliams argued that psychopaths get 

other people to understand what they feel by evoking that feeling in them, and the reason why 

they engaged in such a process is because of their inability or disinclination to express their 

emotions verbally.  

No differences were observed between groups on participants’ reasons for making others 

feel happy, with the majority of participants stating their desires to make their family members 

and friends happy. This suggests that participants from both groups are just as likely to please 

others because of their desire to see their loved ones feel better.  
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 One noticeable group difference that was observed in the physiological symptoms 

reported was a trend for high CU participants to more frequently express a warm pleasant feeling 

when evoking negative emotions in others, compared to low CU participants. Although the t-test 

conducted found no significant difference, the effect size (i.e., �p 
2 ) was .09, which is considered 

a moderate effect size. It makes sense for high CU participants to experience pleasant feelings 

when evoking negative emotions in others if their reasons for making others feel upset is to 

obtain something or to reach a goal, experiencing positive feelings in the process. Replications of 

this study on a larger sample of participants would help to investigate if there is indeed a 

difference in physiological symptoms experienced between participants of different levels of CU 

traits when evoking emotions in others. 

 It was also found that high CU participants experienced greater bodily sensations when 

trying to make others happy. This result goes in line with the finding Patrick (1994) described, a 

positive correlation between the emotional detachment factor of psychopathy and positive affect. 

This seems to suggest that participants with high CU traits are not deficient in their capacity to 

experience pleasure, and in fact experiences bodily sensations to a greater extent when making 

others happy. However, more recently this relationship between psychopathy and positive affect 

was not found. On the contrary, Hicks and Patrick (2006) found that psychopathy is fairly 

saturated with negative affect and this finding also appears to be evident in youth samples 

(Salekin, Neumann, Leistico, DiCicco & Duros, 2004).  

High CU participants were as able as low CU participants to identify and state the happy, 

angry and sad emotional expressions of the photographed individuals. However, fewer high CU 

participants compared to low CU participants accurately stated the emotion of the scared 

individual. This indicates that participants with high CU traits are not incapable in recognizing 
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all emotions, but display some deficits in recognizing fearful expressions. Similarly, Leist and 

Dadds (2009) found an association between CU traits and impairment in fear recognition in 

adolescents, and the meta-analysis that Marsh and Blair (2008) conducted found deficits in 

psychopathic individuals in recognizing fearful expressions. Thus, this finding is consistent with 

previous research that found that youth with callous-unemotional traits has deficits in fear which 

could contribute to their empathy deficits. Specifically, Marsh and Ambady (2007) found that 

individuals who are skilled in recognizing fearful facial expressions are more likely to report 

feeling sympathy for others. This implies that youth with callous-unemotional traits, having 

certain fear deficits, would less likely report sympathy for others in distress. 

 No group differences were found in participants’ perceptions of their own emotional 

experiences compared to the experiences of the photographed individuals. Participants from both 

groups were more likely to rate the intensity of their own sadness and their felt bodily sensations 

as stronger compared to the sad photographed individual. These participants’ perceptions seem 

to go in line with research findings indicating the very low levels of positive emotion in conduct 

problem youth (Salekin et al., 2004; Washburn et al., 2007). These low levels of positive 

emotion could be attributed to the stressful events that they have experienced.  Specifically, 

Abram et al. (2004) found that over 90% of juvenile detainees have experienced at least one 

traumatic event, and Steiner, Garcia and Matthews (1997) found that incarcerated adolescents 

had a higher rate of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) than adolescent community samples 

and experienced symptoms of elevated distress, anxiety and depression. 

In addition, there was a general trend for participants in both groups to perceive that the 

average person would feel more sadness as compared to them when placed in the same situation. 

Specifically, participants reported that another person placed in the same situation would 
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experience greater bodily sensations of sadness compared to them. This finding is interesting and 

it would be helpful to carry out future research to find out the reasons contributing to this 

perception. 

