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| | Abstract

Attiibution theorisfs have contgnded that réciprocation
of ‘ha:n' depends partially on inférences”abcut the causal
bésis of aversive treatment. ’§ccording' tc' this bview,
. increases “in‘ the strecgth'of ﬁersonal causalicy %Ftributeq
to a provoker for an attack should: lead to.increases‘in the
‘level of hara reciproccted.} Tio‘étudigs,were designed to
asséss the effect of normativeness of attack, foreseeability
ﬁcf-the negative consequences and situatxonal justificatlon,
vhich were proposed to- influence the degree of internal
causal attribution; cc rebiprocation'of hara. In the first
-study, participants coipeted in a réaction cine contesf in
which they were defeated.on either 17%, S50% or B83% of the
trials. f.Regccdlecs of level of defeat, all subjects
ﬁeceived_ffqn their partnerv identical levels cf”'cvepsiie
noise that was described as,typical of most other people -

e ’ . B ' ° o

'(notnative) or atypical of nost other people

““ﬁ(counternornative). In the second study as in the first,.

'partlcipants conpeted 1n a reactiou time contest in whlch'
c they vere defeated on elther 17%, 50% or 83% of the trials.
*; 311 subjects, regardless of 1eve1 of defeat, received
1dentica1 levels of avarsxve ‘noise fron :fheit pittner ﬁho
-fi' percelved as having knouledge (hxgh foreseeabillty) or'

not having knovledge (1ow foreseeabllxty) ahout the k1nd amd

-19791:'95 ~st1;u;atlon belng given._ ‘ Consistent : vith_-



hypotheses ’derived £rom > Kelley (1971) ,' it was found tha't :

reciprocation of harn wvas greater undgr countetnorlative as
compared with normative ,attaék condltions, and in the 50%
‘co-pared to 17% or 83% defeat conditions. noreover;
'counternornative as compared to normative attack and hlgh as =
conpared to low foreseeabzlity 1nducéd more reciprocat;on of
harem under 50% defeat but no differences under 17% and 83%
defeat. }Furthergore, ‘tha post~experilental questlonnalre'
dota i revealed_kthaf variations in the three varlables
produced differences in inferences about they opponent's
.intent and feelings of justiflcation for the attack. These
findings' confirmed assunptions ~about the subjecy's
perdeptioni'and .intéipretation of the ,provoking situation.

The resultsvvére intefpreted in terms of attribution notions
and the':oleoinferences about an attéck plof in ° determining

~

reciprocation of harma. ' ’ ’
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INTRODUCTION

‘ Reseafch ‘onv‘ aggression  has been concerned‘ vith
inveStigeting various antecedent condit{?ns that lead to the
expreésion of aggression. I£ has bej demonstrated -that‘
f:uétretlon,"physical attack, annoyers and insult induce
aggreseiVe behavior (Be;kovitz; 1962; Buss, 1971; _thnson,
1972; Kaufnan,1971:. Be;duta; 1973) . Attfibutidn theorists
(Heider, 1958; Jones & Davis, 1965; Kelley, 1971) have
suggested, however, that reeiprocation of harm depends more
upon a person;s inferences about the causal basis of
: fagersive ' treetnent than upon the treatment itself.
Accofding to this viei. increases in the streegth of
pefsonel causality attribhted for a provocation should lead
to more reciprocation of haram. Although _some post hoc
ihterpretations of existing data have been 6ffeted that are
consistent with this ngtion..h no ;eseareh has been
specifically  directed f‘towaré. fully examining this
relationship. The purpose‘of the present ‘thesis was to
assess the effect of three factors proposed to influence the
degree of internal causal attribution on the reciprocation
'of‘ harm. These factors are normativeness of . attick,
foreseeahility of the negative consequences of behav1or and
situational justification.v -

uany of the major theorists - on ‘aggression have

','postulated that physical attack is the antecedent event most

» 11ke1y to elicit agqression (Bandura, 1973 Berkouitz, 1962-

L
-
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Buss, 1961). Indeed, a number of studies have denonstrated
that the orobebility of retaliation varies directly with the
strength of the instioeting attack. In several sthdies;
Berkowitz and his colieaques (eg. Berkowitz & Geen, 1967;
Berkowitz & Lepage, 1967) found that subjects who received
- Seven shocks from a confederate gave reliably more shocks:
than subjects who-only received one shock. Similarly, Heln,
Bonosa and Tedeschi (1972) - found that the frequency of
reciprocated shock varied. directly with the frequency of
received shock, '“

fin Several other-stndies using different procedures,
- siliiar effects have been observed (Epstein 6>Teylor,1967;
Heodrick & Taylor, 1971; Shortell, Epstein & Taylor, - 1970;
Teylor; 1967; Taylor & Pisano, 1971). In this research,
subjects participated in a reaction time contest . where
shock, the -level' of vhich vas determined by the_opponent;
. was contingent. upon defeat. Genere;ly,‘ this research has
deeonsttated that ‘regardless of whethér the .opponent
increased shock settings ~across trials (Taylor, 1971;
Shortell, Epstein s‘raylor.‘197o-'Taylor § Pisano, 1971) or
" whether the opponent set relatively uniformly high or 1low
‘/shocks ‘(Epstein (8 Taylor, 1967; Hendrick & Taylor, 1971)
» more intense shock settings by the/opponent resulted in the
subjects setting “mOre iatense shock

Although the resee/ch revieved thus far 1ndicates that

people reciptocate the amount of harm they have received

o

e



initially, severél stadies havé demonstrated the importance
of distinguishing between actual \pain expeFiénced and,
perceived harmfdl intent in Heterminihg | level of
reciproca£ed ﬂarm. Greenwell and Dengerink {1973y, using a
variation of the Taylor (1967) reaction - time contest
procedure, féunlehat subjects responded to their opponent's
intent as reflected in .his choice of shock intensities
rather than the actual intedsity of shock receiéed. That
is,.pefceived harﬁful intent and not phygical attack per se
increased 'retaliation. Nickel (197u),' using a different
.procedhfe,' obtained sihilar effects. jSubjects‘ after
recei?ing either high or 1ouishocks from a §artner were 1eé
to believe that he had intended to give either high or 1low
shodks. The results'indicaﬁed'thét subjects® aggression was
influenced more by the amount of shock their partner had
intended\té give than the amount of shock actually received.
?hile the. previous studies have demonstréted ,thaf
physical attack and perceived hatgful “intent can induce
aggressive behaviof, . the cognitive-perceptual basis
anpderlying £hi5 relationship needs?to be examined carefully.:
According to sone theorists,ifge tendehég to reciprocate an
a
attacker's harmful behavior or at least intended bharmful’
behavior, depends upon' the attributibn of causes for that
behavior (Heider, 1958; Jones & bavis, 1965; Kelley, 1971).
Heidef (19563,hés proposed that man percéives, behavior as

caused and that the behavior is a function of primarily

«
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situational and/dt personal causes.  The response to an
attack, then, may depend upon whether the cause is perbeiyéd
to be the attacker, the situation or possibly both the-

attacker and the sifuation._”aones and Davis (1965), in, an .-

Y.

‘ R . ’ ! I _' ~
attempt to explicate the 1att%m cas suggested that the

ptesence of several posSible‘r?if§ns for person's behavior

is less 'dispositionally informative than whep only one
‘reason is present;' That is to say, the correspondence of
ihférence decreases with increases in the number of poSsible

'reasons for a behavior. Kelley (1971) attempted to

elaborate the conditions under which internal causal

attributions decrease. In his discounting principle, he

%

proposed that if'akperson is aware of a number of plausible

causes for an effect (e.g., . an internal and an external

cause), he then attributes the effect less to any one of
then ﬁ%an if only one plausible cause is apparent. In other

words, if other plausible causes are present, then any one

§iven céuse is discounted as the oﬁlj source of the effect.
Heider, Jones and Davis and Kelley suggest that to the
extent that the cause of an attaék is attributed to the
attacker himself, greater harnm should be reciprocated. On
thé other hand, if the cause of an attack can be" attributed
to several sources, where only one of the possible sources
is the attacker‘himself, less harm should be reciprocated. |
There are, however, several liiitatibns to the

foregding analysis. Pirst, attribution theorists have
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;&prdvided‘oniy some post hocAi;terpretations of existing data
that are consistent with their assulptisns regarding the
relétionShip ' betveen the degree of internal causal
attribution and feciprocation of Aharn. Experiments
specifically deSigned td test these:hypotheses are required.
Second,  the focus of the research has been limited in that |
researchers héve been interested in situatiéns where onlyh
one éausé for an attack,‘either_intgrnal or,externai, is
apﬁarent. For,éxanple, Greenwell and Dengerink = (1973) and
Nickel (1974) gave their subjécgﬁi explicit information

.rega:dihg'the'locqs of causality of%égg attack. No studies
so far have examined how the presenée of several causes for
‘an atchk' (internal and external), or intended attack,
affect inferenceé aboutv the'aftacker and tecibrocation of
harm. The present thesis was designed to test not only
hypotheses about reciprocétion of harm derived fron
attripufionhtheory but also to extend the fpcus ef the
existing research. |

ihile preéious studies have considéred only how
information about a single factor such as the amount of harm
given or harmful intent may influence attributions and

/éEEEZésioh; it is important to consider how gttributiohs and
reciprocation ofr harm are affected vhen an at£ack is

- perceived as due to several causes. If, for example, two
plausible causes for an attack are present, ah internal and

il o

an external cause, is reciprocation of harm based on the
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attrlbutlon of the ~attack only to " the- 1nternal or the
external cause vlthout con51derat10n of the other,_‘e:, is.
reciprocatlon :of harn vbased on the con51de:at19n‘of Both
poSsible ceuses? Beth Jones and Devis (1§6S) and Kelley
(1971) naintain the iatter,ﬁ spECifica11Yj dones and Davisk
assert that a victiniﬁoul&;be nncertain as‘to »unich cause,

the internal ‘or the external, contributes nore heavily to

the attack. Conqmqnently, the v1ct1n would not be confident

in amy 1nferences »nade ‘about the attacker's ,1ntent10ns

Accordxng to Kelley, theiv1ctxn discounts the influence of

one possible cause if another possible cause is evident.

: Althoughf Kelley sugéested »'that'v the consegnence of

dlscountlng is sxﬁply a general ‘lack of confldence that the_
observed effect reflects the glven cause, Enzle, Hansen, and
Lowe (1975) demonstrated that vhen Vboth'vlnternal and

external plausible causes for an observed effect exist,

”attribution to the external cause 'predominates.. Thus,

rec1procatlon of harn should be lnfluenced not only by the
presence of one cause for an attack (elther internal or.
external) but- also by the presence of more than one cause

(1nternal and external).

Research dealing with the arbitrariness of f;uStration

'is comsistent with this rationale. Pastore _ (1952), after

having snbjects read descriptions of situatiomns involviag -
arbitrary jrnstration'(e.g., a bus passes you by as you ate

waiting ‘at a bus stop) or -nonarbitrary frustration (e.g., a’

Y



bus passes you by as you are4yaiti g at a bus stop, but you
notlce that it 1s on its way to he garage), asked then to
1nd1cate what thelr reactlons vduld have been.  An
exaninatlon of the nonarbitrary frustratien'VSituationé:
indicates that there are two plau_ible' reasons 'for\ the
actions' of the frustrator, his o iupalsee andi:sone ,
externat}reasen, In the arbitrary frustratieal‘sitnations;
on the other,hand,‘the,exrernal reasen on;juetification for
the actlons of the frustrator is absent reducing the nﬁnber

\of plau51b1e- reasohs for the frustratlon .to one, ‘the

frustrator's ':bvh 1npulses.> ; Accordlng ‘to Kelley s

aiscountiaé‘ principle, “the canse of the frustratlon should.»

