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subject sggressiveness..

.

were inter—participant task strstegies (co—operstive‘ competitiVe,

and competitive-sggressive). tssk outcome (win or lose), and

of the three pnédeding variables constituted twelve treatment

. .
Ve
/J—L
.-

groups.

In the vicsrious participstio& cstEgory. the independent

and competitive-aggressive), snd subject sr‘&sal fsngered or nou--

angered)

/

[y

L

y ."

In the direct participation category. the independent vsrilbles

I

The verious combinations of the two preceding vsrisbles

‘..’

./

LI

3

«
b

"
g

!

produced six treatment groups.

Ten different high school.hoys wers,rsadomly assigned to: esch

of the eighteen treatment groups snd exposed to their respective

'
i

experimental,menipulations.

Subject aggression scores in both the pretest snd post test v

Buss-Durkee Questionnaire.

acipmplice likesbility wss sscertained in the post experiment

°

T8

&,‘L

s

'subject arohsal (sngered or- non-sngered)

I3

/

The vsrious combinations ;

i

ty

‘ variables were task strstegy vi‘.ed (do—operstive, competitivb,

e. -

‘ \
‘of direct and;ﬂicerioui?petticipatiOn in physthol lktivity on +.

. //
conditions were obtained by use of the Aggression Hachine and the

As an sdditional measure, subject-

W
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]

B

\
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‘qen ly different,

*

K The data °b“1“°’d'f‘°“ the present study 'aupported'-"the

hypothesee that taek etrategy and teek outcOme wbuld eigqifidantly

effect the amqunt of elicited aggrelsion in:tthe direct patticine-

1* tion categoty» No oupportiVe evidence was ' found for the

Expothedized difference between angered and non-engered arousal

oohditions. Subject likeability was. significantly e!!ected by

R

taek stretegyAand subject aroueal.

% "’"Zh "

In the vicarious participation category, the etretegy of

¥

B phycicai aceivity viewed yielded significant differences, J!L

category. -

-

hypothesized, in termo of elicited aggreeeivenese.
"l .

Once again,

" the hypothesized difference between angered and non—angered

' subjeLt arousal conditions vas not supported in the present etudy.

Only subject arousal was found to exert a significant influence on

x", g

* eubject-hEEdﬁﬁlice likeability in- the vicaribus piTticipafion X
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¢ Man has more than a detached, scholarly interest
in aggression. His difficult¥y in living harmoniously.
with natute and with his fellow man now tHreatens all
forms of life, and his own future may depend on his

‘illty tQ understand and control aggressive behavior
(Johnson, 1972 1)
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CHAPTER I

T e, B

INTRODUFTEON

o Bty T e 0 - . . .
Sport permeates any number of levels of con-
temporary society, and it touches ubon and deeply
influences such disparate elements as gtatus, race
"relations, business life, gutomotiwve design,
clothing styles, the concept of the hero, language,
«and ethical values. For better or worse, it gives
" much form and substancé to much in American life

(Boyle,”R., cited in Kenyon, 1969:3-4)

v -

In considering the preceding quote;_Kehyon has argued that

the magnitude"of’sport in’ the Western world*juétifies its considelra-
tion as a social institution. Any phenohendw‘enSOying this degfee
qf popular support sh0u1d-bé closely analysed in an .attempt. to i
establish the gff?cts og Ai;éqtvﬁr vicarious participation on the
participant and Spectator ihvalved. In actual %acg, howeyerJ

lit;le rggearch Has attempteé to analyse the role of sport or

ph&sical activity in the aéqafsition and modification of.participant

and spectator behavidr.

. - . . - {
-

Over the years, sports have beeh endorsed. and encouraged in )

'our.sdtiety based on the intuitive assumption that they possess a

"character building" quality. Some unique feature was attributed -
! o .
solely to sports which set them apart from other forms of societal

!

behavior.
-

The origin of this character building viewpoint 'likely stems

‘ |
from the popular theory of catﬂarsis, first formulated by Aristotle



et

-

. found an outlet in the sexual act.

in his theory of tragedy. Aristotle: believed emotions could be
\ [
purified by viewing stage peffoxmances. According to the adherents

of this theory, aggressive behavior”may be ' purged",by either \

directly engaging in an aggressive act, or merely viewing one og\
by .

the same. 'Freud's‘(cited in Strgchey, 1959) view of catharsis

'entails the performance of the sexusl act, thereby releasing

Cema

: X
tensions This " theory follows a hydraulic scheme, whereby tension

(Ll
B

]
rises, tggn displeasure increases ‘until this libidinsl energy

.
NS A

A

The theory of'catharsis was soon to 'be trsnsferred into the
sporting milieu.4 Sporé was attriouted a character building
quality by means of catharsis (i.e. aggressiveness would be purged)
Several researchers’ thus saw sport as an instrument by which

aggression may be released (Brill, 1929;‘Gardner, 1952; Garthuand

Mills, 1961; kluckhohn, 1968 Lorenz, 1963 Menninger, 1948 Simmel

1955 Stokes, 1958; and Storr, 1968) . i

The belief that sport decreases aggressive behavior in the
R ' ’

participant or spectator, 'howevqr, has  come under considerable

attack. Berkowitz 1962: 204), in discussing the effect of sport on

: Ty .
aggressiveness, suns up as fOIIOWs. : . .

3
~++. research suggegts that competition is

more likely“to enhance than to decrease the
strength of an individuals aggressive

‘,\\\\$\< inclimations. e

Skinner,(l953:374) agrees: i
. |

&
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Tt is also a tenable hypothesis that o
compdtitive sports generate rather than o

. relieve aggressive tendencies.
LT =e

\

"In _summary, this aggression-redrcing effect of sport is \
characterized by a lack of experimental support. The same status‘
also holds for the theory of cﬁthatsis itself Extensive reviews
‘of the literature have been made by Berkowitz (1958 1962) ;uss .
(1961), McNeil (1959), and Geen, Stonner, and Shoppe (1975), ‘and

as Berkowitz (1965:196) states: '"qualitative research has not been

”,

[y
™

consistently kind to the cathars;p hypothesis".\ In spite of the
large number of studies investigating catharsis, there have been
"few studies dealimg sPecifically with the effect of sports and/or’
physicallactivitylon'participant/spectator aggressiveness.. The'™”

studies which have been dene to date‘appear‘inconsistent.

q'." g |

Studies by Husman (1955), and. Stone (1950) have indicated o

‘»—" . e ] §

that direct participation in sports re5uIts in lessened participant

aggressiveness. Ryan (1970) found the opposite effect ‘ In regard

. to-the viewing of sports, Mann (1974 43) suggests that "following

defeat, fans of the{losing team react in a manner which fune ons

to protect the teams standing and by exfensibnytheir own.feelings;f\\> -

-ofvpride".{ Similar results were found by Hastorf and Hadley - ‘ ;\\\\\
(195& 133), who sum up as follows: "In brief, the data here
indicate that there is no such thing as:a game existing 'out thére"
in its own right which people merely observe'". Both of the |

‘preceding studi s would indicate a need for a study examining the
effect of viewing sports on thé spectators. Hartmadn (1969),

Turner (1970), Goldstein and Arms (1971), Berkowitz and Alioto
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(1973), and Leith- (1973) have found that the viewing ofraggressive

sports results in incre_sed spectstor_sggressiveaess-——&ingsmore——*_--

(1970), and Eastwood (1974) report an opposite effect. Several

i
reasons may be responsible for this inconsistency of results.

Most of the studies cited deal with real-life situations. Along U
these lines, both Berkgwitz (1962) an( Ryan (1970) feel that

%
adequate control is not possible in this type of setting.‘ This

view may be summed up as follows. '... such life-like conditions
| 4

generally do not provide the degree of. control necessary for -

\
‘adequate tests of the catharsis hypothesis, and we will hawve to
I

. resort to formal laboratory experiments for more - definitive

infdrmation" (Berkowitz, ;ﬂbZ 203)

e
.

Another-major problem is”thgt inVestigations-of the ~catharsis

hypothesis have not always differentiated beﬂ'een instigation to "
aggression arising from frustration (i e. anger), and an individual s
| customary level of aggressiveness. In: other words, althoug?,an

immediate frustration-elicited hostility may be lessened, it seers -

LS

.unlikely that sport or‘physical activity has sthe potential to

’ eliminate aggressive habits which have been acquired over many

years of the individual 8 existence. This important distinction .

I o , . o :
has not been taken.intoéggzount in previous research. For this
I (
L
,reason, an experiment is needed to examine the effect of physical

X3

: activity pn. aggressiveness as it pertai’ to an immediate state or

‘a more general underlying predisposition.

Another important consideration which has been.consistently

overlooked isvthat regarding outcome of participation in the »
. « , , _

[
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physiabl adtivity, or the viewing of 3£:h ;P event.\ Rygn (19;9),.

7&);‘1ﬁﬁrtf"

v» "olkamer—{l9%¥}grﬁefebvre“and—Fasser*

. aggressiveneii

haVe examined the relationship between winning’ér lo ipg butcomes

’ v
S 6on elicited subJect'aggtessivegess. Only- Ryan 8 (1970). study .

! E! $

involved a labokatpry setting é;en so,,the summed % sults of the
Jl

preceding studies are conttadictory at best. Golﬂstei and Arms

s

(1971) have fncluded outcome as a factor worthy of cons deration in

o 4‘“’)" !
eficited aggressiveness. hs it g'rtains to viewing participants in
LY ;

the sporting milieu. In the latter - qtudy, increased aggre%siveness

o was f0und in the fans of both the winning’and losing teamd Inl

view of the afonementioned-studies, regsearch 1s.definitely needed s
t% ascertain the effect of participation outcome on- sybject

aggressiveness ‘and its relationship to the type of activity engaged

;/’

in, and the participant 8 level of atousalf

. o . ) A sy , l \ A “‘:\. I . ‘
A fLinal major criticism is that previous.research;has,>to a

large extent, neglected thefrelationship between type of activity -

resultant aggressiveness. More specifically, the role of -

petition has been overlooked in favor of the aggressive model

‘t eory. This appears to be an oversigh‘lin view of the research

R

—

done hy Berkowitz (1962), Deutch (1949), Dunn and Goldman (1966), '

‘Haﬂhahd and.Goldman, (1961), Sherif (1966), and Sherif and. Sherif

Lo -~

IS

“(1953), rgg:rding co—operiiipn and competition. Each of these and

P \ v

s*the fact that no study_has been_found attempting

;t

'J.hg up on this point, there is an obvious needv

i

ETQIT T T
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to examine the relationship between to~operative, competitive, and
L]

competitive-aggressive phyeicel activity strategies with elicited

subject aggressiveness.