 It was further explored if there would be group differences in the extent to which 

participants control their emotional experience and reactions. High CU participants controlled 

their scared feelings to greater extent compared to low CU participants. Further examination of 

the reasons high CU participants provided to justify the control of their scared feelings found a 

general disinclination to express their fear. It was also observed that there was a trend for high 

CU participants to control their feelings, verbal and non-verbal reactions more when feeling 

guilty, compared to low CU participants. High CU participants commonly justified the control of 

their guilty feelings and reactions with interpersonal reasons that include the desire to avoid 

interpersonal interactions when they are feeling upset and to not appear to others that they have 

done something wrong. Other reasons high CU participants provided to explain their control of 

guilt pertained to negative outcomes (e.g., get into trouble, lead to other negative feelings) that 

may occur if they express their guilt. Participants in both groups tended to attribute their control 

of their sadness to a disinclination to express their sadness to others. Participants in both groups 

were also more likely to explain that they controlled their anger because of their awareness that 

negative outcomes (e.g., spending more time in the detention center) would result if they do not 

do so. In general, there was a trend for high CU participants to justify their control of emotions 

more frequently by specifying the negative interpersonal interactions or outcomes that would 

result. This suggests that high CU participants may more likely think that negative outcomes 

could occur if emotions are not controlled.   
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 Participants with high CU traits were more likely to find emotions hard to express, 

compared to participants with low CU traits. When asked why emotional expression is hard, 

most high CU participants were unable to explain the reasons for their difficulties in emotional 

expression, and tend to more generally state their dislike in expressing negative emotions or 

sharing their emotions with others. A few high CU participants were able to articulate that 

expressing their emotions could lead to negative interpersonal outcomes (e.g., teasing). These 

findings, coupled with the finding that high CU individuals tend to experience greater bodily 

sensations when feeling guilty but control their guilty feelings and reactions more than low CU 

individuals, further illustrate the discrepancy in high CU participants’ experience and expression 

of emotions. This finding is in line with the suggestion stated by Steuerwald (1996), that 

individuals with psychopathic traits do experience negative emotions but may give others the 

impression that they are emotionless because of their lack of display of emotions. 

 Interestingly, while no differences were found between groups in their perceived 

difficulty in expressing certain emotions, high CU participants stated anger as an easy emotion to 

express more frequently than low CU participants. Sattel (1975) theorized that men may control 

their emotional expression in order to “effectively wield power”, to give the impression that 

decisions are made rationally and efficiently instead of being made in an emotional manner, and 

to prevent others from knowing about one’s limitations or weaknesses. Timmers, Fischer and 

Manstead (1998) further found that men are more motivated to stay in control and to express 

emotions (e.g., anger, contempt) that reflect their power. Specifically, one is more likely to 

experience sadness or fear when a negative event is appraised to be caused by unknown factors 

or out of one’s control. Thus, displaying sadness or fear indicates one’s powerlessness and 

vulnerability. On the other hand, one is more likely to experience anger or contempt when a 
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negative event is appraised as being caused by identified external factors, or within one’s control 

and can be changed. Thus, expression of emotions such as anger is an indication of power.  

 Applying this theory and finding to the results of the present study, it seems that 

participants with high CU traits may control or inhibit their expression of specific negative 

emotions such as fear and guilt to stay in power and to avoid appearing vulnerable. They may 

also find anger easier to express because of the sense of power it indicates to others. Anger is 

associated with feelings of certainty and enhanced confidence that one has been wronged, and 

this in turn enhances confidence in one’s way of processing information about problems 

(Tiedons & Linton, 2001). In contrast, fear is associated with uncertainty (Tiedons & Linton, 

2001) and has been found to be an emotion that high CU participants control more so than low 

CU participants. Taking these findings together, it seems that participants with high CU traits 

may control some of their negative emotions so as to appear that they are in control and to exert 

power, and express emotions such as anger that accord them power and enhance their confidence. 

This goes in line with McWilliams’s (1994) theory of psychopathic individuals’ use of the 

defense mechanism of omnipotent control.  

When asked about how they tried to regulate their negative emotions in the moment for 

the situations they described, participants most frequently described short-term emotion 

regulation strategies (e.g., distraction, engaging in physical activities). However, high CU 

participants seemed more likely to consider the potential negative consequences that might arise 

so as to control their anger in the moment, compared to low CU participants who more 

frequently used short-term emotion regulation strategies.  

