University of Montana

ScholarWorks at University of Montana

Graduate Student Theses, Dissertations, &

Professional Papers Graduate School

1973

Effects of locus of control defensiveness and level of instigation
on aggressive behavior

Barry Lee Quinn
The University of Montana

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.umt.edu/etd

Let us know how access to this document benefits you.

Recommended Citation

Quinn, Barry Lee, "Effects of locus of control defensiveness and level of instigation on aggressive
behavior" (1973). Graduate Student Theses, Dissertations, & Professional Papers. 5735.
https://scholarworks.umt.edu/etd/5735

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Graduate School at ScholarWorks at University of
Montana. It has been accepted for inclusion in Graduate Student Theses, Dissertations, & Professional Papers by an
authorized administrator of ScholarWorks at University of Montana. For more information, please contact
scholarworks@mso.umt.edu.


https://scholarworks.umt.edu/
https://scholarworks.umt.edu/etd
https://scholarworks.umt.edu/etd
https://scholarworks.umt.edu/grad
https://scholarworks.umt.edu/etd?utm_source=scholarworks.umt.edu%2Fetd%2F5735&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://goo.gl/forms/s2rGfXOLzz71qgsB2
https://scholarworks.umt.edu/etd/5735?utm_source=scholarworks.umt.edu%2Fetd%2F5735&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:scholarworks@mso.umt.edu

THE EFFECTS OF LOCUS OF CONTROL, DEFENSIVENESS, AND LEVEL

OF INSTIGATION ON AGGRESSIVE BEHAVIOR

By
Barry L. Quinn

B.A., Montana State University, 1969

Presented in parﬁial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of

Master of Arts
UNIVERSITY OF MONTANA

1973

Approved by:

k&X\&/vg,

Chairman, Board of Examiners.




UMI Number: EP41202

All rights reserved

INFORMATION TO ALL USERS
The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the copy submitted.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if material had to be removed,
a note will indicate the deletion.

" Disseration Publishing

UMI EP41202
Published by ProQuest LLC (2014). Copyright in the Dissertation held by the Author.

Microform Edition © ProQuest LLC.
All rights reserved. This work is protected against
unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code

ProQuest

ProQuest LLC.

789 East Eisenhower Parkway
P.O. Box 1346

Ann Arbor, Ml 48106 - 1346



3-12-72

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

To Linda Sargent who added both cohesion and beauty to the
running of this experiment. Also I would like to thank Dr. Herman
A. Walters for his consistent support and prompt help with the

organization of this study.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
LIST OF TABLES . . .oV
LIST OF FIGURES. . . vi
Chapter
I. INTRODUCTION. & o o = o o o o o o o o+ o o o o
PERSONALITY VARIABLES AND AGGRESSIVE BEHAVIOR. .. 3
THE LOCUS OF CONTROL CONSTRUCT . . . 12
LOCUS OF CONTROL AND AGGRESSION. . .17
PROBLEM FOCUS. . .22
II. METHOD. . . . . 32
SUBJECTS . . . 32
APPARATUS. . . . . . . . 34
DEPENDENT VARIABLES. . . 36
PRocEDbRE. . . 38
III. RESULTS . . . . 42
IV. DISCUSSION. « v v « o o o « & . 53
INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS. . . 53
FINAL DISCUSSION . . 60
v. SGMMARyv, . 69
BIBLIOGRAPHY . . . . .71
LIST OF APPENDICQS . . . 77
APPENDIX A. . . 77

iii



APPENDIX
APPENDIX
APPENDIX
APPENDIX
APPENDIX
APPENDIX
APPENDIX
APPENDIX
APPENDIX
APPENDIX
APPENDIX

APPENDIX

APPENDIX -

APPENDICES (continued)

C

iv

81
83
85
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98

99



Table

Tabie

Table

Table

Table

LIST OF TABLES

Experimental Design .

Apparatus . . . .

Analysis
Third

Analysis
Minus

Analysis

Minus-

of Variance Summary Table on the
L-C Option .

of Variance Summary Table for the Second

the Third L-C Option .

of Variance Summary Table for Shock. #1
Shock #2

.

.

.

.

*

hd

Page
31

37

46

48

51



LIST OF FIGURES

Page
Figure 1 - Graph of the interactions for the third
L~C Optlon e s e e o s e 4 s e o s e o @ . 47
Figure 2 - Graphs of the interactions for the second

L-C Option minus the third L-C Option. . . . . . . 49

Figure 3 - Graphs of the interactions for the averdge. of the
first and second L-C Options minus the
third L-C Option . . . ¢ & 4 ¢« v ¢« ¢ o 0 ¢ - . 50

Graph of the interactions for Shock #1
minus Shock #2 . . . . . . . . .. .. . 52

Figure 4

vi



CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The present study considered the variables of locus of control of
reinforcement (internal vs. external), level of defensiveness (defensive
vs. non-defensive), and potency of instigation to aggression (personal
frustration vs. attack). The effects of these three variables upon
instrumental and non~instrumental aggression was investigated via the
use of a Prisoner's Dilemma game. Before considering the particular
emphasis of the proposed study, it would be useful to examine current
research in the study of aggressive behavior.

Aggression has long been an important topic in personality research,
and recently is becoming of even greater interest. Aggression leading
to violence is currently a national problem which cannot be ignored, and
an increasing number of researchers are putting their efforts together
to study this problem. Two recent reviewers (Adelson, 1969; Sarason &
Smith, 1971), have summarized the current research in this area. Sarason
and Smith state:

One way-of characterizing resgarch on aggression“is in

terms of the effects of three classes of variables: 1.

those resulting in increases in aggressive behavior; 2.

those serving to inhibit aggression, and 3. individual dif-

ference variables as they effect aggressive behavior.(page 421)

Up to the present time the major thrust of research in.aggression has

focused on the first two approaches, i.e., studies exploring increases in

aggressive behavior and studies examining inhibition of aggressive



responses, Relatively little research is being done on the third class --
that of individual difference variables. Adelson is critical of this
omission:

There was a great deal of research on this topic in

several genres. Much of the work is experimental,

-aggression lends itself well to experimental manipu-

lation. The citing of so many studies in the laboratory

may have produced a certain bias in the research, in- that

situational factors become, because of their manipulabil-

ity, the center of interest. One would like toc see more

research on differences in disposition to aggression and

the interactions between disposition and ambiance. . .

(page 239).

The present tendency, then, clearly seems to be to study many of the
environmental factors which appear to'elicit or inhibit:aégression, while
ignoring the more stable individual difference variables, such as per-
sonality variables that may affect aggressive behavior. ~This study at-
tempted to £ill this void somewhat ‘by examining the effécts of one pexr-
sonality variable on aggressive behavior. The personality variable to
be studied is Rotter's Internal-External Locus of Control construct
(Rotter, 1966).

Since the major focus of the present research is on the effect of a
personality variable on aggressive behavior, situational variables did
not receive direct attention. Situational variables increasing or de-
creaéing aggressive behavior will be reviewed later insofar as they af-
fect the relationship between the locus of control variable and aggression
(see Problem Focus fbr this treatment). The interested rgader may wish

to examine the following sources for a more extensive treatment of these

situational variables: Baron and Liebert (1971); Goranson (1970).



At this point, a review of the research that has focused on dis-
positional variables affecting aggressive behavior will provide a back-
ground from which-tO‘evaluate the locus of control variable and aggres-

sion.
PERSONALITY VARIABLES AND AGGRESSIVE BEHAVIOR

There are numerous personality inventories available which are re-
ported to measure the trait of hostility and aggression., That is, they
attempt to assess the relative frequency of aggressive‘béhaviorS»or
hostile attitudes that are present in an individual. Some of the major
ones are the Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory (Buss & Durkee, 1957),
Overcontrolled and Undercontrolled Hostility (OC-UC) (Mgga;gee, Cook, &
Mendelson, 1967), and the Foulds-Caine Hostility Batte;§ Qn Intropuni-
tiveness and Extropunitiveness (Foulds, Caine, & Creasy, 1960).

The Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory (BDHI) is comprised of eight
subscales: assault{‘indirect irritabili?y, negativism, resentment, sus-
picion, verbal and guilt. Using these subscales the agtho;s attempt to
measure various possible types of hostility and agéression. In the test
construction each question was designed to load on one .and .only one sub-
scale. The questions relate to specific behaviors and éttitudes'with
the stimulus situations that arouse them being nearly universal; for
example: "It makes my blood boil to have people make fun of me". The
questions also assume that certain socially undesirable'sfates exist and
ask how these may be expressed; for example: “"When T geﬁ:mad, I say
nasty things." A'justification is also provided in the queétions for

the hostile behavior; with the intention of minimizing social desirability



response set. In general, the test covers a broad sampling of types

of aggressive and hostile behavior. From the subscale totals a total
hostility score may be obtained. Bendig (1962) has shown that a factor
analysis of the subscales produces two general factors of hostility,
which he identified as overt and covert hostility. The BDHI most typi=-
cally is used as a dependent variable when a measure of hostility or
aggression is needed; Very little experimental work, however, has been
done relating scores on this test to overt aggressive behavior. Knott
(1970) did find that high scorers significantly differed from low
scorers on the number and intensity of shocks given to a stooge when
the former had been angered. These results deo suggest then, that high
scorers on the BDHI will engage in aggressive behaviors more often than.
low scorers when frustrated.

Megargee (1966) demonstrated that two type; of violent offenders
could be differentiated as overcontrollers (OC) and undercontrollers
(UC) of hostility. The OC is characterized as having rigid inhibitions'
against the overt expressionvof aggressive or hostile behavior. He
typically has let his hostile feelings build up until théy'have reached
murderous intensity. The UC, on the other hand is desqripgd as being
impulsive, quick to anger and generally very aggressive. Megargee felt
that he had demonstrated the validity of this OC-UC distinction when he
obtained support for 22 of 28 hypotheses with 14 of these reaching some
type of statistical éignificance (p values varying from goé'to .003).
This evidence suggested that a substantial number of individuals who had

committed violently assaultive crimes (including murder) were the OC type.



Those individuals who had committed moderately assaultive ¢rimes were
predominantly the UC type. Taylor (1967) found that UC's were signi-
ficantly more aggressive than OC's when provoked by an aggressive op-
ponent, at all leve;s of provocation. The OC's produced a negatively
accelerated curve and the UC's produced a positively accelerated curve
of aggression as a function of provocation. Comparing basal conductance
rates, a measure of emotional tension, for the OC's and UC's and the
control group (made up of subjects scoring low on both the UC and OC
scale) produced interesting and unexpected results. -The,highest ten-
sion level was demonstrated by the control group, with UC's coming next
and then OC's. The,author concluded that this result was due to the
high initial defensiveness of the control group. One wonders about the
social desirability response set as a variable in this. test. It appears
that the control group subjects were hesitant to admit-the'gymptoms
described. The xeSearch with the OC and UC personality types seems to
suggest that at legst two very different types of people under different
conditions will comﬁit violent acts. There also seems to be evidence
for the detrimehta; effect of chronically inhibiting éégressivefexpres—
sion, as well as undercontrolling aggressive impulses. 'Mqre will be
mentioned on this issue later in relation to the presehtéStudy.

The Foulds, Caine Hostility Battery of Intropunitiveness and Extro-
punitiveness attempts to measure the extent an individdal tends to ex-
press his hostility to himself as opposed to others. This test was
found to correlate highly with the BDHI scale in a psychiatric population

(Clark, '1970). Clark found r, and rp correlations of .84 (p <.00l) and



respectively. He concluded that the total score for these two tests
can be usefully compared.

Blackburn (1972) seems to have conducted the most definitive study
to date with regard to personality inventories of hostility and aggres-
sion. His findings were the result of a factor analysi§Won 17 scales
of hostiiity and aggression. All of the scales mentioned above (the
BDHI, the Caine-Foulds, and the OC-UC) were represented;_kHe found two
broad dimensions of aggressive response tendency which accounted for
over 50% of the total variance. These factors were labéied'Aggression
and Hostility. Aggression was described as the tendency to be aroused
to, and engage in behaviors injurious to others. This tendency was
characterized by high positive loadings on assaultiveness, .the urge to
"act out", the tendency to be readily aroused to anger, iﬁgulsiveness,
and by negative loa&ings on the denial of undesirable impulses and over-
control or inhibition of aggressiveness. On the other hand, the factor
of Hostility appeared to be characterized by negative at;itudes toward
the self or others., The high loadings centered aroundvth§Se scales
which reflect negative evaluation of others and self, Cr'éhe attribution
ofvhostility_to_otﬁers (projected hostility). Contrary to prediction,
Eysenck's introversion-extroversion dimension was not related to these
two factors. It constituted a third factor. Introverts, it would seem,
are as likely as extroverts to engage in aggressive behavior. This re-
sult is encouraging to the usefulness of these personality_factors in
view of the fact that neuroticism and‘introversion—extrpvefsion account
for a major portion of the variance in most omnibus personélity inven-

tories (Eysenck, 1960; Peterscen, 1965). Foulds intropunitiveness-



extropunitiveness variable was found to be related,tovBehdié's Covert
Hostility, and Eysenck's Neuroticism, but was not related to the general
Aggression Factor. Blackburn concludes that concepts of hostility,
neuroticism, and'punitiveness appear to have identicalereférents, with
the concept of punifiveneSS'taking on meaning only in terms of the ob-
jects, self or other, that elicit hostile evaluations. In summary, the
value of thisAstudy’lies in its consistency with previous results that
postulate two broad dimensions of hostility and aggressidqf(Buss, Fisher
& Simmons, 1962; Bendig, 1962). It may be concluded fromhthis research
that those who are CHaracterized by negative hostile attitudes toward
themselves and others do not necessarily_eng;ge in aggressive behavior.
Conversely, those who have a tendency to injure others, or are overly
concerned with inhibiting.their aggxession, do not necessarily have
hostile attitudes toward others. Blackburn concluded hié article with

a comment on high loading (r = -.79) of the MMPI Lie Scale on the Ag-
gression factor. This high negative loading suggests that individuals
with the tendency to deny unfavorable attributes in themSelves will not
behave aggressively. He connects this finding with that of Conn and
Crowne (1964), who found that high need for approval subjects had diffi-
culty in the recognition and overt expreSsion of hostilify. Assuming
that high scorers on the lie scale are also highly approvél motivated, a
similar prediction may be made for low scorers on the Aggression dimen-
sion. This would be consistent with the notion that this dimension is
concerned with aggressiveness versus overcontrol of inhiﬂ;;ion of aggres-
siveness responses. Evidence for this“assumption, however; is not

given.