'be-attribated less to.the=1npulses of the frustrator when an
external cause is also present (nonarbitrary frustratlon)
than » vhen no external €cause. 1s apparent (arbltrary
»lfrustration). Cdnsequently, less recxprocatlon\ of harm
would be expected in the nonarhitrary than in the arbltrary
frustration situations. Although hased en 'a‘ dlfferent\*
rationale but consiStent'vith,this‘line'of-thought, Pasipre’
found that more aggre851ve reactions vere glven by subjects
inf)the arbitrary frustration condltlon than by subgects~1n'
the nonarbitrarx frustration condltlon. Using a similar
;procedure; 'Cohenv (1955) and Rothaus and Worchel (1960)
obtained similar effects. Rule,eDyck, and Nesdale (1976)
using a Situationa where Subjects were frustrated and then

Valloied to express aggression, found,that subjects' vho were
: ; 7 » .



arbztrarlly f:as'- conpared to nonarbitreriifddffustfeted"'
Lexpressed sxgnlficantly -oré' aggfession.s_ Ei&iininéi'tﬁe
effect of nltlgatlng 01rcunstances on reciprocatlon of hara,
Zillnan,b,Bryeut, ’Canter, and Day (1975) had all subjects"
iusulted»by a éOnfederéte.-» SOlewhat later,. half of the -
| ,subjects vere prov;ded with 1nfornation regarding mltlgatlng‘
'c1rcunstances for the confederate's behavior vhlle the other
half wvere ;prov;ded ,ylth. no(vsuch .1n£ornatlon.._ ‘These
dk investigatots feund‘thet-‘uOdetafely ‘aroused subjects dvuo”
‘received -1tlgat1ng infornatlon expressed less’ aggresslon
2than -oderately aroused subjects who were not. provxded Vlth- 

thlS infornation.‘ Presunably, the mltlgating czrcunstances

prOV1ded another plausxble cause for the 1nsu1ts other than =

' (R ; :
.the provokerls ouQA 1-pulses.‘ Consequently, the locusvof~

;causallty for the 1nsn1t nay have ‘been perceived 'as less
,{1nternal.. to f_ﬁhe“attackery with ﬁhe result that less
’fetelidtion "vas;’ expressed. | Reciprocétibh of" hdrn;e

. 'therefore, appears partlally to be a functlon of 1nferences

. about the causal locus for a frustratlon.

The degree ef,;utetnal_causel attrlhution fof an action
caudbe influenced-bf:a nulber of'factors.\ Jomes  and <Devis
(1965)t argued that inferences ahéut the locus of causallty
‘ of an actlon‘are 1nf1uenced by the ‘degree to whlchv.the
behavlor .is perceived - to be gn-role or uornative. When a
person's behavior is perceived to be directed by both~-£he

norms in the situation and his ovn impulses, a perceiver



. A v .
_cannot be. certain vhich contributes more to the \behavior.i
\ : .

ecreases.

‘Ks'va< result, the ‘correspondence of 1nference

¥When a person's behav10r is perceived to be outio
”jcounternorlative, hovever, the correspondence of 1nferencer
aincreaSes . as there are - few plausible reasons \for the
"hehauior other- thau his pun ilpulses.. Couched in Kelley's"
fterns, nornative attack uay have a nulber of plau51ble
’causes such as the attacker's own . 1npulses (1nterna1 cause)
”or an inplicit rule within the situation that dictates -harm

doxng (external'cause). Thus, according to the discounting',

-role or

prinCiple, the causal loous of the attack is perceived as

vﬁless internal to the attacker. ~On the other hand, since
vplausible causes for counternornative attack are relatively
few, the locus of causality for the attack is: perceived as
' nore'internal rO'rhe attackerf 'A nunber of questionnaire'
'_srudies on perceired aggressiveness bear on this line of
‘{reasoning;- Kane, Doerge, and ‘Tedeschi (1973)" found that
when an actor's aggreSSion vas defenSive in nature and vas.
within- .limits of an  important  situational norn,
aggressiveness was uor attributed to hinm. 'Hoyever, if his
.defeusiue aggression‘uent;beyond‘noruative, limits, ne :was-:
then perceived 'as7‘agoreSSire. ~similarly, several other
, investigafors‘ nave‘ found that observers rarely judge
defensive behavior ’uithin normative tlimits as aggressxve
(Brownv & Tedeschi, 1973;- Stapleton,v Joseph’, Efron, &

"Tedeschi, 1973); Therefore, perceived aggressiveness is a



function of the normativeness 'of : aggr9351on._ Slnce,‘
hovever, " most of the e-pirical vork on the relatlonshxp of
nornativeness - to retallation deals only with percelved
aggressiieness of the attacker, lore dlrect support for the
fspecific effects of nornative- 1nfotnation n  behavioral
'retalxatlon 1s regulred. : V_ | | |
Inferences ahout the causal locus of a harnful act - nay'
t'also be 1nfluenced by the extent to which an attacker':iS'
perceived to be aware: that hlS behav1or negatlvely affects
v_ithe percelver (Jones 5 Davis, 1965). If_,the_ attacker. is
: percelved as nna-are of ‘the negatine conseqnences of his»
behavior,v the only plausible cause for the' attack is
external to hinm. If, howvever, the attacker is percelved as.
fully auare of the negative consequences of his .behavlor,
‘the causal locus of the attack 'is perceived to be more
internal to hinm as few othet plausible causes are apparent.
‘While no research has concerned itself with deternlnlng the
effect of an _attacker's . lack of foreseeablllty of the
'negative conseguences of his behavior on the reclprocationA
of harn, most of the Fesearch on the effect of physical.
attack on retaliatlon has shown that foreseeablllty of the
: negative consequences of an attacker's behavior increases
.the recmprocation of harn (e g., Epstein & Taylor, 1967).
]Thus, ‘ more. research is» requlred to-vdeternineb,the'
vrelatlonshlp betveen the degree of foreseeability of the

negative consequences of an attack and reciprocation of



1

harm.
: | y
Apart from factors related to the attacker's behavior,
infe:énces about the caﬁs#l'basis'of'a ha;nfgl act may be
determined by the victii's owvn behavior (Jones & Davis,
1965) . If a person perceiyes hilself as responsible for an
attéckér'svaggression, he;diQCOunts the attaékg: as thé sole’
cause for the haram since pnbther, élausible cause is also
-pfesent, namely, his/ own behavior,_ Epstein and Taylor'
_(1967) found that althbugh ,subjeét%' expressed the most'
ihtense agéression against an unmitigatingly aggressive
opéénent: they}expféssed‘less ‘Aggtession tovard him when
~ they vere defeated . on 17% or 83% of the trials than when
they vere deféated on 50%. of  the trials. ;Kelley (1971
interpreted these resultsvuithin an attributional framework.
He suggested that when 'the‘»subject vasb‘a 1ose£, thé
vaggreséion fxpressed was pefceiﬁed as justified_(ﬁmy losing
justified his puniéhing me") , whereas, when the subject.was
'a winner, the aggression expreséed‘vas perceived as a resialt
of the other's anger at losing ("my winning is ﬁaking him
,angrj"). ‘Presumably, the subject tetaiiated_less because
:hié own behavior Provided a'partiél causél explanation for .
the attack.. |
This effeci;‘ hovever} should occur primarily when the
other's behaiior is viewed as either,cougternornative or the
other is perceived to have high foreseeability. To lthe
~ extent that an attacker is petceived as behaving in g

.



12

normative fashioa or is perceived as having. low
foreseeability; the causal locus of the attack is. perceived
as less internal to the attacker and less-retaiiation occurs
regardless of degree of defeat. On the other hand, to the

»

extent that an attacker is perceived ‘as  behaving in a
counternormative 'fashion or is perceived to have high
fereseeability which enhances the Jpercepiion of internal
_cansataon, the degree of retaliation depends upon the
differing ievels ef defeat which presumably affect pereeiied
justification for the attack.
' vTio experiments vere perfo;leq in order to examine ﬁhé
fffﬁﬁ factors proposed to influence the degree .of - internal
'éausal attrihution on retaliation. Specifically of interest
in the first experiment was the 1nvest1gation‘ ofiwfhe
combined © effect of nornatlveness ‘ and 51tuationa1
justification on the regulation ogyaggreSSLve behavior. of
-1nterest in the second experlment was the investigation of
the combined  effect of .foreseeablllty and' situational
justificatioh 6n ihe expression vof aggfession. It ias"
expected that the more internal Causation attrlbuted to the
attacker, the ‘more retallation would be expressed. |
‘To assess these ideas in both experlnents, a subject
and a ‘éonfedetate-‘participated in a two phase se551on in
which the cdnfederate*attacxed ihé subject. In the ~firSt

experiment the attacking - behavxor was either normative or

counternornative and the subject vas defeated on either 17%,
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50% or 83% of the trials in-a reaction time contest. In the
second experiment tﬁe cgnfederate wvas perceived to have
eifber high  or loy' foréseeabilﬂty as to ‘the negative
‘consequences of his behavior, and fhe subject was defeated
on either 17%,'50% or 83% of the triels in a reaction.tile
contest. Following the contest in bofh experiments, the
Subject was given an opportunity_to retaliate.

Since retaliaiion- vas expected te be facilitated vith
incieases in'the perception that fhe locus of causality is
1nternal to the attacker, main. effects for notnatxveness and
level of defeat in the first study, and foreseeablllty and
level! of defeat in . the second study were predicted.
Furtherio:e,,. differedtiall levels of retaliation vere
expec%ed as a fungtion_ of the combined gffects of
nornatlvenessi of attack and level of'defee; in the first
study, and foreseeablllty and 1eve1 of defeat in the second
study. Spec1f1cally, it was predlcted‘that the d;fference
in retaliation between normative and counter-normative
ettack, and lov and high foreseeability‘Of the consequences
of attack will be greater under 50% defeat than under 17% or -

' 83% defeat.
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STUD!;I
. METHOD

Subijects
‘ Fifty-six nalés ' recruited fron an infroductory»
psychology course served as subjects, with each student
.pgrficipating to'paftially fulfill/course requirements.
Appacratys |

Three adjoining rooms were used for the experiment.
One room served as a briefing room and the other two as
.e;perinental roois. The subjeét's room was egquipped. with
‘one se£ of stéreb.eatphonés,ian infercou, a.task board and a’
modified vérsiog of Buss® (1961j'shock machine. The task
poard consisted of a‘netalvbox, 12n X 18",' dontaining ;he
ifollowing features:'xa)'a series of five'féd lights labelled
fEBDBACK"and ’nnlbereq from 1 tO'S; (b):a reacfion\time key
in the lower .right corhet; (c) to the left of thé’kéy,.three
yellow lights labelled T, P and R that signalled the énbject_
to get ready.(T), to preés_the key‘(P)‘gnd to releasél‘the
key (R); dnd.(d) iwo jteeh lights 1abeL1ed‘HIN.and LOSE in
the mid&le of the board. Three electrical timers controlled
the onset of Ehese‘lightsvvhile a fourth ﬁytér' controlled
thég duratiqn' of the noise generated by xi white noise
1 geneﬁator. The shock nachine coﬁsisted. of a neté} 501
containing ten éﬁéh 5nttons numbered from 1 to 10'an¢;”
| labelled g%oCK INTEﬁSI$!. ‘The machine was connected to a

‘digital.printet in the‘confederate!s:roon which recorded the
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button number pressed.
The confederate's robq vas equipped with an intercoa, a

pair of finger electrodes, a task board similar to that of

the subject's but with the addition of five svitches |

labelled NOISE INTENSITY and nuabered 1 to 5, and the
digital printer. ' “V ‘
The experimenter described the experiment to the

subject and a -ale confederate as one designed to asgess the

effects of both the giving and ‘the recei ing of

reinforcement on two different tasks. It was explained that
because of the nafure-of the tas;s, one of, the menw vould”’

- serve as the éiver of reinforcement and the other as the

receiver. By means of a rigged lottery, the subject was

dgsigaated‘as the receiver.