Similarly, when asked about how they cope with sadness, anger and fear in general, 

participants from both groups more frequently expressed their use of short-term emotion 
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regulation strategies. However, high CU participants were observed to engage in other strategies 

(e.g., avoid situations that would elicit fear, seek support) besides using short-term emotion 

regulation techniques to cope with fear, more so that low CU participants. In addition, while low 

CU participants more frequently engaged in interpersonal strategies (e.g., apologize) to cope 

with their guilt, high CU participants also engaged in short-term emotion regulation strategies 

besides using interpersonal strategies.  

 The finding that participants from both groups engaged more frequently in short-term 

emotion regulation strategies to cope with their negative emotions, whether it is in the moment or 

after the event, goes in line with the higher prevalence of avoidant coping styles (e.g., putting the 

problem out of one’s mind, venting the anger on another person) found in delinquents (Ruchkin, 

Eisemann, & Hagglof, 1999) and conduct-disordered youth (Hastings, Anderson & Kelley, 

1996). Loving and Russell (2000) also observed a trend for highly psychopathic adolescents to 

engage in less painful introspection compared to other juvenile offenders with lower 

psychopathic traits, although this finding was not found to be significant. This could explain why 

the participants of this study engaged more frequently in avoidance strategies so as to reduce 

their negative emotions quickly, rather than engaging in cognitive methods to process and reflect 

about their experiences. It is interesting to observe that high CU participants seemed to use more 

varied strategies to cope with their fear and guilt, the two emotions that they also control more so 

than low CU participants. Further, low CU participants tend to engage in interpersonal strategies 

to cope with their guilt, likely to make amendments or to restore a relationship. In contrast, high 

CU participants’ tendency to engage in short-term emotion regulation besides interpersonal 

strategies raises the possibility of their inclination to remove their guilty feelings quickly instead 

of reaching out to talk to the person whom they have offended.   
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No group differences were found in the participants’ tendency to avoid certain emotions 

or perceive certain emotions as beneficial. The strategies that participants from both groups used 

more frequently to avoid negative emotions were also similar. Specifically, both groups more 

frequently used short-term emotion regulation strategies to avoid sadness, and considered how to 

prevent themselves from getting into situations where they feel scared, guilt or shame to avoid 

these emotions. This pattern of strategies that they cite may reflect the participants’ perceptions 

of the difficulty of preventing sad events, but the higher likelihood in preventing situations where 

they feel scared, guilt or shame.  

 It was of interest to examine if an invalidating childhood environment would be linked to 

avoidance of certain emotions. However, very few participants described their parents’ 

interactions with them as invalidating their emotions. This could suggest that the detained 

adolescents in this sample may not commonly experience an invalidating childhood environment, 

or that participants tend not to share about interactions with parents that are characteristic of an 

invalidating childhood environment.  

 Most participants in both groups shared that they derived positive feelings from being a 

leader. There was a non-significant trend for high CU participants to think that being in charge is 

important, more so than low CU participants. Participants in both groups mainly explained that 

they would like to be in charge of others so as to guide others in the right direction. A few high 

CU participants shared about the benefits of being in charge which include the positive feelings 

one derives from being a leader and to avoid others from taking advantage of them.  

 Further, almost all participants cited incidents in which they were respected, while a 

lower proportion (more than half) cited incidents when they were disrespected. No group 

differences were found in the participants’ ability to cite incidents of being respected or 
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disrespected. The most commonly cited experience of being respected for both groups was being 

verbally or behaviorally reinforced (e.g., being appreciated, talked to in a calm voice). While the 

most commonly cited experience of being disrespected for the low CU group was being 

physically aggressed, the most commonly cited experience of being disrespected for the high CU 

group was being verbally aggressed. Some reasons that could contribute to the difference could 

be the higher sensitivity of high CU participants to verbal aggression, or not having experienced 

physical aggression as frequently compared to low CU participants. However, it is uncertain as 

to what could be contributing to the differences due to limited research on juvenile delinquents’ 

perceptions of disrespect.  