The Conn and Crowne study is representative of a different type of
approach in studying personality in relation to aggression. It suggests
that an independent personality variable (the approval motive) is related
to the tendency to express aggressive;or hostile behavior. In contrast,
the studies mentioned above attempted to establish aggressiveness as a
personality trait in itself.

The approval motive is conceptualized as a tendency to seek or need
the approval of others to maintain a shaky self-concept (Crown and Mar-
lowe, 1964). It is measured by the Marlow-Crown Social Desirability
Scale (MCSD) Crown and Marlowe, 1964), a 33 item true and false test.
Social desirability can be studied as a response set or as a personality
variable measuring;néed for approval or defensiveness.

The proposed study will utilize the MCSD scale as a control for de-
fensive scoring on the I-E scale.

The Conn and Crowne study mentioned above has shown evidence that
high need for approval individuals will defend against;hdstility arousal
by'utilizihg avoidant, repressive defeqses. Low need for approval in-
dividuals are more able to express their anger. Schachter and Singer
(1962) view all emotions as one state of physiological arousal which ac-
gquires its specifiq label through a cognitive evaluation of the situation
in which the arousalvhas occurred. Utilizing this concepﬁion of emotion,
they propose that the effect of defenses is to block in én individual the
cognition which defines a threatening state of emotions. .Therefore, the
defense against hostility affects the verbal and symbolic ¢ues available
to the person, blocking the labeling of angexr, yet leavihg the individual

in a state of arou#él. With this defense operating, the individual feels



stirred up or anxious but is unable to.explain why. Conn and Crowne
found support for this conceptualization when high need for approval
subjects became significantly more euphoric than either control or low
need for approval subjects, after an anger manipulation. Low need for
approval subjects were able to recognize and express their feelings of
anger whereas high need for approval subjects were not able to express
anger and jumped at the opportunity to give vent to their aroused state
via euphoric behaviors. This study lends credence to the possible po-
tential of using the MCSD as a measure of defensiveness inhibiting the
expression of anger or hostility. Further supportive evidence was demon-
strated by Taylor (1970) in a reaction time experiment. Under condi-
tions of increasing attack, the low need for approval subject retaliated
with significantly higher aggressive responses (shock intensity to the
attacker) than either the control or high need for approval subject.

This difference was not found at the hgghest levels of attack. Stuart
concluded that low need for approval subjects were inappropriately ag-
gressive at the lower levels of attack, but that this could be attributed
to the low need for approval subject's efforts to "make the game inter-
esting”.

Schill, Thomas and Block (1969) made an attempt to relate Byrne's
Repression-Sensitization Scale to the tendency to make an aggressive re-
sponse. They found that the repression-sensitization variable was re-
lated to punitiveness (intropunitive-extropunitive) only when the MCSD
scale was used to differentiate between defensive and nondefensive
scorers. A previous study by Schill and Althoff (1969) had shown the

MCSD scale to be effective in differentiating the "true repressor" from
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the nondefensive subjects who score low because they rea;ly'lack the
pathology implied in the test. They concluded that since the need for
approval measure of defensiveness accounted for most of ‘the differences
found, it was a better measure of the predisposition to approach or
avoid making an aggressive response than was the repression-sensitization
variable. A similar approach has proven to be effective 1n,increasing
the discriminating power of the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale on a digit
symbol performance task (Boor and Schill, 1967). The predicted differ-
ence in performance was obtained only after defensive low anxious sub-
jects were discarded. It would appear, then, that the MCSD scale is an
effective device in detecting defensive scoring on personality inventor-
ies. This control for defensive scoring was used in the pfesent study
in an effort to increase the validity of the scores on'thé.Internal—
External Locus of Control scale and at the same time enhance its dis-
criminating power.

This control seems necessary in view of recent studies pointing to
the I-E scale's possible suscepfibility to the social désiéability re-
sponse set. Rotter (1966) reported results which indicated that this
scale was free of items loaded highly on social desirability. Strickland
(1965) and Taylor and Jalowiec (1968) also found non-significant corre-
lations between the I-E scale and the MCSD scale. However, Feather (1967)
and Altrocchi, Palmer, Hellman and Davis (1968) found a significant re-
lationship between- I-E scores and the MCSD scale scores (fi= -42, p <.01,
and r = -.34, p <.05 respectively). A similar result waskébtained by
Joe (1972b) wusing a different techniqug. He had subjects: rate the 23

‘internal and external forced choice items on their relative social
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desirability. Using a chi-square technique, he found tbat 13 of the
internal statements were judged as significantly more socially desirable
than their corresponding external statements. This result was consis-
tent with the Hjelle (1971) study which used a very simila; rating sy-
stem and found 15 of the 23 internal statements rated more socially de-
sirable than the corresponding external items, with 11 of the items being
significant at the .05 level of confidence. There is also. some suppor-
tive evidence that an external attitude could be a defensive maneuver to
avoid taking responsibility for one's failures. Davis (1971), for ex-
ample, found that individuals who scored as externals cou}a be usefully
divided into congruent and incongruent categories by vi:FUe-of their be-
havior on an action-taking questionnaire. Those individuals who behaved
as one would expect internals to behave were labeled inédngruent (defen-
sive), and those who behaved as one would expect externals tc behave were
labeled congruent, Davis found that defensive externals‘placed a signi-
ficantly higher value on academic recognition than did conéruent externals.
Defensive externals also showed significant evidence of a greater discre-
pancy between actual academic achievement and expectancy for achievement
than did the. congruent externals.

Taken as a whole, the above research seems to indicééé that the I-E
control scale is not entirely free of the social desirability response set
or other types of defensive test scoring, and therefore should begefit
from the utilization of a control for defensiveness. For this reason, the
present study used high and low scorers on the MCSD scale as a measure of

defensive and non-defensive scoring on the I-E scale.
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Thus far, the reader has surveyed the research on personality
variables in relation to aggression. The one personality variable yet
to be reviewed in relation to aggression is the internal-external con-
trol of reinforcement. The next section will introduce this construct
and review the previous research that has been done relgging this var-

iable to aggressive behavior.

THE LOCUS OF CONTROL CONSTRUCT

L J

Rotter (1966) has postulated that the acquisition and performance
of certain behaviors are differentially affected by the manner in which
an individual perceives the reinforcements that are shapi@g his behavior.
When an}individual perceives a reinforcement following a behavior as not
entirely contingent upon that behavior, then, in our culture, he usually
attributes the reinforcement to chance, luck or fate. Rotter has labeled
this event the belief in external control (E). If the pe?son'perceives
that the reinforcement ii contingent upon his behavior then‘he is con-
sidered to have a belief in internal cortrol (I). Drawingﬁfrom his
s;cial learning theory (Rotter, 1954), Rotter further predicts that
generalized expectancies will be formed about the nature of causal re-
lationships between one's behavior and its outcomes. These generalized
expectancies, in turn, should affect a broad spectrum of behavioral choi-
ces. In other words, a person with an expectancy that his,behavior, in
most situations, will be instrumental in controlling the reinforcements
he receives, will behave very differently from a person.Who generally be-

lieves that reinforcements are out of his hands.
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Studies in complex learning have provided support for the notion
that individuals build up generalized expectancies for internal-external
chtfol. For instance, Phares (1957) found that there were significantly
greater increments and decrements in certain behaviors:fOIlowing suc-
cess and failure un@er skill instructions than under chance instructions.
In other words, when subjects felt the task involved_skill, reinforce-
ments had a greatex»effect on raising or lowering expectancies for future
reinforcements.

In another study James and Rotter (1958) looked at thelextinction
rate of verbal expectancies. Using an extrasensory pergeption type of
task, James and Rotter instructed two groups that the tésk was entirely
a matter of luck, while two additional groups were instructed that some
people were very.skilled at the task. 100% and 50% reinforcements were
given during the training trials. The results showed interesting dif-
ferences in extinction rates for the skill condition versus the chance
condition. 1In the chance condition, the 50% reinforcemeﬁt'group took
significantly loriger to extinguish, but in the skill condition the 100%
reinforcement group took significantly more trials to extinction than the
50% reinforcement group. These results were interpreted to indicate that
under chance conditions, the subjects perceived the extinction trials as
a change in situation for the 100% reinforcement group, but not for the
50% reinforcement group. When the percent of reinforcements were the
highest in the skill condition, the subjects were the most resistent to
accepting the fact that they no longer were able to do the task. This
same result was replicated by Rotter, Liverant and Crowe (1961) in a more

complicated study using 25, 50, 75 and 100%»reihforcemeht,v Bennion (1961)
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found that he could replicate the results of the above Phares study by
varying the variability of the reported scores to the subject. Vari-
ability of performance on a task, then, can be seen as'thefresult of
the subject’'s definihg one of the possible conditions ﬁ;céésary for the
perception of a task as being skill determined.

Through the development of scales measuring individéal differences
in expectancy for internal versus external control, a new personality
variable was established utilizing a 26 item Likert type scale (Phares,
1957). Phares attempted ts replicate the results he obtained with the
skill and chance manipulations, by substituting subjects who scored high
on external or internal control expectancies. Instead;offhaving‘a gkill
and chance condition, he used subjects scoring high versus low on the I-E
scale. .As predicted, those who scored in the external direction behaved
very similarly to those subjects who had received charice or luck instruc~
tion. That is, they-tended to show a significantly‘widgrﬁrange of. shifts
in expectancy for reinforcement, smaller increments and'deérements in
performance following success and failure and a lower fréquency of shifts
in expectancy for reinforcement than subjects who scored as internals.
James (1957) followed with a revision of the Phares test and found low
but significant correlations between internal-external test. scores and
behavior in the task situation, External subjects had sighificantly
smaller increments and decrements of expectancy for reihforcement follow~
ing success and failure, their behavior generalized sigﬁifiCantly less
from one task to another and they recovered significantiy less following

a period of extinction than did the internals. One may conclude from
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this research that the construct of internal and external locus of con-
trol has some discriminant validity.

A great dedl of research has been conducted relatinggthis personality
-variable to its expected correlates. Consequently, much information on
construct validity is available. For igstance, it would seem a logical
extension of the internal-external control notion that high achievement
striving individuals would score more internal. Rotter (1966) states,
however, that this relationship is somewhat limited by the fact that many
achievement striving individuals will score as defensive externals. That
is, they strive to achieve but take an external beliefigiance as a defense
against failure. Despite this limitation, McGhee and Crandall (1968) re-
ported that internals consistently attained higher course grades and
achievement test scores than externals. His test resuits*élso indicated
that a boy's belief that he is responsible for his own academic-intellec~
tual failure may bFe a greater motivation for increased or continued
academic effort -than the positive anticipation.of doing well. Coleman,
Campbell, Hobson,'McPartland, Mood, Wernfield and York (1966) reported
that children of minority groups who showed a sense of control of their
environment, had higher achievement motivated scores than;those who did
not have this sense of control. Furthermore, internal control was re-
ported to be related to achievement;for all minority grOﬁPS'except
Oriental. Some relation, therefore, does seem to exist between I-E con-
trol and achievement motivation.

Internals seem to differ from externals in their'atﬁempts to control

the environment. Seeman and Evans (1962) studied the atﬁéﬁpts of people
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to better their present life conditions; i.e., control their environment
in important life situations. From this point of view, Seeman and Fvans
felt that the I-E scale measured the psychological equivalent to the so-
ciological concept of alienation or powerlessness. He:found that internals
in a tuberculosis hospital know significantly more about their condition,
questioned the doctors and nurses significantly more, and expressed signi-
ficantly less satisfaction about the amount of feedback they were getting
about their condit?@n than did externals.

Seeman (1963) studied reformatory inmates for memory of different
kinds of information. He found that, independent of ihtélligence, a
significant correlation existed between internality—externaiity and the
amount of information remembered about how long the reférmatory was run,
parole, and long range economic facts or information that might affect
them after they left the reformatory.

Straits and Sechnest (1963) féﬁnd that non-smokergfwgre significantly
more internal than smokers. He also reported that those who quit smoking
after the Surgeon General's report and didn't return to smoking in a
specified period were more internal than those who read the report and did
not stop. This result seems to also- indicate that the internal individual
has more control over his own behavior than does the external.

Davis and Phares (1967) noted that internals made’éignificantly more
active attempts to seek information relevant to influencing the attitude
of another person on the war in Vietnam. Phares (1965)‘£6und that inter-
nals were also significantly better at changing the initial attitudes of

the other‘personpthan the externals: No attitude changes relative to a
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control group were demonstrated in those individuals who had been in-
fluenced by external subjects.