) : ) //

From the preceding information, ‘the following questions arise.

A1, What effect has ‘the ‘type of physical activity on participant\
' aggressiveness7

’

2. What effect has winning of losing at a phyqical activity ‘on
;. participant aggressiveness’

"3, If physical activity (direct or vicarious) does have the .

potential to decrease subject aggressiveness, is it limited te”

‘an immediate angered. state or rather a mOre general underlying

predisposition?

4.  What effect has the type of physical activity viewed on
participant aggressiveness? _ .
‘ I ‘ . : .
The present study is an attempt to answer these questions, and

ultimately arrive at a comprehensive and empirically based under-

! ) '

standing of the effect of physical activity on participant and

\
spectator aggressiveness

o ' - - 4 . e
. " ' ‘ 4 .' s
. Il. THE PROBLI-;M ‘.

\
‘The purposes of this study are\

-

1. To examine the relationship of co—operative, qompetitive, and
competitive-aggressive‘game strategies to elicited participant

ol‘ | and spectator’_»aggre\ss‘iveness. ) - " oo
T2, To examine‘the effect of both direct and vicarious partici—
pation in a physical activity on subject aggressiveness. v
3. ) To éxamine the effect of participation outcome to elicited

& . subject aggressiveness. ,



To examine the effect of subject arousal .state to elicited

aggressiveness in the participant and spectator: More
specifically, “to exemine~the effect of physical activity éh
subject aggressiveness as it relates‘to an immediate angered
state as well as a more general level‘of\trait'aggressiveness.

To\obtain a more comprehensive, empirically based understanding

[

of the relationship between physical activity and aggressive—

ness in the participant and the spectator.

To test the follow1ng hypotheses:

a) No significant dﬂfference in aggressiveness ‘will be
experienced by tWe co-operative treatment group.
b) That competitive/and competitive—aggressive treatment
"\ conditions will ctually result in an increaseyin
measured aggresgiveness, with the latter condition
displaying the argest increase of the two. .

¢) That subjects in the angered arousal condition 'will -

display a greater. decrease. in subject aggressiveness

. than those individuals in the non-angered condition
(in both the diyect and vicarious categories).

\ J
d) ,That a losing outcome will be accompanied by a
significantly greater amount of subject aggressiveness
-than a winning outcome.

o

@) That the viewing of a competitive-aggreséive physical
activity will result in a significant increase in
sub ject aggressiveniess, as compared to co-operative ,
or competitive physjcal activ1ty films.

f) That no group will e perience a significant decrease
-in subject aggressiv ness as a result of their



%

III. TIMPORTANCE OF 'THE STUDY

.

What effect has direct or vicarious participation in physical |

activity onﬁfubsequent aggressiveness?

1

‘What effect has winning or losing on'pérticipant aggressiveness?
What effect has the type of arousal pt}or to engagement in physical
activity on resultant  aggressiveness? More.specifically; does,

engagement in physical activity have any effect on a participant's

general aggressiveness, or is it restricted to a more or less
immediate angered state?
Do different types of physical activity (i.e. co-operative,

competitive, or competitive-aggreﬁsive)‘have different aggression-

+
B

inducing effects?

y

Are physical activities ihdeed’ cathartic, or do some actually tend
. 1 _ :

“to increase participant aggressiveness? g

) These are some of.ghe questioﬁg thch must ultima;ely be
answered if we are truly concerned with the effect of'bhysical
aétivity on the participant or,speétatorvinvplved. We have too long
perpetuated lié—service tega’glng:the valdé to physical_activicy;;Q
the participant. The.time has now come to add or deletevexpefiﬁentay

support to the cIaim’thét physical accivify has a major function of

providing & cathartic release of subjec; aggressiveness.

The present study is an attempt in this regard.



1V, DEFINITION OF TERMS . .

©

Catharsis. Catharsis refers to the assumption "that either vicarious

: participation in, or ‘the direct expression of, aggressive
behavior serves to discharge 'pent-up' energies and emotians,
and thereby to reduce, at least temporarily, the incidence of

aggressive behavior" (Bandﬁra. 1969:159). N

Goal Aggression. Goal aggression is defined as any attempt to harm

a person or object by physical, verbal, or symbolic means.
Aggression {n this sense, is performed as an end in itself.
Goal aggression has also been referred to as drive-mediated
aggression, or hostile aggression, by Feshbagh (1970).

Instrumental Aggression. Instrumental aggression is operationally
defined as those' aggressive acts performed in an attempt tg gain
an advantage (be it physical or psychological) over another

" individual. Instrumental aggression is performed as a means

g

towards an end, and not as af end in itself.

. 'y . . )
Inter-Participant Co-operative Physical Activity. . o
~ "An inter-participant co-operative physical activity 1s defined
as a non-zero suff contest. In this category, participation
does not result in a winner or a loser in regard to the
* participants, rather both individuals either win or lose
together. An arbitrary criterion score was used as the basis
of success ‘or failure of the participants. - '

Inter-Participant Cogpetitive Physical Activity. i
An inter-participant competitive physical activity is one in
which an individual's success is determined by some characteris-

tic of his respon§a.iiqative to that of another individual.
v

\Inter—Participan; Competitive-Aggressive Physical Activity.
This type of activity is one in which the outcome of the
competition is determined by one's ability to use instrumental

© aggression t¢ attain the participation goal. - ' = a

R

|
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! . CHAPTER 11

Ty | : REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

o
. oo Any attempt at defining the etiology of aggression muét take
into account the fact that one is not dealing with a unitéry process.

Aggression is a multidimensional concept.,

As Johnson (1972:7) points out:
.\ |- . _

The difficulty in agreeing on a pyrecise and .
accuratk definition ofdaggressidnﬁmay reveal
something aboyt ‘its nature. Perhaps the

. inability to settle on a unitary definition
indicates that we are not dealing with a

A . - unitary process, or a single set of antecedents

or consequents.

-~

In cognizance of this multidimensional concept of aggression, .
Chapter 11 willoprovide a summary of the major’ theories of

aggtession that have evolved to date.

|

Instinct Theory : e

-Before discussing the best knoww representatives of the
instinctivistic theory, a coﬁmon feature may be delineated ~ the

concept of the instinctivistic model in mechanistic~hydraulic terms.

McDougall (1913) believed that energy was held back by
"sluice gates", which eventuaily.would bubble over under certain
codditions. Later, McDougall (1923)_§otmulated.an analogy in

which each instinct was bictured as a chamber in which gas is

. . . i .
3 ' : ) 10 - \'.
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.:drives were considered innate, it was believed ‘that thé

g- <@ ]
PR 2 11
) A
B -
T congtantly liberated. e

&51Mar1y. Lorenx ﬂlQSO)'vﬁthwsht of instinctive energy as a

laquid in a reservoir thlt can discharge through a apring loaded
g 0
valve at the bottom. While the mechmistic-»hydrauuc elegent is

commen '¥¥ the preceding theoril(s. the manner in which this energy
becomes liberated is not’ met with common conseﬁeua.

*. | * ' . . .
Finally, Freud (I959) has postulated thac man has two basic
=

1nstincts. Oneis ‘fe greserving {eros), while che othier hes w

been :emed the death instinct (t;hana:os) Altho-.;sh agsv%ssi.ve

' <

proper R

resolution of the Oedipus Complex would result in ghe ndcessaty

-

L ¥

inhibitions for peaceful living.

Ethplogicél Theory

Lorenz (1963) presents an interesting ethological point of

‘view. He believéa that: man 's main proglem with aggression has

® .
stemmed from his heing an}omnivorous

reature. Camivomus enimls
were fofced to develop inhibitions gaimt killing members of their
. N g,

own spécies, since they possesaedftke natural weapoﬁs capable of

/

. causing species extinction. Had, being basically harmless !
i -

T
&

‘structurally, did,aot develop these controls.

© Ac .

K] .
Tinbergen (1968). feels that man is still territorial by nature.
He believes that a hi.gher population density now shmld lead only
W more “threats", not more actual fighting. He believes this

'upsetting of the balance between aggression and fear is caused by



s s !

cowqtdice brainvuhing" ”n well as mans' ability to unkc md ua'\
, ¥

kill&ng tools, npqcial'ly‘ long-range ones. -He feels oué oply

solut&on ie to .purouc thl biological ltudy of aninlc in an’ attempt

i

.4,

to gain more. tnuight into hu'man behavior.

‘Fy:eé man et al. J0) suppov Loren: 8 view. They -conténd

that since fish will attack any available target when the original

threatening fish 1is teﬁnved this provides evidence that snimals '
. . . {
; 3
low on the phylogenetic scale do have some degreé of instinct
aggression. . & ) ‘ .‘
' . - A A ’ . h . . ‘ ////
Tiger (1969: 167) presents yet another apptonch, u.crting :bt 4.
human aggression is partly a function of ghe importancé that _
« e " H » [ :'
hunting used to play in human ‘evolution. - “‘ep :?g v
7 . &, (
Pethaps violence occurs in human relationships ,
becnuse profound confusions develop between B .
. killin.:.ptople and killing animals. The .
v, &ﬁﬁ%process is the reverse of anthrepouorphism.'. - ® )
s - ® T

b

Tiger also belieyésvthat agg:eésion resuitsﬁlfrom the human buding

- - process. He¢ reasons that 'sl'ncefmleé\ aré prone to bond, and male

:5onds are prone to aggress, agghésion is a predictable feature of

human groups of males.