 Regarding the strategies to gain respect, participants from both groups more commonly 

cited interpersonal strategies to facilitate positive interactions with others. Further examination of 

the results found that participants with low CU traits were more likely to cite pro-social 

strategies such as having a positive attitude toward others and helping others, while participants 

with high CU traits more commonly stated the use of interpersonal strategies that involves 

appearing polite and not arrogant. Individual-oriented strategies were cited by slightly less than 

half of the participants in both groups. Similarly, the individual-oriented strategy that participants 

with low CU traits cited seemed more pro-social (i.e., obedience to law and authority figures), 

while participants with high CU traits more likely focused on living by their own values and 

stated reasons pertaining to Living the Right way to gain respect. Nihart, Lersch, Sellers and 

Mieczkowski (2005) described in their research that juvenile delinquents, often being from lower 

socio-economic status families, are often unsuccessful in measuring up to middle class standards. 

Thus, they seek to establish a new culture (e.g., the gang culture) where they can find success 

and elevate their status. Values belonging to a middle class culture such as academic 
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achievement and courtesy are rejected while values of the lower class culture such as toughness, 

excitement and autonomy are prized. While it is observed that participants in the high CU group 

have not rejected the value of courtesy and still see being polite as a way to convey respect, it 

was observed that similar to the juvenile delinquents in Nihart et al. (2005)’s study, they seemed 

more likely than participants in the low CU group to strive for autonomy by citing the 

importance of living by their own values to gain respect, rather than following the rules of the 

society.  

Limitations and Future Directions 

 The current study is novel in that it is one of the few studies that examines juvenile 

delinquents’ emotional experiences and investigate potential differences in experiences that arise 

from having different levels of callous-unemotional traits. However, it should be noted that the 

current study examines the perceptions that juvenile delinquents have of their emotional 

experiences, and these perceptions may not reflect what they actually felt in those situations. 

Some potential factors (e.g., accuracy of recall, one’s mindfulness of experience) that could 

contribute to the discrepancy between perceptions and reality have been highlighted previously. 

It would be helpful for future research to assess participants’ emotional reactions during 

emotional events or when recounting those events using objective physiological measures (e.g., 

skin conductance measures). This would examine the extent of correspondence between 

subjectively experienced emotion and physiological indices of emotion, as well as explore 

participants’ emotional reactions when recounting negative events. Further, it would be 

informative to observe and assess participants’ emotional expression while experiencing specific 

emotions, to examine if participants with high CU traits are more likely to conceal their negative 

emotions while experiencing them. 
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 Certain proposed analyses could not be carried out in the current study because of the 

small number of participants who expressed that they have gone through such emotional 

experiences (e.g., shame experiences, manipulation of negative emotions in others). It is 

uncertain if participants may truly not have gone through those experiences, or if they are 

reticent to share due to concerns with appearing socially desirable. It would be helpful for future 

research to examine if certain ways of questioning (e.g., normalizing) may reduce stigma to 

share about certain experiences, thus increasing response rate.  

 Further replications of the current study using a larger sample would help to examine if 

some unexpected findings (e.g., high CU participants expressing the experience of greater bodily 

sensations when feeling guilty and when making others happy, compared to low CU participants) 

would still hold, to investigate if certain findings that approached significance in this study 

would be significant in a larger study, and to carry out certain analyses which could not be 

carried out due to a small sample (e.g., examine shame experiences).  

 Though it is informative to examine how CU traits are associated with emotional 

perceptions and experiences, it would also be helpful for future research to examine how other 

dimensions of psychopathy (e.g., Grandiose/Manipulative factor), and more broadly, the whole 

psychopathy construct, may be related to certain emotional perceptions and reactions. The lack 

of group differences in the current study may suggest that just using CU traits to define youth’s 

emotional experiences may be insufficient. Thus, examining the construct of psychopathy and 

looking at whether the interaction of different psychopathy dimensions may be linked to certain 

emotional deficits will further the understanding of the emotional experiences of youth with 

psychopathic traits.  
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 Although certain statistical analyses to examine group differences could not be carried 

out because of small sample sizes, examining the patterns of qualitative responses across groups 

could potentially discover new avenues of inquiries that can enhance our understanding of 

callous-unemotional youth. For example, future research could use the reasons the participants 

provided for emotional manipulation to develop scale items which assess motivations for 

emotional manipulation, and subsequently test these items on larger samples to examine for 

reliability and validity. Future research can also use the situations participants described to create 

scenarios that are realistic and applicable to juvenile delinquents, and potentially present these 

scenarios to arouse certain emotions in them and inquire about their emotional reactions, 

cognitions or behavioral tendencies if they were in such situations.  