Generally, then, we may describe the internal person as being more
achievement oriented, more active in controlling his environment and
influencing others and more able to control his own impulses. A more
comprehensive review of the research bearing on the general construct

validity of the I-E control variable may be found in Joe (1971), Rotter

(1966), and Lefcourt (1966).
LOCUS OF CONTROL AND AGGRESSION

Recent research suggests that a possible relationship~exists between
the I-E control variable and aggressiveness or aggressive behavior. Wil-
liams and Vantréss (1969) provide a rationale for E subjects being more
hostile and aggresSive than I subjects. Since frustrat;onxis considered
by some theorists to be the cause of aggression (Buss, ;961; Dollard,
Doob, Miller, MoWrgr, & Sears, 1939), a person who expéfiénces more
frustration is more apt to be aggressive than a person who has experienced
less frustration in the past. Minton's (1967) study reiéting E to the
feeling of powerlessness and Talor and Janowiecs' (1968) 'study which in-
dicated that E subjects perceive their mothers as manifesping authori-
tarian control and hostile rejecting tendencies are both éffered as evi-
dence that E subjects have experienced a lot of frustration in the past.
Also, Rotter, Seeman and Liverant (1962) have shown a relationship between
authoritarianism and E Control. Since authoritarianismgand hostility
have also been shown to be related (Siegel, 1956) it follows that E sub-

jects should also be more hostile. Williams and Vantress offered partial
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support for their argument by obtaining a small but significant corre-
lation between the Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory and the I-E scale

(r = .27, p <.05), with 5 of the 8 subscales demonstrating significant
correlations. The highest loadings were on the resentment, suspicion,
indirect, and irritability subscales; which seems to suggest that most
of the hostility is covert or what Blackburn (1972) has termed the
Hostility factor. Aarons (1969) lent further support to this relation-
ship when he obtained a positive correlation between E and covert hos-
tility, but no relationship between E and overt hostilities. He inter-
preted the lack of a positive correlation with overt hostility as the
result of a greaterjfendencyvon the part of E subjects to inhibit the
direct expression of hostility. Suggestive as these resﬁits night be,
the correlations cbtained are not large, and further suéport is needed-
from studies using'behavioral measures of aggression.

There have been some studies using I-E control of reinforcement and
behavioral measures of aggression. Davis and Mettee (1971} used a com~
pliant measure of aggression in which the subjects were asked to set a
level of aversive noise to themselves or to others subsequent to the
experimental manipulations. They hypothesized that since I subjects be-
lieve they are responsible for their own outcomes, they‘éhould regard
themselves as the appropriate target for aggression instigated by out-
comes. Conversely, since E subjects believe external sources control
their outcomes, they should view others as the appropriate target for
aggression instigated by outcomes. Davis and Mettee fﬁrther reasoned
that since their individual aggressive tendencies would meet negative

evaluations and social pressures from significant others, I subjects
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would learn to inhibit aggression toward others. Outcome feedback
information on a competitive reaction time task was conceived as a
social cue which inhibits these natural tendencies to aggress. Should
that feedback be removed or absent, the aggressive tendencies would be
released. In accordance with their predictions Davis éndrMettee found
that urider conditions of no success or failure feedback both I subjects
and E subjects were significantly more aggressive to their appropriate
targets; "self" for I subjects and "other" for E subjects. There were
no significant differences found in levels of aggression for inappro-
priate targets or when outcome feedback was available. -When success

and failure outcome information was available, appropriate targets re-
ceived a moderated level of aggression as compared to inappropriate tar-
gets when outcome information was available. Post-experimental levels of
anger were found to be least for E subjects who had just aggressed to
"other" in the no outcome information condition. Generally, those who
set low noise levels Qere the most angry. This study would suggest that
I subjects are more intropunitive and E subjects are mogé extropunitive,
at least when aggression is elicited tgrough compliancétand in the absence
of outcome information. One, however, may legitimately question the
generalizability of results obtained from such a uniquéimethodology.
There also seems to be a theoretical difficulty in expiéihing the in-
stigation to aggression in the no information condition. 1pévis and
Mettee's basic assumption is that thé aggression is ipstiéated by the
outcome of the performance task. But the no informaticn.COnditiqn ex-

pressly prevents the subjects from getting this outcome information. One
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One seems to be hard pressed to explain how aggression to an appropriate
target will occur when the procedure devised to release inhibitions also
removes the stimulus to aggress.

Considering these difficulties, it is not surprising that somewhat
contradictory results were found by Butterfield (1964) on a pencil and
paper test of intropunitive, extropunitive and constructive reactions to
frustration. No correlation was found between I-E control of reinforce-
ment and extropunitiveness (r = .14, p <.20). However,'high correla~
tions were found between E and intropunitiveness (r = +.57, p <.01) and
I and_constructive'solutions {r = -.86, p <.01). This result suggests
that I subjects react to frustration with constructive responses and E
subjects with intropunitive responses. It seems difficult to reconcile
the differences between these two studies without further research being
done controlling for the methological differences.

Skeel (1969) has also studied the I-E control variable in relation-
ship to a behavioral measure of aggression. She used the Buss (1961)
paradigm which utilizes an "Aggreseion Machine". The'“Aggression Machine"
is an apparatus devised by Buss (15615, with tern buttons supposedly re-
presenting increasing levels of shock. The subject is tpld that he is
participating in an experiment on the effects of punishment on learning.
In this study, Skeel instigated the aggression by havingfa confederate
insult the subject sefore the learning experiment and shocks were given.
This study was conceptualized as an attempt to resolve. the coptradiction
found in studies relating persuasibility to aggreéssion. Couch and Keni-
ston (1960) had found a positive correlation (r = .43, p <.0l) between

the tendency to express overt aggression and the degree of acquiescence.
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Roland (1963), on the other hand, found a negative relationship between
persuasibility and overt aggression. Low persuasive subjects were
significantly more aggressive than hi§h persuasive subjects‘(mean
difference = 2.77, p <.01). sSince Rotter (1966) had fcu@d I subjects
more resistent tq.environmental control and E subjects more receptive to
environmental control and easily influenced, Skeel felt that E subjects
could also be considered more acquiescent and susceptib}e to persuasion
than I subjects. Offering no rationale, Skeel predicted that E subjects
would behave more aggressively than I subjects as_meaéured'by shock in-
tensity, after being insulted by the recipient of the shock. Her results
showed no significant differences between the two groups, with the ob-
tained F values being less than 1. No explanation was offered for these
findings other than that future studies might increase the‘intensity of
the insult manipulation. Since her methodology wasn't stated explicitly
noxr any checks made of the effectiveyess of the insultjmanipulation, one
must question the adequacy of her procedure in instigaéing.aggressive be-
havior.

Some indirect evidence points toward I subjects being more aggressive.
Schill, Thomas and Block (1969), mentioned above, have found nondefensive
repressors to be equal to sensitizers in aggressiveness és'measured by
high scores on extropunitiveness in a Rosensweig Picture Frustration Study.
Altrocchi, Palmer, Hellmann, and Davis (1968) have demonstrated a signi-
ficant positive correlation between I-E scores and the repressor-sensitizer
variable (r = -.37, p <.05 for males; r = +.47, p <.05 f@r.femalés). This

suggests that I subjects have a- tendency to be repressors. Since the
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repressor variable relates to aggressiveness and I subjecﬁs score as
reporessors, than it seems to follow that the same nondefensive scorers
on the I-E scale may also be more extropunitive.

In summary; the past research on the I-E control variable and
aggression suggests a general relationship, but the area is frought
with inconsistent results and methodological weaknesses., Externalizers
seem to be more hostile, at least covertly, than inter;éiizers. Some
evidence was found to suggest that the externalizers afé‘more extro-
punitive and interlizers more intropunitive. However, there are some
directly contradictory results and this research can be criticized for
theoretical and methodological weaknesses. Another study found no re-
lationship between I-E control and aggréssiveness. Figally some indirect
evidence may suggest internalizers are mqre aggressive.

The research up. to date leaves the reader confused,.and strongly
suggests a need for a more systematic approach to this area of study. 1In
response to this need, the next section re-examines the problem concep-

tually and theoretically in an attempt to reduce this confusion.

4

PROBLEM FOCUS

HOSTILE VS. INSTRUMENTAL AGGRESSION

It seems necessary at this juncture to consider the nature and func-
tion of aggressive behavior. As was mentioned earlier, mdst of the cur-
rent research has focused on the variables inhibiting and eliciting
aggression. The implication of this focus seems to be that aggression

is always a negative undesirable behavior which must be controlled or
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eliminated. Thus Berkowitz (1970) is led to comment about the hostility
catharsis issue:
We are often told that people should express their

hostile ideas and feelings; telling someone we hote him

will supposedly purge pent up aggressive inclinations

and will "clear the air" -~ whatever this last cliche

seems to mean. (page 5)

He is reflecting his findings that observed appropriate aggression is re-
inforcing and gratifying to an angry individual but also‘adfs as a stimu-
lus to further aggression. In other words, aggression, rather than being
tension-reducing, acts as a reinforcement for additional aggressive be-
havior. It would appear that he does not recognize the possible mala-
daptive ‘consequences of not expressing anger (Megargee, 1966). Very few
researchers made distinction between appropriate versus:inappropriate,

or adaptive versus maladaptive aggression. Holt {1970) has. taken re-
searchers in aggression to task for avoiding this issue. The need for
this distinction seems apparent. Ample evidence was stated above for the
detrimental consequences of both undercontrolling and overcontrolling
one's hostile and aggressive impulses.

Holt, utilizing mainly suggestions from clinical observations, has
defined constructive and destructive aggression. Constructive aggression
is described in the following manner:

An important underlying assumption and wish to the con-
structively angry person is to-establish, restore or main-

tain a positive relationship with the other. He acts and

speaks in a way as to give direct and genuine expression

to his own feelings, while maintaining enough control so

that their intensity is no greater than what is necessary

to convey their true quality . . . (page 8-9)

Destructive expressions of anger on,the other hand, are manifested when:
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. . . the interpersonal situation is implicitly conceived of

.as a zero-sum game, which the angry person wants to win at

any cost to the pre-existing or possible relationship. There

seem to be more ways to express anger destructively than con-

structively: the enraged one may express himself in an en-

tirely or primarily nonverbal way. For example: by physical

attack . ., .; or with such overwhelming emphasis on the ex-

pression rather than the semantic use of words that the other

hears primarily ‘the screamed, sobbed hostility and misper-

ceives the content . . . (page 9)

A close study of the above description suggests a distinction be-
tween. the two modes of anger expression that is relevant to this study.
Those displaying constructive anger seem to be able to behave when an-
gered in a manner which is effective in making positive changes with
regard to the source of their anger.

On the other hand, those aisplaying destructive aggression do not
seem to have the consequences of aggression in mind, but rather focus on
the desire to express a harmful or hostile emotion.

Taking less of a clinical point of view, Feshback (1964) has made a

similar distinction. In relation to intentional aggression, he distin-

guishes two different functions of aggressive acts: 1: Iﬁstrumental

aggression, 2: :Hosfile aggression. Even though theif‘béﬁ§vioral ex-
pression may be identical, the goals of these two functions are quite
different. Instrumental aggression is primarily directed toward the
achievement of non-aggressive goals. Hostile aggression has as its pri-
mary goal the injury to an object or person or the “dgsi?e to hurt".
When an individual is frustrated, attacked or otherwisélinStigated to
anger, these functional differences are displayed in the intentionality
of the aggressive acts and later in the catharsis of agqré;sion. When

angered, the hostile individual displays the intention to harm as his
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principle goal. The hostile individual is therefore, rewarded when he
gets the feedback of harm or pain from his victim. An individual who
engages in instrumental aggression may harm an individual, but his pri-
mary motive is to attain the removal of the frustrationipr some other
non-aggressive goal. This individual, therefore, is reinforced by the
non-aggressive consequences of the action, not the victim's pain cues.
If this distinction is valid, the observation mentioned above by Ber-
kowitz that pain cues act as a stimulus for further aggreésion, should
only hold for individuals predisposed to Hostile aggression. The indi-
vidual engaging in instrumental aggression, on the other hand, should
experience a catharsis of his anger after he has aggressed.

It seems conceptually reasonable to equate Fe;hbackfs'instrumental
and Hostile aggression with Holt's Constructive and Destructive aggres-
sion. The only apparent qualification that needs to be made on this
equality is that it is assumed that the non-aggressive goals intended
by the instrumental aggressor are ngt inherently harmful to his victim.
This dual function conception of aggression seems to offer the rationale
needed to resolve the confusion currently found in I-E contrl and ag-
gression literature;

One would predict that the internal person's generalized expectancy
that his behavior will be instrumental in obtaining reinforcements would
predispose him to engage more in instrumental or constructive aggression.
Since he expects to be able to control a situation, and does engage in
behaviors enabling him to gain control of his environment; he should be

more apt to engage in instrumental types of aggression.‘fSince he is able
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to handle himself and others, anger should not manifest itself in hos-
tile éggressiqn.( When frustrated or angered by someone, his expectancy
to be in control of his reinforcements should enable him to choose a
behavior which will alter that person's behavior.