The . instructions for, the first task ‘were then’
presenéed. ~The snbjéét and c0nfgd§tate vere infqrned. that
they uould‘be‘COIpeting in a reaction stime contest‘ggxiﬂg/ﬁ@;
trials. After briefly describing the task board that each
 of then uOuid have, the ekberinehteriexpiained that upon the
signal for each new:ttial (T;light) the giver (confedgrate)
;vuas to press a//hoise—set button that corgespondedrto:the
' intensity that ﬁe vishei to give the receiver (subject) ‘on
. the quilovingl reactibp'.tine trial, while the'réceiver vas

merely to get'réady.v.:hé'giver was told that the number 5

4

button corresponded to the highest intensity d-t?e number

#
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1 button corresponded to the 1lowest intensity of noise.
When the press signal occurred (P 1light), each wvas to
depfess the reaction time key and fhen release it as qdickly
as possible in response to the release signal (R 1light).
The giver and receiver were told that 3 seconds after
releasing the reaction time key, each would receive feedback
"_as to vhether’he had won or lostvon that particular trial as
well as feedback consisting  of a - nugbered light
corresponding‘to tﬁe level of noise that had been set by the.
giver. 3n - addition, the receiver was told that if he lost
Hye competition on that trial, he would also receive the
fEErreSponding intensity of noise. If the receiver won on
that trial, he would receive theicotrespondinglintensity of
noise on only some of the winning triéls. Thus; for all
subjects win-loss and chosen intensity of noise feedback wvas
given on all triaij( aﬁd noise was given ;n 15, of the 18
“trials. The dinstuctions also informed the giver and
" receiver that”tﬁé/;iie interval betveen the Trial and Press
signal was 5 seéondé, betveen the Press and Release signal
varied between 3‘and 7 seconds, between the Release and
Peedback signal, 3 'éecohds, and between the Feedback and.
Trial signal, 5 seconds. _The giver and receiver were then
taken tolthei; respective rools.‘ |
S Aftefg the ptocedﬁ:e vas briefly reviewed for the
subjéct, the Normativeness manipulation wvas performed. In

~ the horlative condition, the éxperilenter explained that
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previous fesearch using the Samé apparatus had Shoﬁn /that»
most °~ people generally increased ' the level. of noise
reinforcement over trials by progressing from levels one and-
t¥o tgo, lievels four and five. In the counternormative
condition, the éxperiﬁénteraexplained that previous re#éarch\
using the same apparates had shown “that mésg'Tpeople
genefally used loi levels éﬁ‘ noise reinforcement using
numberééone and two throudhout the.competitiogu

Subjects received five different intensities of ndise'.v
Number 1 noiée and number 1 l;ght»correspomded.to the lowest
intensify-ﬁoise (60 db). The remaining intensities (2, 3, i
and 5) corresponded to 70db, 80db, S0db and 100db. ‘Although
all subjects reéeived idegticaléggsual and noise feedback
that averaged 2.5, 3.5 and 4.5 fér successive six-trial
blocks, their generai performance on the reaction time £ask
diffexgdu ZIn the 17% defeat conditiqn,jsubjec%s vere given

feedback that they lost on one out of each bleck of six

v

trials; in the 50% defeat condition, subjects were given
feedback that <they lost on three ocut of sach blcck of siy

trials; and., in the B3% defeat condition, subjects vwere

o

adback that they lost on five cut of eack block of
Sik trialis. Thus, the pattern of noise settings, the nusber
of noise reinforcements and level of defeat vere deternined

b ¥

Yy the experimentsr.
Efter the competition, the sudject and confederate
returnred to the briefing roon where they vere inforwed that




the next part of the experiment involved a learning task.
They were told that _reinforcement affected learning, 'and
that- by -using different kinds and 1eyeis, it would be
possible to.assess +he learning process. Furthermore, it
vas explained that the task reguired one of them to play the
role of a teacher and the other; the ﬁole of a learner.
Since thé confederate had bgeﬁ the giver of reinforcement iﬁ
the first ;ask, he was now asked to serve as thellearner and
the subject was asked to serve as the téacher.

In the presence of the teacher, the learner®s task wvas
then .Qesc;ibed to“ the confederate. It was explained that |
the teacher would read a list of 12 nonéense syllables (Rule
& Percival, 1971) to him and he was to:repeat as many as he
rerembered. He would have four trials to learn all 12
syllables. In addition, the learner was informed that -he
would receive some electric shock as reinforcemént duriﬁg
the trials. It was noted that although the shock ‘gould be
painful, it wou;d not be »physicélly dangerous. The
Vconfeéerate was then asked if he still wished to participate
as the leérner. Fqllowing‘a slight hesitation, the Vleapner
agreed to continue; the subject invariably stated that he
was prepared to comtinue as the ﬁeachern After advising the
teacher and learner that they would be in separate roomé and
could commﬁnicate via an intercom,’the experimenter took the
learner into the appropriate experimental rbou and in view

of the subiject, applied the electrodes to the learner's

“
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fingers.

The experimenter then joined the subject to explain the
teacher's role. After giving the iiét éf 12 nonsense
syllables to the teacher, the expetinenter explained that he'
was to read the eﬁtirevlist of words to the learner, listen
to his recall and record correct regspoases. Fﬁrthermore,
after checkingrthe number, of correctly 1eatnedbsyllables, he.
was to give to the learner one shock that he felt was
apprbpriate to phe performance on the trial. | In order to

establish the hostile rather than the prosocial function of
{ ’

ihe aggreséive behavior (Rule 5'Nesda1e, 1974),’it was noted
thatA previous research had shown that increasing the
intensity of shock mnostly hindered learning. The
experimenter then added the qﬁalification that éince ‘people
varied in'terms‘of skin resistance, it might\be necessary to
vary  the le§e1 of shock to find Ithe optimal one for
learning. This was stated in order to provide fhe subject
with a reason to vary the 1eve1.of shock. The reading and
vrecording proquure was to be repeated four‘ times and the
feedback was to be delivered after the first three trials.
The subject was then taken ifto the teacher's rodn and
the shock apparatus uncoveréd. While explaining the. shbck
machine, the experimenter noted that the‘subject was free to
. vary the intensiiy of shock bf sélecting.and pushing any one
of the ten buttons.‘ It was explained that the intensity

ranged from 1 {least inteusé) to 10 (most intense) and that



20

regardless of how long any button_vas pressed, it would only.
deliver a shock -of fixed duration. The teachef'was then
given a sample shock of intensity "4n, After instructingb
the teacher not to give -any verbal reihforcement or to
distract the learner through unnecessary COnversation, the.
expériyenter turned -on the intercon, informed. the tea;her to
begin and left the roonm. |
In all conditions the confederate obtained 5, 6, 6 and
6 correct‘responses on trials 1 to 4, repectively.’ The éame
confederate and experimenter served for all conditions of
-the study. The ¢onfederate was blind to the nanipulatiqns
and the experimenter ués blind until each manipulation  was
- to take place. 7 |
The experimenter joined the subject after the fourth
trial and asked him to complete a ‘brief questiénnaire
”designéd to assess his general feelings during both parts ‘of
| the experiment (see Appendix A). Several of thebqnestions
provided checks -on .the manipulations. Specifically, in
order 'td check the Normativeness manipulajzon, the subject
vés asked to rate whether his Qpponeﬁt ﬁad acted like wmost
‘other people. . In order to chéck the Defeat manipdlation,.
the subject was asked to rate how well he had _performed. in
relation to  his oppdgeht} rate how “frustrated" and
"pléased“_he himself felt during the contest and rate how

"capable" his opponent was. To establish the subject's

causal‘attributions,'he vas asked to rate howv responsible

!
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-A\\;}k\.dpponent vas for the stinulation recei#ed,;rate vhether
he*felt himself to be the cause of the st£mulation received
and rate whether the stimulation received vas justified. 1In
addition, the subject wvas asked’ to rate what his oppenent's

\ . ‘

. intention wvas in using the noise. Since it was felt that a
judgment of appropriafeness fo shock the oﬁpoﬁent may_be‘tﬁe
mediational link Dbetween the causal attribution and
subsequent reciprocaﬁioﬁ of harm, an item wvas ihc%yﬂed to
assess this assumption. During the ensuing deb:iefing
period, the experimenter checked for suspiciousness.
Moreover, ﬁhe 4experimenter made certeiﬁ that the subject

understood the | experiment,  regarded 'hisv perforhaﬂee

favorably and agreed not to discﬁ§s the.experiment.
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] RESULTS
0f the 56 ' males who participated in the experiient,
. eight ueie,equuded'fromﬁ the analysis. Six, distributed
over ndst of the eiperinental conditions, were discarded
bécau#e of suspiciousnéss indicated in eitherﬂ‘the';post—
experinentai ’quéstiohnaire or during debriefing, uhilé the
v R _ - . .

resaining two were .excluded because of a failure. to

- understand the instructions.

(
;gg;ession Data v

| ?ortyféight' subjects’ uéte includeq in a 2 X3 X 3.
repeated measures factorial design with two levels of
NOrnativeness (ndrhative, édunternotiative) and three Levels
of Defeat (17%, 50%,,'8351 assigned betveen subjects'an;
’thtée.trials_assigned vithin sgbjects. Summary tables of
‘thé'ahaiysesAof‘variance appear in'Appehdix C.

The ma jor depehdent Qariable invbiﬁe"study vas the 
viﬁtensify of shock gifen by}thé subject. 'Anj énalysis of
variaﬁce _pérforned on theﬂdata revealed alsignifiéqnt main
effect - for thnativenes; '(F=6.38} df=1,?2, p<.025)
,indicaiing that yhen‘ subjects perceiQed‘their opponent as
setting noise inténsities ig a normative nanﬁef, thef— gave
less intense shock (nean=3.58) than when they percei?ed him

-

as setting noise. intghsities | in a counternormative |
. _ : ‘ \ . .

manner {mean=4.46) . The analysis a*zo revealed a significant

‘main effect for Level of Defeat (F 32.55, df=2,42, 94501).~

Those subjects who were  defeated on 50% of the trials gave
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the most intense shock (mean¥5.08), those defeated on 17% of
ﬁhe trials gave less intemnse shock (néanQR.OZ) and'tﬁose
defeatéd on 83% of the trials gave the least intense ‘shock»
(lean=2.96); ' - | Q |
‘The two significant nmain effects, however, Jere
quélified‘by arsignificant‘No:lativeness X Level ofv‘ﬁéfeat'
interaction (F=3.28, d4f=2,42, P<.05ﬁ.. As Shoin5in'Table Te
the difference in the amount of aggreésiqn-expressed betveen

o

normative and counter normative attadk is greatet under’ 50%

©

defeat thah undet 17% or 83$'defeatQ

Table 1
‘Mean Shock Intensity for Normativeness X

' Level of Defeat Interaction

’ | Defeat .