  The present study explored some areas that have not been examined previously in  with 

detained callous-unemotional adolescents. Specifically, it was found that these youth with high 

CU traits find it hard to express their negative emotions and have a tendency to control their fear 

and guilt more so than other juvenile delinquents. These youth were also more likely to cope 

with their scared and guilty feelings with a variety of strategies, including suppression, 

distraction and avoidance strategies. What was unexamined in the present study is how effective 

these strategies are in regulating their negative emotions, and whether these strategies are merely 

effective momentarily, or also adaptive in the long run.  Some research has shown that 

suppression of expressive outward emotion does not provide relief from the psychological 

experience of that emotion, but could lead to the emotion becoming stronger and a range of 

undesired psychological outcomes (Butler & Gross, 2004). This suggests that the suppression 

strategies that the participants engaged in may not be adaptive emotional coping in the long run. 
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Further, it has been found that individuals with various forms of psychopathology may 

negatively react to emotions by having negative beliefs about emotions (e.g., I shouldn’t feel 

scared because this means I am weak) and avoiding emotional awareness, instead of processing 

emotional information and utilizing its motivational value (Mennin & Fresco, 2010). Emotion 

dysregulation is also indicated by maladaptive emotion management skills, which have been 

observed in individuals with anxiety disorders (Mennin , Heimberg, Turk, & Fresco, 2005), child 

abuse-related PTSD (Cloitre, Koenen, Cohen, & Han, 2002) and depression (Flett, Blankstein, & 

Obertynski, 1996).  It is thus important for future research to examine more comprehensively the 

emotion regulation of youth with CU traits, to see if the processes they engage in may contribute 

to unhealthy coping or emotional dysregulation that could in turn contribute to delinquent 

behavior and psychopathology.  

Ultimately, looking into the above-mentioned areas will bring us closer to further 

understanding these youth with CU traits, and puts clinicians in a better position to develop 

interventions that would help these youth lead better lives and engage in pro-social behaviors.  
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APPENDIX 

Do you find it easy or hard to express how you feel to others? Are there certain feelings 
that are easier/harder for you to express than others? Which ones and why?  

Why did you try to control your feelings? 

Category Themes 
General 
Disinclination 
to showing 
emotions 

Don't want/don’t like to show others 
how I feel/ cry in front of others 

Rules: I should not show others how I 
feel/Guys don't express/show their 
emotions 

Don't like negative feelings/ don't 
want to talk about negative things 
Used to it/do it automatically/just the 
way I am/ just the way I am brought 
up/hard to communicate emotions in 
general 

Don't know 
Because I don't feel that emotional to 
show it  

Specific- 
Interpersonal 
Reasons 

don’t want people to talk to 
me/joke/gossip about it 
don't want to make others 
stressed/sad 
 signs of inadequacy (e.g., weakness, 
doing something wrong) 
prove to others that I'm not affected 
by what they say/do 

Specific- 
Outcome 
based 

Being emotional does not benefit the 
situation (e.g., get into trouble, parent 
would know about wrongdoing) 

negative emotions linger on/continue/ 
get too intense/get out of control if 
experienced/thought about/expressed 

Not applicable All are easy to express 
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Are there certain feelings you would rather not experience or you think are not helpful to 
you? Why? 

Category Themes 
 General 
avoidance of 
emotions 

Don't want/don’t like to show others how I feel/ cry in front 
of others 

Rules: I should not show others how I feel/Guys don't 
express/show their emotions 

General: Don't like negative feelings/ don't want to talk 
about negative things 
Used to it/do it automatically/just the way I am/ just the way 
I am brought up/hard to communicate emotions in general 

Don't know (e.g., I have not experienced the emotion but 
think its negative) 

Specific- 
Interpersonal 
Reasons 

don’t want people to talk to me/joke /gossip about it 

don't want to make others stressed/sad 
 signs of inadequacy (e.g., weakness, doing something 
wrong, will feel bad about myself, feel like I owe something 
to someone, feel like someone has been wronged, don't want 
to apologize, avoid thinking that I made the wrong decision, 
avoid feeling regret) 

prove to others that I'm not affected by what they say/do; 
that I will not be controlled by them  