The external_person, on the other hand, has quite different expec-
tancies and behaviors when frustrated. He feels powerless and helpless
to control what happens to him. He expects that his reinfdrqements will
be. controlled by. external sources like luck, fate, chance, etc. Not
expecting to be able to control his environment, he is helpless and vic-
timized when thwarte& or frustrated. He does not expect to be in con-
trol of & situation but rather he expects that his reinforcements will
come from some external source. He does not expect to héndle a situation
but rather expects to be handled by a situation. The externalizer, then,
would be expected to be incapable of dealing with many of his frustra-
tions constructively. Just as was prédicted in some of tbe studies men-
tioned above, one Wwould expect that the external person would have many
unresolved frustrations in his past and have built up a lot of hostile
attitudes toward others. Since his parents were hostile toward him and
commanded authoritarian control, he was the object of much punishment as
a child. This type of individual, then, should have a.greater tendency
to engage in hostile types of aggressions. Feshback (1964) lends even
further support to this prediction with his contention:that the motiva-
tion to injure others or engage in hostile aggression is caused difectly
by the degree of punishment a child has received, espebiélly for the ex~
pression of aggression (Bandura and Walters, 1959; sears,1Macoby and

-Levin, 1957). Sinqe hostile aggression is mediated by a desiré to hurt,
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the tendency to express this form of aggression will normally be in-
hibited in our culture. Our society evaluates this type of aggression
very negatively and administers strong moral sanctions against its ex-
pression. Some evidence seems to support this contention. Buss (1963)
received a low bﬁfisignificant effect on physical aggression induced by
frustration. He hygothesized that this low level of‘aggreésion was not
instrumental in the removal of the frustration. Buss ﬂl967) in a later
study showed that a higher degree of aggression was displayed when it was
of instrumental value in removing the frustration. Since the present
study hypothesized that internals will expect their behavior to be in-
strumental and therefore perceive their aggression as iﬁstrumental,in—
ternal subjects were.predicted to aggress more when frustrated in a situa-
tion where aggression could have instrumental. value than will external
subjects. A more potent instigator to aggression than fruétration is
personal attack. Dispositional variables that seem to inhibit or in-
crease aggression under lower levels of provocation (i.e., frustration)
seem to wash ou£=at higher levels of attack (Brown, 1912;:Dengerink,
1971; Taylor, 1970). Therefore, in.a ;ituation of persoﬂal_attack no
differences in aggression would be expected betweenAinternéls and ex-
ternals when the opportunity to aggress could be perceivéd‘as instrumental.
If the situation in which a subject is given the opportunity to ag-
gress prevents tHat.aggression from having any instrumental value, then
‘the subjects resulting behavior could~oﬁly be a demonstrafion of hostile
aggression. This seems to be an important consideration in view of the

current methodologies used in the study of aggression. Théimost common
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methodology is the paradigm devised by Buss (1961) which utilizes the
"Aggression Machine“; This paradigm, unless explicitly modified, takes
its measures of aggression in a situation which could have no possible
instrumental value in changing the frustrating stimulus. This observa-
tion seems to be a reasonable explanation for Berkowitz's (l970)~find~
ings that aggression does not provide cathartic release but rather acts
as a further stimulus to aggression. Non-instrumental aggression may
even be conceived of as a measure of the cathartic release that has oc-
curred as the result of previous instrumental behavior. -Mo;e’will be
stated on this issue in the next section on catharsis. At any rate,
external subjects should engage more in non-instrumental aggression than
internal subjects. This prediction seems justified sincejinternal sub-
jects should not have any rewards present in this situati§n for aggres-
sive behavior. Again, the dispositional differences in the subjects
should affect their aggressive behavior in the frustration condition
only. Under a condition of personal attack there shou1d be'no differ-
ences in aggression between external and internal subjects.

In summary, then, this study made the following pgedictions with
regard to locus of ¢ontrol and aggressive behavior: Internal subjects
will behave more aggressively than external subjects when frustrated in
a situation where that aggression could be perceived as'instrumental;
external subjects will behave more aggressively than internal subjects
in a situation where that aggression cannot be perceived as instrumental;

these predictions will not hold for the personal attack condition.
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CATHARSIS

Instrumental and Hostile aggression should also produce differences
in cathartic release which will provide additional predicted differences
between internals and externals.

Aggression -perceived as being instrumental (by the aggressor) in
the modifying or removing of the fruéfration, will produce 'a reduction
in the anger or hostility felt toward the frustrating agenf} This rela-
tionship was veryvgdequately shown in a well designed étpdy by Rothaus and
Worchel (1964). This study tested three theories' prediqﬁibns on how
ego-support, catharsis and hostile communication will affect hostility.
Horwitz's power theory (Horwitz, 1958) was strongly supported in this
study. Horwitz has argued that frustration is a necessary but not suffi-
cient condition for aggression. For hostility to be induced the frustra-
tion must be perceived as "arbitrary" or "willful". This ?erception a-
rises when the frustrator gives more thaﬁ legitimate wéigh£~to his own
needs when in conflict with others. This reduces the victim's expected
power over decision making., Out of a reaction to this power reduction,
hostility is aroused. Horwitz feels that if an aggressive action restores
power, hosti}ity will be reduced. A key factor in his theory is that hos-
tility will not be reduced merely bX the removal of frus;;ation, but only
when a hostile communication or aggressive action is seen as instrumental
in removing the frustration. 1In the Rothaus and Wbrchel‘experiment, in-
strumental hostile communication was found to be the only variable which
reduced hostility. Cathartic release of hostile feelings, and ego-support

were ineffective.
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We may conclude then, that individuals who aggress and perceive
their aggression as instrumental in removing the source of frustration,
should be less angry toward the frustrator. For the purposes of this
study a finding of less anger after aggressing for interrial. subjects
would be evidence that they engage more in instrumental or constructive
types of aggression.

Typically, as menticned above, in paradigms studying aggression,
the measure of aggression is taken after the frustration or attack man-
ipulation in a situation where aggression is non—instrumeﬁtgl. The
present study also took a measure of non-instrumental aggression but in
this case after the:victim (simulated opponent) had made a behavioral
change which indicates cooperativeness on his part and removes the source
of frustration to the subject. According to the findings of the pre-
viously mentioned Rothaus and Worchel study, those individuals who en-
gage in an aggressive communicaton which leads to the removal of a
frustration shoulﬂ“feelléss hostile. 1If, as hypéthesiZea,‘internal sub~
jects do engage more in instrumental aggression, they shpu;d perceive
their aggressive behavior as instrumental in causing the victim's be-
havior change and therefore be less hostile and aggressive in the non-
instrumental aggression situation. The external subjects, however, would
not be expected to perceive the instrumentality of their behavior (ag-
gressive in this case) in the subsequent change of the_viétim's behavior.
Therefore, théy should not meet the conditions set by 3orwitz for the
reduction of hostility and will be more aggressive than internalizers in

the non-instrumental aggression situation.
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SUMMARY

In summary, the reader is first reminded of the pre#idusly des-
cribed problems of defensive scoring on the I-E scale, :xt was, there-
fore, decided that a control for defensiveness be includedjin the pre-
sent study in the form of high and low scorers on the Marlow-Crowne
Social Desirability Scale. In turn, tﬁe following prediCtions were
made for non-defensive subjects about thie relationship.between the
internal-external control of reinforcement variable and aggression.

HYPOTHESIS I —.'internals will behave more aggressively than externals

in a situation where aggression can be perceived as instrumental to the
removal of a frustrating stimulus.

HYPOTHESIS ITI - Internals will be less angry and hostile than externals

after aggressing in a situation where aggression can be'pe;qeived as in-
strumental to the removal of a frustrating stimulus.

HYPOTHESIS III - Internals will be less aggressive than externals, after

‘a constructive (morercooperative) behavior change on the part of the vic-
tim, where aggression cannot be perceived as instrumentalvfo the removal
of the frustratring. stimulus.

The above predictions were made for the non-defensive internal and exter-
nal subjects only. 1It.also may be noted that under the péfSonal attack

conditions no differences were expected between internals and externals.



CHAPTER II
METHOD

SUBJECTS

Volunteer male subjects were obtained from Psybhology'llo classes.
Ninety-nine subjects were obtained in insure a minimum of 10 subjects
per cell. Male subjects only were used due to the fact that sex has
been found to be a significant variable affecting both the amount of
expressed aggression (Buss, 1963) and the predictability of the I-E scale
(Joe, 1971).

Subjects were assigned into the defensive and non—défensive cate-
gories on the basis of their scores on the Marlow-Crowne Social Desir~-
ability Scale (MCsD, Crowne and Marlow, 1964). Scores of 12 and below
constituted the non-defensive group, and scores of 13 and above consti-
tuted the defensive group. The assignment of the subjects into,inter-
nalizers and externalizers was accomplished by making a median split of
scores on the modified I-E scale (Rotter, 1966; Joe, 1972;_Stern, 1972).

These divisions provided the following four categories: non-defen-
sive internals, non-defensive externals, defensive internals, and defen-
sive externals. From the original 99 subjects 97 subjects were run and
the data of 80 of these subjects was analyzed. The subjects in each of
the four cells were randomly assigned to one of the twoleiperimental'con-
ditions; frustration or personal attack. Table 1 provides a description

of the resulting eight cells.
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INTERNAL EXTERNAL
T ]
9 .
FRUSTRATION | PERSONAL  FRUSTRATION | PERSONAL
| ATTACK ATTACK
FRUSTRATION | PERSONAL ' FRUSTRATION | PERSONAL
ATTACK ATTACK
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APPARATUS

The apparatus used in this study was designed by Brown (1972) It
is his modificaéibn of a paradigm utilized by Berger and Tedeschi (1969)
for the study of aggression. The latter authors have éha:acterized their
modification of the Prisoner's Dilemma Game (PDG) as a research paradigm
which can be effécfiVely used witﬂ‘both children and»adulés. It also
uses a behavioral response that can be unambiguously interpreted as harm
intending aggression toward another person. The PDG is typically a con-=
flict situationzin which each of two players must select one of two stra-
tegies. The four possible outcomes associated with the :joint choices of
the two players are so ordered that a partial conflict of interests oc~-
curs. For example, consider the following matrix utilized by Berger and
Tedeschi:

Player B

} 1,1 ‘ -10, 10
Player A §

In this conflict situation each player has the choice "of two alterna-
tives. Depending on the opponent's strategy, each choicevhas associated
with it either (a small gain or a big loss) or(a big gai;sdr small loss).
The assumption Berger and Tedeschi have made is that playing‘this game
with an opponent will induce sufficient frustration t0-¢ause aggressive

behavior. By including a "zap option" or aggression option in the game
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an objective measure of aggression was obtained. The aggression option
consisted of an oppértunity to take points (money) away from the oppon-
ent, with the subject accruing a fixed cost for this privilege. For
example, after every seven trials in the game the subjéctlﬁas.allowed

to take ten dollars away from the opponent at a cost of 2, 5, 8 or $11
to himself, depending on his cell assignment. The frequency with which
he utilized thos option was the measure of aggression. Berger and
Tedeschi found results which indicated that this paradigm provided an
effective manipulation of aggression. This effectiveness, however, was
shown only when the"analyéis focused on the trial prior to the opportunity
for the aggression option. In other words, the subjects reacted only to
the last trial of the sequence when aggressing and not to the strategy
of the opponent as a whole.

Brown's pa;adiém seems to have captured the advantages of the Berger
and Tedeschi paradigm while overcoming the shortcomings. His design
allows the subject to react to the entire strateqgy of his opponent in-
stead of just one trial. He uses a 3 x 3 non zero sum matrix with out-
come choices being such that a manipulation for personal frustration and
personal attack can be made. The matrix is built into a visually plea-
sing console which allows each of the nine cells to be. differentially
lit. A control panel has nine switches that correspond to the nine cells
of the major matrix. When the subject presses a particu;a: button and
verbalizes his choice, and when the E receives the response (simulated)
by telephone from the simulated player, then the switch controlling the

appropriate outcome can be lit. The secondary matrix can also be lit up
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by the experimenter when the subject selects one of the four alternatives.
‘Feedback is also available to the subject of his cumulative gains and
losses.

Table 2 provides a picture of the Qisplay panel iq fgbht of which
the subject, was. seated. 1In addition to the Brown Appafétus a shocking
device was present near the panel} capable of giving a moderate electric

shock.

DEPENDENT VARIABLES

There were two types of measures of aggression; éhqck intensity
and number of Loss-Cost Options (L-C Options). These measures were
taken at different.junctures during the game. A game was constituted
by three blocks, each containing four trials. After each block the
subject was given an opportunity to uﬁilize the secondary matrix. Af-
ter the second and third blocks, the subject also had anFprortunity to
give his game partner a moderate electric shock. Three measures of in-
strumental aggression were taken. The first and second measures were the
number of L-C Options chosen after the first and second trial blocks. The
higher the number chosen the greater the aggression. The third measure
was the intensity of the first shock given to the simulated subject. This
will take place after the second block. The shock intensity and the num-
ber of the third L-C Option chosen after the third block will constitute
the measures of non-instrumental aggression. A hostility measure was
taken after the third shock had been qiven. This measure was a question-
naire regarding the subjects present‘féelings toward his playing partner.

See Appendix C.
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Total Points Your Points Player 2
Player 2
#1 #2 #3
you gain you gain you gain
.6 0 2
$#1 , . . s
he gains he gains he gains
6 4 0
YOUR you gain you lose you gain
42 4 0
CHOICE he gains he loses he loses
0 :
4 wl
you gain you lose you gain
0 1 “ 0.
#3 : . .
he gains he gains he gains
2 0 0
‘SECONDARY MATRIX
green light
I 11 III v
you lose you lose you lose you lige
0 4 8
he loses he loses he loses he loiis
0 10 12
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PROCEDURE

Subjects were first given the Marlow-Crowneé Social Désirability
Scale (Appendix C) and the modified Rotter -Internal-External Scale
(Appendix D) in a group session. Théusubject had been told that there
would be two parts to the experiment which would total to less than two
hours. At the end of the first groublsession each subjeé£<signed up
for the second hour. After this first session the tests were coded and
scored. The eight groups were then. formed in the manneprreviously des-
cribed. During: the second half, or game part, of the experiment the only
information the experimenter (E) was given in regard to each subject was
which condition, ﬁrustratéd"or personal attack, he was assigned.

When each subject arrived he was met by the g_and:tWQ'étooges.
The first stooge waS‘introduced as .Linda Sargent, the E}s assistant
during the experiment. Miss Sargent was the assistant;fér all of the
subjects. The second stooge played the part of another volunteer sub-
ject. He was a volunteer from the Psycﬁology 230 class and had pre-
viously been instructed as to his role in the experiment. This second
stooge and the real subject were introduced as’playing_gartners in the
game to be played upstairs. This interaction took\place*in the recep-
tion of the Clinical Psychology Center. After introduCtions‘the E said
the following:

In a few minutes both of you will be participating’

in a game in which you will have an opportunity to

earn a small amount of money. During the game you both

will be separated into two different rooms. In order.

to determine which of the two rooms you will be in we.

will now draw for what is called the "Game Advantage'

Room." To do this you both will pick a number between.