In .sumnary,'inséinct and ethological théories of aggression
have. received much attention and publjicity. Montagu (1968),

however, points out the fact that these dpproaches are characterized

by copious limitations. fisltst of all, they display a-vgen:eral lack
of methodological rigor. Secondly, they are characterized ‘b‘y

unwiarranted inductive leaps from animals lower on the phyl-ogenetic

'

N 4
%

[~

‘"

i
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scale to man. Instinct theories also offer a very narrow conception

’

of learning ‘principles.

Scott (1970:13) providgé additional support for tﬁe p,eceding

»

criticism: .

N—

Animals ... tight in the situations in which
, they have been trained to fight, and are
Y peaceful in those in which they have been
trained to be peacetul,

He concludes that sincé some animals can learn to control harmful

of basic 1earning‘principles, and hence cannot be entirely

instinctive.

~

Finally, instinct theories do not take into account individual

3

differchces in the overt expression of aggressive behavior. Some

-

individuals are better able to control their aggressive impulses
Y

than others. [f aggression was truly instinctive, one would expect
that'aégreséive_behavior would be relatively constant fgom one
‘individual tec another. Since this is not the case, it must be
concludegd th;f'additional fackwrs haﬁe an effect én the.e}icitatioﬁ

of aggressive behavior.

1
* .

Q

Frusfration-Aégression Hypothegis

One of the most popularf%heories of aggression was provided
by Dollard et al. (1939). These individuals postulated that
aggression is always a consequence of frustration. This statement

was misinterpreted-by many to mean that ftustration alw?ys leads to

%

X

[

.
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overt aggreésion; This misinterpretation, as well as the'conflihtJ
; ‘ 23 .
ing evidence cited below resulted in a basic ‘gévision, with the

premise now’reading:

e}

Frustration produced ing&}gations to a number
of .different types of resanses, one of which
. is an instigation to aggredsion (Miller, 1941:337).

.(rd “ . ‘ - :
The authors thus conclyded that althbugh frustration doesn't always .

: . . L
lead\te aggression, aggression is always caused by frustration.

3

Over the past three and one-half decades, the frustration—gggressian
hypothesis has come under attack by several researchers. Buss (1961)
N —_—

/j%s -argued that frustration is not the only cause of instigation to

aggression. He hak demonstrated that'attack has a similar effect. !

~
-

Berkgyitz (1962) claims that both the original and revised frustra;-

{

“tion-a gre551on hypothesis are. far too sweeplng in view of the fact
4

.

that experimental evidence shows that frustration does not always

'lead to aggression.

Scherer, Abeles, and Fischer (1975), in a book of readings,

have pointed out that the definition of'ﬁ(ystra;ion is so.vague as-

n

.to be almost synonymous with "aversive experience'. This leads ‘to

-, . X ‘. // .
the problem of a.difficult differentiation between frustration-
induced and instrumental aggression.//ﬂW\J .

{

~

Berkowitz (1968) has suggested that three major revisions are
. : v

.necessary in the‘frustration—aggression\hypothesis. a

1) A frustration arouses an’ emotional state, anger, that creates

-

only a readiness for aggressive acts. This emotionalggtate

|
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| qr‘ o "also increases the strength of any ongoiné response whether '

it is éggressive or not;

| .

2) Aggressive responses do not occur, even given this readiness,

ufiless suitable cues are present (stimuli associated with the

preseht or previous anger instigation (Berkowitz, 1974:165-176);

I
previously acquired aggressive habits. These habits caﬁ likely {

f :

be formed without the learner being frustrated. T
: i ,

,;——~T> 3) . Suitable cues may lead to aggressive behavior by arousing

Y

e Althbugh the frustration-aggression hypothesis has been among
the most popular theories of aggression, the prece?ing criticisms
and revisions lessen our confidence 1n‘ekplaining a%i aggression

solely by this method. 9 ¢
| . ' i
' ]

Cultural Theory

' . / L : )
- : If aggressio§§:asAits roots solely in individual processes,

-'fhen we cou}d expect the léve} of aggréssuon to be .relatively

constant from one society to ahother. Récent evideénce, however,
Y Hl A . . ' :
A

I does not support this theory.

,
! . i . .
i, . . oot i

Whitty Gordon, and HofI®y (1972) have provided evidence indi-

o . . . : o ¥
‘cating that nations vary greatly in their capacity for displaying
violent aggression. 'Alland (1972) provides additional evidence in

his study on the Semai Tribe;of'Malaya.A‘His reseafch,indicates

b o LR .

that murder is.non-existent in the Malayan culture. He attributes
: o

this phenomenon to the faé{ that youngsters'are never physically

punished.' Since rarely see any form of violence, aggressive

modeling cannot occur.

J
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Bandura and-Walters (1963) state that there is considerable
evidence from cross cultural studies indicating that social class
and ethnic differences play a major role in the acquisition.of -
aggress{ve hehavior. They state that the Pmount of overt aggression

appears to be a'function of the extent to which that particular

- social group encourages aggression. This view is supported by

studies conducted by,Bateson (1936), and Eaton and Weil (1955).

.Bateson (19364) has‘indicated that in the head hunting Iatmul Tribe, .

A

~ the scalping of enemies is posimively reinforced by the status’ ’

‘resulting from the,act. In contrast, Eatbn and Weil (1955) report

that qmong the Hutterites, aggressive behavior is not sanctioned.
This society stresses pacifism ag an intrinsic value Concomitantly,
I “
this culture is characterized by a lack of overt societal aggression.
|
In summary:‘ . ; 4 i
I .
To say. that aggressive behavior is acquired and
j maintained through social learning processes is
not to deny .that it may have roots in biology .
or igdividual psychology, but merely that.
‘instances of violence may be best explained by
looking to saceietal and group values regarding
the use of violence, and the reflectjon of .

»-these values in socidlization pracfices .
: (Sheed 1969 8)

Parent¥Chil6/Rearing Practices

| : » . ‘
Aggressive children are often assumed to have been reared by

'aggressive‘parents This’ theory 1is best illustrated.by the old
. cliché ”1ike father, like son'". McCord et al. (1961), however,

‘have indicated that child rearing practices are far too complex to

_be classified in this manner._ They! argue thatvfewbparents would

~:'<..—_‘- e — [

\ e
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willingly nurture their:chfldren to be aggresaiVe."Johngon (1972)

supports this notion by maintaining that most parents believe they

' are doing what is-best for the child, even though their efforts may-

have the opposite effect

_ . \ . :
| | r | e
Feshbach (1971) explains this inconsistency between intent and

v l N . N N .

: outcone_by'maintainipg that the use of physical punishment is the

highest related;variable to the development of.an aggressive o
personality.‘ This theory is_supported-by_the'laboratory,findingsl
- of Buss (1961), who‘found that verbal pUniahnent‘maySelicit stronger
aggﬁeseive responses than wouldibe obtained hy merely frustrating'.
‘ ' : v
the s_ul-)j'ect_p5 | |

. \ I
R -

The relationship between child rearing practices and, the
: development of aggre551ve children ts further\illustrated by the

results of various correlational studies. Hoﬂfma§&(1960) Tound

I3

" that the overqSe of unqualified power and gevere d scipline tech—

.niques correlated significantly with the amount of expressed

f.

hostility towards other children. Siﬁilaq research by Bandura and
|

‘Walters"(l963) revealed that punitive fathers reared children with i
i
a greater tendency toward antisocial values Ehan thdse children

raised by nonpunftive diScipline‘techniques" These resulta aré
_ further supported by the work of Glueck and Glueck (1950), and >z
Bandura and Walte&s (1959)
1 . s l

. " _ . ' |
Although these studies do establish correlation between"child

rearing practices and aggressive behavior in the offspring, they

do not prove a causal relationship Although punishment may result
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i

in increas%dlaggnEssion, it may also be‘the\case that aggressive

children arelikely to be punished more‘dften. Indsummary the
S : : : . '

‘i£ollawing.representsia_listilnstAinmanyﬁpartieularuorder) ofwthose )

(R
)

i@ﬁildvrearing practieessﬁhgt highly correlated with aggressive

. L4 . b . ° X .
' personality traits (Glueck and Glueck, 1950; Bandura and Walters,

1959; Hoffman, 1960; Bandura and Walters, 1963):  °

l'd :
a) The use oprhysical punishment;
Jb) -Parental nermiasiveness‘in tne'expression of aggression;.
c) Parentalkeqnfliet; \ ’ |
?d) The nother's lowlesteemlof'the father;‘ | B
- e) Low demands'and‘expectations placed on the child by
his parents; ‘
£f) lncpnéistent diSci?line techniques. u
Mbdelingifneory ’ .

';Soc1a1 learning and modeling theory appears
to be especially relevant to human behavior
and in recent years it _has emerged as one
of, the most fruigful approaches to the social
psychology'of aggression (Johnson, 1972:147).

Theirble'of observationél learning in‘the achui@ition of

aggression has long been established. Research has indicated that"

-

‘both children and adults can acquire a wide variety of behavioral

<

patterns, emotional,reattions, and a number of attitudes through

1 .

H

exposure to modelsj(Larsen,ﬁ1968;4)r' Bandura, Rossﬂand.Ross,(1961)

have denonstrated that subjeCHS'showed.an intrease in imitétive'and

non—imitative aggressive behavior after witnessing -an aggressive

. \

- model.

t
Similar findings were provided by Bandura, Ross and Ross

i
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: the following manner-

A
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N

(1965M Baron (1971), Walters and Thomas (1963), Bryan and Schwartz
X

(1971), and’ Baudura and Huston (1961)

e e e e Y . e . , .
‘ Bandura (1965 ) attempts to define observational learning in :
: _ ..

- : ' - o ' ’A .

. .It is evident from informallobservstion that A\

"\ vicarious learning experiences and response - ,“j
guidance® procedures involving both symholic ‘
and live models: are utilized extensively, in

~ social learning to short-circuit the . !
acquisition process and to revent one-trial
extinction of the organism in potentially
dangerous situations , { ‘ .