Specific- 
Outcome 
based 
  
  

Being emotional does not benefit the situation (e.g., get into 
trouble, parent would know about wrongdoing, prevent 
youth from doing what they want to do ) 

negative emotions linger on/continue/ get too intense/get out 
of control if experienced/thought about/expressed 

Specific negative feelings: emotions cause stress, feels 
down, helplessness, low self-esteem, negative physiological 
reactions 
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"What did you do to control your feelings?", "Generally, are there certain things you do to 
cope with [emotion]?" and "Are there certain things you do to avoid [emotion]?" 

Category Themes 
Emotion Regulation Thought avoidance/suppression/distraction (e.g., don't think about it, ignore, 

not thinking or feeling, think about something else, make jokes/remember 
good times for coping with sadness/think negative thoughts or think sad 
things to control happiness) 
Engage in pleasurable activities (e.g., parties, exercise, listen to 
music/watch tv/get on the computer/video games/read a book/sleep) 

Calming activities: breathing, count to 10 
Vent/thursting forward/activation tendencies (e.g., hitting something, 
fighting, shouting, sex, behaviors to convert sadness to anger, crying) 

Destructive or sensation seeking behaviors (e.g., self-harm or attempt 
suicide/drug use/smoke cigarettes/ bite nails) 

Expression Control: e.g., I try not to show it (facial exp, tone of voice, 
verbal/nonverbal exp, behaviors) 

Cognitive Processing: 
Reframe and Reflect 

Reframe (e.g., it’s not as bad as it seems, could have been worse, stay/think 
positive/reassure self that it will be okay/ nothing is going to last forever) 

Avoid feeling bad about oneself (e.g., justify one's wrongdoing, minimize 
consequences, not let others' perceptions prevent me from doing things, 
don't think badly about myself) 

Process situation: write in a journal/ creative outlet (e.g. rapping)/ problem 
solving/getting more information/ reflect on how to prevent situation in 
future 

Prevention of negative 
situations/emotions or 
increase in intensity of 
emotions 

Deterrence: Reminders of consequences or something/a person/one's faith 
to discourage one from acting in a certain way 

Avoid situations (e.g., be vigilant, walk away)/people/behaviors (e.g., not 
sharing about experiences so that others cannot manipulate you with that) 
that would elicit emotions  

Interpersonal  Seek support/advice from others 
Talk to/ solve the problem with the other party involved in conflict  

apologize/appease/confess/reparations/admit guilt/ admit to wrongdoing 

Spiritual- praying, going to church, reading the bible 

No 
avoidance/control/Don't 
cope with it  

I don't avoid it (e.g., face fears)/ I don't do anything to cope with it/control it 

I don't experience that emotion so I don't avoid it  
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How does being a leader make you feel? 

Category Themes 
Positive Feelings General positive affect: good/great/ happy/joyful/pleasant/ 

likes leading ppl/ excited 

Improves self-appraisal: feel good about self/boost in self-
confidence and self-respect/ proud/ accomplished/ 
honourable/inspired/empowered /loyal 
/responsible/dependable 

 Dominance:  in charge/important/have more 
seniority/powerful/ in control/on top/ 

Guidance: should set a good influence/do the right 
thing/set a good example/ role model/helping other people 
out/ lead people in the right direction 

Negative Feelings Dislikes responsibility: chose not to be a leader because 
don’t like followers/don’t like telling others what to do/ 
everyone is watching me/has expectations for 
me/depending on me/ having responsibility /might do the 
wrong thing 
Negative Interpersonal Outcome: ppl  won’t like 
me/others will bad mouth them/if mess up people will get 
mad/crowding you/all in your space/ people talking about 
me/ competing against other leaders 

Negative Affect: tiring/nervous 
Neutral natural/calm; Better than the alternative: don’t like to 

follow; Doesn’t apply to me/ im not much of a 
leader/don’t think of myself as a leader 
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Has anybody tried to build you up and give you respect? Tell me what happened.   

