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REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

The plethora of theories on aggression have emphasized many
differing causes of aggression, such as: innate, unlearned aspects
(Ardrey, 1966; Freud, 1920/1965; Lorenz, 1966); situational determinanfs
(Berkowitz, 1965; Dollard, Doob, Miller, Mowrer, & Sears, 1939); 7‘
learned habits (Berkowitz, 1965); fantasj (Feshbach, 1955); modeling
(Bandura & Walters, 1963); and reinforcement (Buss, 1971). Researchers
have constructed as nany different definitions of aggression as they
have hypothesized causes of aggression. Most theorists' definitions of
aggression are directly related to their causes of aggression. For
example, Lorenz, who supports an innate, uplearned position, made the

following statement regarding his book, On Aggression. '"The subject

of this book is aggression, that is to say the fighting instinct in
beast and man which is directed against members of the same species"
(p. ix). Buss (1971), who believes that peqple aggress because they
were rewarded for aggressing, described‘an aggressor as a behavior
modifier. He stated, all varieties of aggression "share a single

property: one individual delivers noxious stimuli to another. This

definition of aggression makes it nearly equivalent to punishment"
(p. 9). Since there is a relationship beﬁween theorists' causes of
| aggression and their definitions, it is not surprising to find that no
one definition has had very wide appeal.
An excellent point was made by Johnson (1972) and Tedeschi,

Smith, and Brown (1974) that researchers haven't been able to agree
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on a definition of aggression because aggression is not a unitary
concept. There is no single process or concept of aggression. The
above discussion suggests that there are many different types of
aggression which possibly correspond to the different causes of aggres- .
sion. There is some general‘agreement in the iiterature (Berkowitz,
1969; Buss, 1971; Tedeschi et al., 1974) for at least two different
aggression mechanisms: angry and instrumental aggression. Angry
aggression "is initiated by any anger-inducing stimuli: insult, attack,
of the presence of aﬁ;oyers. These are cues fqr anger, which is
followed by aggression, the intent of which is to make the victim suffer"
(Buss, 1971, p. 10). Inherent in this discussion of angry aggression,
there is the implicit assumption that increases in attack also lead to
increases in énger (Be;kowitz & Geen, 1966; Geen, 1968, 1970).

Instrumental aggression "is initiated by either competition or a

desired reinforcer's being possessed by another person. These are cues
. for cold-blooded (non-angry) aggression, the intent of which is to win
the competition or acquire the reinforcer" (Buss, 1971, p. 10). Angry
aggression is the focus for the remainder of this paper.

Dimensions of Angry Agg;eésion

Within the research on angry aggressioﬁ, definitions of aggres-
sion vary on three dimensions: (a) Is the behavior which is considered
aggressive broad or narrow; (b) Is intent to harm another person essential
or nonessential; (c) Is the action illegitimate or antinormative or
unjustified or is this feature not important. (These dimensions are
-based on the work of Tedeschi et al., 1974.)

Kane, Doerge, and Tedeschi (1973) determined that in considering
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the necessary prerequisites for labeling an act as aggression, experi-
menters and subjects utilize different information when they label
behavior. The definition of aggression will be subdivided into two
sections: information used by experimenters and informaﬁion used by
subjects té define aggression.

Experimenter's labeling. In regards to the first dimension,

there has been a wide range of behavior which has been labeled aggres-
sion. Dollard et al. (1939) adopted a narrow definition. They stated,
"Verbs such as desttd&, damage, tormént, retaliate, hurt, blow up,
humiliate, insult, threaten, and intimidate refer to actions of an
aggressive nature" (p. 10). Olweus (1973), on the other hand, believed
that any type of discomfort caused by another's action should be called
aggréssion. Tedeschi et al., (1974) presented an even broader
definition. Aggressioﬁ "involves constraint of another's behavioral
alternatives."

For the second dimension, intent, researchers have generally
' agreed that the intent to harm is necessary for an act to be considered
aggression. The intent of a subject's aggressive behavior cannot be
definitely determined. However, researchérs feel assured that in
certain controlled situations, subjects were acting with intent. In
everyday situations it is generally agreed that intent cannot be as
clearly identified. B

There are.two common situations which are especially troublesome
for researchers. First, it is generally acknowledged that accidents
should not be defined as aggression. This could involve an additional

determination of whether an event is an accident or not. Secondly,
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most theorists do not label as aggressive the delivery‘of noxious
stimuli when it is part of a social role, e.g., fixing a tooth or
passing a sentence. But there are ambiguous éituationsf\ Is a father
spanking his child because he is angry or because he feels it is his
duty as a parent?

For the third dimension, Kane et al. (1973) noted that
experimenters consider an act to be aggression even if there was no
indication that a'subject was acﬁing illegitimately. In fact, exﬁeri—

~ ¢
menters label an act as aggression even 1f the subject was treating
another person just as the other person had treated the subject.

Subjects' labeling. Tedeschi et al. (1974) maintained that any

act which constrains another's behavior alternatives and is perceived
as intentionélly detrimental and as illegitimate will be labeled
aggression by subjects. The question is not whether the confederate
really has the intent to do harm; rather it is whether the subject
believes the confederate intends to do harm; and ﬁhether the subject
judges the action to be illegitimate or antinormativé. Kane et al.
(1973) found that subjects must judge an act to be illegitimate (not
Justified by}the situation) before they will label an act as aggréssive
and in this regard subjects differrfrom experimenters in their labeling
process.

Definition of terms. For the purposes of this study, "provo-

cation" is the word used to describe the experimenter's perception of
the confederate's behavior toward the subject. In order for it to be
labeled a provocation, two judgments are necessary: (a) the

‘experimen;er considered that the confederate's behavior limited the
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subject's behavioral alternatives or caused the subjecg some discomfort
and (b) the experimenter judged that the confederate intended to harm
the subject. "Attack" will describe the subject's perception of the
confederate's behavior toward the subject. In this case three judg-
ments are necessary for the subject to label the confedérate's behavior
as an attack. The subject judged (a) that the confederate limited his
behavioral alternatives or caused him some discomfort; (b) that the
confederate intended to harm him; and (c) that the confederate's
behavior was illegitimate’or"unfair. "Aggression" will be used to
describe the experimenter's perception of the subject's behavior towards
the confederate, and again the experimenter must make the same two
judgments noted above in order for the label, aggression, to apply. The
experimenter believed (a) that the subject's action constrained the
confederate;s_behavioral alternatives or caused him discomfort and (b)
that the subject intended to harm the confederate. These three judg-
ments occur in the following order: the provocation occurs first,
then the subject may perceive the provocation as an attack or not, and
the subjeét may 6r ﬁay not aggress against the‘confederate (see
Figure 1)..

There are three groups of factors which determine whether or
not a subject will label the provocation as an attack. These factors
are envirommental information, internal cues, and personality styles
or-traits (see Figure 1). This study will focus on environmental
information as a determinant of aggression and of the subject's labeling
of attack. Two pieces of information which influence a subject's

judgments about illegitimacy of harm—intending acts are level of prior
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provocation and the causes or reasons for the provoker's behavior.
These two factors and their interrelation will be the primary focus for

the remainder of this paper.

Provocation Causes Angry Aggression

An extensive list of causes of angry aggression would include

rude and unpleasant persons; threats to satisfaction of basic needs;
arbitrariness of a frustrator's behavior; maliciousness of a frustrator;
frustrations in an effort to gain status, security, and/or reputation;

. unreasonable demands; inability to retaliate; threat of provocation;
insults; and despair (Fawcett, 1971; Singer, 1971). However, most of
the research has centered on frustration and provocation as the two
most important external or envirommental causes of aggressionm.

In thé late 30's Dollard et al. (1939) put together a reactive
conception of aggression. Initially, they stated, "The occurrence of
aggressive behavior always presupposes the existence of frustration
and, contrariwise, that the existence of frustration always leads to-
some form of aggression” (p. 2). Only two years later one of the
authors (Miller, 194;) changed this initial formulation and stated that
frustration can potentially produce a variety of different responses,
one of which is aggression. It is now generally accepted that there
are many different responses that people can make to frustration
-(Hilgard, Atkinson, & Atkinson, 1971).

In the subséquen; research on the frustration-aggression
hypothesis, there has been a wide range of oberational definitions of
frustration. Frustration has been defined as an interruption of.an

ongoing task (Gentry, 1970), losing when in competition with another
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person (Epstein & Taylor, 1967), a person's failure at teaching
(Thompson, 1972), and provocation (Berkowitz, 1962). Considering
these divergent definitions of frustration, it is understaﬁdable that
there have been some studies which have supported the frﬁstration—
aggression hypothesis and others which contradict it.

There has been some'clarification’regarding the operational
definition of frustration. As early as 1966, Buss maintained that
frustration was a weak antecedent of aggression. He claimed that
other researchers (Béikowitz, 1962) confounded frustration with provo-
cation and this is the reason these studies supported a frustration-
aggression hypothesis. Buss believed that it was the provocation which .
produced the aggression and found that verbal provocation led to
aggression and frustration did not. |

Other studies have shown similar results. Gillespie (1961)
and Geen and Berkowitz (1967) found that frustrated aﬁd insulted
subjects aggressed more than frustration-only subjects; and Geen (1968)
found that insulted subjects (provocation) aggressed more than
frustrated subjects. The definitive study was done by Gentry (1970).
He tested the effects‘of pﬁre frustration, pure provocation (insult),
and a combinaﬁion of frustration plus proyocation on subsequent
aggression. Pure provocation produced more aggression than did a
‘combination of frustration plus provocation which in turn resulted in
more aggression than pure frustration. From the above research there
seems to be a consistent finding that attack or frustration plus attack
. lead to increases in angry aggression.

One study suggests that increases in pure frustration may lead
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to increases in instrumental aggression. Thompson (1971) found that
stronger frustration led to more aggression when aggression was effective
in overcoming the frustration. Aggression in this exper;mént could be
more specifically called instrumental aggression.

There is some qﬁestion in thé literature over thé type of
relationship that exists between provocation and aggression. - Buss (1961)
assumed that the tendency to aggress varied curvilinearly with the
intensity of provocation. He believed that this was especially true
_ for physical provocaéion. Knott and Drost (1972) tried to test this
hypofhesis. They gave subjects a small, medium, or large number of

shocks. The subjects were then given an opportunity to aggress by
administering shock. They found a linear.relationship between intensity
of ptovocatidn and intensity of aggression. They believed that the
large number of shocks was intended to be a high level of provocation
but was actually a moderate level. Epstein and Taylof (1967) and

Taylor (1967) also found a linear relationship between intensity of
provocation and intensityrof aggression. The evidence supports the
hypothesis that there is a linear relationship between provocation and
aggression. Thus, hypothesis 1 is that high provocation will result in
more aggression ;han low provocation. However, experimenters do not
and, naturally, will not deliver high provocation. Thus, the relationship
'appears linear for the range of provocations acceptable in laboratory
research.