,Use of the term symbolic refers to evidence by Bandura, Ross and

! [
Ross (1963a) which’ suggests that modeling behavior occurs to the

_same extent when presented on film .as when presented live. v
) \‘ \ - : ' ‘ .
Bandura and Mischel (1965) have further revealed observational -

i

learning to be equal in magnitude to live modeling when pmesented

v pictorially or ‘verbally. Especially worthy of note, however, is

! the observation that aggressive modeling does 'nat always result 1in

-/
aggression on the part of the viewer '

v , _ , R
v ' «The fact that watching aggression does not - - : ﬁﬁ
immediately instigate aggression does not '
_ ‘necessatily indicate that nothing was ~ .
\—#“ learned. The observer may retain what he. _ AT
" has learned from the model and. perform it ! S : !
- at some future time, perhaps the next time
he is angry (Hicks," 1965 99). '
\ I
: , . .

Hicks (1965) and’ Goranson (1970) support this view, stating that . :

N T

i
modeling influences can be retained for many months before being

expressed. in action. Evidencesalso suggests that the effect of" the



model depends upon their perceived social power, and the type of

i
i

reinforcemént they receive for the act (B ura, Ross and Ross, -

1963, “and Goranson, 1970) Freedman, Carlsmith and Sears (1970 114)

take a similar position, maintaining that "the more important)

¢

powerful, succeasful, and liked the model is, the more a child

'will imitate‘them.
) . .

‘Berkowitz (1965:301-329) has stated that the elieiting power

- of modeling stimuli is enhdnced by'the following four_eonditions:
. . 3 ( I .
v \ S o
kO . OV . . N

. ! ’
a) the observer is angered
b) the modeled aggression is socially justified

. * Rl
.. ¢c) the victin invites attack th%ough his prior association

" with aggression,

o d) the reinforcenent‘eontingencies for the aggressive act. -
: v _ o : _ ‘ 7 \
4, . ) ) ) ' -‘. . B ) . . *
In summary, modeling appears to play a major role in the
. ' ' o S :
acquisition of aggressive responses. However, according to Bandura

(1969), the degree and extent ofimodeled behavior will vary'elong-'!
S . o o !
‘the follbwdng'two:lines:

N ‘ a) .the individusl's attention to the'modeling cuee;

«i& i

. b): the individual's past experiences as they relate
to the given act. . _ S . ,

The Effect of Mass Media on Aggression
: — N - |
As Schramm, Lyle, and Parker, (1961) have pointed out, the
. : ' ) .
‘average child spends as-much time viewing television as he spends

“in school' This example serves to iIlustrate the status enjoyed

by television in the lives, of young children. Various reasons have



A

b e

t
been proposed in an attempt to\account for the individual's g
fascination with teleyieion;' ‘ i

¢

Maccoby (l954)»suggests that cniidren and adults watch tele-

0

-~ vision for the following reasons:

1) Television provides vicarious experiences free from real life

controls. The individual can thus identify with the filmed

-

t /,

transgressor'with no fear of the punishment that woqld,result

-

if the act.was real; ) T

2) Television serves as a distractor from regk{life problems;

-
“/

3) A fo"?of. wish-fulfillment is“prov_’i.&'éﬁ‘ by television viewing,

allowing the individual to act out in fantasy those responses

which could not be performed in the éeal lifg_setting

/’
o
'

z%échrémm et al. (1961) have proposed a.different‘set of reasons:

=

- 1) - It provides the individual with the passivevpleasure'ef being

‘entertained; - .- L e S |

Z)J/ It keeps people from beingrﬁnred;
f3)‘ Clqsely.related to number 2), is that teievisibn'serves a

social dtility.function; giding boys and gi}ls an excuse to

e . ‘4 . .
P . . 3

v enjoy each other's company;”

‘a1l ages prefer incidental to p ﬁgfseful,intentionai

learning, and ds a result, turn to television as an educational
source.

atever reason for this tremendous televisiqn appeal, it can safely
¢ concluded tHat for the majority of péopie, the television screen

\ . N
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has become a second reality. Maccoby (1957) has suggested that
thls excessive television viewing can have two possible effects . on
the child, or adu]U. First of all, 1t may act indirsgtly, in a

E.. » negative fashion, by taking the iqjividual away from other
‘activities. Secondly, a direct learmning effect‘iS'possible. fhe

o " latter instance fs a\major concern of this paper.

nrr'

_ One of the most amazing findings that has come t G! the

[

,extensive research on children and pictorial media (T V and movies)

*

‘is the tremendous amount of incidental learning that takes place.
Holaday and Stoddard (1933) were among the first to investigate
‘this phenomenon. These researchers showed seventeen commercial
films to children of different age \groups. Among the most imporgant

findings was the large amount of incidentaf learning that occurred
as a result of viewing the film. Moreover, when the subjects were

!

retested three months later, approximately ninety percent of the
recorded facts were recalled. Similar results were obtained in a

later study by Hale, Miller, and Stevenson, (1968). In this study,
. \ S
an attempt was made to establish the amount of learning that

.6CCUrred as it applied to incidental, non central details. Once
again, the results'supported‘the eariier findings of Holaday and

Stoddard (1933).

‘ ] Schramm (1972:16) sums up this,situation as follows:

There can be no doubt, in any case that children
. learn a great deal from movies. They learn facts,
! roles, fashions, customs, what to expect of other
. - T people and of situations in which they are likely
o "+ to find themselves. The& learn attitudes and
“values. They learn no more than adults-from a
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given film but the experience comes to them
in the years when they are filling their store-
<~ -houses with the-maps of the world -ard the T
‘ guldes to conduct that will lead them through
. adult life. ‘

With thf; in mind, attention will now be turned to the experimental

research dealing with the effect of filmed aggression on resultant

. t N
behavior patterns in the viewer. s ‘

|
Referefice was made earlier q. the ‘fact that research by Bandura,

Ross and Ross (196f) 1nd1¢£ted that exposure to aggressive, live
models resulted in increased imitative and non—imitative aggtessive-»!

ness on the part of the ‘kindergarten sample tested The same effect
i

has also been qbserved to occur when the aggressive model is'

presented on film (Bandura, Ross and Ross, 1963a; Mussen and
Rutherford, 1961;'Thomas and Tell).. Mussen and Rutherford (1961)
v \

found that children were more likely to say aggressive things after

,viewing an aggress1ve cartoon film. .These results were further

i

supported by Bandura, Ross and Ross (1963a), and Thomas and Tell

‘fl974). In the former study, one group of subjects were exposed to

real life aggressive models. A second group observed the same

: models,presented on film. A third group witnessed a film depicting

an aggressive cartoon character A\fourth group served as a
control, witnessing no aggression. The results indicated that
those subJects who viewed the aggressive human and cartoon models

on film displayed twice as much aggression as did those in a control

/

group. Thomas and Tell (1974) found that although real models _

T

resulted in more aggression than fantasy models, both were

responsible for a learned aggression effect.” Additional evidence by .

R

e~
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°

'

'

Bryan and Schwartz (1971)' and Lovaas (1961),° lends further support
SRR e

to‘fhe notfon Chat the viewing of aggressive, animated cartoone

|
leads to increased aggressive yehavior on the part of the observer.

[

-
'

Similarly, Walters and Thomas (1963) prepented-ﬁ film displaying

a knife fight to a selected audience. Before the film, each subject
- -
was given tﬁe opportunity to administer electxii shocks to a

1

confederage. The film was then}shown, followed by another oppor-

tunity to shock the’ confede;ate. The results of'che study indicated
tha; after vdewing,the'aggressive film, the subjects administered

longer and stronger shocks. °

'
-

It is tempting to interpret the preceding studies as Suggestive

a

of the fact thdt pictorial mass media, especially telev#uion, ‘may

L

serve as- an important socializing’ ag\at in the aCQUisiﬁion of

aggressive.behavior. This viewpoint would _be consistent with the

‘recent research of Kniveton (1974),: Thomas and Tell '(1974), Geen yi ,A

v

and Stqnner (1974), Diener Dineen, Endresen, Beaman, and fraser c'¥
(1975), Geen (1975), and Harris and Samerotte (1975) On the other-

| hand Noble (1975) has found that stylized aggression may lead to |
a reduction of aggressiveness in children. . : hEN

i
» . o

Eron, Huesmann Letkowitz, and Walder (1972: 26”) sum up the

available research as follows:

. The weight of evidence from this study when
coupled with previous kaboratory'studies
supports the theory that during a critical |
period in a boy's development, regular 'view-

- ing and liking of violent television leads
to the formation of a more aggressive life
style. : , ‘

> i : - ) . . .- \‘J\
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Although the giecéding quote- enjoys tremendous support from

“avallable literature, it also’tenda to oversimplifv the effect of

filmed aggression on tns viewer. Vsrions qfher factors nave been
found to be responsible for determiningﬁthe ultimate effect of
media violence on the’spectator. Doob and Climie (1972) have
demonstrated that the most aggression is elicited in the immediate.
measurement cond&tion Given a perjod of delay befote measutement,
the amount  of aggression displayed is significantly Iowerithsnlin‘
the immediate measurement condition. They explain.this drop by a
lowared state of atousal in’ the subJect, resulﬂ&ng from the delay
before measurement. Altnough a.decreasE’was found in aggressive
behavior after a temporal delay,.it wi' also obsetved that this

delay did not eliminate all of the aggressiveness resulting from

the filmed violence." This study, then, would indicate some degree
. N ' A

of'retention from the witnessed film. This retention would be

l © '

expected in view of the previously mentioned work by Hicks (!‘65),

and Goranson (1970), indicating that modeled be avior may be
i
retained for many months. -~

Bandura (1965) has sﬁggested that the model's teinforcement _
contingenciss have “a significant influence on the acquisition of

imitative aggressive responses 1f the model receives positive
- ]
reinforcement, then the viewer is much more likely to imitate his

behaviox than if he receiyes punishment, or any form of negative

reinforcement, However, the author indicates that the same amnount

~ :
of 1earning occurs. in each case, sinqe»fhe introduction of positive
l

incentives ~completely eliminates any’ previously.found diffetences o

s L

P

-
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"resulting from the negative reinforcement condition. This rein-

forcement theory gains additional support from the research of
Berkowitz (1962), Waltevs et al. (1963), Bandura (1973), and . L

Scherer, Ablelﬂ and Fischer (1975). o

&

Meyer (1972) has provided evidence suggestiné that justifi- o
cation of the filmed v4olence has. a noticeable effect on the amount
of 1n1tated aggression. Lf‘the aggressive act is pilewed as justified,
this will lead to'increesed.modeling of that behavior. In contrast,

: unjugtified aggression decreases aggressive responses. Similar

D findings were reported by Berkowitz (1965), Berkowitz et al. (1963),

'

,and Turner and Berkowitz (1972).