1 and 10. The one who picks the number closets to the

one I have in my pocket will be in the "Game Advantage
Room."
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After this statement the subject (S} and the stooge stated their
choices out loud. Through a pre-arranged strategy the real S always
‘won -the game advantgge room. The stooge was then told to follow Miss
‘Sargent upstairs and the real S was told to follow the E. Room 6 of
the Clinical Psychology Center was labeled "Game Advantage'Room" and
Room 8 was labeled "Room No. 2." E's assistant and the second stooge
then entered "Room No. 2" and the E and real S entered the "Game Ad-
vantage Room." The "Game Advantage Room" was situated as Appendix N
depicts. E first asked the S to sit down in front of the console and
then stated thatithé tape would explain the game and any questions would
be answered afterward. The tape (Appendix A) was'thenvplayed. After-
wards any question the § had were briefly answered. Aiéd;;four ques-
tions were asked'to insure the S understood the game: ;) How many
points will the total counter increase each time? 2) What was the ob-
ject of the gamé?‘ 3) when are the Loss-Cost Options utilized? 4) What
does your opponent's console look like? The E then ran two‘practice
trials showing the §;how the choices would be relayed to. the next room
by phone; and the‘appropriate cells lit up. After the 'S stated he com-
pletely understood the game, E said that "We begin the g;&e in a few
seconds after I see if they're reaay in the next room." E then left the
room for a few seconds and then returned saying that the game could be-
gin. Them simulating contact by phone with the next room E announced
trial 1, block 1 was starting. E then flashed the green light on the
console to signal that the S was to m;ke his choice. When the S pressed

a button this choice was relayed over the phone to the assistant, and
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‘the second player's choice received (or so the S thought). Then the
appropriate cell ‘was lit. This particular simulation allowed the
frustration and personal attack manipulations. For the frustration
subjects the E simulated the pressing of number 3 by the opponent.
For the personal attack condition E simulated the pressing of number
2 by the opponent. :This strategy remained unchanged for'the first
two blocks or 8 trials. That is, the S thought that his opponent was
always pressing 3 if he was in the frustration condition and always
pressing number 2 if he was in the personal attack condition. Each
trial consisted of ‘the S making his choice, the simulated relaying of
the S's choice and receiving of the opponent's choice and the lighting
: i
of the appropriate matrix-cell. After the first four trials the S was
told to make a choice on the L-C Option, Again after the next four
trials he made his second choice on the L-C Option. Then the S was
told by the E that this (the tape) would explain the game advantage:
Prior research with this interpersonal game has

shown that the player with the ‘opportunity to give-

an electric shock to his playing partner in many

cases has an advantage in gaining more game points.

The apparatus at your right will administer the shock

to the subject in the other room. The lever on the

right hand:s1de of the apparatus will administer the

shock as long as it is depressed. You first will be

given a sample of a mild shock by the experimenter

from the apparatus. With this shock as-a gauge, set

the black knob to the intensity you wish. your opponent

to receive. The knob is labeled low, medium, and high.

The experimenter will now give you a sample of a mild

shock.
The E then gave each subject a 100 milliamp shock with a C.A. Applegate
shock source. The S was then told that the black knob was:set at the

level he received and would be please set the level he wanted his opponent



41

to receive. The E then went to the phone and asked if they (the assis-
tant and»opponentj were ready for this part of the experiment. Then the
E told the S to depress the lever -until the needle on the shock device
reached a peak or no longer rose. This enabled E to get-a shock in-
tensity measure (shock #1) from the shock apparatus. The'g;was then
told that the thira:triél block would begin. Four more. trials of the
game were then run in which the opponent pressed number 1 (Cooperative
strategy). This occurred for all §fs; After this dhange:to a coopera-
tive strategy, the S made their final and 3rd L-C‘Option'choice. Then
the E announced that this would be the last part of tHe_experiment and
played the following recorded message:
The game is over and the final points are about to be

tabulated. “At this point you will be given a second chance

to use the shock option, Your opponent has been instructed

to perceive -‘this shock as your evaluation and feelings about

his performance during the game. He in turn will be evalua-

ting your performance through a questionnaire only. Agaln,

set the black knob to.the. level that best describes your

feelings about his performance during the game.
The S then set the intensity he wished and depressed the lever deliver-
ing the shock (aéparently) to the opponent in the next room. The E
next gave the §_the:quéstionnaire (Appendix B) asking him to fill it
out while the final points were tabulated. When the S was finished with
the questionnaire he was thanked for participating in the experiment and
given the final point totals. If warranted he was given the money he had

earned. The § was also asked to please not speak to anyone who might be

in the experiment in the future.
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RESULTS

Eleven 2 x 2 x 2 factorial, fixgd factor anovas wefe run on the
five behavioral measures of aggressibd:i In addition numerous t-tests
were run on the mean difference between the two cells of”igterest -
internal, non-defensive, frustrated (A;B;C;) and exte;pql,_non—defen_
sive, frustrated:(Alecz). Throughout this section thg‘Instigation to
Aggression variable will be labeled A with level A; signifying the frus-
tration condition and level A, signifying the Personal Attack Condition.
The Defensiveness variable will be labeled B with level B; signifying
the Defensive classification and level B, signifying the Non-defensive
classification. Lastly the Locus of Control of Reinforcement variable
will be labeled C with level C; signifying Internal Control and level
C, signifying External Control.

Hypothesis I was tested with four different measures. These results
are reported in Appendices E, F, G, and H. The first L%C“OPtion (Ap~
pendix E) showed no_significant results. The second L-C Option (Ap-
pendix F) and the_sum of the first and second L-C Option (Appendix G)
showed significant A main effects (F = 7.85, p <.01 and F = 7.04, p <.01
respectively). Looking specifically at cells A1B2C1 and A1B,C, for these
three measures, a t-test of mean differences found t = 1.41, p -<.10 for
the first L-~C Option, -t<1 for the second L-C Option and t = .97, p >.10

for the sum of the first and second L-C Options. The first shock in-
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tensity measure (Appendix H) showed no significant differences though
an AB interaction of F = 3,06, p <.10 was found.

To test Hypothesis III two different behavioral measures were
taken. Table 3 shows the eight-cell Means and Analysis of;Variance
Summary Table for the Third I-C Option. Here a significanéfBC and ABC
interaction was found (F = 4.80, p <.05 and F = 4.80, P <.05 respec-
tively). Figuré l shows graphically the source of these interactions.

A Newman-Keuls tesﬁlof ordered means for this ABC interaction does. not
indicate any significant differences between any of thg 8 group means.

A t-test between the'cell means of the A;B,Cy and Alecéigroups produce
a difference‘with-t = 1.63, p <.07, in the predicted direction; The
second shock intensity data (Appendix I) showed no signi?}éant results.
A t-test between the AyB,C; and A;B,C, groups yielded a ¢ = 1.41, p <.10
a difference in the opposite of the predicted direction.

Utilizing difference score data between the“instrumeﬁtal and hostile
measures additional differences ere found pertaining to-Hypothesis I and
III. Appendix J shows the results for the first minus the third L-C
Option. No sigﬁificant results were found with only the C main effect
having an F greatér~than 1 (F = 2,57{ p <.15). 1looking at the second
L-C Option minus the third L-C Optioﬁ.some,significant:difﬁerences were
found. Table 4 presents these findings. The BC and ABCiinteractions
were statistically significant with F = 4,53, p <.05‘ande~= 7.27, p <.01
respectively. Figure 2 graphically presents the cell mé%ﬁs that are
causing the interactions. A t—tesf between the cell méans of interest
A1B,Cy and AB,Cy were also significant at t = 1.75, p <.05. This dif-

ference was in the»ptedicted directibn. Appendix K illustrates the
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results of the average of the first and second L-C Option minus the third
L-C Option. This analysis did not yield any significant differences.
However, the BC and ABC interaction are approaching significance at

F = 3,66, p<.08 and F = 3.66, p <.08 respectively and show the same
basic relationships-that were found in the second minus the third L-C
Option analysis (compare Figure 2 with Figure 3). Lastly, -the differ-
ence scores between the first and second shock were anained. As Table

5 shows, the AC and BC interactions were significant wifh,E = 6.64, p <.03
and F = 4.84, p <.05 respectively. Figure 4 graphicallY}presents the re-~
lationship between the cell means causing these interactions. A Newman-
Keuls run on the ordered means of the four cells in thg;?c interaction
found cell A1C£ waé;SignifiCantly less instrumentally_aggiessive in re-
lation to hostile aggression than cell A;C, (mean difference = 9,80, v =
3, p <.05). 'A Newman-Keuls on the BC ordered means fouﬁa*a‘significant
difference between cells C;B; and C1B; with the former groups being the
more instrumental;y aggressive (mean difference = 9.4, r = 3, p <.05).

A t-test compairing groups AlBZCl and A132C2 also readﬁed'statistical
significance (t = 1.85, p <.05) with group A;B,C, beigg-the most instru-
mentally aggressive in relation to hostile aggression;

To test Hypothesis II an after game pencil and papéflméasure of anger
was analyzed. As'Appendix L shows, no significant differences were found
with only the A main effect (F = 3.30, p <.10) approaching significance.
A t-test between "the A1B,C; and Alecz cells means was nqt:significant
(t = .67, p <.10) though in this predicted direction. Using a difference

score measure of the during game anger minus the after. game anger also
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showed no significant differences (see Appendix M). Loocking at cells
A1B,C; and A1ByC; a difference, though non-significant (t = 1.58,

p <.08), was found in the predicted direction.
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

To insure clarity for the reader the results will first be interpreted
as they relate to the three predictions of this study. Care will be taken
to first specify the relevant data and then make the appropriate conclu-
sions from this data. The second section will discuss these conclusions

in relationshipAto the theory presented in this paper.

INTERPRETATION. OF - RESULTS

The relatioﬁship predicted in Hypothesis I was tested with four sep-
arate measures: 1) the number of the button pressed in £he first Loss-
Cost (L-C) Option, 2) the number of the button pressed in. the second L-C
Option, 3) the total of the numbers: pressed on the first aﬂd second L-C
Option, and 4) the intensity of the first shock. Appendices E, F, and G
show the Analysis of Variance Summary ‘Tables and the Eight-Cell Means for
three of the L-C Option measures. The second L-C Option and the sum of
the first and second L-C Options show significant A main effects (F = 7.85,
p <.01 and F = 7,04, p <.01 respectively). This result concurs with
Brown's (1972) findiﬁgs that the Personal Attack manipulation will elicit
more aggression as measured by the L-C Options. No other significant dif-
ferences were found on these measufesﬁ Looking specifically at the two
cells AyB,Cy oOr intérnal non~defensive frustrated (INDF) and A;B,C, or

external non-defensive frustrated (ENDF) for these three respective
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measures we find means of 1.4 (INDF) and 1.9 (ENDF) (t = 1.41, p .10)
for the first L-C Option, means of 1.4 (INDF) and 1.3 (ENDF) (t = 1) for
the second L-C OPtibn, and means of 2.8 and 3.2 (t = .é?; p <.05) for
the sum of the first and second L-C Options. These results unanimously
disconfirm Hypothesis I with the first L-C Option approaéhihg signifi-
cance in the opposite direction. ‘The first shock inteﬁsity measure also
produced no significant results. Appendix H presents the Analysis of
Variance Summa;ylrable and Eight-Cell Means for this mé;suré. Worthy
of noting, howagér, is the non-significant trend shown inﬂthe AB inter-
action (F = 3.06, p <.10). This result indicates that non-defensive
subjects display less shock intensity under the Personal Attack condi-
tion compared to the Frustration condition while defensive: subjects were
more aggressive'undér the Personal Attack condition thah under the Frus~
tration condition. .Even though this difference is nonJSignificant it
does show a high inconsistency between the L-C Option measures and the
shock intensity measure in the effecti&eness of the instigation to ag-
gression manipﬁlaéion. More will be stated on this issue in the Dis-
cussion section. Lbbking specifically at cells INDF‘anquNDF means of
20.9. and 25.2 (t~=A;53} p<.05f respectively were obtainednfor the first
shock intensity data. This result again rejects Hypothégig I and shows
a slight (non-significant) difference in the opposite direction.

In order. to test Hypothesis III, two different behgvrioal measures
were taken: 1) the number of the button pressed on the~tﬂird L-C Option,
and 2) the intensity of the second shock. Table 3 shows the Eight-Cell
Means and Analysis of Variance -Summary Table for the third L-C Option.

A significant BC and ABC interaction was found (F = 4.80, p <.05 and
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F = 4,80, p <.05 respectively). Figure 1 depicts graphically the
source of these'inﬁé:actions. A visual inspection of this,graph makes
it apparent that the ABC interaction is caused primarily by the differ-

ences between B,C. .(INDF) and B C, (ENDF) for A

2C1 and the differences

2

between B, C, (IDF) .and B,C

161 <y (EDF) for Al. A Newman-Keuls test of or-

dexéd means for this ABC interaction éoes not produce any significant
differences between any of the 8 group means. Individual t-tests do
find more significant differences. The cell means for these respective
groups are 1.5 (INDF) and 1.9 (ENDF) (t = 1.63, p <.07) and 2.1 (IDF)
and 1.2 (EDF) (t = 4.02, p <.001). Therefore, most of the variance is
accounted for by the-difference between defensive frustrated internals
and defensive frustrated externals. The two cells of,intgfést, INDF and
ENDF, seem toidisplay a difference in‘the>predicted direction though not
significantly so. The'shock,intensity‘data for the second shock, how-
ever displayed no.significant results. Appendix I shows. the Eight-~cell
Means and Anaiysis,of’Variance Summary Table for this data. Cells INDF
and ENDF obtained means of 25.5 and 16.7 respectively wiﬁﬁ this differ-
ence not reaching Significance (t ='1.41, p <.10). Thisiresult is ap-
proaching signifiéance in the opposi;e direction of what Hypothesis III
would predict. Also in examining the summary table (Appeﬂdix.I) one
notices the same though non-significant AB interaction (F = 1.33, p <.26)
that was found in the analysis of the first shock measure. By examining
the individual cell means one can readily see that this effect is due to
the lower shock inténsity administeredvby the INDPA group as compared. to
the INDF group. ?aken together thésg AB interactions qgiﬁhe two shock

measures suggesﬁ that non-defensive subjects have a tendency, in this
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study, though non4significant, of inhibiting aggression as measured by
shock intensity when the manipulation to aggression is more potent. On
the other hand, defensive subjects seem to increase their aggression with
the higher potency instigation to aggression. More will be stated in way
of interpretation about this finding in the Discussion section.