Category Themes 
General 
Communication of 
Respect 

just their persona/the way they are talking and acting/non-verbal 
cues/body language/tone of voice/ talked to me differently/talks 
with respect/ say my name right/ called “sir” by authority figures 
(e.g., other adults/teachers) 

Submission called sir by fellow friends or gangmates/ obeyed him/her/look up 
to me/tell me about my reputation/a bunch of people at a party 
want to talk to me/Respect Based on Fear/reputation of fighting 

Positive 
Reinforcement 

Rewarded/Recognized: given a reward/certificate/money 
somewhere to stay/buy me stuff/  

Verbal or behavioral reinforcement: verbally encouraged to keep 
doing what they were doing/told they did something right/told to 
stay positive/building me up/praise me/ friend encourages not to 
do a bad thing/friend wants what’s best for 
him/her/gratitude/appreciation/showing love/congratulations/ 
really listened to what he/she had to say/ don’t interrupt/talking in 
a normal calm voice 

Not Being 
Physically/Verbally 
Aggressive 

not calling people names/not commanding/ Don’t get on me/don’t 
put your feet in my face/  stop negative behavior (e.g., swearing)/ 
didn’t talk over him/her 
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Has anybody disrespected you? Tell me what happened. 

Category Themes 
Take something 
that belonged to 
them 

Take something away/stole something/didn’t return 
something/don’t pay back a debt/ Hit on his gf 

Not submitting to 
requests/commands 

Not listening/not obeying request 

Verbal Aggression Called a name/ Yelling/cursing/Threatening/Mimicking 
me/Belittling/saying they won't amount to anything/talking over 
me 

Physical 
Aggression 

poke in the forehead/ Spit at him/her/ Got jumped/beat up/ Getting 
in my space/ Put his feet in my face/Step on shoes and not 
apologize 

Indirect 
Aggression 

Not being friends/Not hanging out with him anymore/Spreading 
rumours 

Not Applicable No/doesn’t apply to me/can’t remember/never paid attention 
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Do you think that being in control/in charge is important? Why? 

Category Themes 
Yes 
  
Guidance for others  Pple following you to do what’s right/ show pple to do what is 

right/good/ I can lead people to reach goals/ people listening to me 
hence I’m making an impact 

Positive Feelings 
from being in 
charge 

Can order pple to do what you want/like to be the boss/ 
Displaying strength (e.g., can handle it/cope with things)/power/ 
Feel more confident 

Being in charge of 
myself 

Do what I think is right/ So that other people won’t take advantage 
of me 

  
No 
  
General 
disinclination 
toward being in 
charge 

Don’t think about it/Not impt (e.g., can still be successful, don’t 
care about it)/don’t need to be in charge/in control of others / 
Don’t want to boss people around/ don’t like telling people what 
to do 

Freedom of choice People should make their own decisions/choices/not let others 
take charge of them 

Tough to be a 
leader 

Pple will blame me if I am not a good leader/ A lot of work to be a 
leader/hard to control others/Pple may see me as a bully/ Can lead 
to negative consequences (e.g., get hurt or die) 

Perceived 
inadequacy as a 
leader 

Don’t think I will be good at leading (e.g., don’t have that much 
knowledge yet/ don’t have enough experience) 

Preference to learn 
from those who are 
in charge 

Better for other people to be in charge (to help me learn/to guide 
me) 
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Why did you try to make someone else feel [emotion]? 

Category Themes 
Negative Emotions 
  
Reactive  Behavior-focused: For revenge/get back at the person (others did sth to 

hurt me/threaten me/because he/she made me mad/put me down/cos he 
did sth wrong prior to this, cos he did this to me when we were 
younger) 
Self-Feelings focused: wanted to let him/her know how I felt/ Cos I felt 
sad about it and wanted somebody else to feel bad too/To make the 
person feel bad for doing something wrong/unfair against me) 

Defense: So he wouldn’t mess with me/bother me/hurt me/fight with me 

Venting my negative emotion on someone else (e.g., angry with 
someone but took it out on another person) 

Instrumental/Planned For fun, joke/ get a laugh; Desire to see “drama”(e.g., See whether the 
other person can control it/ To see what they would do if they’re mad) 

Deter a person from doing something wrong in future 

To make the person feel bad for doing something wrong (not against 
me) 