ﬁuss‘(196l) has demonstratedAthat if the viewer#is’hngered or
frustrated, it will increose the likeiihood that aggressive behavior
will be modeled‘as a re;ult of the film.. This finding is consistent
with the research of Baron (1971), Berkowitz (1971), Hanratty et al,

(1972), Turner and Berkothz (1972), Carlisle and Howell (1974), and

Baron and Bell (1975) ~

?

vFinally,;Berkouitz (1962) feels that the degree-of associatton

Ty

between the situation the observer finds himself in and the one

portrayed by the media has an important effect on the amount of

resultant aggression. The more similar the situation, the‘greater :

2

the amount of aggressive behavior that will occur in the post-film

environment. . °

Summing up the reSearch on the effect of mass media on

v

' ' ’ :
aggressive Behavior, the following points areé especfﬁlly worthy of
. =N
consideratien-
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1)

According to Berkowitz (1965) ,

{
has three possible effects on the viewer:

a)

b)

o)

4

!

N

They teach the observer novel responses;

Théy may result in disinhibition agdinst acting
aggressively, by showing the viewer that ‘other
“people behave in an aggressive manner;

They facilitate previously learned aggressive responges.
2) The amount ot elici;ed agg;essfon has %een foun&’to be" a
. . . .- . f
. function of the following factors:
a) The elapsedrtimeafrém the media event;
b) ,Thqireinforcément-history of the model;
’ . oA
¢) The iystificationfof the aggressive act;
d) ‘The situational degree of Ocidtion with the filmed
event.
. To this list, Bandura (1969:132;136] would add the following
two pbints} .o »
N
f) The attention the viewer pays to t?e modeling cues;’
"g) The past experiences of the 91 as they relate to
°  the -modéled act. ° v :
.

Catharsis <o o R
?’

s The origin of the concept of catharsis may be'traced to

i
.

Aristotlefs theory'of tragedy. Aristotle believed that drama

The%peds”purify" emotions by allowing people to expreés’yhema

aggressive act; or it ‘ray refer to"a reduction of°®aggression

v

‘J; e

3

“concept of cAtharsis tas been used in, two major contexts:

~.efer.to the dirett reduction of aggression following an

e -

I - N

27

the viewirig of aggressive films

Y
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) ) 7 . Coeedl - Q\J
following a vicarious act. Aftif a(cathartic experie;:;j_;n§i\\\N\\\\\\T“f~\\

individual is no longer aggressdve because his aggressive energy .~

, » . . N
has hgen released. The intuitive nature of the concept of .

catharsis has made it very popular among scientiste and laymen ’//
. , i . d
: |

alike. When expos. . to the more rigorous standards of academic . —
research, however, the cohcept of catharsie hae come under con-
sfderable‘attack. Eitensiye.reviews of thg litem e have been
made by;Berkowitz (1958;1962),‘Buss (19613; MéNeil-(lQSg), and
Geen, Stonnerg and Shoppe (1975), and as Befkowitz(l965:1é6)

states: "Qualitatjve ‘research has not been consistently kind to
. - { .
¢ . 'v . ’ &0 .
.the -catharsis hypothesis". .
-In.spite of the large numbér of studies investigating catharsis,
¢ : : N . .
there have beeil few studies dealing specifically with the cathartic

effect’ of sporte and/or physical activity,

‘The Role of Sport in the Acqu1sIt10n of Aggr8551ve Behavior ¥ .‘[
s v . A

Tradltlonakf/ sport "has been perpetuated within our society

. g

due to its ‘believed character building quality. This theory gained

’

.its .support predominantly from ex- athletes andcphysical educators
g .
Unfortunately, this concept is characterized by a paucity of

experimental support. Simmel (1966) provides suppor” for the role - ' ;

of sport in society. He beiieves that sport is a afety‘valve
"which acts as a kind of riverbed for.repressed dr veg, and thus . !
preserves the rest of social life from their deptructive impact"
(Simmel 1966:40): This cathartic theory of sport has been:
'endorsed by a variety of.scho@ars (Briil, 1929; Gardner, 1955;

i . :
! .. . p;

o



—~ 29

e

e

Garth and Mills, 1961 Kluckhohq, ‘1968 Lorenz, 1963 Menninger,

Y T g Stokaé’ 1958; and Storr, 1968). Stokes (1958) and Cardner. |
\.44:“‘7' ~
T (l§52), in discussing team games, have both stated that catharsis

{ \)

is one of the major contr%butions of sport and physical activity.

1

' . ° - { ‘,I .
Similarly, Meaningert (1948) has postulated thafﬁzsmpetitive games
; . | :
\w_ K
}M&ggde an unusually satisfactdry social outlet for the instinctive

‘_ N \ - [ VAN A . . .
\\\\\\\\\e drive of aggressiop. Lorenz (1963:242) has stated that V'themainl 3 !
e : . o |
AN . Kunction of sport today lies in the cathartic discharge of, .
. \ o . ‘ . .
~ 38Bressive urge'. Storr (1968:159) agrees: I |
- ' .o , . !
J/ . e . P . ‘
P . e cémpetlfion can be regarded as" a ritualiza- o \
"o ‘tion of conflict equiyalent to the ritual
; c0nf11cts of animals whiclt diminish the
' . likelihood of war rather than encourage it. ' In
. ' the same way, rivalry: between na®iéns in sport
. : can do nothing ch good; and it should be
o - possible to encourage competition in other
fields also.
I3 T~ !

As'mentioned earlier, howeVer, this cathartig view of sport is

characterized by a paucity of experimental support.

s i o : : 2
Although several prominent scholars have stated
' unequivocally that catharsis does occur amohg - °
iy . both participants in, and spectators of sport,
. % ¢, ¢ the bulk of scientific eVidence, it will'be |,
.. : Ishown, indicates otherrise_(Smith, 1972:22-23).

i A Review of Studies 'Investigating the Relationship Between .
- Aggression and Direct Participation ip-Physical-Activity

s

Husman (1955) obtained the responses to a series of projective

tests from groups of college boxers, wrestlers, cross-country g

"runners, and non-athletes.  This study indicafed'that the boxers

.

! were less aggressive. than the other groups. However, they also



—

i

| . = .l |
appeared to feel more anxious or guilty after a contest than did

|
the contro]s, even though their aggression: was socially sanctioned

Stone (1950) has also found indications of guilt or anxiety fd1low-
(v

ing a socially sanctioned athletic contest. A Thematic Apperception

Test was administered to football players bothlddring and after the

., athletic seasoF. Their responses were then compared to those of a

N

4

matched control group. While there was no difference betWeen the
groups during the season, the football players displayed signifi-

-cantly less aggresLion after the season than did their control

1
counterparts. ,However, this aggressiveness was impersonally rather
i

" than personally oriented. Stone thus hypothesized that the lessened,
. . . 9 o

impersonal aggression _was due to anxiety because of the necessity.of

A

inhibiting overt aggression after the season.’

Berkowitz (l962:205),lin discussing.the effect) of competitive

[ 2

sports on aggression,,points out the fact that "the Husman-Stone

studies involved'aggressivenessurather than an immediate frustration~'

elicited hostility, and aggressiye,sportslprobahly do not eliminate -
aggressive habits". o - \
; o
T . - ) : A .
Volkamer: (1971), in conducting research on aggression in 1,986

éoccer:matghes, found that aggression was'significantly related to:
a) the sitevof the game; b) the margin of victory or defeat; c) Ehe
league standings of the teamsl He went on to conclude that the

. , . . .
occdrrence of aggressivqgsfts in-the soccer matches resulted

primarily from frustrations resulting from the competition. He also

concluded that his data was incompatible wﬂth the cathartic view on

-« i
!

sports participation | Lefebvre agd Passer (1974) analysed 240

Cd

[}

\

|



. \ N
soccer matches in the Belgian Nationaltﬁoccer League. The results
l

of this study support Volkamer s (1971) finding in regard to

increased aggression on the part of the visiti<g dram. The findings '

also yielded general support that increased aggression results in

: l
» 1051ng teams, as well as teams in the most lmportant division.

Wankel (1973), ‘analysing the 1971~ 72 OUAA-hockey games, provides
contradictory results to the preceding two studiea. Game site,
outcome, and score differential were not\sfgnificantly related to

increased aggression.

All in all,'the findings to date regarding the relationship

|
between: aggression and physical activity-are at best ambiguOus.

More controlled studies, in\the laboratory setting are needed to
"help clear up the issue of aggression in sport.- - Ty
Coe | ‘ ' . 0

.
Ve : :

- A Review of Studies Investigating the Relationship Between
_gg?ession and Vicarious Participation in Physical Activity

\

a

\ Several studies hsve attempted to analyse»the effect of viewing:

sports and/br physical activity on spectator aggressiVeness.