As was mentioned above, the hypotheses regarding the causes of

aggression are directly related to the operational definitions of

provocation and aggression. Therefore, techniques of inducing
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provocation and measuring aggression will be examined.

Techniques for Inducing Provocation and Measuring Aggression

Buss Machine. In a typical experiment using the Buss Machine

(Geen & Berkowitz, 1966), the experimenter outlined the experiment as
designed to measure performance in a problem solving taék. The subject
was told that he would be given a difficult problem to ‘solve and his
solution would then be judged by another subject (actually an accomplice
or confederate), who communicated his eval@ation by supposedly giving
the subject a number'of electric shocks ranging from 1 to 10. The
confederate actually gave the subject one or seven shocks, no provo-
cation and high provocation respectively. The subject was later given
a chance to shock the confederate. These shocks were administered at
the subject'é discretion. One shock indicated that the subject judged’
the accomplice's solution to be very good and 10 indicated that he
' judged the solution to be very poor. -The amount of aggression was
measured by the number and intensity ofﬁshqck Vhich the subject
administered. I

Ethically, the Buss model has come under heavy criticism because

the pain administered is a noxious stimulus and because a high degree

of decegtioh is necessary. In regards to the former, it is clear that
subjects incur some physical and psychological stress. The degree of
stress which is ethically tolerable is open for debate. There are no
clear answers. Almost everyone agrees-(Crano & Brewer, 1973) that no
potentially permanent physical or psychological harm is permissible to
. human subjects. Gergen (1973) has called on psychologists to use their

mental energy to do research on the harmful effects of various
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strategles. Until it can be established that questionable research
strategies are not harmful, other potentially less harmful methods to
study aggression should be examined.

Sullivan and Deiker (1973) pooled the opinions of psychologists
and students in universities on the use of deception ana pain in
psychological experiments. They gave students and professors four
experiments, All experiments were described by an identic;l cover
story in which subjects were asked to volunteer for an experiment that
would involve 1earni;g a list of nonsense syllables. They were theﬁ told
the true nature of the experiment. One of the experiments examined
pain endurance and was described as one in which the volunteers would
receive electric shocks that other students had said were "definitely
uncomfortablé, but by no means unbearable." Seventy-two percent of
psychologists and 517 of the students said that the deception in this
study was unethical. Forty-seven percent of psychologists and 187 of
students thought that it was unethical to use shock. Fifty-seven
percent of psychologists and 562% bf students thoﬁght that the use of
shock waé not justified. Although this hypothetical experiment differs
from the Buss~type experiment, there are many similarities in tﬁe degree
of deception and the degree of pain endured. Thus, the opinions of the
professors and students should be considered in ethically evaluating
the Buss-type paradigm.

Crano and Brewer (1973) stated that the deliberate misrepre-
sentation of the details of an experiment which is implicit in a cover
story is "undeniably" a violation of interpersonal trust and respect.

Whether this is justified for the sake of science is also open for



12
debate. From another standpoint, Orne (1962), Kelman (1967), Argyris
(1968), and Schultz (1969) argued against the use of deception because
the behavior of the subject is not normal since it is a well known fact
that psychologists use deception in experiments. They recommend that
scientists enlist the cooperation and collaboration of the subject
rather than fooling or manipulating him. The above comments suggest
that research on aggression should utilize other behavioral measures
in order to limit the use of deception and the use of pain as a noxious

_ stimulus until it is proven nonharmful.

Prisoner's Dilemma Game. A partial review of the literature on

aggression producéd only one strategy to measure aggression which sub-
stantially differed from the Buss model, which did not use shock, which
minimized dec;ption, and which could be used with adults. Berger and
Tedeschi (1969) used a modified version of the Prisoner's Dilemma Game
as a behavioral measure of aggression with children. Anchor and Cross
(1974) revised this strategy slightly for use with adults. This game
is a conflict situation in which each of two players must select one

of two strategies (cooperation or competition) without any knowledge

of the other plaYer's selection. The goal for a person playing this
game 1s to win as much money or as many points as he éan. By choosing
one option a person is generally cooperating with the other player; and
by choosing the other option,4he is competing. The Prisbner's Dilemma
Game is a non-zero-sum or mixed-motive game. In constant-sum games,
which the Prisoner's Dilemma Game is not, the total payoff to the two
players is always a constant. The larger the payoff to one player, the

smaller is the payoff to the other. In nonconstant-sum or mixed-motive
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games, the payoff varies. One combination of moves has a high payoff
for both players. Another combination has the highest payoff for one
player and the lowest payoff for the other pléyer. The players have
partially common and partially opposed interests.
Since each player is given a choice between cooperating (C) and
éompeting (D), this leads to four possible outcomes or payoff
conditions, CC, CD, DC, DD. The payoffs are usually represented in
a matrix (see Figure 2). The number in the upper half of the box refers
to the paybff for person A and the lower half for person B. It can be
readily seen that the highest payoff to both players is achieved when
they both are cooperative. However, in many instances both people end
up playing competitively which results in.the lowest possible payoff
for the two ﬁlayers. The cause and nature of this dilemma can be
readily seen by looking at the analogy from which the game derived its
name.
Two suspects are taken into custody and separéted. The district
attorney is certain that they are guilty of a specific crime, but
he does not have adequate evidence to convict them at a trial. He
points out to each prisonmer that each has two alternatives: to
confess to the crime the police are sure they have committed, or
not to confess. 1If they both do not confess, then the district
attorney states he will book them on some very minor trumped-up
charge such as petty larceny and illegal possession of a weapon,
and they will both receive minor punishment; if they both confess
they will be prosecuted but he will recommend less than the most
severe sentence; but if one confesses and the other does not,
then the confessor will receive lenient treatment for turning
state's evidence whereas the latter will get the book slapped
at him (Luce & Raiffa, 1958, p. 95).

The best outcome for both prisoners results if neither confesses (CC).

But the best possible outcome for one person is achieved if he confesses

(DC or CD) and the other does not. If each one is motivated to maximize
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Person A
Cooperative Competitive
Response (C) Response (D)
9 (R) 10 (T)
Cooperative
Response (C)
9 (R) -1 (s)
Person B - .
-1 (S) 0 ()
Competitive
Response (D)
10 (T) 0o (®

Payoff Labels
R = Reward

T = Temptation
S = Sucker

P = Punishment

Figure 2. An Example of a Payoff Matrix for the
Prisoner's Dilemma Game. Person A's
payoff is in the upper half of the
box. Person B's is in the lower half.
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his own gain, the lowest payoff results (DD).

In experiments using the Prisoner's Dilemma Game, one frequently
used dependent measure is the percentage of competitive or cooperative
choices. This measure was used by Berger and Tedeschi (1969) who
also developed another dependent measure of aggression. 'After each
seven trials of the game, they injected a zap option. One subject
playing the game (actually, he was the only subject since the other
player was a confederate) was given the opportunity to take $10 of
play money-from the ;ther person. A squect could not gain when he
used the option because he was assessed a fee which ranged from $2 to
$11. The‘subjecté in this experiment were children and the money which
they won was traded in for M & M candy at the end of the game. Anchor
and Cioss (1574) used the same procedure with adults except each dollar
won could be redeemed for a penny. Berger and Tedeschi stated that the
zap option was a "behavioral response that can be unambiguously in-
terpreted as harm-intending aggression directed toward another person."
The z#p option.restricts the outcome for the opponent by taking money
away from him; and when the subject uses the option, he is intending
to harm the opponent because there is no gain for the subject.
Therefore, the zap option qualifies as anvoperational definition of
aggression for experimenters.

The number of competitive‘responses is not clearly a measure of
>aggression as defined in this paper. The competitive response clearly
causes the confederate harm (the 1owest-payoff). However, since the

subject also obtains the highest possible payoff, the motivation of

the subject cannot be clearly judged. Is he using the competitive
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response to maximize his own gain (inst:umental aggression) or to
minimize the confederate's gain (angry aggression)?

It is necessary to present a short review of the re;earch which
pertains to the use of the Prisoner's Dilemma Game in the pfesent
experiment. In some studies one of the players' game stfategy was
determined by the experimenter. Such a predetermined strategy was used
in this experiment in order to present each subject with the same
situation. Various strategies have been used: a randomized strategy,
a titffor-tat strateé; in which the experimenter selects the response
which the subject gave on the previous trial, a progressively increasing
cooperative strategy, etc. Since the strategy is not the area of concern
for the present experiment, a randomized schedule was used. In this
strategy the éxperimenter makes the same move for all subjects on the
nth trial. The schedule is randomly predetermined according to a
specified percentage of cooperative responses. Most studies employ a
random schedule using a 507 cooperative and 50Z competitive ratio. |
Summers, Peirce, Olen, and Baranowski (1972) reported that most studies
in this area have found that the experimenter's overall strategy has
had very littie effect on subject's cooperative behavior. Oskamp (1971)
in his re?iew of the literature, found that big differences in strategy
(80% cooperative compared to 20% cooperative) led to differences in
-cooperative behavior; but smaller differences (75% cooperative compared
to 50% cooperativej did not. Thus within reasonable limits the
percentage of cooperative responses which thé experimenter uses in a
- randomized schedule is not a crucial variable in designing the |

experiment.



17

It has also been found that the values in the matrix affect
cooperative behavior. Rapoport and Chammah (1965) used the following
terms to describe the different outcomes in the matrix: reward (R),
punishment (P), temptation (T), and sucker (S). In Figure 2, R refers.
to reward, S to sucker, T to temptation, and P to punisﬁment. The
relative values of the four outcomes influence the participants’
behavior. Rapoport and Chammah reported that the index (R - P)/(T - S)
positively correlated with cooperative behavior. Steele and Tedeschi
(1967) developed 208'different indexes and found that the index log
(T - S)/(R - P) had the highest correlation (r = .64) with the number
of competitive responses. Steele and Tedeschi described more accurately
the relationship between the index and the proportion of cooperative
responses. VAs the value of the ratio (R - P)/(T - S) increases, the
rate of cooperation aléo increases. Joneé, Steele, Gahagan, and Tedeschi
(1968) suggested that if a treatment condition is hypothesized to raise
the cooperative proportion, The Prisoner Dilemma Game will be more
sensitive to this when the value of the ratio isllow and when sucker and
punishment yave neéative payoff values. The value of the ratio is an
important deferminant of cooperative behavior and needs to be set at a
value such that changes in behavior can occur and can be measured.