In summary, the above data seems to reject both Hypothe51s I and
Hypothe31s I1I. The:results of the data pertaining to Hypothesxs I seem
to be clearly contrary to prediction while the results pertaining to
Hypothesis III are contradictory (though nOn—significanﬁf;using the two
behavioral measures:

In order to;@aké the above prediction about groups. INDF and ENDF for
the two types of measures (Instrumental versus Hostile), an assumption
was necessary regarding the performance of each subject - in: these groups.
The assumption behlnd Hypothesis I and Hypothesis III was that during the
inStru@ehtal measures each subject in the INDF group would be more aggres-
sive than he would during the hostile measures. Also it was assumed that
the ENDF subjects each would engage in more hostile aggression in relation
to instrumental aggression. With this result occurring within each of
the subjects the predicted differences should occur. It would seem, how-
ever, that a more straightforward approach to testing Hypcthesis I and IIIX
would be to look at the difference Scores between the va:ious instrumental
and hostile mea;ures"of aggression. The following difference score com-
binations were analyzed: 1) first L-C Option minus third L-C Option, 2)
second L-C Option‘ﬁinus third L~-C Optioén, 3) average of'first and second

L-C Options minus third L-C Option, and 4) shock #1 minus shock #2.
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Appendix J displays the Eight-cell Means and Analysis of Variance
Summary Table for the first L-C Option minus third L-C'Ogtion. No signi-
ficant differences were found on this measure. The C main effect, how-
ever, approached_significance (F = 2‘57, p <.15) and indicated that when
this measure is used that Externals engaged in more Instrumental than
Hostile aggression. .Cell INDF obtained a mean of 2.9 and cell ENDF a
mean of 3.0 (t =<1). Groups IDF and EDF, however, obtaingd»means of 2.5
and 3.2_which is ‘a statistically significant differenc? (f = 3.2, p <.005).
Using the second L-C Option minus third L-C Option as a test of Hypothesis
I and III provides a very different result. Table 4 presents the Eight-
cell Means andvAna}ysis of Variance Summary Table for this data. The BC
and ABC interactions were statistically significant (F = 4.53, p <.05 and
F = 7.27, p <.01 respectively). Figure 2 depicts the relationships.be-
tween cell means which are causing these significant differences. The BC
interaction suggeSts.that defensive internal subjects engage in the‘ﬁost
hostile types of aggression and th;t.defenSive externals engage in the
most instrumental aggression. .On the other hand, non-defensive internals
are more instrumehtally aggressive than non-defensive externals. This
same'relationship.is maintained in the ABC interaction and seems to be
directly attributable to the differencgs between the INDF and ENDF cells
as well as the differences between the IDF and EDF groups. The respective
means for these groups are INDF = 2.9 and ENDF = 2.4 (t = 1.75, p <.05)
and IDF = 2.2 and EDF = 3.4 (t = 3.6, p <.005). This data, therefore,

‘can be considered'evidence in supportAéf the relationship sought in

Hypothesis I and'IIi. The A main effect in this analysis is also very
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close to statistical significance (F = 3.40, p <.07). Thés result sug-
gests a tendency, though non-significant, for subjects in-the personal
attack condition to engage in more instrumental aggression in relation
to hostile aggression. Appendix K 'illustrates the Eight-cell Means and
Analysis of Variance Summary Table for the average of the first and
second L-C Options minus the third L-C Option. This analysis did not
yield any significant differences. However, the BC andeBC_interactions
are approaching Sigpificance (F = 3,66, p <.08 and F = 3.66, p <.08 re-
spectively) andtéhow the same relationships that were found in the pre-
vious analeis (seé’Figure 2 and compare with Figure 3), Finally, the
difference scores between Shock #1 and sShock #2 provide additional evi-
dence for the relationship found in theuother shock analysis. As Table
5 shows, the AC and BC interactions are significant (F = 6.64, p <.03
and F = 4.84, p <.05 respectively). Figure 4 presents the cell means
visually so that the .source of the interactions may be observed. A New-
man-Keuls run on the ordered means of the four cells of the AB inter-
action found that_f:ustrated internals are significantlf'less instru-
mentally aggressive ‘in relation to h;stile aggression than are the frus-
trated externals: (mean difference = 9.80, r = 3, p <.05). A Newman-Keuls
run on the BC orde;ed means found a significant difference between CyB;
and C1B, or betyeen defensive internals and non*defensive‘internals with
the former being .theé more instrumentally aggressive. Tﬁis result would
suggest just the onosite relationship than was found USng the L-C Option
measures (comparenFigure 2 with Figure 4). Non-defensive internals were

also found to be less instrumentally aggressive in relaﬁion to hostile
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aggression than were non-defensjive externals though this difference
doesn't quite reach statistical significance with the Newman-Keuls pro-
cedure. A t-test comparing the INDF subjects with the ENDF subjects
does reach significance (t = 1.85, p <.05) indicating that INDF subjects
are significantly less instrumentally aggressive or engage in more hos-
tile aggression than' the ENDF subjects for this measure. These results
are significant in the opposite direction than was préaictéd by Hypothe-~
sis I and IIT.

In order to;test the differences predicted in Hypothesis IT, two
pencil and paper méé;ures of anger were taken: 1) angér toward the op-
ponent during the ‘'game, 2) anger towagd the opponent. after:-the game. The
most direct test of this hypothesis is the reported aqger after the game.
An analysis of variance on this measure showed no signifiqant differences
{see Appendix L) with only the A main effect (F = 3;30,“p“<ﬂ10) approaching
significance. Loodking at the individual cell means it was observed that
group INDF scored a mean of 15.1 while the ENDF groups mean was 21.0.
Though this difference is in the predicted direction a t-test of mean dif-
ference between, these two cells is non-signficant (t =..67, p<.10). Another
test of Hypothesis II would be the difference score between the during
game anger rating and after game anger rating. Since this.study predicts
that internals will reduce anger and externals will ndé;lafhigher magni-
tude difference score would provide support for this prediction. An an-
‘alysis of variance on these difference scores showed no ‘significant dif-
ferences. Appendix M provides the Eight-cell Means and the Analysis of

Variance Summary‘TaBIe for this data. Looking specifically at the group
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INDF and ENDF the individual cell means are 66.1 and 48.4 respectively.
This difference is in the predicted direction but does not reach sta-
tistical significance (t = 1.58, p <.08). The results on the anger data

therefore reject'HYbothesis II1.

FINAL DISCUSSION

The analysis o§1the=data for this study was purposéfuiiy designed
to provide maximum information about the variables involved, However,
for reasons of clarity the results will first be discussed as they per-
tain directly to the main hypotheses of this study. The:adaitional in-
formation about the remaining groups will provide a perspective with
which to evaluate the merit of the present study's predictions.

In way of reyiew, the two groups of primary interest are internal
non-defensive frustrated subjects (INDF) and external non-defensive
frustrated subjects (ENDF).

Hypothesis I. Intérﬁals will behave more aggressively than externals

in a situation where aggression can be perceived as instrumental to
the removal of a frustrating stimulus.

This prediction was designed to test whether INDF-Sgbjects were
more instrumentally aggressive than: ENDF subjects. Théhimﬁlicit assump-
tion behind this prediction was that internals should more readily per-
ceive the instrumentality of the opportunity to aggress.in this situa-
tion. For the instrumental measures (L-C Options 1 and 2 and Shock #1)
no ‘signficant di-ferences were found between the INDF and ENDF groups.
This result was consistent across all these three measuresﬁz It must be

concluded then, that Hypothesis I is rejected. This study found no
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significant differences between INDF subjects and ENDF subjects for the
magnitude of instrumental aggression. This conclusion wiii‘later, how-
ever, be qualified.in view of the difference score data to follow in the
next section.

Hypothesis III. 1Internals will be less aggressive than externals after
a constructive (more cooperative) behavior change on the part of the

victim, where aggression cannot be perceived as instrumental to the re-
moval of the frustrating stimulus. ’

This prediction tests the second half of the theory of aggression
presented in this étudy. The position is that if.INDFVSquects engage
in more instrumental types of aggression they should experience more
catharsis of aggreséion after a constructive behavior change on the part
of the frustrator and thexéfore_wi¥l engage in less non-instrumental or
hostile aggression.ﬁ The results indicate that for the third L-C Option
a difference waS;féﬁnd in the predicted direction but that‘fhis differ-
ence did not quite reach statistical significance. 'Thejshock measures
also found no sigpificant differences. Hypothesis IIT, therefore, must
also be rejected. -INDF subjects and ENDF subjects do not significantly
differ on the measures of hostile aggression. 1In sum, it must'be con-
cluded that bothfﬁypOthesis I and Hypothesis III have been;rejected.

One may, however, return to the basic theory behindﬂthese two hypo-
theses and derive a-more_direct te§£. Both of these hypqtheses are based
upon the assumptién that each membeﬁ‘éf group INDF wili»engage in more
aggression on the instrumental measures in relation to. the hostile mea-
sures of aggression. The ENDF group, og'the other hand; was expected to

engage in less instrumental in relation to hostile aggreésion. It would
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seem, therefore, that difference scores between these t&g types of mea-~
sures (instrumental versus hostile) would provide a more direct test of
these relationships. Using difference scores, a significant difference
was found between-ﬁhe INDF and the ENDF groups in the predicted direction
for the L-C Opti;n measures. This seems to be evidence to confirm the
relationship Hypothesis I and III are attempting to detect. These find~
ings suggest that the INDF group does use relatively more aggressive be-
havior, when it is instrumental rather than when it is hostile, than does
the ENDF group. This conclusion, though, is quite different than what
would be concluded -if Hypothesis I and III were confirmed as stated. The
total magnitude of instrumental agéression need not diffex between the
INDF and ENDF groups. per se for a Significant‘difference;;o be. found be-
tween their difference scores.

If difference scores are analyzed for the shock measures significant
differences are. found in the opposite direction than was found for the
L-C Option measu:gs. That is, the ENDF group shows significantly more
instrumental aggression in relation to the hostile aggxession. One seems
totally overwhelmed when attempting tofexplain this contradiction until
he looks at the results of the other groups (see Table'3il The highly
significant AC interaction suggests that under the more potent Personal
Attack condition,'internals are more iﬁgtrumentally aggressive in relation
to hostile aggression. It also sugges£s that externals under the frustra-
tion condition ére_mpre,instrUmentally aggressive in relation to hostile
aggression than are internals. The significant BC interaction further
suggests that non-defensive externals engage more in inStrumental aggres-

sion in relation to hostile aggression than do nqn—defensive internals.
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It also indicates that defensive internals engage more in. instrumental
aggression in relation to hostile aggression'than do defensive externals.
By comparing Table 4 with Table 2, and Figure 2 with Figure 4 it will
become apparent that the exact opposite results, both significant, were
obtained using the different measures of aggression. Evidently these
measures cannot, infany sense, be equated. It would seem unreasonable

to assume that thége two different types of aggression are measuring the
‘same response tendenéy. At the same time any explanation. of these mirror
results can be at best only speculative with the burden of proof lying

in further empirical studies. Whatever the cause, it would appear that
this finding is systematic rather than due to random variations. These
mirror results c0uld be operating under a single motiVafiQn, That is,
whatever motivates an individual group to score high on one measure also
motivates that group to score low on the other measure. The key, then,
seems to’1ie-in-the°motivations behind the strategies of each group in
using the L—C'Opﬁién and Shock. Some evidence tends tblindicate, though
not quite significantly, thgt for Shock #1, non-defensive subjects were
more aggressive in the frustration condition then they were under the
personal attack condition (see the cell means of Appendix D). Defensive
subjects, however, were more aggressive under the persoﬁa1~attack condition
than the frustration condition. This finding contradicts previous research
with this defensiveness scale as well as the research on the magnitude of
manipulation to aggression (Davis, 1971; Brown, 1972; Conn and Crowne,
1964). These studies fOundvnonQdefensive subjects always ‘to be more

aggressive and‘oééh with their anger. Brown (1972) also found aggression



64

to increase as the potency of the manipulation to aggression increased.
‘The present finéings with the shock measures have just phe opposite re-
sults. It seems fair to conclude that the shock measure does not in
fact measure aggression but rathé&¥ a résponse rather antithetical to
aggression. Perhaps what is operating here is similar to what Blackburn
(1972) ;escribed'aszpart of his "Aggression" factor; the denial of un-
desirable impulses.and overcontrol or inhibition of aggréésiveness. In
other words, rather than the shock intensity being a measure of the ten-
dency to aggress,vitimay be a measure of the tendency éﬁAdeny aggressive
intent (at leastféyertly) or to control aggressive desire. The effect
would be a counterbalancing or neutralization of each subject's response
tendency; on the one hand (the L-C Option measures) the Sﬁbjects are
being clearly aggressive, while on the other hand (Shobkigéasures) they
‘are trying to deny or undo that response. This interpretation could be
criticized as an effort to rationalize highly contradictory results in
favor of the maih‘predictions»made in this study. This criticism may
be justified but one is still faced with the burden of'exélaining re-
markably consistent contradictory results. One is natu;ali& allured by
an explanation wﬁich unites polarities.