\

.Hartmann (1969) had high school boys witnesa a dovie of a basket-
y

. ball game under one of three\conditions | In “one treatment group,
tho boys simply played basketball againgt one -another, while in
L_ both of the two other groups,lthe two basketball players be?ame
engaged in a'fight; Résults indicate that viewing the fight led

to heightened attacks (in the form of electric shocks) upon a
1

person‘the subjects were required to puniah for errors in a learning -

|
situation. Turner (1970) has demonstrated that the viewing of

-~

college football and basketball results in an*increased frequency

i
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of aggressive responses, as measured by a twenty item sentence

completion tgst “and’ six ‘TAT cards. Goldstein and’ Arms (1971)

report similar findings. Using three scales from the Buss Durkee

”

test of aggression, they found an increase in post-game hostility

as a result of watching an aggxessive football game. Leith (1973)

provides additional support for the assumption that the viewing of
i

aggressive sports leads to increased aggressiveness in the young
. ,’ R M . \ V X 5

o S ol
spectator: \In this particular study, those ingividuals! viewing’ a

'

"boxing film displayed greater aggressiveness than did those subjects.

viewingfa gymnastics meet or a control grodp. Berkowitz and Alioto
. -9 ) Ty _ S

(1973) found similar results, whereby subjects viewihg eitherga

* boxing match or a football game displayed 1ncressqd aggression

after seeing the films. In contrast, Kingsmore (1970) has reported
\

a signiﬁicant decrease i subject aggressiveness after viewing a :

wrestling match or a basketbLll contest (as measured by six TAT

. ' i
cards andja quesLionnaire). 'Eastwood (l9743 has_reported.no : :
statistically significant—increases_or'decreases in aggression as
a result of viewing a hockey‘film.- o S, i |
S

v ‘ /. ' T
The results of viewing sports and/or\physical activity on the

' spectators~are at present'inconsistent. More research is needed in

the area of .modeled aggression as a résult of viewing sporting

scenes.: The present study is an‘attempt in this regard.

»

i



, CHAPTER III
. T : ‘ :
- METHODS AND PROCEDURES S ol
{ oo ' a |
The subjects were divided into eighteen treatment - groups. - L

Twelve groups participated in Part A of the experiment while the \
remaining 51x groups participated in Part B. .
N ) v . ® ' R
Part A: Aggression and Direct Participation in'Pﬁysical Activitv
The twelve treatment conditions in Part A of the experiment,

(which were varied in regard to type of physical activity (inter- \

) | B
participant co-operati§e,*1nter—part1cipant competitive and intera
participant competitive-aggressive), participation outcome (win,or '

Vo !
lose), and subJect arousal (angered or non-angered) were as -

'follows

. : : o : ,

Type of . Inter-Participant Activity Qutcome '  Arousal
: ' : NN coe S oL :

1. .Co-operative c Lose . Angered = ..

2. Co-operative . ~ " Lose - Non-Angered - .= =
3. Co-operative ' ~Win® . - Angered
"4. Co-operative Vi . : Win . . Non-Angered *
5. Conpetitive ‘ - Lose . -Angered
6. Competitive . Ld%e . ~ Non-Angered

. 7. Competitive ' /’ Win - . - Angered -

..8. Competitive - : Win Non-Angered
9. Competitive—Aggressive ' Lose Angered
10. Competitive-Aggressive Lose .Nop~Aggered
1l. Competitive-Aggressive Win .. Arger )

12. Competitive-Aggressive - Win Nott= gered 7 co
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: . ‘ ) K . 6 . ) ) :
Part B:  Ageression and~Vicarioud*Participation in Physical Activity
! N L . . . . - I

i
The six treatment. conditions in Part B of the experiment,

A

which were' varied in regard to tybe of film—mediatéd physical

At

activity viewed (coioperativé;’CompétitiVe, or competitive—aggressive),

‘and subject arousal (angered-or non-angered), were as follows:

[

Type of Activity Viewed , Af&usal
1. .- Co-operative / Angered
2.. Co-operative Non-Angered , , -
3. Competitive . _ ! v Angered
4. Competitive-. . ; Nop-Angered
5.4 Competitive-Aggressive . Angered
6. Compegitive-Aggressive. ~ - Non-Angered

\

© . 1. EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

The expegimﬁntal design was such that' a 3x2x2 factorial design

« B i

°

was employed in Part A of the experiment, while a 3x2 factorial .

 dééign was employed in Part B.

' _1h=P§rt A;’the three levels of'the frﬂgt factor pertained to
the phyéical éctivity’itrategy (inter~participant cofoperative,

inter-participant cpmpe;iﬁiye; or interlparticipant‘competitive— A '\
. v © o . : , .
.aggrgséiﬁe);. th EwoﬂleQeis of'the.secdnd facto;’pertainedﬁ;oj‘
‘iéétiVity'oﬁtcbme (win o;‘ldée).  fhthw3 levels of the_thir& factof.
'{ﬁcludéd angered and ﬁon-angéred arduéaibcoﬁditions. All three
4.f§ctors weré'randqmly assigned betweeﬂ subjects. - | =

. aln Part B, the three levels of r.che first factor were as in:
.Part A. The tw0'1GVels\of.the second factor included angered and
. . . L L. : é

‘.nonrangered"afOusal conditions. Both factors were randomly assigned
: ) . ) R :

-



between'%uhjects;

The subjects were assigned randomly to one of the eigﬁteen

' treatment conditions, wbich included:

Y . ‘ '_ y 1

i)' a combination" of one level from each of the three fattors
in Part A (3x2x2 = 12),

ii) a combination of one level from each of the two factors

in Part B (3x2 = 6). . S ' \
’ ' BV

" The dependent vaﬁiablee were the dmount of shock employed in
v : : '

. i . .
.the pre-test/post-test conditions, and the 'vsc*es on the Buss-Durkee
Aggression Questionnaire. in the-fre-test/post-test settings.

. o . o
- . - \
As an'additional measure, partner (accompliee) likeability¥

" was determined at the conclusion of each testing session.

i
' Additional qualitative data_wés obtainedeia eﬁpost-ekperimeut

questionnaire. . o

\ . s

. 11. THE SUBJECTS

A sémple offone‘hundred endheighty_boye was obtained from a
. o . _
local high school Grades nine, ten, eleWen, and twelve wvere 2

included in ‘the present study. ‘One hundred and twenty of these ;

/

subjects were utiliﬁgﬁ in Part A of the experiment, and the remain-.

ing sixty in Part B.
" - Only boys Vere‘utilized in this experiment in an dttempt to

.

* i M . . « .
A twenty-one point scale adopted from Aronson,ﬁnd Linder: (1965).



elimrnate any 1ntervening variables resulting from the Cesting of %
Strong, 1963; and.ChEVrette, 1968) indicating thathsexes react

differently to competition. v S -

All testing was carried out at Wallaceburg District Secondary

Scnool, Wallaeebur§; Ontario. '

I1I. THE APPARATUS S )

\ <
The most common meLhod of measuring aggression in che experi—

}

mental setting is to employ the aggression machine, deVeloped by
Buss (1961)

. ‘ . : | .
The mode of aggression with this technique is the delivery .of

electric shock.

. ! - ' ' “,
\ : | ,
The subject 1s instructed ‘to play the role of a’ teacher in a

learning experlment His,task is to,administer an electric shock’

Tt
- whenever the subject of the "learning experiment" makes an incorrect

' response. The latter subject is actually an accomplice,* performing

'under standard instructions. |

’

On the subject's side of the machine, there are ten switches,
.each paired with an indicator light, for ten different levels of

shock. A powerbswiteh fuse, and electrode’ lead also appear on éhe

<

subJect s 51de of the apparatus

1
' R

* . S
For addftional information concerning the accomplice, see Appendix M.



37 g0

-

On._the accomplice's side of the machine, there are- ten shock———¢
indicator lights which enable’ the accomplice to record the level

of shock administered.

. a '
\ The’ shock is theoretically‘administereQ,by means. of electrodes

fastened to. the third and fourth fingers of the, accomplice. ' In

‘actual afact, however, the machine is not capable of administering
(v’*
any form of shock whatsoever. The caltulated testAretest reliability

T

_ of the machine is reported in Appendix H. . ' )

'

-
1

. ‘ \ o
| IV. SELF REPORT INSTRUMENT

L3 -, .
it . '

Buss and Durkee (1957) constructed scales for each of the
following independent areas of hostile behavior: assaulti indirect

hostility, irritability; negativism, resentment suspicion; and .
&

verbal hostility By means: of item analysis, they constructed &

seventy-five item questionnaire. In the proposed study, however,

L4 s /

only five of the eight subéections‘listed above can be seen’ as
‘relevant to the problem under consideratipn} The sub-categories.
of resentment, suspicion, and guilt are not in accordance with the

operational definition of aggression to be used in this study.
\' Q . ) - ’ .

[

The remaining flve categories appear quite promising in regard
/ .
! | ' '
to their potential for measuring aggressiveness. It is also
poasible to extract the desired baections since they are

) independent measures (as was done by Goldstein and Arms, 1971).

The odd-even reliability, calculated in order: that pre-test

'and post~test measures COuld_be_obtained, is teported~in Appendix G.

|
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1 This questionnaire technique was utilized as a supplement to

v. PROCEDURE -

i

The subjects were adm tted individually to the testiﬁg room
'),
Upon entering the room, the boy was seated aniaih roduced to the
‘accomplice, who was presented as -another subject tak ng part in .

the experiment. The two boys were told that one of them would be
\ E
the “teacher", while the other would be the "learner ., In actual

fact however, when the two boys were presented with the opportunity
- to draw cards to determine whé would be the teacher and whé would

be the 1earnen, both cards were 1abelled "teacher S0 that the

v

i
subject alwdys assumed the teaching role. The accomplice had been

prev1ously instructed to say that his card. read "leaﬁner" At this

point ih time, the subject and accomplice were given % set of common
f

instructions (See Appendix A~1, A-II, ‘and A—III)‘to'Eead. Hdving

'

read the instructions, in the angered aroubal condition, the"
accoﬁplice insulted the subject several times, thereby making him
N o e e b

angry. Prior to the insult condition, the Experimenter left the

room under the pretense that he was going to locklthe downstairs

doo@,to the balcony. Having returned, the Experimenée;finptructed

5

e T (U

the boys to take up their positions on their respective sides of
“the 'learning machine". Eye contact was prevented by means of a
wooden barrier, since victim visibility has' been shown to .exert an
influence .on the amount of elicited aggression (Baron; 1974, |
.Sanders and Baron, l975;‘and Turner, Laytdn, and Simons, 1925).