17% s0% 83%
Normative 3.63  4.08 3.04

Counter- 4.42  6.08 ~ 2.88
Normative ‘ . -

An analysis of simple main effects indicated that under 50%
defeat significantly more sﬁock was given when the attack’

was perceived - as counter-normative (F=11.12, d4af=1,42,
p<. 025) . Yo significant diffe;ences_ vere found Dbetween
normative . and éounter normative attack under 17% or 83%

defeat conditions. The analysis of variance is summarized
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in Appendix C1. _ ,
Post-experigental Questionmaire

To analyze. the'vquestionnaire measures, a 2 X 3
factorial - design with two lévels of H normativeness
(normative, counternormative) and three ;evels of defeat
”(i7$,'50$, 83%) aséigned between subjéctS’was used.

In order to check the effectiVeness of the Notmative.
bmanipulation, the subjects rated, on a 7-point scale, their
feelings of_uhethér their opponént acted like most otherv
people ‘in_ te:ms of noise intengitieS' chosen.. - Only a
significant main effect fbr Normativeness vas found
(F=11.3u,/df=1,u2,-p<.01)’indicating that subjects receiving
normative atfﬁckv peréeiyed their opponent as setting ndise
intensities more like other peopie (mean=6.13) than subjects
receiving counﬁernbrnative attack (mean=4.63). bﬁppendix Cc2
vsunuarizeS»the analysis of va#iance. |
r\‘As an additional <check on the Normativeness
naﬁipulatibn, 'subjects were  asked during' debriefing to
recall - what the éxperimenter said concerning'the pattéfn of
noise éettiﬁgs found in previdus research. All subjectsf in
both the normative and counternormative conditiog'COfrectly
récalled» the experimenter's s£atements. . These data
supported the Noru&tivengss manipulétion.
| "Thf »~tiveness of | the Defeat manipulation was
assessed :ubjects td rate how ﬁeil they performed

“in co neir opponent, rate their opponent's
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"capableness and rate their general ~feeiingé during the
session bon a S5-item scale. .This scale included ratihéé of
how "frustraﬁed" and "pieased" (and other filler items) they
felt dﬁring the study. Higher scores indicated more
unfavorable ratings. As shown in Table 2, subjects reported
that-théy performed more poorly (F=112.16, df=2,42, p<.OQ1),
felt more frustrated (F%6.5u5 df=2,42, p<.01) and rated
their opponent as more capable (P=3.09, af=2,42, p<.10)kwith
'inéreasing levels of defeat. ’Analysié of subjecté ratings
of how bleased they ‘ felt revealed no significént

1

differences.
Table 2 )
Subjects Mean Ratings of Own Performance, Frustration and

Oopponent's Capability as a Function of Level of Defeat

‘ Defeat
. | 17% s0% - 83%
ovn 1.88 . 3.50 6.13
performance ‘ ‘
Frustration 1.81 2.31 3.75
capable  3.75. 3;19 2.75

>y

No other significant effects were foundk on  these itenms.
Appendices (€3, C4 and C5 summarize the analysis of variance
for the respective itens. These data supported  the defeat

manipulation.
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It should be-‘nofed that subjects in the 17% defeat
condition, although vinding most of the time, received just
as‘ much .aversive noise as subjects in the other defeat
conditions. The receipt of noise even though vinnihg could
'increase the degree of frustration,v However, as the data
indicate, fhis did not occur.

In order to determine the subjects' perception of their
oppoﬁent's intentions in the choice of noiée intensities;
they vere asked to rate on a'7—point scale uhether.they felt
tha their 6pponent - was trying_td "help" or "hinder" their
perfotnancé. Subjects in both the i?%_ and 50% defeat-
con&itions felt fﬁat thei: oéponent vas intending to hinder
fheir performance more than subjects in the 83% defeat
:¢onditipn (F=10.77, df=2,42, p<.01); The means wére 5.38,’
5.00 and 2.63, respectively.‘ Nofother.effects were found to
'be significant. A summary _of thé anaiysis of variance
appears in Appendix»CS.

In order‘tO'iap feelings about the causal locus of the
attabk; subjects were aSked to vrate hoﬁ .responsible they
félt their . opponent was for the attack and how much théy
felt £hense1ves'£oihebt£e cause for the vattaqk. -While no
- significant effects were found on the latter item, a
‘marginaily s}gnificant Normativengﬁs main effect} was found
on the .for§er’ item (F=3.66, faé=1,u2, p<.10). Subjects
rebei?ing normative attack perceived the opponent as _1éss

responsible for the amount of noise received (mean=3.88)

«
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than éubjects receiving counternormative attack (mean=4.88)
A summary of the analysis of variance is presénted in
,Appendii c7. -

An analysis of ratiﬁgs of the Vsubjects perceptign ‘of

justification for the intemsities of noise received

a Significant main effect fof‘ Level of Defeat ‘
df=2,42, p<.05) ihdiéating that subjects expetiencin; 50%
deféat, 'in comparison to those expe:iehcing- 17% or 83%
defeat, fel£ the noise intensities received were least
justified. }Subjects eiperiencing 17%.defeat felt the noise
intensities  received ' less | Justified  than subjects

experiencing 83% defeat.  The means were 3.94, 2.94 and

2.63, repectively.

Tabie 3
Mean Justification Ratings as a Function of

Normativeness and Level of Defeat

Defeat

17% 50% 83%
Normative 3.25 3.25 2.88

Counter~ 2.63 4.63 2.3
Normative

| : .
A significant Normativeness X Level of Défeat interaction
was also found (F=3,u3, df=2,42, p<.05). As shown in Table
3, the difference in rated justification for the noise

-
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réceived befveen normative and counternormative attack was
greater under 50% defeat than undef 17% or 83X defeat..
Subjects .expériencing 50* defeat and counter-normative
attack rated the. noise intensities as 1least Justified.
Appendix C8 contains‘a summsry.of the~analysis of variance;
Finally, subjects vere asked to rate how appropriate it
was to shock  the dfher person. Only a significant sain
effect for Level of Defeat was found (F=3.80, daf=2,42,
p<.05) 1nd1cat1ng that subjects experlen01ng 50% defeat felt
it nmore appropriate (mean=4. .88) to give shock than subjects
exper1enc1ng 17% (nean—u 63) or 83% (rean=3.69) defeat. A

sSuamary of the analy51s of variance appears in Appendix C9.

~
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DISCUSSION

As predicted, less retaliation was expressed vhen
subjects perceived that their <6pponent's attack was
normAtive rather than counternormative. Furthermore,
subjects tended to attribute the cause for the attack to the
attacker more under counternormative than ‘under normative
conditions. That is, dispositionai attributions ﬁénded'to
increase under ;counternormétive ‘c§nditioqs. The = latter
‘flnélng is conéistent with previous research that has shown
that out-of-role behavior (Jones;hbavis,‘a Gergen, 1961) or
behavior that violates a prior expectancy (Jongs; Worchel,
Goethals, & ° Grumet, | 1971)k  increases dispositional
attributions. However, viewing counternormative infornation
as that’ which hés a lowv consensus, the latter finding is
1nconsistent with reseérch which has tevealéd - that
variations in conSensus infornatlon has little effect on the
degree of | disp031tlona1 attrlbutlons (Miller, Gillen,
‘Schenker, & Radlove, 1973; Nisbett & Borgida, 19755. ane
possible explanatlon of why no dlfferences vere found in the’
latter two studles is that the social behav1ors descrlbed?
wvere explicitly negatlve vhereas in the forner two studies,
the‘ descrlbed ‘behav1ors‘fuere such less_ negative. Por
gxample, Miller et Lal. (1973) asked f;ubjects to maké.
infergnces3 about.~a'person vho had exhibited high levels of.

aggressiveness in a Milgram-type experinent'under conditions -

in vhich they vere given consensus info:nation indicating
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that most people deliveredlhigh levels of shock (450 volts)
to their partner or were not given such information about
level of shock used. Nisbett and Borgida (1975) asked
subjects to give their general impressions about two
experinehts and make predictions about target cases
‘partiCipating in these experiments, The first experiment
vas a description of the high-fear condition in the Nisbett
and Schachtéfff;§56) study in vhich the modal subjects took
enough shock to prdduce a violant contraction of the aru;\
The other experilent was a description of the Darlej and
Latane (1968) bystander intervention study in which the
modal subject did notnhelp the confederate who feigned a
seizure.b Oon the O£her hand,-YJones et al. (1961) asked:
énbjects t? make inferences about a person who provided
ansvers to questidns in accord or not in accord with
qualifications for a édrticular job. Jones et4 al. (1971)
asked subjeéts to iake inferences about a person who creatid
the expectancy that he would béffor, qf against, legalizing
’narijuané and“then;arguing for, or against, that éosition
under conditibns of qhoice or no choiée.» McArthur (1972)
‘asked subjects to 1ake_céusal inferences ahodt a number of
behaviors (e.g;; John laughg) after receiéiqg consensus,
diéfigctiyéneés ﬁnd consistanéy information. She found that
fhe low consensﬁs information produced more  person
(dispositional)‘and 1éss stimulus attrigution.,vThqs, it may

be that the negative ~social behaviors described in the

;-

-
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Hiller et al. and Nisbett and Borgida studies simply
override the impact of consensus information on

dispositional attributions. Moreover, it appears that vhen
the described GLehaviors are nmore neutral, variations in
consensus iéfozmation%produce a difference in dispositional
attributions. Hisbett and Borgida noted, in addition, that
consensus information may have more of an impact if the
observer wuwere reéponding‘>in an impnediate situatiocn to a
target. In the present experiment, subjects‘ Were invoclved
in a situation. where their interaction with a confederage
was -salient and ipmediate and, indeed, it was found ;tbat
consensus {normative)  information affected | not only
dispositional attributions but also reciprocation of harn.

The prediction thax differing levels of defeat wo&id

have differential effects on retaliation primarily vhen the

]

ittacker®s behavior 1is counternorpative wvas confirmed.
Specifically, reciprocetion of harn was g¢reater in the

condition where only internal causes were plausible

™
¢
=

her conditions im sich there vas at least
cbernal cause for the attacl. These results

{1977, assertion that the possibiliity of a

cause for attachk leads to discounting the
internal cause. Purthermore, the fact that norapative

:

informat on and the subdect's owen behavier provided a

for the attack, and as such

appeared to be a sufficient euxplanstion, is consistert with

v
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Enzle et al.'s (1975) finding that external attribution B

predomlnates vhen both an internal and an external plausxble
cause eidist for a behavior. They suggested that since an
external cause is observable and need not be inferred, more
veight is given to the external as compared to the internal
cause in explaining ihe behavior.