In summary it appears that there is some evidence,i;7support of
Hypothesis I and III. Though other evidence seems to point to the rejec-
tion of ‘these hypéthéses as stated initially. Enough‘éignificant and
interesting results, however, seem to have been found téiwarrant further

study of these variables in relation to aggressive behavior.
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Hypothesis II. Internals will be less angry and hostile than externals
after aggressing in a situation where aggression can be perceived as
instrumental to the removal of a frustrating stimulus.

This hypothesis is an additional test of the catharsis which was pre-
dicted for the INDF group after having instriumentally aggréssed. The dif-
ferences found in the "during game® and "after game" measures of anger
were in the predicted direction but did not quite reach significance at
the .05 level."hypothesis II is therefore rejected. ﬁowé&er, the obtained
high significancé (p <.08) in the predicted direction dbeSgseem to lend
positive evidence in favor of Hypothesis II. Intérhayunon-defensive
frustrated subjectéfdid seem to be less angry after the game in relation
to their "during game" anger than were the external non-defensive frus-
trated subjects. fhe INDF group, therefore, experienced a greater cath-
arsis of anger following the cooperation.-of their oppékeht”than did the
ENDF group. This result combined with the positive re;ul£S‘on the L-C
Option difference score data for Hypothesis I and IITI seem to lend some
support to the model of aggression predicted in this study_for Internal

and External Control of Reinforcement subjects.

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS-

The most statistically significant difference found iﬁ this study was
between internal defensive frustrated subjects (IDF) and external defen-
sive frustrated subjects (EDF) in the L-C Option measures. This differ-
ence was found iniﬁhe»third L-C Option and in all the difference score
data. The EDF group was found to engage in significantly more instrumental
aggression in relation to hostile aggression than the»IDF:gxoup. The IDF

group engaged in the most hostile aggression, as measurédvby the third
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L-C Option, found in this study. These two groups (EDF and IDF) also
differed in the opposite direction from the INDF and ENDF groups. In
other words, the EDF and INDF groups engaged in.significantly more in-
strumental aggression in relation to hostile aggression'than did their
counterpart groups,iDF and ENDF. Since no predictions were made about
the IDF and EDF anf‘interpretation‘of these differenCeéfiSAspecuiative
‘and subject to future empirical verification. An explanation, though,
may lie in Rotter's (1966) suggestion that certain individuals who

score as.externais ahd-who behave as one would expect an ‘internal to be-
have, may be scoring external as a defense against fear:offfailure.
Having an external belief system may reduce the dissonance caused by
expecting to be in ontrol and at the same time fearing failure or in-
adequacy. The defenSive external then may actually be ‘internal in his
behavior. The defensive internal, on the‘other‘hand,.does‘not behave

as one would expect-;n internal to because his internal scoring is moti-
vated only by the approval motive. It is more socially desirable to have
an internal belief‘system. ‘Since this group consciouslyfhglds at least
lip'service.to'intefnél beliefs, they are more vulnerable to experience
fears of failu;e¥¢r inadequacy. This emotional state probably hinders
performance aﬁd?may-cause the IDF group to behave like‘tﬁe ENDF group.
This explanation woﬁld.Suggest.therefore, that external defensive sub-
jects are behaviorally equivalent with internal non-deferisive subjects
and internal defeqsive~subject5»are behavioraliy equivalent with external
non-defensive sﬁbjects. Even this interpretation would be unable to ex-
plain why the IDF and EDF subjects were found to have such wide differ-

ences in their aggressive responding.
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Despite the absence of definitive results this study seems to have
justified using a control of defensiveness with the internal-external
variable when studying aggression. This conclusion is based on the fact
that there were pQ;Significant C main effects while numerous AB, BC and
ABC interactiong were found. Without the defensiveness variable, there-
fore, the differences found in this study would have been masked.

An additional consideration in evaluating this experiment is its
possible methodolégical shortcomings. For instance, in the instructions
for the playing'df-fhe game the experimenter purposeiy‘leff ambiguous
whether the subjeét should be cooperative or competitivé. Assuming a
subject conceived his game goal to be a competitive oﬁe@{he may not be
frustrated or motivated at all to change his opponent's strategy because
he (the subject) is winning with it. This inherent uncontrolled feature
in the .experiment qpuld be effecting the instrumental_agqrgssion in some
way. Future stﬁdieé,should be aware of‘this problem ip;uéing the Prisoner
Dilemma paradigm. To overcome this possible methodoldgical’difficulty a
paradigm is needed which would focus the subjects attention upon the
frustration manipulation and demand a more immediate response. One method-
ology that may meet these requirements would be a psycho-dramatic approach
utilizing role playing. A confederate could provide the aggression elicit-
ing stimulus to,ﬁhicﬁ the subject must immediately requntho dramatically.
Trained judges could be used to rate the subjects responses and label as
hostile -aggression or instrumental aggression.

In conclusibn, the results of this study can be viewed as supporting

the model of aggression theorized here. The L-C Option results supported



68

the Rothaus and bedhel (1964) findings in regard to catharsis of anger.
The distortion between hostile and instrumentadl (Feshbach, 1964) ag-
gression seemed to be a useful one when studying the personality var-
iable of Locus of Control of Reinforcement. The additional findings
seem to confuse the issue somewhat and are very difficuit EQ interpret.
However, since this:Study made no predictions about thesejgroups the

burden of explanation will lie in additional empirical'studies.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY

Eighty introductory psychology students served as subjects in a
study designed to test the relationships between the Intégnal-External
Locus of Control yarjable and aggressive behavior. Thié.study utilized
a 2 x 2 x 2 fixed factor factorial design. Locus of thﬁrdi, Defensive-
ness, and Potency of:instigatidn to Aggression were ﬁhe‘three variables
used in the desiéﬁ;

Subjects were ‘initially assigned to the Internal and External as
well as Defensive and Non-Defensive groups on the basis‘é%}their test
scores on scales which are sensitive to these categories. iThe resulting
four groups eachd%e;e divided into two randomly assignea conditions:
Personal Attack and Frustration. This division resultéd‘in the follow-
ing eight groups: ‘1) internal, defensive frustrated S's; 2) internal,
non-defensive frﬁstrated S's; 3) internal, defensive, personal attaék
S's; 4)-internal,«gon-defensive personal attack S§'s; 5) exfernal, defen-
sive.frustrated_gfs;'6) external, non-defensive frustrated s's; 7) ex-
ternal, defensive, personal attack S's; 8) external, ﬁbn;aefensivefper-
sonal attack S's.

The two groups of specific interest were internal, non-defensive
frustrated S's (INDF) and external, non-defensive frﬁsftated S's (ENDF).
The INDF group was not found to engage in any more instrumental aggres-

sion than the ENDF group. 'However, the INDF group was found to engage

69
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in significantly more instrumental aggression in relation to hostile
aggression than did the ENDF group. The ENDF group engaged in more hos-
tile aggression, though not quite significantly more. The INDF group
also was less angry after the game in relation to their "during game”
anger than were therENDF group. These results taken separately from
the remainder of the studies' findings lend support'to the predictions
of this study. However, the greatest differences were found between
the internal, defensive frustrated S's (IDF) and the egtefhal, defen-
sive frustrated g's (EDF) . These differences showed the EDF group to
be the most instrumentally aggressive in relation to hpéfile aggression
of any of the groups. Also, the IDF group was the least instrumentally
aggressive in relation to hostile aggression of any of the groups. The
above differences were all found using the Loss-Cost Option measures of
aggression. The findings using the shock measures of aggression seemed
to mirror or to be the exact opposite of the loss-Cost Option results.
It was concluded that some_support was found for the predictions
made in this study but that this supporg_must be qualified by incon-

sistencies and numerous surprising and difficult-to-explain findings.
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The purpese of this experiment is to explore imterpersonal bebavior
in a game situation like the ome you see before you. You are playing with
2a individual located in another room im this building, who 18 also re-
celiving similar int_at'fuctiona via & tape recorder, The fact that each player
is isolated from one another is a deliberate feature of the experiment. One
of the purposes of this study is to explore 1nterper§bna1_ behavior when
the individuals involved have minimel social contact, Therefore, at no
time during this experiment will you be able to see ore hear your playing
partner. Now let me explain to you how the game is played.

Notice the ﬁ.hre; ‘buttons along the left hand side of this 9-square
matriz. The buttons are mumbered 1,2, and 3. During the major part of the
game you will be presaing these buttons in order to indicate your choices
or moves in the game. VYour opponent is s;:ated at a very similar comnsole
with the exception -jf;h'at his three numbered buttoms are located across the
top row of the S-square matrix rather than along the side as yours are,

The purpose and function of this minor difference will shortly become appar-
ent, Let us say that onca pattic?lar trial of the game you chose button
number 1 and your cpponent also choses button number 1. The outcome for
such .a joint choice is: your gein 6 and your opponent also geins 6( Exper-
imenter illuminates appropriate céll); The way in which the cheice or

move buttons are arranged on both your and your opponents consoles should.
allow you to immedi‘ately.determine what button your oepponent has pressed
when the square is illuminated. Consider that your buttons control rews

of the S-square matrix: Button number 1 controls row 1; ;Button number 2 con~
trols row 2; Button number 3 controls row 3. So, for any choice thet you

make and for any choice that your oppenent makes there 61'11 be an intersecs-
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a0 of oxe of your pows with one of his colunns ( B Lllumincies yow 2 and

colwn 2}. Tho squarve that is the intersection of your yow and your opron-

v colwslit is the outcome fox that trial Of the game. ( E demeonatrates this

Lot me now explain the function of the three ceuut@ré ﬁﬁat are located
across the top of your conzole, First you will motice that the counters
ave all set on 25 peints at the present time., This means that. ) have given
you 25 points a5 an initial stake with which o play fhuégame, Any points
thet you accumulate over the 25 points given &5 an initial stzke can be ex-
changed at the end'ofithe_exporiment foi money. The ratc of exchange is
5 cents per extra point, The first counter on your ektreme‘iéft and labeled
"Total" will vecord the maximal or highest possible gain that you could get
on any trial of the geme, As you look acroszs the 9-sguave matrix, you will
discovesr that 6 is {he most that gl could gain on any trial ;ﬁ the game,

So let usz say that on the first trial of the game you chésébutton numbey 1
and that your opponent chiose button.numbc: 3. The unigue’outc@ne fer such
2 Joint choice would Bbe: you gain 2 and yéur opporent would gain 0., In this
case counter one, the ftotal couunter, will go up six points fg then activates
counter 6 units). Of course it will alwayé bz possible to zain 6 points,

so counter one will alvoys go up & poinis on every triel of the game no mai~
ter what the actual ouicome of that triai is. As you can see, oan the first
trial of the game I have been describing, you would have gaiggd something
less then the maximal amount of points that you could heve g&ined, You
would have gained only 2 points, Couiiier two, in the middle, will
of your acivel goins (§ activates counter twod, Counter three will bEeen
track of youyr opponé@ts-actual gains, In the sbhove exnample, ﬁowever,,your
opporent would have gained nolhing so his actual gain countes would not e

activated, You will notice thot events tike this (B dllumdnotes 2 coll
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which contains a loss figure) can also occur in the game. The counters

across the top of your ccnsole will not cycle backwards so yam will
have to keep track of any losses that occur durlng the game yourself.

The easiest way to do this is with the paper and pencil that is pro-
vided in fromt of ycu. N ow I will explain the function”aﬁd operation
of the L~square matrix at the bottom of your console. Andther purpose

of the game is to expiore interpersonal behavior when the?individuals
playin g this gamé have different.game‘options at their disposal. At

the end of that part of the rame that uses ths choices and the pay-offs
that are depicted in the 9-cell matrix both you and your opponent will
be given an opportunity to exercize one of thése opticns.” In general
thiés procedure ailbws you to take away a certain number of'points froa
your opponent at;a;certain cost to ycurself. You may of course choose
not to exercize orée of these loss-cost options by choosing button number
1 (cell l illuminéted by E) over the first cell of this l-square matrix.
In the case where you do choose to exercize one of these options th:st in-
volves a cost to ycu and a loss to your opponent (E illuminates cells 2,
3, and 4), the pbintjtotals that are regist.ored on the counters will
change negatively. = You will be keepiné?track'of this %0ss separately.

In the case where you choose button uuwmber 1 over the fi;gt cell of the
matrix, the point totals will remaim the same. Your opponent will male
usz of this samerdptidno Since you hsve received the game advantage your
opponent will receive the consolation of hearing your dhoicé in the loss~
cost option. You, however, will not know his loss~con$t;§ntil the exper-
iment is completed.

My assistent and I will be receiving each of ydur_9;£quare,matrix

moves and lOSSwQOSt'thiOﬁS via room extension phones,
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Finally, Iﬁﬁilinexplain the game format. The game‘wiil.consist of
three trial blOGiga kach trial block will be composed.of four moves on
th: Y-cell matrix and one opportunity to use the Ross-cost option. Af-
‘tor the second blqgk’ycu will also have the opportunity tgfpdt tie game
advantage to effe;to This advantags will be explaineduafter th: second
trial blocks ( These instructions were adapted from Brown's aparatus

instructions, Brown, 1y72)
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GAME EVALUATION FORM

. evaluating the interpersora2l interactions in this game it is very im-
portant to us to know your perional reactions during the game.