In both studies which used the zap option as a measure of
aggression, subjects redeemed the play money which they won for real
money or M & Ms. There are conflicting results in the literature
regarding the effect of money payoffs on the percentage of cooperative
responses. Gumpert, Deutsch, and Epstein (1969) found no change in

-competitive responses when players were playing for real or imaginary
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money. Oskamp and Kleinke (1970) found some evidence that real money
payoffs actually decreased the percentage of cooperative behavior. On
the other hand, Solomon and Kaufman (1972) found that real money in-
creased cooperative behavior. Thus, the effect of real money payoffs
is unclear. Regardless of the effect, real money is necessary for the
zap option to berconsidered a measure of angry aggression. If money
is not used, one of the main motives of subjects would be to beat the
other player, and it yould be a good game strategy to uée the zap option.
In thié case thé'zap option might be a measure of instrumental aggres- |
sion. By using money and by emphasing in the instructions that the
purpose of the game is to see how many points you can accumulate and
how much money you can win, regardless of the other player's total, the
use of the zap option is harm-intending and a measure of angry

aggression rather than instrumental aggression.

Effect of Reasonableness of Provocation on Aggression

In the reseaféh on érovoéation, very little information was given
to the subject about the confederate's acﬁion which might change or alter
the subject's jﬁdgments; Other studieé have found that the judgments
by the subject regarding attack are affected by his vaiue system
(Blumenthal, Kahn, & Andrews, 1971), the characteristics of the provoker
(Albert, 1973; Schlenker & Tedeschi, 1972), and the behavior of others
with whom the subject has conﬁact (Schachter & Singer, 1962). Recent
fiﬁdings in attribution research have focused on those variables that
affect people's judgments and these results have been applied to the
study of aggression.  Researchers have manipulated the cognitions which

the subject has about his level of arousal (Berkowitz, Lepinski, &
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Angulo, 1969), the source of his arousal (Geen, Rakosky, & Pigg, 1972;
Geen & Pigg, 1973), and the behavioral options which the subject has
available (Geen & Pigg, 1973). But there has‘been limited'work done on
whether attributions about the reasons or causes of the érovoker's
actions will affect the subject's labeling of the provoc#tion as attack
and his arousal as anger.1 Reasons or causes of the provoker's be-
havior pertain primarily to judgments about the third condition,
illegitimacy, and possibly the second condition, intent to harm.

In the '50s aé& '608, there was a group of studies which varied
the arbitrariness, reasonableness, or justifiableness of situations
and found that if a provocation occurred because of justifiable reasons,
then the subject aggressed less. In the first experiment in this line
of research, fastore (1952) presented some subjects with 10 nonjustifiable
-events and other éubjects with similar situations in which the provoker
had some justification for his acts. An example of tﬁe former is "Your
date phones at the last minute and breaks the appointment without an‘
adequate explanation." In the justified condition, the statement was
changed to "Your date.ﬁhones at the last minute and breaks the
appointment because she had suddenly become ill." The justified

statements elicited considerably'fewer self-report aggressive responses.

17n the studies on the effect of provocation on aggression, it
seems very likely that the subjects labeled the provocation as
" attack and, as a result, were angry and aggressed. In the
remainder of this paper, the labeling of provocation as attack and
arousal as anger will be viewed as similar processes which occur
at the same time.
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Cohen (1955) and Rothaus and Worchel (1960) also used statements about
hypothetical situafions and found that reasonable explanations reduced
aggression, |

Kregarman and Worchel (1961) experimentally manipulated two
aspects of arbitrariness, reasonableness of a person's aétion and the
unexpectedness of a person's action. Differences in reasonableness
did not result in differences in verbal aggression (self-report),
but unexpectéd events did lead to greater aggression. However, the
authors stated that t;e instructions might not have been effective in
inducing two sufficiently extreme degrees of reasonableness. Fishman
(1965) experimentally varied the degree of justification. Subjects
were promised $2 if they succeeded at a task. Some subjects didn't
succeed and wére deprived of the $2 (justified). Other subjects
succeeded, but the experimenter refused to give them their money (non-
justified). Subjects in the nonjustified condition expressed more
aggression. These studies suggest that a reasonable explanation aboﬁt/
a provocation will result in less aggression than a nonjustified or
ambiguous explanation about a provocation (this line of reason will later-
be used to support hypothesis 3).

Interaction of Reasonableness and Provocation

The section on attack indicated that increased provocation
‘resulted in increased aggression. The section on justification suggested
that when a provocétion is reasonable, people do not aggress as much
as wheﬁ the provocation is unreasonable, arbitrary, or ambiguous. Do
1 these two factors interact or will the effect of one override thé effect

-

of the other? Research has not focused on this question diréctly;
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however, some related research will be examined. Several studies haﬁe
found that theories which explaiﬁ behavior at low levels of provocation
are not relevant at high levels. For example, Baron (1973) found that
Athreatened retaliation reduced subsequent aggression when the subject
was not previously angered, but did not reduce aggression if the subject
was highly angered by the person who had threatened him. Baron (1974)
stated that pain cues decreased aggression if'the subject had not been
previously angered; but when the subject was angered, pain cues possibly
facilitated aggression. This literature provides the basis for
hypothesis 5 which is that a reasonable explanation of a provocation will
not reduce aggression as much with high provocation as with low provo-
cation., More specifically, the difference in aggression between high
and low provo;ation for a reasonable explanation about a provocation will
be greater than the difference between high and low provocation for a

nonjustified or ambiguous explanation about a provoker.

Effect of Unreasonableness of Provocation on Aggression

Prgvious studies have not investigated théAeffect of an un-
reasonable explanation of a provocation on aggression. Since the
literature provided no indications of possible hypotheses relating
unreasonable explanation to aggression,:a pilot study was done to
investigate the effect of an unreasonable attribution. Subjects were
given a written description of the procedure involving the Prisoner's
Dilemma Game and the zap option (see Appendix E). They were asked to
imagine that they were partiéipating in a psychology experiment with a
" hypothetical person named "Sam." They were told that Sam used the zap

option on them six out of a possible ten times that he ;ould have used
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the option. It was also explained that before the experiment began,
they overheard Sam commenting to the experimenter about his personal
life. Ten different comments which Sam supposedly made to the
- experimenter, were presented. Five of the cqmments_were.designed to
make Sam's behavior appear reasonable; five were designed to make
Sam's behavior appear unreasonable; and an additional condition was
included in which Sam didn't say anything to the experimenter. It
should be noted that these studies were not direct explanations of the
provocation, that is; Sam's behavior. Instead, the subjects had to
make an attribution that the situations mentioned in the comments
affected his behavior in the game. One of the purposes of the pilot
was to determine whether thg subjects ﬁelieved that the stories made
Sam's behavior in the game more or less reasonable.

Subjects were asked to do three things: to rate how reésonable
or unreasonable was Sam's behavior bésed.on each piece of information;
to rank order the eleven situations placing first the situation which
made Sam's behavior the most reasonable; and to indicate if they would
feel hostile or concerned and if they would use the zap option (see
Appendix E).

The information was pooled and the story that made Sam's
behavior appear the most reasonable was chosen and called the reason-
able attribution. The word "attribution" was used because the story
did not directly explain Sam's behavior. Similarly, the comment that
made Sam's behavior appearithe most unreasonable was chosen and called
the unreasonéble attribution. Also, the most unreasonable story was

compared to the no information or ambiguous situation. The results
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indicated that there were no clear differences between these two
situations on any of the measures. Thus, null hypothesis 2 suggests
that there will be no significant difference in aggression between an
unreasonable -attribution about a provoker and no information about a
provoker. It was also anticipated that there would not ﬁe an inter-
action effect between the effect of the attribution and the level of
provocation. Specifically, it was anticipated that the difference in
aggression between high and low provocation for an unreasonable
attribution about a érovoker will not be significantly greater than
the difference in aggression between high and low provocation for no

information about the provoker (null hypothesis 4).

Comparison of Two Theories of Aggression

Many of the studies discussed above have been interéreted as
supporting two divergent theories of aggression: inhibition theory and
differential cognitive appraisal. According to inhibition theory, low
aggressors are angry and have labeled the provocation as attack but &o
not exhibit overt aggression because they inhibit the response. A
differential cognitive appraisal theory predicts that low aggressors
are not angry‘and have not labeled the provocation as attack. This
point of éonfusion may be clarified by comparing the anger ratings of
high aggressors and low aggressors. Inhibition théory predicts that
'there will be no difference in anger between the two groups and
differential cognitive appraisal does predict a difference.

Inhibition theory maintains that when.a person is inhibiting
-aggression,'his original instigation to attack (anger) is present, but

he refrains from aggressing. Dollard et al. (1939) maintained that
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fear of punishment is the inhibitor. '"The strength of inhibition of
any act of aggression varies positively with the amount of punishment
anticipated to be a consequence of that act" (p. 37). Berkowitz (1962)
agreed that fear of punishment was an inhibitor, and he also added that
a person will inhibit an aggressive act if he believes His hostile act
will violate the standards of conduct which he wants to uphold. Staub
(1971) elaborated on Berkowitz's second inhibitor and stated that a
person feels anxiety or guilt when he anticipates violating a standard
of conduct. Staub ais0‘recognized one other, neglected inhibitor of
aggression, empathy. Most writers have defined empathy as the ability
to know how another person feels and to have, to some degree, those same
feelings within oneself. None of the authors cited have discussed how
inhibition works. Each of the examples of inhibition seem to involve an
unpleasant emotion, such as fear, anxiety, guilt, pain, sorrow, etc. A
person anticipates that he will feel one of these emotions if and when he
aggresses. If the anticipated experience is sufficiently uncomfortable,
inhibition theory predicts that the person will ﬁsually inhibit an
aggressivé response. In summary, inhibition theory states that low
aggressors %ill be ready to counteraggress but will not aggress because
they believe it is not appropriate or it is immoral to aggress. They
most likely anticipate the anxiety and guilt that they would feel if
they aggressed and this anticipation prevents them from aggressing.

Other theorists (Arnold, 1960; Lazarus, 1968; Schachter, 1964)
have emphasized that people make a cognitive appraisal of the situation
which then determines their emotions and their actions. Geen (1968)

found that subjects label their arousal as anger and are more aggressive -
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if an aggressive cue, e.g., a gun, is present. Schachter and Singer
(1962) specifically found that people use information given by another
person to form their labels for their emotional states. All three of
these cognitive theorists maintain that a person cognitively evaluates
the information at haqd to determine his emotion and/or éction tendency.
These theorists suggest that low aggressors show less aggression be-
cause they have not labeled their arousal as anger (Schachter, 1964),
or have not evaluated the situation as threatening (Lazarus, 1968), or
have not decided thag'attack is the appropriate response tendency
(Arnold, 1960; Lazarus, 1968). On all three cases, differential
cognitive appraisal predicts that low aggressors not only exhibit less

aggression but also feel less angry than high aggressors.



STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

This experiment was designed to determine whether ﬁrovocation
and attributions about provocations result in differencé; in subject
aggression and in self-reported anger. In addition, the interaction
of provocation and attributions can be examined. Provocation was
manipulated by varying the number of times (one or six) that the con-
federate will use the zap option of the Prisoner's Dilemma Game in
the first 10 opportuﬁities. The zap option takes money away from the
opposing player at a cost to the plaier using the option. The zap
option has been considered to be a response which can be "unambiguously
interpretéd as harm-intending aggression" (Berger & Tedeschi, 1969).
The subjects overheard three different coﬁversations between the con-
federate and the experimenter about the causes of the confederate's
behavior. Thus a 2 x 3 randomized group dgsign with two levels of
proroation and three different attribution condi;ions was employed.
Aggression was measured by the number of times that the subject uses
the zap option. Anger was measured by means of a self-rating.

~ This experimenf exténded the work of previous studies in three
ways. First, this study investigated directly the effect of
attributions abouf provocations at different levels of provocation.
‘Secondly, anger ratings were used to compare the predictions from
inhibition theory and differential cognitive appraisal. Thirdly, it
was determined whether subjects label the confederate's provocation in

this experiment as an attack, as subjects did the confederate's
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provocation using the Buss Machine as the vehicle for the provocation.



SUMMARY OF HYPOTHESES

This completes the review of the literature pertaining to the
hypotheses tested in this experiment. The hypotheses will now be
summarized. First, a minor terminology change will be made in the
wording of the hypotheses as they appeared in the review of the
literature. As the discussion of the pilbt experiment indicated, a
direct reasonable or unreasonable explanation about a provocation was
not given. Instead subjects had to infer that the recent events in the
confederate's life.caused his behavior during the game. So, in the
description of the various conditions, the word "attribution" was
substituted for the word "explanation." Secondly, since it was pre-
dicted from the pilot study that there would be no difference in
aggression betﬁeen thé unreasonable attribution groups and the ambiguous
attribution groups, the reasonable attribution groups were compared to
the combined unreasonable and ambiguous groups instead of just the
ambiguous groups, as was indicated in the review of the literature.
This permits the five hypotheses to be evaluated by five orthogonal
comparisons (Winer, 1971).

It was expected that:

1. High provocation would result in more aggression than low
4provocation (the first main effect hypothesis). (See Figure 3 for a
graphical presentationvof the expected results if all five hypotheses
would be validated.)

2. There would be no significant difference in aggression

28
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between an unreasonable attribution about a provokér aﬁd no information
about a provoker (a second main effect hypothgsis, also a no effect or
null hypothesis).

3. A reasonable attribution about a provoker would lead to less
aggression than either an unreasonable attribution about a provoker or
no information about a provoker (a third main effect hypothesis).

4. The difference in aggression between high and low provocation
for an unreasonable ﬁptribution about a provoker would not be signifi-
cantly greater than the difference in aggression between high and low
provocation for no information about a provoker (the first interaction
hypothesis, a no effect or null hypothesis).

" 5. The difference in aggréssion between high and low provocation
for a reasonable attribution about a provoker would be greater than the
difference between high and low provocation for either an unreasonable
éttribuélbﬁ about a provokér or no information about a provoker (a
second interaction hypothesis).

This study also examined the difference in anger fatings in
order to compare inhibition theory and differential cognitive appraisal.
" Inhibition theory predicts that there would be no difference in anger
ratings bétween high aggressors and low aggressors. Differential
cognitive appraisal predicts, on the other hand, that anger rating

would be greater for high aggressoré than for low aggressors.



METHOD

Subjects and Confederate

Ninety, white male students enfolled in introductory psychology
courses at Indiana University, Purdue University Indianépolis partici-
pated in the experiment. Fifteen subjects were randomly assigned to
each cell. Although participating in psychology experiments is not
a course requirement, students were given extra credit for partici-
pating. Subjects also earned a maximum of $3.00 and a minimum of
$2.00 in this experiment. The confederate was a chubby, 22 year old
white, male, college senior who had a beard and mustache.

Design

A 2 x 3 factorial design was used based upon two levels of

attack (high and low), and ﬁhree attribution conditions (reasonable,

unreasonable, and ambiguous). Fifteen subjects were randomly assigned

to each cell of the design.

Apparatus

In the room were chairs, a table, and a screen separating the
confederate}s side from the subject's side. In the middle of the
screen were the rules for the game (see Appendix A). On each side of
the table was a stack of play money and two poker chips. The
experimenter sat on one end of the table where there was a pencil and
a manilla folder.

Procedure

After the subject arrived, the subject and confederate were

31
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taken to the experimental room where the experimenter obtained the
subject's and confederate's name;

Then the experimenter said, "I am studying the effects of
different game strategies and game techniques on how much money people -
win and how people behave and feel in various types of situatioms.

You will have to make some decisions during this game which will deter-
mine how much money you win and I will also ask you to f£ill out a
questionnaire about how you feel. I want you to fill out this question-
naire both before and after the game.

"The object of this game is to win as much play money and real
money as you can. You each have $200 of play money to begin with. If
you end up with $220, you will receive 20¢ of real money. That is, for
every play doilar you win, I will give you a penny after the game. Here
is how the game is played. You both have.identical red and white chips.
There will be 50 turns to this game, and on each turn all you have to
do is push the red or white chip towards me when I say, 'Go.'"™ (These
instructipns are very similar to those of Anchor and Croés, 1974.)

"Now.iet'a see how money is won and lost. On the board in fromt
of each of you are four rules" (see Appendix A). If both of you push
red chips, you each receive $12. If youv(subjéct) push the red one and
you (confederate) push the white one, you (subject) will lose $4 and
you (confederate) will win $15. If you (subject) push the white one
and you (confe&erate) push the red one, you (subject) will receive $15
and you_(confedérate) will lose $4. If you both push white chips,
both of you will lose $3. Now that's all there is to the game. Any

questions so far? (The experimenter then paused to allow for any
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questions.) Remember your job is to win as much money aé you can. You
are not in competition with each other. Both of you have a stack of
money on your table and you are to take that money from the stack or
put it back on the stack when I tell you the results of each turn.

There is also one other aspect of this game. After each five
moves, I will say the word 'Option.' At this time you may raise your
hand which is closest to me or don't raise your hand. If you raise
your hand, this meani that you want to give up $4 of your money to the
bank aﬁd make the other player pay $20 of his money to the bank. If
neither of you raise your hand within fifteen seconds, we'll just
contipue playing #s before. If both of you raise your hand, then the
option will be in effect for both of you, that is you each will give up
$4 plus $20 or a total of $24. I will say the word option after the
5th move, 10th move, 15th move, and so on. The last option will come
after the 50th and final move.

"Here's how we'll piay. I'11l say the number of the move, for
example, 'Number 1, Go.' When I say 'Go,' be sure to puéh either your
white or red chip. Then after the 5th move, 10th move, and so on, I'1ll
say the word 'Option.' Then you may raise four hand if you want to.
Fifteen seconds after I say the word 'Option,' I'1ll tell you if neither,
both or one of you raised your hand. After each trial and after each
option, make the appropriate transaction with the bank. \Qk&ﬁgeqekgg¥f
questions? /22/ LOYOL! A

"Either of you may withdraw from this study at Qny tﬂgéﬁand you‘

‘will be given money for coming to the experiment. éwto<:—:;y;

continue, I would like you to sign this document of informed consent
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(see Appendix B) which is part of the standard procedure'for people
participating in some psychological experiments.

"Now before we begin, I would like you to £ill out this
questionnaire or checklist." The Multiple Affect Adjective Check List
(Zuckerman, 1960; Zuckerman, Lubin, Vogel, & Valerius, 1964) (see
Appendix C) was administered.

The experimenter then asked if there were any questions. The
subject overheard th% following conversation between thé experimenter
and confederate if ﬁhe subject was in the reasonable attribution
condition.

Experimenter (g): Do you have any questions?
Confedérate (C): Well, sort of...after answering that questiomnaire

I realize I've got something on my mind and I hope it doesn't

mess things up...

E: What is it?

C: Well, I'm pretty upﬁight.

E: Go ahead.

C: A céuple of days ago my wife waé sick and I took her to

Community Hospital. They gave her some medicine, but they
wanted to keep her for a day for observations and tests. That
was two and a half days ago. I'm really worried that there is
something wrong. I've'asked the doctors what's wrong and-they
haven't given me or my wife an answer.

E: I can see you are worried...I don't know what to say. You
caught me off guard....I guess the only thing that is important

is that you can concentrate on the game. Do you think that you
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can concentrate on the game?

C: Yes, I believe so.
E: Do you have any other questions?
C: No.
E: Do you (subject) have any questions?
Subjects in the unreasonable condition heard the following
conversation. |
E: Do you have any questions?

¢ Well, sort of...after answering that questionnaire I realize

e

I've got something on my mind and I hope it doesn't mess things

UP...

E: What is it?

C: Well, I'm very angry.

E: Go ahead.

C: My steady girlfriend just called me and broke tonight's date
because she had the flu. I know she had a sore throat, but even
if she was sick, she still could have gone‘ out with me. |

E: I can see you are angry...l don't know what to say. You caught
me o:ff guard....I guess the only thing that is important is that
you can concentrate on the game. Do you think that you can
concentrate on the game?

C: Yes, I believe so.

E: Do you have any other questions?

C: No.

Do you (subject) have any questions?

it

Subjects in the ambiguous condition heard the following
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innocuous conversation.
E: Do you have any questions?

: No.

e}

E: Do you (subject) have any questions?

The experimenter then reminded them, ''Remember, fhere is no
winner or loser in this game. Don't feel that you must defeat anyone
else. Your payoff does not depend on how much the other guy makes."

The confederate used the zap option one (low provocation) or
six (high provocatioﬂ) times out of the ten opportunities. In the low
provocation condition, the confederate used the option on the fourth
opportunity. In the high provocation condition, the confederate used
the option on the first, third, fourth, sixth, seventh, and ninth
opportunities} |

The confederate played a 50% cooperative and 50% competitive
random schedule of responses. After the game was completed, subjects
were again asked to complete the Multiple Affect Adjective Check List
and several queétions about the confederate's feeiings to determine if
the subjeét was aware of the independent variable (see Appendix D).
The experiménter then debriefed the subjects, and any money which was

taken away because of the confederate's or subject's use of the option

was returned.