Consistent with previous research (EPstein & Taylor,
1967) the most reciprocated harm occarred when subjects vere

defeated 50% of  the trials, intermediate harm when

subjects:&@ie defeated on 17% of the t¢rials and the least
harnm ‘when subjectSr vere defeated on 83% éf the trials.

Koreover, thé Secondary data Supported Kelley®'s (1971)
attrlbutlonal 1nterpretatlon of Epstein and Taylor“s results
under condltlons of unmitigating attack. Spec1f1ca11y,
subjects vho were defeated on 50% of) §Q9 trials felt not
only that the attack was iess justified but also that their
opponent“s’inteht vas to hérm then. Although éhbjects in
both the 17% and 83% defeat conditions felt that the aitack
Was nore justified, they did so for ‘different reasons.

Similaer %o +the sebjects in  the 50% defeat condition,
subjects defeated on 17% of the triale felt that their
opponent®s intention was ©o hare then, whereas, subjects
defeated on 83% of the trials felt that <their opponent's
intention was to help then. Apparently, the subjects
assumption that their partner was getting back at them in

the 17% defeat condition and trying to help them in the 83%
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defeatlcondition led then te see reciprocation of harnm es
vless , eppropriate. Moreover, ;hile othet- investigators
(gfeenuell’s Dengerink, 1973; Nickel, 1974) have demonsrated
. that an attacker’s harmful intemt can induce reciprocation
of harm, the present data indiéate thet'other factors in.the
situation are also considered in determining the harnm
tecip:ocated. In particular, the results indicated that
altheugh harmful intent was perceived as under;ying‘the
attack in thé_17% defeat condition, the coantribution of the
subject's own behavibr mitigated retaliation. 1In total,
these fiﬁdings .support the »notion that when there are
several possible reasons (ihternal and external).for an
attack, nondispositional attributions afe enhanced (Heider,
1958; Kelley, 1971). Furthermore, suppert is given to Jones

and Davis? «contention that even intentional attack is

mitigated by justification.
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STODY I1I
METHOD
Subijects
: The subjects were 52 nale -inttoductdry psychology

- students who participated in the experiment in order to
satisfy partially a céurse requirement. |
Apparatus |

The abparatusiwas‘idenfical'tc thét in Study I except
for the inclusion of headphone;}in the confederate's roonm.
Ptocedugg | |

The ptocédurg vas identical‘to that in the former study
- except for some changes in the inst:ucfions relating to thé
foreseeabiiity manipulation. Foreseeability wvas manipulafed
by making certain that the receiver (SubjeCt) ‘ugderstood
that the giver (confederate) had knowledge about the kind of
teihfofdement he would be giving and the relqtionship
between the five switches and the five intensities of noise,
or, that the giver vdid not have this knowledge. More
specifically, the giver and Leceiver in the high
_foreseeébilityb céndition were >told that the- kind of
-reinforcement to be given during the reaction time contest

involved five different inténsity levels of noise. In

addition, they were informed -that! the number 5 switch
corresponded to the highest intensity noise and that it had

been previously judged as defihitely unpleasant:,and the

number 1 switch corresponded to the lovest intensity noise.
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ﬂorédver, the giverAwas presunably-given'a' sampls of each
‘noise level prior to the start of the coutést.

'In the 1low ‘foreseeability condition, the giver and
receiver were told that thstesvere five different leveis of
reiﬁforcement.;that could be given. However, no mention of
the kind of‘reinforcement Qas made, ROrC were they told which
of ~ the five switches controlled whig% level of
reinforcemeﬂt. In fact, the participants”wefe.inforned that
before each trial began, the order pf/switshés controlling
the differént levels vould be ’6ﬂan§ed randomly.  After
taking the receiver to h1s room, the experlmenter lnformed
hin'that the kind of relnforcement being used was white
noise. It was also explained that the light feedback dia
notrcortespdnd to the button pressed by the giver, but
correspohégh\\jﬁy/ the lével’ of noise that the switch.was
-cohtrdlling on that partichlar'trial. ' ' |

Several changes were hade in the post- experlmental'
questlonnalre in order to assess the subjects perceptlons of
their opponent and the causal locus of harm experienced
during the reaétion time contest (see Appendix B) .
Specifically, 'subjeits were asked to rate their opponent in
terms of how "thoughtful",. "aggréSsive", "accepting®,
"kihd", ﬂcompétitiye", “fair", ﬁreasonable" and "angry'" he
seémsd dﬁring the reaction time contest. Fufthermore,
subjects were asked to rate whether they themselyes qf their

opponent was the cause of the noise received.. 1In additioh,



anger was assessed.

36
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RESULTS.
0f the 52 males who participated in the experiment,
- four vere excluded from the analysis. Three were discarded
'Qecause of suspiciousness as indicated by the post-
experimental gquestionnaire and/or during debriefing, while
the iemaining one was excluded because he refused to give
'shock for ethical reasons. | |
Aggressigg Data ‘

Forty-eight subjects were included in a 2 X3X3
repeated measures factorial ‘design having two levels of
‘foreseeabiiity ~(high, 1ow)‘end three.levels of . defeat (17%,
50%,. 83%) assigned ’between sobjects and three trials
assigned within subjects. Suumary tables of the analyses of
variance appear in Appendlx D. |

As ~in the flrst study, the major dependent variable in
the study was the’ 1nten51ty of shock glvenaby the subject.
Analysxs of var;ance performed on thei data' revealed a-

',significant main 'effect"for‘ Level ofA Defeat  (P=3.71,
df=2,42, p<;05). Subjects'experiencing~50% defeat gave more,
intense 'shock (mean=4.73) than subjects experiencing 17%
defeat (nean=3;85) or 83%‘defeat‘(meen—3 69). A merginally
81gn1f1cant Foreseeablllty X Level of Defeat 1nteract10n vas
also found (F=2. 61, af=2,42, P<.10). As shown in Table 4,
the dlfference in the anount of aggre551on expressed betseen

‘;1gh and low foreseeable attack is greater under 50% defeht

han uvnder 17% or 83% defeat.h Onder 50% defeat, subjects in
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the foreseeabie att;%k condition gave more intemnse  shack,
Table 4

Mean Shock Intensity for Foreseeability

X. Level of Defeat 1nteraction

‘Defeat
17% ~ 50% | 83%
~ Lov Foreseeability 4.04 . 4.13 “3.92
' High Foreseeability 3.67 5.33 3.46

Anélfsis‘ of simple main effebtsl revealéd thaf‘under<SO%
defeat, significantly ﬁbre shock was givem yhén
fgreseeabiltj vas vpercéived as high than when it vas

péfceived as ldw {F=7.01, df=1,42 p<.05).‘  No significant
’differences were found between high and low fq;éseeabilityvf
under 17% or 83% defeat conditions,‘ A shm;ary of the

énalyéis of variance is'presentéd in Appendix D1.

Post-experimental Questionnaire

To analyze the questionnaire Vﬁeasdres, a’’ 2 X 3
factorial design with two levels of foteseeahiiity (high,
low) and three 1levels of defeat (17%, 50%, 83%) assigned
betweeh subjects was used. ‘ \.

In order, to check the effectiveness of §. the
}Foreseeabilitj mapipulatibn, subﬂects rated,'on,a 7-point
scale their feelings about vhether their opponent knew which

;
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switches controlled uhicn_ levels of noise. _Only‘ 'a
Significant main effect for Fbreseeability was - fou&d
(F=232.97, df=1,42, p<. 001) 1ndicat1ng that subjects 1n the
high foreseeability condition felt their opponent knew the
relationship between switches and noise levels (mean= 1. 63),
uhereas; thsse in the low foreseeability condition felt
their opponent did not know this relatlonship (mean=6 17).
,Thus, _the data ~support the Foreseeability manlpulation.
Appendix D2 summarizes the:anaIYSLS of variance.

The effectlveness of the Defeat ‘manipulation was
assessed by asking subjects to ‘rate how well ‘they performéd
in comparlson to their opponent, rate their opponent'
capableness ‘and rate their general feelings during:the

contest on a 6-item scale.

Table 5
Subjects Mean Ratings of Own Performance and FPrustration
‘as a Function of Level of Defeat

}

/

pefeat
17% 50% 83%
S own 2.13 . 3.81 6.31
- performance ‘ ' -
Erustration 2.63 - 4.00 5+31
Pleased | 2.69  3.94 4.69

This scale included ratings of  how "frustrated" and how
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“pleased"ijéhd other filler items) they felt during the
étudy. ‘Higher scores indicated more ~unfavorable ratings.
As indicated in Taﬁle 5;.Subjectsbreported performihg mofe
poorly (P=94.70, df=2,42, p<-001) and  feeling more
frustrated - (F=9.40, df=2,42, p<.01) and less pleaSéd
(F=11.51, df=2,u2, p<.01) with increasing levels of.deféat;
.Anaiysis-of subjects ratings of their opponent's capagleness
revealed no significant differences. No“_othef'.sighificant
effects were found on thesé items. . Appendices D3 andibq
" contain the summary of the analysis of \iariahce for ihe
separate items.  Thus, the daté. supported thé defeat
manipulaéion.

| It should be noted that a ‘possibility exists that
‘.'éubjegts "in the 17% defeat condition should be more
frustratedias a result of 'receivingv aversive noise vhile{)
yinning ﬁost of the trials. ﬁovever, the'data'indicaté that
fhis did not occur.

Several items vere inqluded to tap the subjects
perceptions of tmeir‘opponent. Specifically, subjects vwere
askéd 'to rate on 7-point scales with . higher scores
_indicating less ' favorable ratings how "aggressivé" éqd
"competitive" their opponent seemed during the reaction time
coﬁtest, Analysis of scores on thése items indicated that -
subjécts rafed theii opéoneht as significantly nore
aggressi#e (F=4.56, df=2,42, p<.05) and more competitive

(F=11.69, df§2,42, p<.01) with increasing levels of defeat.



41

Table 6 presents the means for these items and Appendices D5
and D6 contain the analysis of variance for the separate

items.

¢ Table 6
Subjects Mean Ratings of Oppomnent's Aggressiveness and

Competitiveness as a Function of Level of Defeat

Defeat
17% 50% , 83%
Oppoheny's : | 3.38 4,56 4.81
Aggressiveness
Opponent's 3.69 : 5;50 6.00

Competitiveness

Infﬂraddition, subjects  were asked to rate' how
“thoughtful", "kind", “fair®™ "accepting™ and "reésonable"
'%?eir;opponent”seemed during the contest. Althou§h analysis
of the tsepérate itens reyealed no sighificant effects,'av
ﬁatginally sﬁgnifiégnt main effec£ for defgdt was found when
an dhaiysisfbé variance'ﬁas performed on the summed rétings
(F=2.74; df=2,42, p<.10); Subjects experiencing 50% defeét
Arated,;heir opponent»Jless favorably overall (mean=19.75)

, " than subjects expefiencing | 17% _(mean=17;06) or 83%
&\)(mean=17.06) defeat. Appendix D7'presents a summary of the

analysis of variance for the summed ratings.