X

!



| At this point in time, the experiment proper began. As has
been previously mentiohed. the subject was instrucred cc shock the
"learner' every time he made a miatake on the word association task
(See- Appendix E-1) provided. Twenty reqpenses were required from
the accomplice with the Experimenter having predetermined that ten
of these would be incorrect (See Appendix E-1I). The accomplice was

instructed to record the shack intensity delivered by the subject

for each mistake.

: . i .
Part A of the Buss~Durkee Aggression Questionnaire (See Appendix

'

F~1) was adu;nistered at this time.

Having completed the first phase of. the experiment, the

subjects in Part A of the experiment, along with the acdumplice;

wvere given a‘set 'of instructions (See Appendix A~1V) regarding the
type of physical activity in which they would engage. A description

of these actiVJties is provided 1n Appendix C-I, C- II, and C—III.

The subject alnd accomplice then engaged in a physical ac”.

for appro&iﬁately three to five minutes time.

1 : ' !

In each instance, the Experimenter had predetermined whether

the subject would win or lose.

3

In Part B of ‘the experiment, the subject and accomplice were
shown a filmed physical activity for an identical period of time.

i ® ' ‘ '
d’description of these filmed activities is provided in Appendix D-I,

D-II, and D-III.
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At the conclusion of the physical activity, or filmed physical
activity, the boyg were once agaln instructed to take up their

positions at the "learning machine{, where the previbus procedure

‘was repeated with a different set of word pairs (Sed. Appendix E- III) »

I
The accomplice made .the same number of errors (See Appendix E-IV) in

this phase of the experiment as he did in the first phase. ‘Once
& : l
again, the accomplice was instructed to record the shock level

i

delivered for each of the ten errors. i
& |
The subject and accomplicde were then . asked to c%mplete Part B

¥

of the Bus-s-Durkee Aggression Questionnai(e (See Appl%]dix F~II)

Two addicional pages of questions (see Appendix F-1 Xé and F-1V)

-

‘were administeted at this point in order to obtain ¢ tain qualita~

tive data as well as the subject ] percepcioné‘of theivarious '
'

'independent variables under consideracion in the study SubJect—

Accomplice likeability was also ascertained at this c? _“

a

Having ‘completed this phase of the experiment tde*subject was

thanked for his co—operation, and sent back to class.

o ‘ o P |
VI. TREATMENT OF THE DATA

ARSI S

Aggression scores;were in the form of summatqd sHock 1ntensitiep

’

and gcores on the ansJDUrkee'Aggfession Questionnaird.

Differenées from the'pretest.to the post test se¢g
different factors and levels were subjected to anglye’s of variance
to determine if any significant differences in elicided aggresgive-

ness existed for the different treatment conditiong tqﬁted. The
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significant F values obtained for Factor A 1nﬂboth the direct and’

" yigarious participation categories were subJected to orthogonal

7

'

cqptraéts in order to determine which task strategy treatment sums

J'were significantly different.
b ' N ‘ i.': . ) . .
The same procedure was @ollowed for analysing the Iikeability

data. As an additional medsure, a multiple tomparison test was

tonducted to ascertain {f any signiflcant differenteb existed
between a control mean and each'factor level treutment mean.

'
v - N

v
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CHAPTER 1V ™ '

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION ~ ~ = .

1. RESULTS - DIRE‘CT PARTICIPATION
- ) \ ' «
" i

AggressioH'Machine o .

A C 5

EN,‘Ah enalysis of variance_p%rformed on fhe‘summated shock .,
1nten51tv difference scores from the pretest to the post test
conditions (Table 1) Lielded significantl differences for the mode
of physical activity engaged in, and/:he outcome of that physical

Vf activity These results indicate that inter—participant

N
co»operatib . inter~ pdrticlpant competitive, and'inter—participant
competitive aggressive physical activities differ in their
aggression—eliciting effects. i- : S
b R | : k , J . o )//;,f/”‘f"
. A losing outcome also diffehed significantly from théb”ofia .

.

! ! y : : ) ~ )
winning outcome in terms of elicited subject aggressiveness.

».
M

An application of orthogogpl contrastsfpg;{ormed on the three

levels of Factor A (Table II) irmdicated| that the aggressidh— Ty
° 3
] ; :

eliciting effect of an inter—participant co-operative physical
activ1ty differed signlficantly from intér-pa ticipant competitive,

and. competitive aggressive physical activities. No significant
difference waS'found between the inter-participantpcompetitive and

- 3

lp< 05 was accepted as the criterion level for significance in this
study . ‘ .

- -

o 7 . ] 43 ’
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X A " TABLE 1 o
ANALYSIS OF YARLANCE REBFORMED ON THE AGGRESSION
MACHINE DATA IN THE DIKECT PARTICIPATION CATEGORY

N | ) : . . | ‘
. - Sum of - - Degrees -ofs - -,Meén ! ) -
Source Squares Freedom Square - F Value
‘ } v ' i L T
" A 339.27 » 2 © 169.64 5.52%%
168.04 | 1 168,04 . 5.46%
c : 8.54 1 8.54 0.28
....... q ; 928
PRy AXB 2. 86 . 1.43 0.04
TLL_AxC . 2.86 | 2 1.43 0.04
™~ ’ ; : ' i
BXG,, © ' 1.63 C1 1.63 0.05
.AXBxC 0.27 . 2 0. 14 0.01
Within 3322.00 108 - 30.76 .,
Vokkpge : ’ ' :
: p=. 01 [ .
. * p<, 05 ' L “‘{ _ \
Bllas “' . b
—" , i
h e J

| ‘ | A TABLE 11
C - ORTHOGONAL CONTRASTS .PERFORMED ON FACTOR A (MODE OF
‘ PHYSICAL ACTIVITY) AS MEASURED BY THE AGGRESSION

MACHINE IN THE DIRECT PARTICIPATION CATEGORY 1
i .

'XE' Coptrast iA..Fact:r Levei s } . D12 - MSDi
, _ 1 A 2 S, | Pt 7| MSw
‘ < . 1z 122 13t | Ry SR S
P "2 -1 -1 0] 336,07 | 10.93%
' B I 41 A1 L, 3200 0.10
‘ **p<, 0l !
[
L ' -
. \ | .
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. competitive-aggressive physicillagtivit;es( Qompariq:;: of the
factor level-freatmehtimeans with a con&rol revealedgthat competitive,
‘competitive—égg%essibe modes, as well as a 1osing outcome‘broduqed

. . | N
significant increases in aggression as compared to a control mean

i

(Table TIT).: L L

Buss -Durkee Aggression Qucstlonnaire ‘ A /

scores from,tho pretest to the post test setting (TabIé IV) ydelded
» . . 1
o : ‘ _ \
segnificang differences for the, mode of physical activity engaged
in, and the ouicome of that physical activity. . These results, in

conjunction with the data obtained from the aggression machine,

. | ‘ -
s{ndicate chat inte(—purticipant'co—opﬁrative, inter-participanc
competltiyé and inter- particlp&nt competitlve aggressive ghy51cal

dCthltiQS differ in térms of theix aggre881on eliqiting potential.

f
Winning and losing outcomes were.also found to exhgbit

ditferentidl aggreSalon eliciting effects.

v C ' ' ' [

<

| An aéplication of orthogonal contrasts performed on‘the three

levels & Factor A (Tdble V) supported the findings obtained by

use of uhe aggrebbion machine . The’ inter—participant co—operative
..phy51cal activity dlff;red significantly from the inter-participant

competitlve and competlcjve aggressive physical activities. Once
~again; no significant ditterence was found between the inter-
”participant';qmpetit1VC and'competitive—aggresgive physical activify

sttaﬁegiés.‘fComparisonQ of the féctqr level greatmedt means wigh a

control revealed that competitive, competitive—gggressivé modes,  as

\



S ) .
\ ' . TABLE III.
MULTIPLE COMPARISON BETWEEN A CONTROL MEAN
AND EACH FACTOR LEVEL TREATMENT MEAN . -
(AGGRESSTON MACHINE - I(I‘RECT PARTICIPATION)

Fact;or Level Comparison | » xK - XO. .
aL. ~ %o BT 9.60
*a2. = %o - 10.80
{.A'l’“
-_— _ —_— ._‘ R «
XA:}. " XOT ‘,J};" ’ ) 12.50
— — j ‘ e,
. xBl. - xO.' = - ' ' gg‘l'o‘
\ - ‘,..\., . )
- X - X : . *
2. " %o 1940
Y. -% , o | ﬁ .20!
Xcl. XO-‘ : ‘/“ '.6 20
. : : _ \ i
'XC2 |- XO. . _ ‘ 9.90

Critical t = 10.37
‘ *P<:-05 ’ ' *

"XO. = 29.9
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TABLE 1V,.

}

i

. ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: PERFORMED ON THE BUSS-DURKEE -
QUESTIONNAIRE ,DATA IN THE DIRECT PARTICIPATION CATEGORY
I ’ . ‘ ) ' : C . .

!

‘ © Sum of >~6égrées-of> Méan 1 :
Source Squares Freedom . Square - F Value
‘ . : ) [
A 1339.85 2 169.83 - 18, 58%*
106.40 1 106.40 11.64k%
C . 29.00 b 29.00 - 3.17
AxB A O 2 :\0.661 0.07
AXC L 0.62 2 0.31 . 0.03
BxC 1.02 1 1.02 0.11
AXBxC 1.4 2 0.71 0.08
Within 957.'50 | 108 9.14 I
| Rkp< 01 | .
H ) ‘ \ 1
AY
' ' n" -
! ' |
TABLE V

ORTHOGONAL CONTRASTS PERFORMED ON FACTOR A (MODE OF
' PHYSICAL ACTIVITY) AS MEASURED BY TH{®BUSS-DURKEE

t

QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE DIRECT PARTICIPATION CATEGORY.

R4

Contrast A»Faétoz‘LevelA v .012 ~F . MSDi

1 -2 3 Di " 5o i2 MSw. .

=34 +88 = +123 |.\. .