RESULTS

The two principal independent variables in this study were level
or provocation by a confederate and attributions about the reasonable-
ness of the confederate's behavior. Provocation was opefationally
defined by the frequency of the use of the zap option in the Prisoner's
Dilemma Game by the confederate. Two, fixed levels of provocation
were used. Low provocation was defined as the confederate's use of the
zap option once duriﬁé the ten opportunities to use the option. High
provocation was defined as the confederate using the option six times
during the ten opportunities. The other independent variable was
attribution. There were three types of attributions. In the ambiguous
attribution cbndition, no information was given to the subject about
recent events in the confederate's life. The subject was free to assign
whatever motives he chose to the subject's actions. In the reasonable
attribution condition, subjects overheard the confederate telling the
experimenter that he was very worried because his wife had recently and
unexpecte&ly been taken to the hospital for observation and tests. In
the unreasoﬁable attribution condition, subjects overhgard the confed-
erate telling the experimenter that he was very angry‘because the
 confederate's girlfriend had called today and broke tonight's date
because she was sick.

The major dependent variables were aggression and anger ratings.
Aggression was defined as the number of times that the subject used the

- zap option. Anger was defined by the subject's score on the Multiple
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Affect Adjective Checklist (Zuckerman, 1960; Zuckerman, Lubin, Vogel,
& Valerius, 1964) after the game was completed. The questionnaire was
also administered before the game to determine if any of the groups
significan;ly differed in anger level before the experiment began.

Effect of Provocation on Aggression

The data analysis is presented in four sections. The first
section deals with the effect of provocation on aggression. The first
hypothesis stated that subjects would aggress more if they were in tﬁe
high provocation conéition than if they were in the low provocation
condition. The mean number of "zaps" and the mean pretest and posttest
anger ratings for each of the six conditions are presented in Tables 1
and 2, respectively. Under high provocation, subjects used a mean of
4.16 "zaps" as compared with a mean of 2.56 "zaps" under low provo-
cation. This difference was statistiéally significant, F (1,84) =
10.01, p < .005.. Subjects who were highly provoked did aggress more
against the éonfederate than subjects who were only slightly provoked
(hypdthesis»l). - ‘

Effect of Attributions on Aggression

Checks on manipulation of attributions. After the formal part

of the experiment was completed, the subjects were individually asked

to rate on a 14 point scale how.angry, worried, and happy the other
pléyer felt (see Appendix D). The purpose of this was to assess whether
the subjects heard and remembered the emotional feelings described by
the confederate in the two attribution conditions. Subjects in the
reaéonable (worried qonfederate) condition gave the confederate a mean

worry rating of 10.10 (very worried) compared to a mean worry rating
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Table 1

Mean Number of "Zaps'" for Three Attribution

e

Conditions at Two Levels‘of Provocation

. Attribution Condition®
Level of
Provocation Reasonable Ambiguous Unreasonable Overall Mean
Low 2.00 3.40 2.27 2.56
High : 5.07  3.80 3.60 4.16
Overall Mean 3.54 3.60 2.94 3.36

3N = 15 for each of the six cells.
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Table 2
Mean Pretest and Posttest Anger Scores for -
Three Attribution Conditions at Two

Levels of Provocation

Level of Attribution Condition?
Provocation Reasonable Ambiguous Unreasonable
Pretest

Low 7.00 6.87 6.60

High 6.80 5.40 5.60
Posttest

Low 8.13 7.13 ' 8.33

High 8.00 6.80 7.00

8N =15 for each of the six cells.
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of 6.03 for the confederate by_the subjects in the no éﬁotion or
ambiguous condition. This difference was statistically significant,
E_(56) = 4,10, 2.<‘.0005. This indicates thaﬁ there is a éifference in
the degree of worry attributed to the confederate in the.two different
~ conditions. 1In aﬁdition, when the subjects were debrieféd, 29 out of
30 éuﬁjeéfglﬁhb were in the reasonable attribution condition remembered
that the confederate's wife was in the hospital. These results provide
evidence that the subject had heard and remembered the experimental
manipulation. ’

| Subjects in the unreasonable and angry attribution condition
~ gave the confederate a mean anger rating of 9.93 (very angry) while
subjects in the ambiguous condition gave him a 5.43 mean anger rating.
This statistiéally significant difference, t (56) = 4.55, p < .005,
indicates thaf’;ﬁﬁjézts in the two groups differed in the anger feelings
which théyfit;!ibﬁted to the confederate. Also, during the debriefing
27 out of 30 subjects in the unreasonable conditions recalled that the
confederate was angry because his girlfriend cancelléd the date,»and 25
out of 30 knew,tﬁa; Sh@ﬂbSle the date because she was sick. Thus,

L

again there was e§idence that mos& subjects heard the experimental

:%fﬁanipulation and could recall it.

«

From the above analysis, subjects knew how the confederate felt

"iand most subjects rememb;red why he felt angry or worried. In this
study it was expectéd that subjects would attribute the confederate's
emotion and this incident about his wife or éirlfriend as causes of the
- confederate's provocation during the experiment. To determine wﬁether

-

subjects made this attribution, the subjects were individualiy asked
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whether the confederate's mood influenced the way he played the game.
This questionnaire was given after the formal part of the experiment
was completed (see Appendix D). Forty-four out of 56 subjécts in the
reasonable and unreasonable groups indicated that his mood did in-
fluence how he played, A chi square analysis indicated fhat this
difference was significant, g? (1) = 18.29, p < .001. This provides
some support for believing that subjects attributed the confederate's
mood as a cause of his behavior during the game. Subjects were also
asked how did the coéfederate's mood influence his behavior during the
~game. Fifty percent of the subjects indicated that the incident with
his girlfriend or wife influenced how he felt. These two pieces of data
provide some reason to believe that most subjects made the attribution
that the incidents influenced how the confederate felt which in turn
affected how he played the game.

Data analysis. Since the subjects heard and remembered the

reasonable and unreasonable attributions, this section will evaluate
the effect of attributions on aggression. Hypotheses 2 and 4 (null
hypotheses) were based on the pilot study in which the most unreasonable
attribution was chosen from the five unreasonable stories and compared
to the no information or ambiguous situation. These results of the
pilot suggested that an unreasogable attribution would not alter
aggression.

Both hypotheses 2 and 4, as they are stated, predict that there
would be no difference in aggression. Usually, an hypothesis predicts
a difference between groups. The experimenter, therefore, states a

null hypothesis with the hope of rejecting this hypothesis. Hypotheses
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2 and 4 predict that the null hypothesis will not be rejected and the
probability level will be set at .10 instead of .05. Null hyéothesis 2
states that there ﬁill be no significant différence in the number of
zaps between the unreasonable attribution groups and the ambiguous
groups. The results can be seen in Table 1. A non-significant main
effect for attribution érovided some support for this null hypothesis.
The By term in Table 3 was not significant, F (1, 84) = 1.16, p = .28.
An unreasonable attribution did not seem to affect aggression.

It was also predicted that a reasonable attribution about a
provoker would reduce aggression. The reasonable attribution groups
were compared with the combined unreasonable and ambiguous groups.
This was done beéause it was expected a priori that there would be no
difference in aggression between these latter two groups. The results
of the data analysié for hypothesis 2 are consistent with this
expectation. Hypothesis 3 therefore states that in the combined
unreasonable and ambiguous groups the number of zaps would be greatef
than in the reasonable attribution group. A signifiéant main effect of
attribution was expected. The results are shown in Table 4. The
orthogonal (Winer, 1971) main effect term in Table 3, Bl’ evaluated
this hypoéhesis.. This term was ﬁot significant, F (1,84) = .25, n.s.,
and the data did not support the hypothesis. In summary, neither rea-
'sonable nor unreasonable attribution affected aggression.

Interactive Effect of Attribution and Provocation on Aggression

As was indicated above, the first hypothesis was supported and
" showed that the level of provocation influenced aggression. Also, the

results for hypotheseé 2 and 3 showed that attributions did not affect
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Table 3

ANOVA: Preplanned, Orthogonal Comparisons

for "Zaps"

Source o dE s 4
Provocation (A) . 1 57.60 _ 10.01%*
Attribution (B) (2) (8.09)

_B1 . 1 1.42 .25

32 _ 1 6.67 1.16
AxB _ : (2) (27.47)

AxB 1 24.20 4,20%

Ax Bz : .1 3.27 .57
Ss within Gps | 84 5.76

_*p <.05

*% p < .01
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Table 4

Number of "Zaps" in the Reasonable and Combined

Unreasonable and Ambiguous Conditions

at Two Levels of Provocation

Level of
Provocation Reasonable Combined Groups
Low . 2.00 (N = 15) 2.83 (N = 30)

High

5.07 (N = 15)

3.70 (N = 30)
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aggression. The present section will examine the interactive effect
of attributions and level of provocation on aggression. The results of
the pilot suggested that an unreasonable attribution about a provoker
would not :esult in differences in aggression between hiéh and low
provocation. Null hypothesis 4 was tested by comparing fhe difference
in the number of zaps between high and low provocation for the un-
reasonable attribution groups with the difference in the number of
zaps between high and low provocation for the ambiguous groups. As
can be seen in Figure'4 and Table 1, there was only a small non-
significant difference between high and low provocation in these two
attribution conditions. It was expected that the attribution by provo-
cation interaction<term, A x_BZ, would not be significant. An
examination of Table 3 indicates thét the interaction was not significant,
F (1,84) = .57, p = .54. This provides some support for null hypothesis
4, Thus, unreasonable and ambiguous attributions did not differentially
. influence the effect of the level of provocation on aggression.

Next the influence of a reas;nable attribution and level of
provocation on aggression was examined. It was expected that the effect
of high and low provocation on agéression would be influenced by the
reasonable attribution. It was specifically predicted that there would
be a larger difference in aggression between high and low provocation
for the reasonable attribution conditions than between high and low
provocation for the combined unreasonable and ambiguous conditioms.

The results are contained in Figure 5 and Table 4. As can be seen from
the graph, the means_for high and low provocation in the combined

ambiguous and unreasonable conditions differ by less than one zap. While
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the means for high and low provocation in the reasonable conditions
differ by more than three zaps. The orthogonal contrast (Winer, 1971)
used to test this hypothesis is the interaction term A x'B1 contained
in Table 3. The provocation by attribution term was significant F (1,
84) = 4.20, p < .05. This analysis provides support for the hypothesis
that the effect of level of provocation on subsequent aggression is
influenced by reasonable atffibutions.

The influence of a reasonable attribution on the effect of
provocation can be e;;n more clearly seen by using a post hoc analysis
on the difference in aggression between levels of provocation for the
combined ambiguous}and unreasonable groups and for the reasonable
- groups. Using the Tukey (b) test, there was no significant difference
in_aggression.between,high and low provocation for the combined
ambiguous and unreasonable groups, but the difference in aggression
between high and low provocation for the reasonable attribution was
significant, t (56) = 4.42, P < .01. There was a significant difference
in aggression between levels of provocation when a reasonable
attribution was made about a provoker, but there was not a significant
difference in aggression between high and low provocation when no
attribution was made about the provoker or when an unreasonable
attribution was made. In summary, provocation inéluenced aggression and

a reasonable attribution enhanced the effect of provocation on aggression.