Subjects vere also asked to rate their opponent's
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intentionsr(whether he uas.trying to help or hinder their
reacfion time) regarding the settings of noise intensity. a
marginally significant Foreseeability X Level of,Defeat
interaction was found (F=2.70, df=2,42, p<.10). As shown in
Table 7, subjecfs ih the high .foreSeeabiiitj condition
experiencing eithef 17% or 50% defeﬁt‘ratedbtheir opponent
as intending td hinder their perforqaﬁce more than subjects
in the 1low foreseeability cdndition, whereas,.fhe reverse

!

was true for 83% defeat.

Table 7

t

Subjects Mean Ratings of Opponent's Intention as a

Function of Foreseeability and Level of Defeat

_\Deféat;
o 17% 50% . 83%
Low Foreseeability 3.50 4.13 ‘u,13
High Foreseeability 4.75 'u.ss‘ 3.13

\
A\

None of thé oﬁher_ effects  was significant; .Appendix D8
presents the summary of the anﬁlysis of variance.
) An analysis of subjects :atihgs of how’angty they felt
~Yielded two significant effects. A sig@ifidant main efféct
for level of defeat was found (F=5.48, d£=2,42, p<.01)

indicating that subjectsvexperiencing 50% defeat felt BOr e

angry (mean=3.19) . than did subjects experiencing 17%
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(rean=1.69) or 83% (mean=2.31) defeat. Purthermore, a

marginally significant Roreseeability X Level of Defeat
interaction was found (F=3.07, af=2,42, p<.10):y As
ihdicated in Table 8, the differenée in the degree of anger
_expressed.between high and low foreseeability conditions .is
greater .under 56%. defeat than .under 17% or 83% defeat.

Subjedtsrinﬁthe high foreseeable-50% defeat condition rated

themselves as most angry.

Table 8
Subjects Mean Ratings of Reported Anger as a Function -

of Foreseeability and Level of Defeat

. o
'Defeat-
17% - 50% 83%
Lov Foreseeability 2.00 2.38 2.00
High Foreseeability 1.38 4.00 2.63

A summary of the analysis of variance is presented in
~Appendix D9.

In order to determine the subjects inferences %bout the
-causai locus of the attack, éuhjects vere asked to rate the
ei£entv t0»bﬁhich they feltrthe noise settings and amount of
noise .received was due to thei;_opponent or themselves. No
siénificani effects were féﬂnd. on\ this 'iteﬁ. " However,

subjects ratings of justification for thé intensities of
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noise received yielded a significant main effect for Level
of Defeat (P=8.05, df=2,42, p<.01). Subjects experiencing
50% defeat felt the noisé\ received as less Justified
(mean=4.25) than subjects experiencing 17% (mean=2.88) of

83% (mean 3.00) defeat. Although the Foreseeability X Level

of Defeat interaction was not significant (F=1.52, df=2,42, ..

p<.25), inspection of the direction of the means ;iddicaﬁed
that they parallel the shock data.. That is, the difference
in rated. justification for the noise received between low
and high foreseeable conditions is greater under 50% defeat

. than under 17% or 83% defeat. The means and the summary of

« sz

-thej‘analysis of variance are presented in Table 9 and -
5 - _ .

Appe%dix D10, repectively.

Table 9

‘Subjects Mean Justification Ratings as a Punction

of Foreseeability and Level of Defeat

s
oy

o Defeat

17% 50x  83%
Lov ForeSeeability' 3.00 | _3.75 - 2.63
High Foreseeébility_2.75 ' 4.75" 3.38

i

An . analysis of the subjects ratings - of the
appropriageness ‘of shocking their opponent revealed a

‘ /marginally sigqifi&ant pain effect for Foreseeabiljity
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(F=2.87, dZ=1,42, p<.10) indicating that subjects i: the
high foreseeability condition in ¢ompaiisom to subjects in
the lowu fofgseeability condition, felt it pore appropmia{e
Lo snock their opponent. The neans vere 3.67 amrd 2.96,
respectivelr. Horeover, a significant nair effect for Level
of Defeat was found (F:3.96g df=2,42, p<.05). Subjedts
experiencing 50% defeat felt it pore ap?ropriate tc shock
their opporent {mean=4013) than®did subjects experieacin
76y or 83% (mea?\\3¢75)‘ defeat. ﬁpbendix D11

apalysis of variance.
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DISCUSSION

The attacker's foreseeébility of the negative
consequences of his beha§ior or the victinm did - not
differentially affect the amount of reciprocation of harm.
Altﬁough‘thé foréseeability'manipulation was effective, the
laék of effects was due to the interaction of foreseeability
with levels of defeat. Under 17% and 83% defeat, high as
compéréd to lowy foreseeability subjects tended ﬁb expreés,
although not significantly, less retaliation whereas under
50% defeat cpnditions they ezbressed more retaliation,
thereby canceiliﬁg oﬁ{ any differences between—high and loﬁ
foreseeabilitymu Although the secondary data revealed, for
the n@nmost part, that variatioms in foteéeeability had little
direct effect on subjéc?s“ peiceptiqns of the attacker,
‘there vwas a tendency 'forﬂforeseeability to interact wifh
level of defeat td pooduce &ifferences o im SHbjectég
inferences about their' attacker's intention. Whereas

subjects under conditions of lou foreseeability tended to be

gncertein about the attacker®s intention, subjects in high
foreseeability conditions feaded to be nore certain ~-at the
attacker was intending to harm or help them. That is, low

foreseeability subjects! ratings tended to fall around <he

wrd-point on the 7T-point scale while high foreseeability
subjects'! ratings were nore extrene. These data ter’  to
support Jones and Davis? (19655 contapntion tha¥%  +the

correspondence of inference ’in#reases vhen ap; actor is

[ 4
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perceived to know that his actions affect thé'perceiver
particdlarly when the actions are harmful.

The foreseeability variable, as operationalized in the
présent study, dis very similar to what Jones and Davis
€1965) describe as personalism. They referred .to
4personali5mw as the perceivér's belief that the observed
véction is uniquely conditioned by his ptesence; Moreover,

they suggested that the consequence of high personalism is

B

that the perceiver is likely to make strong inferemces about |

the actor®s intentions. Foreseeability, as manipulated in

the pfesent ; influenced subjects' inferences about the
attack being ocdassioned by their presence. Subjects in the
high foreseeability condition perceived their opponent to be

awvare that his\ choice of switches determined 1level of

. . . v NI T ' .
aversive noise given. This per ¥e¢d avareness resulted in

the ©perception that the oppon 5 choice of noise settings
i _’“;% d

was persomnalistic as suggéﬁ%&b by the strong inferences

about his intentions. on thé other hangd, subjects in the

low foreseeability condition perceived their opponent as-

unaware of the conséguenées of his Choices. This lack of
avareness resuited in subjects being uncertzin about the
" attacker®s intentions. Thus, alth. ch questions were nox
directly asked regarding shethér the subject felt that the
attack wvas uniquely conditioned by ‘his presence, the
attributional data Suﬁﬁest that foreseeability as used in

the present experipent resembles Jones and Davis?®

e
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"conceptualization of personalism.

As in Study 1,A Kelley‘s {1971) assumption that"the
.possibilityv of én external cause for an attack leadsblo
discounting the internal cause, thereby ‘reducing
retaliation, was confirmed. Reciprocation of harn wasilower
in all conditioans in which there was at least one plausible
exte;nal cause and dreater in the condition inr uhiéh.
internal causeé vere plausible. Perceived high
foreseeability or the subjects own -behavior pr§yidéd a
plausible explanation for %he attack which vas sufficient.
These findings also snppori Enzle et al.'s (1975) finding
that the . presende of a plaqsible eiternal cause provides a
sufficient explanation rendering ihternal '.attributions
iheffect%ye as plausible causes. |
| CO%%%stént with Study 1 and Epstein-;nd Taylor (1967),
~subjectslwho were defeated on 50% of the trials reciprocated.
with more harm than those who were&defeated on 17% or 83%‘of
the trials. Furthermore, the ‘gecoﬁdary data . revealed
similar findings ‘to those of Study 1. Subjects who vere
defeated on 50% as compared to those defeated on 17% or 83%
of the trials felt not only that the attack was less
justified but also that it was rnore appropriate to
Letaliate. | However, attributiom of inteat.uaé similar té
Study 1 only undgr’cohditions of‘high foreseeability. That
is, subjects defeated on 17% and 50% of the trials felt that-

their attacker's intent was to harm them whereas those who
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wvere defeated on 83% of the trials felt that the‘ attacker's
intent was to help then. Apparently, the assumption of
subjects in the 83% defeat condition that the -attacker was
tryipg to help them, and the assumption of subjects in the
17% defeat condition that the attacker wvas getting back at
them led them to see the attack ‘as more justified and
‘reciprocétion of harm as less appropriate. Under conditioas
of low foreseeabilty, subjects appeared uncertain abou£ the
attackerts intentions.. Consegueﬁtly, they saw retaliation
as less appropriate. Thus, as in Study 1, the present data
‘indicate that other factors in the situation, in addition to
tﬁe attacker's-harmfhl intent, are considered in detefmining
the level of recipfocatéd harm. Furthermore, these findings
support not only Jones and ﬁavis' (1965} notion that the
correspondence value of an action is loqered when there are
several possible reasons for its occurrence but also their
contention thaf retaliation is mitigated by justification.

o In adaitidh to the findinés of Study 1, the present
study sevealed that anger was_differeﬁtially affected by
level of defeat. Subjects defeatéd on 503% of the trials
rated themselves as more angry than those defeated on 17% or
83% of the trials. Although previous studies suggest that
the effect of justification on the reduction of aggression
is due to dinhibition (Burnstein é Worchel, 1962) , the
present findings-indicate- that Jjustifying reaé?ns for a

provocation reduce the instigation to aggression (cf. Rule,



| 50 .
\\" .

t .
Dyck, & Nesdale, 1976).

The apparent lack 6fA correspondence ‘between
dispositional attributions and fetaliaiion neéessitates some
comment. It has generally been assumed'amon§st atfribution
theorists that dispositional attributions have an effect on
behavior (Heider, 1958;. Jonés ‘8  bav;s,' 1965) . In the
present study, this was‘ not tofally supported. Although
-subjects attributed more aggressiveness and competitivéness
to the attacker wvwith increasing levels of défeat, they
reciprocated with less harm when they were defeated the
least or most often as compared to vhen they were defeated
50% ‘of .the tinme. One pbssible. explahation for this
discrepancy is that aggressiveness and cOmpetitiveness»#ere
interpreted on the part of the subjects within the context
of a contest and therefore the two items referred to a
strategy of play rather than a trait of/ho$£ility. Indeed,
vhen subjects were asked to rate the éﬁtaéket on itens fhat
perhaps are more related to hostility sﬁch. as hou fair,
'kind, thoughtful, dcéepting and reasonéble he seemed, the
attacker was perceived less favorably overall under 50% as
compared to 17% or 83% defeat conditions. This . finding
corresponded to the levels of harm reciprocated over the
~differemt = defeat | Acqnditions.- . Thus dispositional
attributiqns that are.relat;d‘.tO’ hostility nmay partiglly
determine thé strength of retaliation. However, the other

possible explanation for this discrepency is that since
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inferences about the attacker's inggnt, the justifiabilitj
of the attack and the subjects ovn feelings of anger vere
- - shown to’be imﬁortant in predicting-retaliation, ig'mai vell
be" fhat gispositional aptrihutionsxaremget as important as
the. entir "context -in'.determiuing~7the\flevel‘ of haf@f

‘reciprocated.