Others: To get out of engaging in a scary activity with someone /To 
incite the person to help reach a goal (e.g., fight)/ To make the person 
mad so that he would fail at something 

Habit Tendency to do this with certain family members/friends 

Happy 

Other-focused Desire to make a loved one (e.g., family member/friend/girlfriend) feel 
better: Cos she is my mum/friend/girlfriend/siblings/ Cos I love 
her/him/ Don’t like seeing my friend/relative/ girlfriend down 

Desire for everyone to be happy: Everyone wants to be happy/everyone 
shd be happy/ Don’t like seeing others (in general) sad 

Don’t want another person to feel badly like I did: e.g., Cos I know that 
sad feeling because I have been through it  

Self-focused  Preference for positive mood/Don’t want negative mood to affect me: to 
make the day more fun/enjoyable/ enhance mood for that day/don’t like 
negative energy 

Engaging in an activity for oneself that inadvertently makes someone 
happy 
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Are there certain feelings that are helpful to you? How are they helpful? 

Category Themes 
Feels good/ feels 
good about myself 

It’s just good/ you will stay happy or joyful/ keeps you calm/ makes your 
day go by easily/ puts you in a good mood/ It feels good/ keeps yourself up 
/ keeps your attitude positive/ cheers me up/ improve self-esteem/feel good 
about yourself/ life is less boring 

Good experience/ 
better to experience 
the emotion 

it’s a healthy emotion/A real emotion/ everyone should experience it 
sometimes/ Hold it in and you will erupt  /Can’t be happy all the 
time/balances with other emotions/ Need to feel sadness to know what 
happy feels like 

Better than negative 
emotions / 
Avoidance of 
negative emotions 

stops from feeling other emotions/it’s better than other emotions /not good 
to be grumpy or negative all the time / rather it than anything/ other 
emotions stop you from doing things/ don’t have bad thoughts 

Specific Outcome-Based  
  
Prevents negative 
outcomes 

Stop problems/not stressing/keeps you from doing bad things (e.g. hurting 
people)/ other emotions make you do bad things/ nothing to apologize for/ 
nothing can go wrong/ nothing to worry about/ deterrent for future bad 
behavior/ Keeps you alive/saves you from bad situations/ know what 
situations to avoid/  know what not to do/ Trigger that need to control 
yourself/  

Leads to Positive 
Outcomes 

being happy can make other people happy; being supportive so you make 
others feel better/ makes you get along with everyone/ makes you do good 
things/ good things happen when you are in a good mood/ helps look to 
the future 

Not let others take 
advantage of me 

Not show weakness/show others that they can’t do bad things to you 

 Learning/Reflective 
opportunity 

Can learn from mistakes/ helps you know right from wrong/admit to what 
you did wrong/ keeps you from being cold-hearted/helps develop empathy/ 
Without it you wouldn’t care about your actions/Think about wrongdoings 
and prevent future bad behavior/To determine how to cope or deal with 
future anger/it’s smart to be scared; to know what you are scared of and 
how to cope/Process situation (e.g., Helps you move on/grieve about 
losses) 

Don't know   
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What can you do to gain the respect of others? 

Category Themes 
Interpersonal 
  
Being polite/having 
manners/displaying group 
rules 

yes sir, yes m’am/ not cursing/calling people names/ addressing people 
right/having good manners/ Gang signs/gestures 

Having a positive attitude 
toward others/Doing 
things for others 

Be nice/kind/friendly/ agreeable/Helping others, volunteer to help out in 
class/ Being a leader: give advice to help others 

Not being 
arrogant/dominant 

treat others as equal/ Not judging others/ Listen to others’ views, give 
them a chance to talk/not interrupt 

Not hurting others Not fighting/initiating conflicts/harming/hurting others/ Don’t gossip 

Individual: Achievement and Values 

Achievement/performance- 
based 

Attending school, making good grades/graduation/ Get a job/ reputation of 
good ability to fight 

Exercising Self-Control not agitated/calm 

Obedience Follow rules/laws/ Obey laws/ Do what others say 
Living the right way, 
according to values 

Respect myself by living right/ Not lying/be honest 

Be myself   
Other Responses 

General 
Treat others like how I want to be treated/Respect others (without giving 
examples) 

 