Anger Ratings

Check on manipulation. It was expected that thevexperimental

manipulations would result in an increase in anger and, therefore, any

aggression could be labeled angry aggression. An increase in anger
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ratings from pretest to postest would provide support for the effect
of the experimental manipulation. The Multiple Affect Adjective
Checklist (see Appendix C) was administered béfore and aft;r the formal
experiment. The mean pretest anger score was 6,38 and tﬁe mean post-
test anger score was 7/.60. This difference was significént, F (1,84)
= 15.87, p < .0005, indicating that anger increased during the
experiment and that the manipulation was successful in inducing anger.

Comparison of inhibition theory and differential cognitive

appraisal. The predictions of differential cognitive appraisal and
inhibition theory were tested by comparing the anger ratings of high
aggressors and low aggressors. The subjects were ranked in terms of
the number of "zaps" used. The lo&lﬁggression group was defined as
those subjecfs who used the zap option once or not at all. There were
29 subjects in this group. This was the bottom 32Z of the distribution.
The high aggression group was defined as those subjects who used the
zap option from five to 10 times. There were 24 subjects in this |
group. This was the upper 277 of the distribution. Inhibition

theory predicts that ;here will be no difference in.anger ratings
between these two groups. Differential cognitive appraisal predicts
that the high aggressors will haﬁe higher anger ratings. Before this
hypothesis was tested, it was necessary to examine the differences in
'anger scores before any experimental manipulatiohs took place (pretest
scores). The mean.pretest anger ratings are presented in Table 5. As
can be seen, the low aggressors had a higher‘mean anger score than the
high aggressors. This difference was evaluate@ by the.Newman—Kuéls

test and the difference between the groups was not significaht,ig (52) =
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Table 5
Mean Pretest and Posttest Anger Ratings for

High and Low Aggressors

Aggressor :
Groups Pretest Posttest

Low (N = 29) . 7.03 8.17

High (N = 24) 6.08 6.96
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1.05. Thus, before the experimental manipulations took place the
high and low aggressors did not reliably differ in terms of their
level of anger. .

Since the pretest scores did not differ gignificantly, the
posttest anger scores were next examined to compare the fredictions of.
the two theories. The low aggression group again had a higher mean
reported anger score than the high aggression group which is counter
to the predictions of differential cognitive appraisal (see Table 5).
However, when the dif}erence between the two groups on their posttest
scoreé was evaluated by the Newman-Kuels test, it was not significant,
t (52) = 1.36. Differences in aggression were not related to differences
in anger levels. Thus, hypothesesvone, two, four, and five were

supported. Oﬁly hypothesis three was not supported.



DISCUSSION

Aggression Defined by the Zap Option

Several authors (Anchor & Cross, 1974; Berger & Tédeschi, 1969)
have stated that the zap option 1s a measure of,aggression. However,
only two studies have used the zap option. Most of the studies in the
literature have used shock in connection with the Buss Machine as a
measure of aggression. In this type of experiment provocation was
defined as the use of shock by the confederate on the subject and
aggression was defined as the use of shock by the subject on the con~
federate. In the present experiment provocation was defined as the use
of the zap’option by the confederate on the subject and aggression was
definéd as the use of the zap option by tﬁe subject on the confederate.
The present experiment confirmed the finding of previous experiments
(Epstein & Taylor, 1967; Knott & Drost, 1972; Taylor, 1967) that high
proﬁocation resulted in more aggression than low provocation. Thus the
~ subjects in the present experiment responded behaviorally to provocation
as thgy had in previous experiments. These experiments have used a
betwegn subjects design toAcompare subjects' anger ratings in the
provocation condition with different subjects' anger ratings in the no
provocation condiﬁion. Subjects'in the pfovocation condition were found
-to be more angry. In the present experiment a within subjects design
was used to evaluate the effect of provocation on subjects' anger
ratings. The increase in anger ratings from pretest to posttest in-

dicated that subjects became more angry and labeled the provocation

-

53
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as an attack. Thus, in terms of both behavior and cogﬁitive labeling
(anger), subjects responded similarly to provocation as defined by the
use of the zap option as they did to the use of shock by the confederate.
These findings add support for the zap option as a measure of aggression
and suggest that this strategy in connection with the Pfisoner's Dilemma
game has the additional advantage of providing an alternative to electric
shock as an operational definition for both provocation ("zaps" by con-
federate) and aggression ("zaps" by subject). This alternative to shock
is needed at this time since there has been much criticism about the use
of shock in psychology experiments.

Reasonable Attribution Determines the Effect of Provocation on Aggression

The results also indicate that the difference in aggression
between high and low provocation for a reasonable attribution about a
provoker was greater than the difference between high and low provocation
for both an unreasonable attribution about a provoker and no information
about a provoker. These different levels\of-provocation seemed to have
little effect on aggression when they were used in connection with un-
reasonablé or ambiguous attributions but seem to have dramatically
different effects when used with a reasonable attribution. A reasonable
attribution under low provocation seemed to decrease aggression
| (although not significant) but seemed to increase aggression under high
provocation (although not significant). This finding seems to be in
agreement with recent studies in similar areas where interactional
effects have been found between provocation and attributed subject

- variables. Baron (1974) found that pain cues from the victim of

aggression tend to reduce aggression when the person was not previously
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aroused or when the person was moderately aroused (Baron, 1971); but
facilitated aggression when the aggressor was highly provoked by the
victim. Baron (1973) also found a similar differential gffect of
threatened retaliation. Threateded retaliation from the.confederate
reduced aggression when the aggressof was not provoked, But did not
reduce aggression when the aggressor was highly provoked. These studies
point up the complexity of the area and the need to consider not only
the level of prior provocation, although level of provocation is a
powerful variable in and of itself, but also pain cues from the victim,
possiﬁility of retaliation, and additional information about the
provoker.»

Reasonable Attribution Reduced Aggression for Questionmnaire Studies

but Not for Ekperimental Studies

Attribution, when considered by itself, did not seem to have any
effect on aggression. This is in contrast to prior sfudies which have
found main effects for attribution. Most of the previous studies inA
this area have been questionnaire studies in which subjects were given
hypothetical situatiomns and‘asked to imagine what they would do or how
they would feel. In the present experiment, subjects were placed in a
situation'whiéh was set up to be more life-like and, hopefully, the
subjects were more involved. As a result, they are likely to have a
different reaction to the attributions. For example, they are likely
to be more aroused in the present experimental study because money was
actually taken away from them. Also, seeing.and meeting a person may
affecf the subject's willingness to take money away from him (Miigram,

1965). In the pilot study which also involved a questionnaife pro-
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cedure, subjects were asked to imagine that they were highly provoked
by the confederate. They were then told to indicate how many times
they would use the zap option. The results of the pilot\sgudy are in
accord with the previous questionnaire studies,/subjects.said they
would aggress less when they heard the reasonable story.- In further
support for this point, the only other experimental study (Kregarman
& Worchel, 1961) which used an experimental procedure did not find
differences in aggression as a function of differences in reasonable-
ness. As the reader'has seen, however, the students in the high
provoéation behaved in just the reverse of what was expected.
Two‘aspects of the more life-like, experimental situation may
account for the difference in resuits between the questionnaire and
experimental studies. First, in the .questionnaire study, subjects were
asked to imagine that the confederate took money away from them six
times; and in the experimental study, the confederate actually took
money away from them six times. The subjects may.have been more higﬁly
provoked or aroused by the confederate when he actually took money away |
from them than when they just imagined that he did. Thus, in a sense,
the experimental procedure could be considered a high provocation and
the questionnéire{procedure a low provocation. It has been demonstrated
in the present study that a reasonable attribution about a provoker
‘tends to reduce aggression under low provocation but tends to increase
aggression under high provocation. Thus, it is possible that the
reasonable attribution reduces aggression for the less provoking,
“"imagination" procedure of the questionnaire studies, but.tended‘to

increase aggression for the more provoking, life-like, experimental
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procedure. Differences in perceived level of provocation of the
questionnaire and experimental procedures may account for differences
in aggression for these procedures. |

Secondly, in the present experimental situation thg subject must
aggress against a person whom he has met and seen; and 1£ has been
demonstrated that subjects aggress less against persons whom they have
met and have seen (Zimbardo, 1969). Thus, differences between the two
procedures in anonymity of the victim of aggression may result in
- differences in aggre;;ion between the questionnaire and experimental
procedure. In summary, differences in the two strategies seem to result

in different subject responses to a reasonable attribution or

explanation.

Inhibition Théory vs. Differential Cognitive Appraisal as Explanations

of Aggression

This study also examined differences in anger ratings to determine
whether differential cognitive appraisal or inhibition theory seem to
L better explain differences in subject aggression.' Since the two theories
apply onlf to angry aggression, it should be noted that subjects became
significantiy more angry from the beginning to the end of the experiment
indicating that use of the zap option can be labeled as angry aggression
and that both theories would be applicable. In order to determine
whether differential cognitive appraisal or inhibition theory explained
differences in aggression, anger ratings for subjects who used the zap
option most during the game (high aggressors) were compared with the
- anger ratings for subjects who used ﬁhe zap option the least (low

aggressors). Différential cognitive appraisal predicts that high
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aggressors would have higher anger ratings than low aggressors. In-
hibition theory predicts that there would be no difference in anger
scores between the high aggressors and the low aggressors. Thus, in-
hibition theory was supported. Also, there were no significant differ-
ences in anger ratings for any of the conditions for which there were
significant differences in aggression. This would seem to mean that
subjects utilized information about level of provocation and
attributions to inhibit aggression.

In a further £est of the two theories, aggression scores for
individuals who had high posttest anger ratings (high anger) were
compared with the aggression scores for individuals who had low posttest
anger (low anger) ratings. There was no significant difference in
aggression for the two groups, adding further support for inhibition
theory. While the data suggest that inhibition theory better explains
subject aggression, there is a possibility that anger ratings taken
during the experiment would have supported differential cognitive
v appraisal. In the present experiment the anger r#ting scale was
administefed ;fter the game was over. It is possible that the high
aggressors éxperienced some catharsis after aggressing (Hokanson &
Burgess, 1962) which may have reduced the intensity of anger ratings
which were taken after the experimental procedure was completed. In a
future experiment the possibility could be tested by having subjects
indicate their anger during the game as well as before and after the
game.

Only one previous study examined anger ratings for subjects

.who were highly provoked and moderately provoked. In contrast to the
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present study, Knott and Drost (1972) found that people who were highly
provoked rated themselves as more angry than people who were moderately
provoked. There are numerous differences between the present study and
the Knott gnd Drost study. For example, the Knott and Drost study had
much less interaction‘between the subject and the confederate in their
"game" situation. They also separated the provocation from aggression
and had two sets of provocations while the present experiment had only
one. Their procedures increased fear and stress during the experiment
and the present expeéiment decreased anxiety. Because of these
differences and because there have been so few studies in this area, it
is impossible to sort out the reasons for the differing results.