L]
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GENERAL DISCUSSION
Studies 1 and 2 were designed. to invésg}gate how
‘inférences about the causal basis of an attaék affect
reciprocation of harm, on the whole, the resulfg of both .

studies formed quite'a coherent pattern. Réciprocation of

harm was influencéd by differing levels of defeat primarily

when the attack was_perceiged as counternormative or when

the attacker was pexceivedbas having full knouledgevof the
negative consequences of his actioms. Specifiéally,
subjects 'expe#iencing icount;rnoﬁmative‘ as cbmpafed .io
‘»nofmétive attaqk and‘subjects perceiving the attacker as.
haﬁing Vhiéh -as comapared to low foreseeability reciprocatea

-uith.Significantlyjmofe harm when defeated ~on 50% of = the

trials but did not differvsignificantly in the amount ofj
: feciﬁpocated harm when they were défeated on 17% or 83% of
vfhe‘ trials. The level of feciprocated harm wvas gredtér*in
" the condition where only internal causes for the attack vere
evident but lower in the conditions wvhere at ieast ‘6né ’
external cause for the atﬁack wgs plausiblé.‘ Thus,‘thé
results of both studies . provide support for Kelley's
contention  that the intérnal c;ﬁse ‘of an 'aétion vis
discounted if there is a plausible external cause. In
addition, the résults supbort Enzle et al.®s(1975) notion
that internal attributions are given little consideration in
.reachihg'a causal explanation for an action if ai plausible

"external cause exists.
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The above findings have implications for the apparent
direct reiatiOnship between’ the’.strength of a physical
attack and ‘the level of retaliation. Althbugh previous
"research has demonstrated that reciprocation of harm varies
with fhe strength of the attack‘(e.g., Helm et al., 1971,
thé results of the present two studies indicéte' that when
the. gtrength of the attack isrﬁeld constadt, the level of:
reciprocated harm can be infiueaced by other factors in the
situation. kSpééificaily,_ even though all %ubjeéis in.boih
studiesvreceiéed identiqélly the same amount énd level of
physiqqleatfgék, their.oﬁn'behavior in combination with‘thé'
”fﬁbiﬁétiveness "of attack or 'their perceétions of the

attacker's ~degree of foreseeability differentially affected
the level of réciprocatéd'harm; Thus, other cbn$iderations
must be taken into account in determining retaliation.

| The present studies‘ éfe not the only ones to have
réachéd this conclﬁSion, Gréenwéll and‘Denge:iﬁk (1973) and
Nickel (1974) have'&eméhstrated'that'tﬁe intention of"the‘
aitacker rathe: - than the actual pain experienced is
important'in deternining thg_level of retaliation. Blthéugh
consiStent with their fihdiégs,-the results of the present
’studies indic&ie that . other feafures of the situation can
- also decrease the impact of perceived haraful “intent.
Subjects who were defeated on 17% of the trials felt that
the attaciet intended harm, similar to subjects experiehcing

50% defeat, but reciprocated with less harm as they felt the

ey,
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~attack to be justified in that their own behavior provided a
partial eiplanatibn for the attack. That is, the subjectts
~ own behavior mitigated tetaliation,«‘ |

| It was suggested earlier that increases in internal
attribution for an attack should lead to increases in the
‘strength‘ of reciproeation‘ of harm. Clearly, ‘the
conceptualization of ~the wvariables aleng the internal-
external -dimension and their influence on reciprocation of
harm 'supporf this assumption. However,  the lack of
significant flndlngs on the causal attribution items in both
studles»nece551tates a closer examination of the.assunption.
Although a .possible exélanation.‘for the overall ;ack of
Fesults on these items is that the measures vere 1nsenblt1ve
to e11c1t1ng causal attrlbutlons, a more likely explanation
has been offered by Kruglanski (1976) . - He suggested that
the internal-external‘dimension_of causality for an ~action
Ccreates problems in determining when am action is perceived
as internal and when it is perceived as external to the
actor. In fact, he argued that since"all actions are
assumed to be determined by the‘ will -and the will is
internal to ehe person, it follows that all ectidns are
determined intermally. In tﬁe "~ present Stddies, the
attaeker, regardless of the nermativeness of‘the attacker or
the degree of foreseeability of the negative consequences of
hie actions, harmed the subjects by his actions. ¥o matfer

whether therevvere justifying feasons for the harm or rot,



the | attécker stili cauéed the harm to . occar And;
cdnsegﬁenfly, few differences shodld be perceived in the
causal locus of the attack. Indeed,.no differences were
found in causal attributions. In determining thé level of

retaliation, subjects may have been - attending to the

reasons, if any, for thi‘attack. Kruglanski proposed that
'An endogenous attributidn is made when an action is'an end
in itself with no'Ajustifying reasons for its 'occufrence
‘while ‘an exogenous attribution ié ﬁade when the action is‘a
means 'to an end. :?urthermoref he suggested‘ that an.
endogenous atfribﬁtion'iﬂ?licates the actor’s intention and
this intention may, in ~ turn, elicit reciprocation.
Cbﬁsistenq with ' this ratiohale, £he strongest retaliation
‘ occurred uhen‘the-attacker was perééived as ‘having harmful
intent and when no'justifyipg reasods existed. Thus, rather
than _.focusing, :on" the internal—external dimension of
causality by asking | subjects to rate an’ actor's
responsibility for, or whether he is the cause of, an
attack, it uouid Seen ﬁore appropriate to assess whether o:
no£ there were jﬁStifying reasons for the attack in order io
nake p;edictions about degree ofvreciprocation of hatn.
Asimilar ‘to; Kruglanski,_ Nesdale and Rule (1976) haye
 suggested that when a person is attacked by another, the
attacker is perceived as the‘céuse of ;he harn regardless of
whether it is accidental, intended or intended with

mitigating circumstances. In addition, they have propoSed

¢
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that harm is reciprocated only if the attacker is percelved»
as respon51b1e for the harm. Conversely, less harm is
reciprocated if the attacker is perceived as less
responsible for the harm. Such mitigating circumstences as
low personalism,  justification or ‘obligation to “harm
decreese perdived responsibility. Consistent with  this
rationale, less harm was rec1procated wvhen the harm was
'perceived as justlfled or when low personallsm Was evident.

. Moreover, im Study ‘1, subjects not‘ only perceived the
attéeker ae'more resﬁonsible for eounternormatiéé attack but -
also reciprocated vith more harm. Hore research is
regdifed, hovever, to examine further .the role - of
aetribution'of responsibility for an attack on reciprocation
- of harnm.

: Tﬁe present findings also ha?e implications for an
attrlbutlonal perspective .on aggression. Attribuﬁion
‘ theory, S general, has addressed itself to the processes
intervening vetween information and the attribution. That
is, attribution models have attemgted to explain how
information Such as a beha#ior, its consequences and the
circumstances under which the behavior occurred is processed
in getting to én attributicn. Although some researchers and
theorists have attempted to extend the models by showlng how
. they may be used in predxctlng behavioral responses, Kelley
(197i) has suggested that attributions, at best, only

partially mediate overt behavior. Ben (1972), taking a more//
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restrictive position, argued that while attributions and
behavior may be related, the‘mééhanism or link,betwéen' then
is . not specified. ‘Indeed, he asserted that in order to
specify how attributions affect behaviof nev attribution
models are required. The present #tudies attempted to
eéxamine not 5nly how contextual factors :surrounding AQ
attack affect attributions but also hov these attributions
iﬁfluénce reéiprdcation of harm. Indéed, variatiohs in the
norﬁativeness of attack, foreseeability éf the negative
,consegUencés and level of deﬁeét produced differences in the
attriﬁutions concerning the oppoheht's.ihtent as well as in
the 'perception of jusfification 'for ~attack. These
attributions not only influenced the degree of anger felt
(at least  in Study 2) but also the 1level of haca
reciprocated. Therefore, these studiés support the notion
that attributions pediate ‘noncognitive responses.such as -
retaliation. None of the current theories in aggfession,
however, provides a framework within vhich to detérmine how
”a,peréﬁn's intg:pfétaf{&ﬁ-qf a possibly pro#okgngk situation
affe%fSL;retéliaéioni - Thus, ?a cqmpfehensive attribution
tpedry ¢f>aggrg§$ioﬁﬁi§rréquired‘iﬂférder to elaborate the
factors{ﬁwhich‘5§nf19gncg cognitiohs'about a provocation and
Q.tﬁe}effééi‘of'theééﬂcégnitions.dn subsequent <reciprocation

of harm.
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'APPENDIX A

POST-EXPERIMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDY 1.

Rate the.other’subjeét‘s general performance during this study.

‘He tried He did not try
very hard / / / / / / / / at all

He was very \ He was not.capable

capable -/ / / / / / / / ~at all

Rate the other subject's general feelings‘during the study.

Very~ . : : Not at all
confident / / / / / / / /  confident
Very Co ' . c ‘ Not at all
fed-up / / / / / / / /  fed-up
Very : Not at all
interested / / / / /[t / / interested
Very . Not at all
involved / / / / / /) / involved
Very . ~ Not at all
angry / / / / / / / /  angry:
Very Not at all

cheerful / / [/ / / / /  cheerful

Rate your own generﬁl feelings during the study.

Very . Not at all
motivated [/ / /’ / / / / / motivated
Very. . - Not at all

interested / / / / / / / interested

| Very ‘ ‘ Not at all
frustrated /. / / / / / / / frustrated

Very . Not at all
pleased ./ /. / / / / / pleased

Very - ' Not at all
upset / /] / / / / / upset
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To what extent do you feel the other subject responsible for the

stimulation you received in.the first place.

.Very , Not at all

responsible / - / / / / / / / resporfgible

To what extent do you feel vourself to be the cause of Lhe

~ stimulation recelved in the Flrst place

Very much ' :~ Not‘at all
the cause / / -/ / / d o/ / the cause

g ] o
To what extent do you feel the other subject .d like most other

people would in the first phase.

Acted like ’ Did not act

others would / / / / R, / like others
would .

To what extent do you feel the other subject's stlmulatlon was
JuStlfled in the first phase.

\ o -
Vekxfz~' . ; Not at .all
justified / / / / / /. justified

Rate your own performance on. the reactlon time contest in relation
to your opponent.

Better / / / /- / / / / Worse

v

To what extent do you feel the other subject was trying to help you
perform better on the reaction time contest by his choice of noise
settings?

Help a _ | Not help
great deal  / / / / / / / / at all

]

Rate your feellngs about shocklng the other sulbject on the fol]ow1ng
scales:

Not at all _ Very

appropriate / i / / / / / appropriate
Not at all A ' Very

afraid / / / / / / / / afraid -
Not at all o , Very

pleased /] / / /) / pleased
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13.

14.

15.

l16.

17,
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Not at all “ ‘ Very
anxious - / / / / /7 / / anxious

What did the experlmenter say the effect of increasing the level of
shock was on learnlng? .

Do you think that shock had any effect on the other Subject's
performance? '

Improved ‘ A o : Hindered
performance / [/ / [/ / / performance

greatly S » ' R greatly

How‘important was it to you to do well?