1.Did you enjoy playing the gam2? (mark an appropriate srea on the scale beiow)

1 ‘» . { |
{ ¥ H -+ - '3

o S

not at all indiffer:nt very -much
2.What were your most characteriztic feelings during the game? Rate the
following in order: 1= most charicteristic

5= least characteristic

____HAnger
____Challenged
____Competitive
___Frustrated

Neutra! {noc noticeabie reaction)

Feelings you hold toward playing partner:

6. How likeable would you say he is?

T
-
de
P

not ar all neutral very likeable



7. During the game, did he make you angry?__IT yes, how much?

+-

3
1

s

not at all neutral very angry

8. Do you presently feel andry toward him?__If yes, how much?

-

-

4 .
- o |

not at all neatral very angry

<L

g2
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SOCIAL REACTION INVENTORY

This is a questionnaire to find out the way in which certain
important events in our soclety affect different people, Hach item
consists of a pair of alternatlves lettered a or b, Pleasé select the
one statement of each pair (and only one) which you more strongly believe
to be the case as far as youre concerned, Be sure to select the one
you actually hslie?e.to‘fa more true rither than the one you think.you
should choose or the one you would like to be true. This is a measure
of personal belief obviqnély there are no right or wrong answe;s,

Your answers to the 1tems on this inventory are to be recorded
on a separate answer sheet, Print your naie and any other information
requested by the examiner on the answer shest, then‘flnlsh'reaﬂing'these
directions., Do not open the booklet until you are told to do so.

Please answer thése items carefully sut do not spend too much
time on any one item, Be-Suro to find an ansver for every cholce, Find
the number of the item on the answer sheet and cirele either alternative
a or b, which ever you choese as the statement nost true.

In some ihstances you may discover that you believe both statements
or nelther one, In such cases, be sure to select the one you more strongly
believe to be the case as far as you®re concernel, Also try to respond

to each item 1ndependentiy when maing your cholc:z; do not he.infiuenced

by your previous cholces.

REIMEIBER

Select the altermative which you personally velieve to be .more trus,




I more sirongly believe that: 8L

1. a, In my case getting. what I want has little or nothing to do with luck,
bs izny times we mighﬁ as well decide what to do by flipping a coin,
2, a. What happens to me is my cwn doing,

be Sometimes I feel that I don®t have enough control over the divection
ny life 1s taking.

3. a, MNany times I feel that I have 1ittle influence over the things that
happen to ma,

be It is impossilbie for me to believe that chince or luck plays an
important role in my life,

4, a, In the case: of a well prepared student thexe is rarely if ever such
a thing as an unfair tosie

be HMany times exam guestions tend to be so unrelated to course work
that studying is veally useless,

50 &, Without the right breaks, one cannot be an effectivc leader.

b. Getting people to do the right thing depends upon ab'lity; luck has
little or nothing to de with it.

6. a2, Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective le:der,

b, Capable people who fail 1o become leaders have not taker. advantage
of their oppoxrtunities,

7. a. Bocoming a success is a matter of hard*wékk: luck has litt e or
nothing to dd.with 1%;

b, Gotting a good Job depends mainly on ‘being at the right pﬁac at
the right time, .

8o ae Voting wmust be a pragmatic rather than moral decision.
b, Real pariticipatory democracy shouid be the tasis for a new sceiily,

90 a. Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky enough %o
be in the xight place firste

b Wno gets to be the boss depends on who has the skill and ability
luck has little or nothing to do with ite

10, a. As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are the victims
of forces we can nelther understand nor control,

b, By taking an active part in political and social affalrs the peoile
can control vorld events,



85

I more siio

o«.vwi

1%e 2. The awverage citizen can have un influence in government decisions,

be This world is wun Yy the few people in power; and ther 1s not
much the litile guy can do ahwut its

12, 2, With enough elfort 'e cen winy out political wrruptli ono

by it is &8 "fi culi for people to have much contx:ii over the things
politiciens do ik offices

13 as, JIn the leng run peopl: gmet the xespect they demexve in th.a.m world.

by Unfortunately, an indivicual®s worth olten pastes unrecognigzed
no mather how bard he itviese "

iy, a, Movre and more I feel heluless in the Pace of wint's happening in
the worid todaye

be I sometimes feol personally to blame Uor the inefisci tive affaizs
in ouyr gvovernm@ntg,

15« a. headership osii.:.onc' tend to go te capasle people who deserve being
" chosens.

"bs' it®s hard to knocw why sume people get leadership positims and
others don?t3 ability Joesn®t seem to be the imporiant vavtor,

160 2. Knowing the xxgbt yerple is important in doeidin he\.he\: i pexrson
will get ahead,

£5°

[ 4

Paople will get.'a‘wa@ in 1ife ir they have the geoeds ard du a good
Job knowing the x mt ?;aup"e has nothing to do with &i‘w

i7. a. Even though I nay feel o law is unjust, I do my dest to owy At
bhecause I believe those who make and enforce the laws nust know
what they are doinge

be I meiuse %o cbtsy 4 law I belicve tc be immoral because I belivre
oy consclence is the best Judge.

i8, =&. Most peopio ‘on®t realize the oXxbtent to which their 11\!3:: are
~contzoiled 1y aceidental happeitings,

b, Thers weally is no such thing as "iuek,"™

[XS
e
@

a2, Uhen I maks plans, I am zlmost ceriain that I cat nake then worke -

t, 1% 13 not alus y% wize to plan too far ahead because many 'i:':&nge
furn out 10 b2 a matier of goud or ‘vad fortune anyhows -



I more stronaly delisve thats

200

21,

22,

230

24,

25@

269

27.

28,

29,

o

b,

ao

bo

ao

be

Ao,

Do

ao

be

Ao

b,

86

Although I hope for a life of happiness, I know I°m bound to get
ry share of hardships someday,

Although everyone has some btad luck, most misfortunes can be
avolded by leading a well-planncd and careful life,

I have always felt pretty suve my 1ife would wor: out the way I
wanzed 1t to.

Thexe®s not much use planning too far ahead wecauss something
usually comes up that makes me change ny plans,

Because I usually see my problems from so many points of view, I
find 1t hard to make up my nind on: way or the other,

I can usuzlly ma%e up my mind and stlck to 1t

Chiidren get into trouble because theélr pavents junish them too
muchy

The trouble with most children nowadays is that thilr parents are
too easy with them,

liany of the unhappy things in people’s lives are partly due to
bad luck,

People®s misfortunes result from the mista%es thuy mrke.

One of the major reasons why we have wars is tha’ people don®¢
take enough lntem st in politles.

There will always be wars, no matter how hard pcople try to prevent
then,

The idea that teachers are unfair {to students ia nonsense,

ilost students dont reallize the exten:i to whih thelir gra.des are
influenced ty accidental happenings,

No nmatter how hard you txy some people just wor't lifce .youe

People who can?®t get others to like them don?®t - xderstand how to
get along with others,

Heredity plays the major role in determining one's: 7eTrsisqlity,
It 55 one®s sxperiences in life which determine what one §8 ilte,
I have often1 found that what is going to happen will happeno

Trusting to fate has never turmed out as well for me as making a
decision to take a defiaite course of actione.
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X moxe strongly believe thabs !

30, as There ave ceriain people who are just no good
be There 17 some good in everybody.

31, a, Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky enough to
e in the right place first,

b Getting pecyple to do the right thing depend: upon abllity; luck has
littlr or nothing to do with ity

32¢ a. One should always be willing to admit his mistates,
be It 1s usually best to cover up one?s mistakes,
3%, @e It is hard to know whether or not z person really 1'kes youe
by How many friends you have depends on how nice a personL you are.

3@0 ay, In the long wun the tad thinge tha% happen to us are ‘talwnced Iy
the good ones ;.

be Most misfortunes are the vesult of lack of abilitye ignora.ce,
laziness, or all three,

35: aes Sometimes I can®t understand how teachers arrive at théygrados
they givee

b, There is a direct connection between how hard I study anc. the
grades I gat.

36, ac A geod leader sxpeots peopie to decide for themselves wha:. they
should do,

be 4 good leader makes it clear to everybody what their jobs e,
37. a. FPeople are lonsly because they don®t try to be friendly.

be There®s not muck use in tryviag too hard to pleass peocple, if ey
1ike youy they like youe

38. a. There is too much emphaeis on athletics in high scheol.
b, ‘Team sports arc an excellent wey to build character,

19, 4, Host of tha %time I can®t understand why politleians behave the wy
'bhey’ do Y

Y. In the long run the peoplé are resvonsiblé for tad government on
a national as well as a lecal level,
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APPENDIX D"
PERSONAL REACTION INVENIORY 88

Listed below are a number of statements concerning personal attitudes and

gtaita. Read each item and decide whether the statement is true or false as it
pertainas to you personally. Circle T or F,

1‘

19.
2‘06

2L.

Zefore voting I thoroughly investigate the qualifications of all the candidri

I never hesitate to go out of my way to help soneone in trouble.

It 1s sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not encouraged.
I have never intensely éieliked anyohe.

On occasion I have had doubts about my'ébility to succeed. in lifa.

I cometimes feel resentful when I don't get my way.

I am always careful about my manner of dress.

My teble manners at home are as good as when I eat out‘inja'resﬁaurant;

If I could get into a movie without paying and be sure I was not szch, T eould
probably do it.

Oa a few occasions, I have given up doing something because I tbnuﬁ’ tne livtin
of my ability.

I llke to posaip at.times.

There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in nuthority
even though I knew they were right.

No matter who I'm talking to, I'm always a good listener.
I car remember "playing sick" to get out of somathing.

Therce have been occasions when I took advantage of someone.

I'm always willing to admit it when'I.maka'a nistake.

T always try to practice what I preach.

I don't find it particularly difficult to get aiong with loud mouthz?l,
obnoxious people.

1 sometimes try to get even, rather than forgive and for get.

When I don't know something I don't at all mind admitting it.

I.am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable.
At times I have really insisted on having things my own way.

There have been occasions when I felt like smashing thinés.
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I never resent beingi asﬁ& to return a favo¥. .-

T Lave never bzen frled when people expressed

-

=i i

R

naze hin

never make a loag vlp without charking the

A

<
s

3 bean times when

-

L

was quite jealous of

Lava alwest never felt the urge to. tell someone off.,

aw gometines drritated by people whe ask favors of we,

o

]

zunatimes think whap people have a misfo

wvive unever felt that § wae punddl

red. without cause.

e

S By

urge they only-got what hay

safety of my -

the good

Al

have never deliberately said something that hurt someone's

(o}

4

89

ealinm

24, I would never tﬁinﬁ of Loééing qgmapn§4g;t§ be punighed for my wrongdoings.

4deas very different from my oon.
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AVALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TARLE FOR THE FIRST L-C OPTION

SSa3
SSp¢.
SSBC

S5pRc

WITHIN .

B

TCTAL

53

1.25
.20
.20
.05
.05
.8
.45

37.80

L N

af

o st B o e o

1.25
.20
.20
.05
.05
.8
L5
.52

(Lo.8 N -

EIGHT-CELL MEANS

1.6

1.8

1.4

1,8

1.4

1.8

1.9
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE FOR THE SECOND L-C OPTION

SOURCE ss af ! MS | F

i .
- e ir—

SSA‘ 3.61 3.61 3 7 7485 ¢

SSg 31 <31 |
SS¢ 31 .31 b
‘ SEI .01 .01
{ SSpc 1.01 1.01 £2.20

SSpc .11 (.1

WITHIN | 33,30 poo72 L6

TOTAL 36.99 79

## Significant p <.01

EIGHT-CELL MEANS

Ay 1.3 | 16 ;- 1.3

Ao 2.1 1 1.9 1.7 1.6
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ANALYS1S ‘OF VARIAVCE SUMMARY TABLE FOR THE FIRST PLUS TH: SECOND L-C OPTION

‘SOURCE

SSaBc 11
WITHIN 21941

i
|

EIGUT-CRLL MEANS
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ANALYSIS OF VARIAUCE SUMMARY TABLE FOR SHOCK #1

SOURCE

Sh.LS
20L.8

148.05
Thlya2
26645
180.0
SSapc 304.2

WITHIN 17495.8

19,297.95

EIGHT-CELI. MEANS

17.1 | 20.9 23.2 25,2

29.1 17 12,9 20.1 17.7
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 'SUMMARY TABLE FOR SHOCK #1

80

.05

2.2
361.25
2l5
198.L5

22.05

WITHIN | 19,L22.8

Sk

20,353.8

17.0 ' 25.5

20.8 ; 18.7

16.6

25.3

16.7

19.0
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ANALYSIS OF VARIA?CE‘SUMMARY,TABLE FOR THE FIRST'MINUS THE THIRD L-C OPTION*

S ke
WITHIN

# Each difference score had 3 added to it.

EIGHT-CELL MEANS

A 2.5 2.9 3.2 ‘ 3.0

Ay 2.6 2 | 3.1 | 3.0
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L-C OPTION 3
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ANALYS1S OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE', FGR TH< AVERAGE OF L~-C OPTICNS 1 & 2 MINUS

SOURCE SS df MS F
ss, .70 .70 1.55
55, .70 "1 .70 ©1.55
55, .02 1 .02
5S¢ +70 1 .70 1.55
SSABC ;;65 1 1.65 3.66
WITHIN 32.53 72 LS

TOTAL 72

'38@0?

EIGHT~CELL MEANS

3.05

249

2.95

3.05

247

2495
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ANALYSIS OF VARIAI CE SUMMARY TABLE FOR AFTER GAME ANGER

SUURCE .88 MS

2050.31 2050.31
103.51 z 103.51

32h.01 32L.01

“563.01 63.01

248,51 2L8.51
409.51 , L09.51
70.31 70.31
WITHIN | hﬁ;688.30 7 620.66

TCTAL h7,257;h9

EIGHT-CELL MEANS

21..0 , 15.1 b1 21.0
31.0 32.L . 20.8 : -'-;.'2»7.5




AWALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE FOR DURING GAME AVGER MINUS AFTER CAME ANGER

SOURCE

APPENDIX ¥

MS

98

SSA

SSB

SSC

S5,
SSac
SSgg
s

2040.2
22l.45
61.25
561.80
9522
1602.05
259.2
1i9,5LL .8

2040.2
22h.L5
61.25
561.80

952.2
1602.05

259.2
688.12

TCGTAL

55,21i5.95

EIGHT-CELL MEANS

71.0
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