Possibilities for Future Experiments

| égpthér parameter influencing the effect of provocation on
aggression. The present study demonstrated that the effect of
provocation on aggression is influenced by attributions about the
provoker. Methodological differences among aggression studies suggest
another parameter which may influence the effect of provocation on
aggression. In the present experiment there were 10 trials and on each
trial the confederate could "zap" the subject (provocation) and the
subject could "zap" the confederate (aggression). Other experiments
using shock have restricted the use of shock. For example, the
confederate would have 10 opportunities to shock the subject (provo-
cation), followed by 10 additional opportunities for the confederate
to shock the subject. These two designs differ in the amount of
v 1ntéraction between :he provoker and the aggressor. Thus, there is

much more interaction between the confederate and the subject in the
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design used in the present experiment than in previous Buss-type
experiments. This difference in the degree of interaction between these
two designs could alter the effect of provocation on aggression. The
effect of this methodological difference will depend on the subject's
interpretation of the confederate's behavior in the high interaction
design. In the high interaction design, the subject may realize that
when he uses the zap option, the confederate also has a chance to
retaliate. However, there is no fear of retaliation from the confederate
in the low interacti;n design. Studies on threat of retaliation

(Baron, 1973) suggest that there will be less aggression in the high
interaction design at low provocation; but there will be no difference
in aggression between the two designs at high provocation. The subject
could also make a different interpretation. In the high interaction
design, the subject may believe that the éonfederate is using the

option because the subject used the option. For subjects who make this
type of attribution, the high interaction design may have the effect of
reducing aggression for both high and low provocafion when compared to
the low intgraction design. The effect of provocation on aggression
should be investigated for both types of designs.

Effect of an unreasonable attribution. The reasonable attribution

was an important parameter in determining the effect of level of provo-
cation on aggression; but the unreasonable attribution did not influence
the effect of provocation on aggression when compared with the ambiguous
attribution. However, several factors in the present experiment probably
" reduced the effect of the unreasonable attribution. In the unreasonable

condition the confederate had to act like he was angry because his girl
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friend canceled tonight's date because she was sick. The confederate
for the present study had difficulty presenting himself as angry. This
may have reduced the unreasonable aspect of the story. In a future
study more.attention should be given to the acting ability of the con-
federate. Also, manonf the students seemed to identiff with the con-
federate because they believed he was losing his girlfriend. Several
subjects said that the same thing had happened to them within the last
week. In support of this possibility, the subjects in the unreasonable
condition not only g;ve the confederate a very high anger rating but also
a very high worry rating on the post experimental questiomnaire. A
future experiment should try to elimingte such extraneous features from

the aneasonable story.

More ekplicit dgtermination of attribution. The present experi-
ment differed from previous attribution-aggression experiments in two
ways. In most previous experiments the experimenter actually told the
subject that his behavior was a result of one or the other of several
events. For example, in one study (Geen, Rakosky, & Pigg, 1972) a
provoker shocked (provocation) students as they read a sexually exciting
story. One group of subjects was told by the experimenter that they
were aroused by the shocks and another group of subjects was told by the
experimenter that they were aroused by the story. The present experiment
differed from the above example in that facts were presented about the
provoker's and not the subject's behavior. Also, in the present experi-~
ment, the experimenter did not tell the subject that the recent events

. in the confederate's life caused the confederate's behavior during the

game. The subjects had to make the attributions themselves. Post-
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experimental questionnaire data suggested that subjects did make a
causal connection between the recent event and the confederate's
behavior during the game. However, there was also evidence that some
subjects attributed the confederate's behavior to another source. In
a post experimental interview some subjects spontaneousiy said that
they wanted to beat the other guy even though the directions stated
that they were not in competition with each other. Since many subjects
felt this strong competitive urge and attributed their own behavior to
a need to win, it seéms likely that they could also have attributed
the confederate's game behavior to competitiveness. The present experi-
ment did not provide evidence about which attribution was more powerful.
A fu;ure experiment could determine the type of attributions that subjects
made. This could be accomplished by having the experimenter make
attributions about the cause of the provoker's behavior and then deter-
" mine the effect of the attributions on aggression. For example, the
competitive attribution by subjects could be increased by having the
experimenter tell subjects that game behavior is influenced by com-
petitivenéss of the players. The subject and confederate could also
take a test.of competitiveness and the confederate's score would be
given to the subject. The confederate, of course, would have a fixed,
high competitive score which, hopefully, would increase the competitive
attribution by the subjects. The external event attribution could be
increased by having the experimenter indicate the importance of outside
events in determining game behavior. Following this statement, the
experimenter could have the subject and confederate indicate to the

experimenter and to each other important recent events in their lives.
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Hopefully, subjects in this condition would more likely attribute the
confederate's behavior to the external event. As was mentioned above,
this type of experiment would differ from previous attribution-
aggression experiments in that the attribution is made about the
provoker's behavior and not the subject's behavior. |

A third condition could also be added in which no statement
would be made by the experimenter. In this condition the subject would
make the attribution by himself. A comparison of the number of "zaps'"
by subjects in the s&bject attribution condition with the number of
"zaps" by subjects in the two experimenter attribution conditions
would indicate which attribution the subject made (competitiveness or
external event).

In addition, thg type of attribution that a subject makes by
himself about the causes of a provoker's behavior is likely to be
influenced by personality variables. Important personality variables
 which should be considered are: trait hostility, trait anxiety,

internal-external locus of control, and empathy.



SUMMARY

This experiment was designed to determine whether level of
provocation and attributions about the provoker result iﬁ differences
in subject.aggression and to determine whether differential cognitive
appraisal or inhibitién theory better explain aggression. Provocation
was manipulated by varying the number of times (one or six) that the
confederate used the zap option of the Prisoner's Dilemma Game in the
10 opportunities. The zap option takes money away from the opposing
player at a cost to the player using the option. There were three types
of attributions. In the ambiguous attribution condition, no information
was given to the subject about recent évents in the confederate's life.
In the reasonable attribution condition, subjects overheard the con-
féderate telling the eﬁperimenter that he was very worried becéuse his
wife had recently and unexpectedly been taken to the hospital for
observation and tests. In the unreasonable attribution condition,
subjects overheard the confederate telliﬁg the experimenter that he was
very angry because the confederate's girlfriend had called today and
broke tonight's date because she was sick. Aggression was measured by
the number of times that the subject used the zap option in the 10
opportunities. Anger was measured by means of a self-rating. This was
a randomized group design with tﬁo levels of provocation and three
different attribution conditions. .

The results supportéd four of the five hypotheses. High

provocation resulted in more aggression than low provocation. Subjects
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not only responded behaviorally to provocation as subjects did in
previous experiments when provocation and aggression were defined by
the use of shock, but they also labeled the provocations'similarly.
~ Subjects' anger ratings increased from pretest to posttest indicating
that they labeled proyocations as an attack as they did in previous
experiments. These results provided support for the zap option as a
measure of aggression and as a definition of provocation. It was
suggested that the zap option in comnection with the Prisoner's Dilemma
Game is an adequate éiternative to electric shock as an operational
definition for both provocation and aggression.

However, high provocation resul;ed in more aggression than low
provocation only in the reasonable attribution condition. Level of
provocation had little'effect on aggression when used in connection
with the unreasonable or ambiguous attributions. This finding and
other similar findings point up the complexity of the area and the need
_ to consider more than just the level of prior provocation although level
of provocation is a powerful variable in and of itself.

Type of attribution, however, was not an important variable by
itself. Most previous studies have found that a reasonable explanation
of a provocation reduced aggression when compared to an ambiguous or
nonjustified provocation. However, these studies have been questionnaire
studies involving hypothetical situations. In the present e#periment
subjects were placed in a situation which was intended to be life-like.
It was suggested that differences in the experimental strategies seemed

- to result in different aggression responses to the reasonable explanation

or attribution.
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In order to determine whether differential cognitive appraisal
or inhibition theory explained the above differences in subject
aggression, anger ratings for subjects who used the zap option most
(high aggressors) during the game were compared with anger ratings for .
subjects who used the zap option the least (low aggressérs).
Differential cognitive appraisal predicts that high aggressors would
have higher anger ratings than low aggressors. Inhibition theory
predicts that there would be no difference in anger ratings between the

two groups. Inhibition theory was supported.
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Choice and Payoff Sheet for Subjects

Choice

YOU - HIM
Red Red
White Red
Red , White

White White

Payoff



APPENDIX B
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Statement of Informed Consent

I, » by signing this statement

(sign your name)

indicate that I understand the terms and procedures of this

experiment and I freely volunteer to participate.



APPENDIX C

The following are the hostility and anxiety scales from the Zuckerman

(1960) Multiple Affect Adjective Checklist.
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Name

AFFECT ADJECTIVE CHECK LIST

Below you will find words which describe different kinds of moods and
feelings. Put an "X" next to the words which describe how you feel
right now, that is, at this moment. Some of the words may sound alike,
but we want you to check all the words that describe your feelings at
this time. Work rapidly.

17. friendly

1. afraid 18, frightened 34.___ secure
2. agreeable . 19.  furious 35.____shaky
3.___ amiable 20.____good-natured 36.___ steady
4. angry 21. ___ happy 37.____stormy
5. bitter 22, dirritated 38.___ sympathetic
6. calm - 23.____joyful 39.__  tame
7.____ cheerful 24, kindly 40.___ tender
8.____ contented 25.___ loving 41. __ tense
9.____cooperative 26.___ mad 42, terrified
10.____cruel 27.____mean ~43.___ thoughtful
11.____ desperate 28.____mervous 44. __ understanding
12, disagreeable 29, offended 45.____ unsociable
13.____discontented 30.___outraged 46.___ upset
14, disgusted 31.____ panicky 47.___ vexed
15 .____enraged 32.___ pleasant 48.  willful
16. ___ fearful 33.____ polite 49.____worrying



APPENDIX D

" The following is the questionnaire the subject was asked to £111 out

about the confederate.



82

Questionnaire about the Other Player

Circle one of the numbers for each question below.

1. What is your estimate of the other player's intelligence?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Low Average

Intelligence

2. Do you agree with this statement?

I would like to get to know the other player better.

[ 4

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Strongly
Disagree
3. Do you agree with this statement?
The other player is emotionally adjusted.
1l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Strongly '
Disagree

4, How did the other player feel during this game?

Circle one number for each feeling.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1
Not Happy
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1
Not Angry
1 2 3 4 5 6 71 8 9 10 1

Not Worried

.12 13 14
Highly
Intelligent

12 13 14
Strongly
Agree

12 13 14
Strongly
Agree

12 i3 14

Very Happy
12 13 14

Very Angry
12 13 14

Very Worried
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5. Do you think the other player's mood influenced the way he played

the game? Yes No (Circle omne.)