Very Not at all
important -/ / / [ -/ / / important

How much do you think you would like the other subject?

Like very : ‘Not like

. much / /» /) _/ / / / at all

\

How. willing would you be to work on another project with the other
subject?

Véry Not at all
willing / / /] / / / /- willing

Did you understand the ‘purpose of the expeylment7 Would you explain
it briefly in your own words? ,

Any comments?
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POST-EXPERIMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDY 2
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Rate the other subject's general performance duringbthe study.

He tried
very hard

He was

very capable

3

Very
.thought ful

Very
aggressive’

Very
accepting

Very
kind

Very
competitive

Very
fair

vVery

reasonable

Very
angry

(a) Rate your own

Very
motivated

Very
~interested

Very

frustrated -

A / [/

/

He did not .
- at all

try

He was not -

capable at

Rate your impression of the other subject during the first phase.

Not at all
thoughtful

Not at all
aggressive

Not at all
accepting

Not at all
kind

Not at all
competitive

Not at all
fair

Not at all
reasonable

Not at all
angry

general feelings during the first phase.

Not at all
motivated

Not at all
interested

Not at all
frustrated

all-

Q



Very

Not at all
pleased pleased
Very Not at all
upset upset
Very Not at all
angry angry
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(b) Rate your own general feelings,duréng the second Bhaéé.

Very - Not at all
motivated motivated
Very Not at all
interested interested
Very ‘ Not at all
frustrated frustrated
Very Not at all
pleased pleased
Very Not at all
upset upset

Very Not at all
angry angry

To what extent do you feel that the cause of the other subject's noise
settings and the amount of stimulation you received in the first phase
was due to

The other
Yourself / / / / / /- / subject

To what extent do you feel the other subject's stimulation was
Justlfled in the first phase?

Very : ' : : Not at all
justified / / /. / / / / / justified

Rate your own performance on the reaction time contest in relation to
J .

your opponent. /

Better S LS 4 4/ ] ]  Worse

’

To what extent do you feel the other subject was trying to help you
you perform better on the reaction time contest by his choice of
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noise settings?

~ Help a- ' - Not help

great deal / / / / / / / / at all

LY

. To what extent do you think the other "subject knew which switches

controlled which levels of noise?

Il

Knew : Did not know

completely / / / / / / / / at all

To what extent do you feel it was appropriate to shock the other
subject other than the fact that it was required by the experimenter?

Very | o ' Not at all
appropriate / ° / / / / / / / appropriate

Rate your feelings about shocking the other subject on the following
scales, :

[} : . ) .
Not at all - Very
afraid / / / / / / / / afraid
Not at all : ) : Very - .
pleased / ./ / / / / /o pleased
Not at ali ~ _ ' Very
anxious / / / / / / / / anxious

What did the experimenter éay the effect of increasing the level of
shock was on learning?

Do you think that shock had any effect on the other subject's
performance? :

Improved B ' # Hindered
performance / / / / / / / / performance

greatly ' “greatly

How important was it to you to do well?

Very ’ , Not at all
important / / / / / / / / important
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15.

16.

17.

18.

ot
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How much do you think you would like the other subject?

Like ‘ ' \ © Not like
very much / / 4 / / / / / at all

How willing would you be to work on another project with the other
subject?

- Very § : : - Not at all

e

willing / /] /. / / / / willing

(a) What were you thinking about in the first phase?

(b) What were you thinking about in the :ccond phase?

Did you understand the purpose of the experiment? Would you explain
it briefly in your own words. '

Any comments?
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APPENDIX CI

Analysis of Direct Physical Aggression (Intensity of Shock to'C) as
a Function of the Normativeness of Attack gnd Level of Dafeat

\

Source of Variation Ss Cdf MS F

N (Normativeness) ' 27.56 1 27.56 6. 38%¥
D (Level of Defeat) 08.37 2 54.19 12, 55%kx
T (Trials) .79 2 .40 - |
N 28.29 2 1415  3.28%
N at D, 7.52 752 -
N at D, 48.00 - | 48.00 T 11. 128
Nat byt 34 | 34 i}
NT ) .62 2 .81 -
DT - .46 4 .36 -
S. (NP) . 181.37 42 4.32 -
NDT . 12.21 g 3.05 1.70
ST (ND)Y ; 151,24 84 (.80 -
* p<,05
% p<,025

3¢ p<'OI,



APPENDIX C2
Anav‘t‘ysis of Subjects' Ratings of Normativeness of Attack
* Source of. yariatien ss df MS F
. N (Normativeness) 27.00 | .» 27.00 1, 3a%*
D (Defeat) \ 6.13 ’ 2 3.06 .28
ND _ 12.12 2 6.06 © 2,54
S (ND) - 99,00 42 . 2.38
** pe, 0l

N



APPENDIX C3

Auwlysis of Subjects' Ratings of Their Performance in
' Relation to Their Opponent

Source of Variation sS df MS i
N (Normativeness) .21 1 .21 -
D (Defeat) 144 .88 2 72.44 112.16%*
ND ‘ ' .79 2 .40 -
S (ND) ‘ E 27.12 42 .65
** p<.001

]
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APPEND 1/ C5

, . . s mement e Capabloncos
f jecT Rat . of Tho Opponent s Lapabic
Analysis of Subjec o' wavtings of Thoir oppor ,

"“""‘"—~_~—4-*‘"”—*“*ﬂ4“"”‘_"'”—W':::ffhff‘ff—f':if:h
o — s = — e
i B 145 =
Source of Variat.ion S agi
U e
i oz (.02 -
N {Normativeness) | .0O7% i
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s
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e
o
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N
W
O
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o
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; 7 Lty —

£ ND .19
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5N 54.652 ] .V
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APPENDIX C6

‘Analysis of Subjects' Ratings of Their Opponents' Intentions

Source of Variation - SS daf MS F
M (Normativeness) . .83 i .83 -
D (Defeat) ’ 71.17 2 35.58 10.77%%
ND ' .67 2 .33 -
S (ND) ' 138.75 18 3.31 ,
fo e p<.01
/
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Analysis of Subjects' Ratings of the Deqree to Which They FelTt
Themselves to be The Cause of the Aftack

Source of Variation sS af MS F
N (Normativeness) 12.00 | 12.00 3.66%
D (Defeat)’ 9.88 2 4.94 .51
ND ' .63 2 .81 -

S (ND) 137.75 42 " 3.48

¥ p< 10




\PPENDIX C8

Analysis of SubjJects' watings of Justification for the Attack

Source of Variation SS df MS F
N (Normativeness) .83 | .83 -
D (Nefeat) . 15,04 2 7.52 5.14%
ND - : 10,04 2 C5.02 3.43%
S O(ND) - ' 61,50 472 [.46
T % pel05 i :
P ‘(‘f:"\
[




Analysis of SubJects' Ratings of Appropriateness
for Shocking Thejr Opponent

APPENDIX C9

78

Source of Variation "SS df MS F

N (Normativeness) 1.02 I .02 -

D (Defeat) 12.54 2 6,27 5.80%

ND .54 2 W27 -
“oe s (ND) £9.737 4 1.65 -

* p<.05
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APPEND IX DI

Analysis of Direct Physical Aggression (intensity of Shock)
as a Function of the Foreseseabillty of Attack and Level of Defeat

Source of Varlation

sS dt- Ms s
F (Foresee biiity) o | .56 -
D (Defeat) 30.06 2 o 3. 71%%
T (Trials) 4.06 2 2.03
vFD 21.17 2 10.38 . 2.61%
FetD, .69 | .69 -
Fat D, 36.Q8 | 30.08 7.0p#E
Fat ng 2.52 | 2.52 -
FT 8.00 2 4.00 Loz
oT 20.40 ‘ 5.0 2,45
S5 (FD) 170,04 42 4.05
DT .50 4 |
ST (FD) 174,57 4 2,08
©on<, [
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APPENDIX D2

Apalysis of Subjects' Patings of Thelr Opponent's Knowledge of Thé
Correspondence Betwsen the Different Switches and
the Different Levels of Noise N

Source of Variation 55 df 1S F

F (Foreseeability) 247,52 | 247.52 BV AL:
" D (Defeat) 3.17 2 |.58 | 49

FD - 1,19 2 .58 -

S (FDY - 44,62 42 [.06

It p<. 001
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APPENDIX D3

Analysls of Subjects' Ratings of Own Performance : S
Source of Variatic SS df AP F
F (Foreseeabil ity) .83 L A3 -
D (Defeat) 142.04 2 71.02° 94, 70%%
FD .42 2 21 -
, (FD) 31.50 4 75
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Analysis of Subjects’ Ratings of Frustration

Source of Variation SS df MS F

F (Foreseeabil ity) .69 1 1,69 -

D (Defeat) - 57.79 2 28.90 9,40%*

FD 2.57 2 .19 -

5 (FD) 2012 42 5,07

3 P<-O| .
LK,«
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Analysis of Subjects' Ratings of Opponent's Aggressiveness

Source of Variation 55

df 13

F (Foresceability) 3,00

" (Dafeat) : 16.88

FD 3

S (FD) 37.00

*op<.05

42 2.

44
.06

.07
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APPENDIX D6

Analysis of Subjeé+s' Ratings of

Opponent's Competitivenass

Source of Variation 55 di : r

F. (Foreseeabil Ity) 52 { .52 -

D (Defeat) 47.37 2 23.69 L. 6on%
D {.79 2 .90 -

S (FD} 85.12 42 2.03

% pe 0
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. : APPENDIX D7

Analysis of Subjects' Summed Ratings of Opponent!'s Thoughtfulness,
Accoptingnass, Fairness, and Reascnablencos

Source i gt jon . 5S “df MS

F (For - oility) . ~ 24.08 R 24.08 | .71
n ) 77.04 _ o 33,52 2. 74%
D - ' . 4.29 2 2.15

S (FD) : 590,49 42 14,06

*op<t0

-.
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APPENDIX D8

Analysis of Subjects! Ratinge of Opponent' Intention

Sourcae of Variation 5SS ‘ df MS f-

Fo(Foreseeability) - .33 o I,

D (Defeat) 6. 17 o

o O(FD) , g7.00 a4z 207
-
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. APPENDIX D9

.

e

- ' Analysis of Subjets! Ratings of Own Anger

) ' - . :
f‘:“ . R

Source of Variation . §% - df MS F

F (Foreseeabl | i+y) 3.52 ] 3.52 2.12

N (Defeat) 18.17 2 9.08 © 5, 4g%x

[ e |2 5.08 3.07%

S (FD) 69.62 42 .66

# peto

*¥ p<;05 o
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APPENDIX U110

. Ané]ysis of Subjects' Ratings of Justificatlion for The Attack

L
‘ ~ AR
Source of Variation, Loss o ar T ws /) oF
- . . Y I
Ry
F (Foresesabi | ity)’ o 30 300 Pl
D (Defeat) 18.50 .2 9,25  B.05%*
D | 0350 2 15 .52
S (FD) a8 a2 1S
* 3 p<.dl_
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A -

Sourcs of Va:}ffion

SS - d¢t CMS FQ
F (Foreseeapri+y> 6.02 | 6.02 2.87%
D (Defeat) ‘ 16.63 - 2 8.3 3, Q6%
=) .54 2 .77 -
S (FD) 88.12 42 2.10
* p<.10

CxX 5e 05