How?

6. How tolerable or intolerable was the other player's behavior

during this game?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Completely Completely
Intolerable ’ _ Tolerable

7. How reasonable or unreasonable was the other player's behavior

during this game?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Completely Completely
Unreasonable Reasonable



APPENDIX E

The following is the material given to the subjects for the pilot

experiment.
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In this experiment we are interested in the judgments that

people in general make about behavior in a game. Imagine participating
with a person, Saﬁ, in a psychology experimenﬁ. In this experiment you
and Sam played a game together to win real money. The object of the
game was to win as much money as you can. There were 106 chances or
turns for both of you to win money. On every turn you and Sam had to
choose one of two moves, a cooperative move or a competitive move. If
both of you chose the cooperative move, you each got 8¢ from the
experimenter. If yo; both chose a competitive move, you each gave 2¢
back to the experimenter. If one of you chose the competitive move and
the other a cooperative move, the person who chose the competitive move
got 10¢ and the person who chose the cooperative move had to give 3¢
back to the eﬁperimenter. Neither of you knew what the other person
chose until after both of you had chosen. - For this part of the game,
you each won about $2.50. However, there was another rule to this
game. After every 10 moves, the experimenter said the word "Option.“
At this time both of you could push a telegraph key down. The first
one to push the key down got the choice of whether or not he wanted

to use the op;ion. If one of you decided to use the option, this meant
that you wanted to give up 12¢ of the money you had won to the experi-
menter so that the other player héd to pay 20¢ of his money to the
'experimenter. In other words the option took money away from the other
player but at a cosf to the person using the option. Neither you nor
Sam had to use this option. During the expefiment with you, Sam used
' the option 6 out of a possible 10 times. His action took $1.20 ;way

from you and it cost him 72¢ to use the option, that is, youlboth had
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to return money to the experimenter but you had to return more. From
what you can determine, the use of the option did not benefit Sam.

However, before the experiment began, you overheard Sam commenting
to the experimenter something about his personal life. 'Assume that you
hear one of the comments on pages 3, 4, and 5. Please rate how reason-
able or unreasonable was Sam's behavior to you based on each piece of
information. The rating scale for each piece of information is below
the information. (Briefly loék at page 3.) You are to circle one of
the numbers which inéicates how reasonable are Sam's actions, given the
additional information which you overheard.

After ratiﬁg the first one, go on and rate the second comment.
Consider each piece of information separately. Do not cafry in-
formaﬁion or 3udgments.along from one situation to the next. Try to
consider each comment on its own. Please reread all the directions
again before going on to your task. If you have any questions, please
feel free to ask them. If; for any reason, you do not wish to continue
with the experiment, you are free to leave and you will be given credit
for participating. (This is a standard procedure for psychology

experiments.) Please reread the directions if you have not done so.
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Additional Information

RATE THESE STATEMENTS INDEPENDENTLY

1. He is angry because his instructor sprung an unexpected, difficult,

and very important examination for which he was poorly prepared.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Completely Partly Partly Completely
Reasonable Reasonable Unreasonable Unreasonable

2. He is worried because the doctors at a local hospital haven't told

him about the condition of his wife who went to the hospital for

observations.

1 2 3 4 -5 6 ' 7
Completely Partly Partly Completely
Reasonable Reasonable Unreasonable Unreasonable

3. He is very happy because he had just landed a part time job that

fit in with his schedule at school and the salary was a ridiculously

high $5.50/hr.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Completely Partly Partly Completely
Reasonable Reasonable Unreasonable _ Unreasonable

4. He is angry because his steady date phoned and broke this evening's
date because she had suddenly become 111,
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Completely Partly Partly Completely
Reasonable Reasonable Unreasonable Unreasonable
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7.
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He is worried because a prof chose him and two others from a big
class to give speeches about their reports for the whole class

because they had the best reports.

1 2 3 4 5 6 - 7
Completely Partly Partly Completely
Reasonable Reasonable Unreasonable Unreasonable

Assume that you did not hear the other person tell the experimenter

anything.

-1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Completely Partly Partly Completely
Reasonable Reasonable Unreasonable Unreasonable

He left a valuable article of his in a repair shop. He's worried
because wﬁen he called at the appointed time, the repair man said

he didn't have it fixed because he had an illness in the family.

1 2 3 4 5 . 6 7 :
Completely Partly Partly Completely
Reasonable Reasonable Unreasonable Unreasonable

He is angry because an intimate friend while drunk spread rumors

to many people about him which were unjustified and somewhat

uncomplimentary.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Completely Partly Partly - Completely

Reasonable" . Reasonable Unreasonable Unreasonable
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10.

11.
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He said that he is a very competitive person and sometimes he gets
carried away. He also said that sometimes his competitiveness

causes him some difficulty, but he's trying to overcome it.

1 2 3 4 5 6 - 7
Completely Partly Partly Completely
Reasonable Reasonable Unreasonable Unreasonable

He is worried because his boss at work has reassigned him to a

position involving very menial work because of recent cutbacks in

L[4

federal funds.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Completely Partly Partly Completely
Reasonable Reasonable Unreasonable Unreasonable

He is angry because this guy who sits next to him in class always
comes In late and then asks him what has gone on in class. The
prof seems to be disturbed by this repeated talking.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Completely Partly Partly Completely
Reasonable Reasonable Unreasonable Unreasonable
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For your second task, I'd like you to rank these 11 situations
in terms of how reasonable or understandable they are. Put the number
of the situation which you feel makes Sam's béhavior thg\most reasonable
or understandable next to # 1 below. And next to # 2 below, put the.
situation which makes Sam's behavior the next most reasonable; and so
on until you have ranked all the situations from the most reasonable

(#1) to the least reasonable (#11).
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Your last task is to reread each comment and then to pick one
of the six statements listed under each number which best describes
how you would feel and act if Sam was taking money away from you and
1f you overheard each of the comments listed on pages 3, 4, 5. Check
one statement for each number or comment.

In doing this task, you might think to yourself - if I overheard
comment one (or two and so on) and Sam then used the option to make me
return my winnings to the expérimenter, which statement below best

L4

describes how I would feel and what I would do.

1. ___ I would feel hostile and I would use the option on him ___
times. (Fill in the number if this statement best reflects
your feelings.) |

I would feel hostile but I wouldn't show it in my behavior.
— I would feel concerned and I would show it in my behavior.
I would feel'concerned but I would not show it.
I would not feel hostile or concerned.

I would use the option without feeling hostile or concerned.

2. I would feel hostile and I would usé the option on him
times. (Fill in the number if this statement best describes
your feelings.)

I would feel hostile But.I wouldn't show it in my behavior.
I would feel concerned and I would show it in my behavior.
I would feel concerned but I would not show it.

I would not feel hostile or concerned.

I would use the option without feeling hostile or concerned.
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4,

5.
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I would feel hostile and I would use the option on him
times. (Fill in the number if this statement best reflects
your feelihgs.) | |
I would feel hostile but I wouldn't show it in m& behavior.
I would feel concerned and I would show it in my.behavior.
I would feel concerned but I would not show it.
I would not feel hostile or concerned.

I would use the option without feeling hostile or concerned.

I would feel hostile and I would use the option on him
times. (Fill in the number if this statement best reflects
your feelings.)

I would feel hostile but I wouldn't show it in my behavior.
I would feel concerned and I would show it in my behavior.
I would feel concerned but I would“not show it.

I would not feel hostile or concerned.

I would use the option without feeling hostile or concerned.

I would feel hostile and I would use the option on him
times. (F111 in the number if this statement best reflects
ydur feelings.)

I would feel hostile but i wouldn't show it in my behavior.
I would feel concerned and I would show it in my behavior.
I would feei concerned but I would not show it.

I would not feel hostile orAconcerned.

I would use the option without feeling hostile or concerned.

-
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7.

8.
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I would feel hostile and I would use the option on him
times. (Fill in the number 1if this statement best reflects
your feelings.) | ‘
I would feel hostile but I wouldn't shoy it in ﬁy behavior.
I would feel concerned and I would show it in m& behavior.
I would feel concerned but I would not show it.
I would not feel hostile or concerned.

I would use the option without feeling hostile or concerned.

L}

I would feel hostile and I would use the option on him __
times. (Fill in the number if this statement best reflects
your feelings.)

I would feel hostile but I wouldn't show it in my behavior.
I would feel concerned and I would show it in my behavior.

I would feel conéerned but I would'not show it.

I would‘not feel hostile or concerned.

I would use the option without feeling hoétile or concerned,

I would feel hostile and I would use the option on him
times. (Fill in the number if this statement best reflects
your feelings.)

I would feel hostile but I wouldn't show it in my behavior.
I would feel concerned and I would show it in my behavior.

I would feel concefned but I would not show it.

I would not feel hostile or concerned.

I would use the option without feeling hostile or concerned.
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10.

11.
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I would feel hostile and I would use the option on him
times. (Fill in the number if this statement best reflects
your feelings.) |
I would feel hostile but I wouldn't show it in my behavior.
I would feel concerned and I would show it in my behavior.
I would feel concerned but I would not show it.
I would not feel hostile or concerned.

I would use the option without feeling hostile or concerned.

I would feel hostile and I would use the option on him
times. (Fill in the number if this statement best reflects

your feelings.)

I would feel hostile but I wouldn't show it in my behavior.

I would feel concerned and I would show it in my behavior.
I would feel concerned but I would not show it.
I would not feel hostile or concerned.

I would use the option without feeling hostile or concerned.

I would feel hostile and I would use the option on him
timesf (Fill in the number if this statement best reflects
ydur feelings.)

I would feel hostile but i wouldn't show it in my behavior.
I would feel concerned and I would show it in my behavior.
I would feei concerned but I would not show it.

I would not feel hostile or concerne&.

I would use the option without feeling hostile or concerned.
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Summary of Pilot Study Data for the 11 Different Situations

Situation Number

Measures 1 22 3 4b 5 65 7 8 9 10 11
Mean Scoreé
Ratingd 5.0 4.0 3.9 5.6 5.0 3.8 5.3 4.4 2.8 4.4 4.0
Rank Order® 6.0 3.5 5.0 7.2 7.3 7.6 7.2 6.0 4.6 5.9 5.9
Total Scores
Hostility 10 - 2 10 8 6 8 7 8 9 5 10
Concern 10 22 3 8 10 3 10 1 8 15 12
Option 4 0 3 3 0 4 2 3 5 1 2

Note. N = 29
8Most reasonable attribution.
best unreasonable attribution
®No information given by Sam, ambiguous attribution.

dLower the score the more reasonable the rating.

€lower the score the more reasonable the rank order.
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