D, 2 -1 -1 324.34 35.49%%
DZJ 0 41 -1 o 15.31 ~1.68
20 x .
**p <, 01

L9




well as a losing outcome produced significant increases

aggression as compared to a contro

L

TABLE

MULTIPLE COMPARISON BET
v AND EACH FACTOR LEVE
(BUSS-DURKEE - DIREC

1 mean (Table VI).
Vo

LY

V1

WEEN A’ CONTROL MEAN -
L TREATMENT MEAN
T PARTICIPATION)

! i

48

in

’ Factor Level Cbmparison KK - Xb.
X! - % 050
Xp2, f; . 425'86*
iAB._; X 6.50%
_%1.v“§o. ! 370
. .
| K52, = % | 2
.£c1; - %, L0
| Ecz.' - io. ) Agéow--;

_V.Critical ¢t = 4.74
. *p<.05

Xy, = 960
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Likeability Scale . - | | ~;;

An analysis of vaxiance performed on the likeability data
collected at thevconclusion of ‘the )esting session (Table.VII)

yielded significant differences for the mode of physical activity

A4
engaged in, dnd the subject s level of arousal- prior to participa—

tion. These results indicate that inter—participant co—dperative,

!

inter—participant competitive, and inte%—participant competitive-~

aggressive physical activities differentially effect participant

i

likedbility
Voo

e . " An angered state of drousal prior to participation also

differed 51gnificantly from .a non- angered state of arousal in

terms of partic1pant likeability

An appfication of orthogonal contrasts*perfdtmed on the ‘three
levels of Factor- A (Table VII1) indicated that participant
likeabillty aﬁ}er an 1nter—participant co—operative physical

| activ1ty differed significantly from that of an inter—participant._
competitive\and an inter- participant competitive aggressive
phy31cél activity No significant difference was fodhd between
the inter-participant competitive and competitive—aggressive
. T \ } ,
physical,actiwities in terms of participant'likeabilityk’

Comparisons of the factor level treatment means with a control
- i “. .\

i revealed that only a co-opedative activity mode served to increase

' inter-participant likeability (Table "IX).
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.\ TABLE VII

' ANALYSIS OF VARLANCE PERFORMED ON THE ARONSON AND LINDER
LIKEABILITY DATA IN THE DIRECI PARTICIPATION CATEGORY

’

Mean

) ‘ Sum of Degrees of', ‘
Source Squares Freedom Square F Value
A 40.20 2 20.10 3.61%
3.67 1 '3.67 0.66
. C 25.20 1 25.20 4.52%
AXB 2,40 2 1.20 0.22
© AxC 1.07 2 0l 54 10.10
BxC 0.42 1 b. 42 0.085\ .
AxBxC 0.86 2 0.43 0.08
Within 601.10 -, 108 5.57

“*p<.05

©  TABLE VIII

'

¥

i . /": : ) -
ORTHOGONAL CONTRASTS {\PERFORMED ON FACTOR A (MODE OF,

PHYSICAL ACTIVITY) AS MEASURED BY THE ARONSON AND
. LINDER LIKEABILITY DATA IN THE DIRLCT PARTICIPATION CATEGORY

b[ Contrast 'Faégo; Level" Diz- MSDi
| ' A) Ay A Mpi = el | T
‘ : 331 289 277 s )
b 2 -1 -1 38.40 v | 6.89%«
| 3
D . | ) T '
2 0 +1 -1 1.80 0.32,
*kp<, 01



TABLE 1X
. . y - ¢
‘ : MULTIPLE COMPARISON BETWEEN A CONTROL' MEAN e
S AND EACH FACTOR LEVEL TREATMENT MEAN :
(LIKEABILITY - DIRECT PARTICIPATION)

i

" Factor Level Comparison ‘ X - 0

|

- X . S 3.38%

. Xy - X o 12.33

T - 2.75
. ‘ . ‘
; . 2.4
o -,
2.12
g
\ Lt 3 B . \
- } ' X(jz. = xb. ; \ 1 3.03 ’
Critical £ o= \3.14 : “
. *p\.OS - . . y
. . 1
X, .= 4.90 ,
II.  RESULTS - VICARIOUS PARTIGIPATION oo .

Aggression Mathine : ,

' > “

.

S . . . .
An analysis of variance performed on the summated shock

- Intensity difference scores from the pretest to the post test con-
’ !

ditions (Table X) yielded a significant difference for the mode of
° physical aEtivixy‘witnessed. These results indicate that co-opera-

. , : ' , i :
s tive, competitive, and competitive-aggressive sports films differ

significantly in t%rms‘of their aggfession—eliéiting potential. ° ’/////f
. ) . i . . \K/‘
‘ : P

e
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TABLE X

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PERFORMED ON THE AGGRESSION

o

, Sum of Degrees of ' Mean.
Source - Squares Freedom : Square _ F Value
A 155.73 ¢ . 2 - 77.87  3.70%
c 7.35 1. 7.35 0.35
AXC 0.40 2 - 0.20 0.01 -
! : / ’
‘wnhin © 7 1135.50 © 54 21.03
& N — - ,‘
. *p<, 05 S o, . '

oo e o 8
| _ . .
! ,

An application of orthogonal. contrasts performed on the th}ee

levels of Factor'x\izéyﬁy XI) indicated that subject aggressiveness
was significantly greater after V1ewing a competitive aggressive .

phySical dctivity than was the case after viewing co—operative and

4

competitive physical activities. “ No significant difference was

found between co- operative and competitIVe physical activity viewers

.

in4terms of eiicited aggressiveness, Comparisons of the factorg

level treatment means with a control revealed that only a
competitive-aggressive fiéﬁ’served to increase subject aggressiveé

ness (Table, XII).

L4 .

MACHINE DATA IN THE VICARIOUS PARTICIPATION CATEGORY | &



| TABLE XI .-

ORTHOGONAL CONTRASTS PERFORMED ON FACTOR A ﬂMQDE»OF

FILMED PHYSICAL-ACTIVITY) AS MEASURED BY THE AGGRESSION"
MACHINE IN THE VICARIQUS PARTICIPATION CATEGORY

4
! ' ' . '

53

Contrast Factér Level . ' sz : PBD,
A A, AL L MS L m et | F o ek
1 2 '3 DL raq? MSw
41 33 105 P
D, - o : : - - ‘
1 -1 -1 +2 154,13 7.33%w
2 " +1 0 - 1.60 0.08
Y kkp< Q1 '
I
TABLE XI1 -,
MULTIPLE COMPARPSON BETWEEN A CONTROL MEAN .
_ AND EACH FACTOR FEVEL TREATMENT MEAN
* (AGGRESSION MACHINE - VICARIOUS,EARTICIPATION)v
» fff .
Factor Leyel Comparison . - XK. _ XO.
. X, ~ %o, 1.70
X, -%. o 2,60
Xp2. = %o. - o 0
= [ '. PR K
X - X . . 7.50%
xA3. X5 7.50
X1, 7 % 1.20
c2. ~ %o 6.61 | —

Critical t = 7.37 , ‘
*p*(l. 05 . ’ -~

| ‘ib. §—3§?§§§g e
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a

Buss—Durkee Agg;ession Questionnaire

B . A

An analysis of variance performed on the Buss-Durkte differencem,m",

= 3
L)

scores from the pretest to The post test setting (Table XIII) &
yielded a significant difference for the mode of physical ac'ivity
witnessed. These results ;n conjunction with the results obtained
from the aggression macnine;/indicate that co-operative, competitive,

and competitivefaggressive sports films differ significantly in

terms of their aggression-cliciting potential.

©

~

An application'oi orthogonal contrasts performed on the three
levelg of'Factor A (lable XIV) supported'the«findidgs“obtained‘by
use of tne aggression machine. 'Subject aggreSsiveness was signifi-
cantly‘greater after viewing a competitive-aggressive physical . -

activity than was .the case after viewing co-operative or competitive

physical activities Once again, no significant differenoe was
. . B

o~

. found between co-operative and competitive physical activity‘viewers

in térms of e}itited«aggressiveness Comparisons of the factor

_level treatment means with'a control’ revealed that only a

5 .
cohpetitive—aggressive film served to. increase subject aggressive-
(LTS 13 . )
rress (Table Xv).* S

o .' ) . M
i B . by c o .
- I l ;
¢ ! £ N
» 3 . 4 X
%
. v



N ANALYSLIS OF VARIANCE PERFO
" QUESTIONNAIRE DATA 1IN THE'VICARIOUS PARTICIPATION CATEGORY

TABLE X1115

)

v

a

RMED ON.®$HE BUSS-DURKEE

55

o
hy
\
A

1
o

[
| - ~= R ~ ] i L
. Sum of - ,Degrees of’ Mean -
Source . ‘Squares? ;{eedom 'Square F Value
> ., . L -~.',‘? . . '1 &‘
A P45, 60 .2 : 72.80 8.27%%
' \ ST N
c 1.67. L 1.67 0.19 %
. ‘ . A‘. + . . . _- . " ‘ *
AxC 21,73~ 2 10.87 ~ 1.24 "
Within . 475.00 o5 ! © 8.80 ] .
) , i .
Tt
**p(_.01 N B . ' { IS
i ° |
d ~ x ’
, : . -
ﬁ it _,TABLE X1V e

* 'ORTHOGONAL CONTRASTS PERFORMED ON |

"ACTOR A (MODE OF

FILMED PHYSTCAL. ACTIVITY) AS MUASURED BY THE BUSS-DURKEE '

QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE VICARIOUS PARTIC_IPATIQN CATEGORY

o N . & S
. Contrast Q'.Factor Level 2 .
. DL° i {
, Y : : L= — F =
A e A A3 " b fai MSw :
16 . 20 84 nea .
| _ , | ‘
. D) -1 .?;-,1* 42 145.20 © 18.15%% q
o ' - Yo ‘ R
D, -1 £1 0 V70, 40 0.05 R
2 ~ ¥ . - : ’ .
o b
. D ) * P .
:»;,’1', - S~~~
. r _J’u-,f\f .
'a"l:‘" "
~ ~E
R h i " 01
o . [ 74 ‘ = . , ) N
L s ‘i 4 -
s,
. _4-':\ 55 0 . A



TABLE - XV ° < o

|
MULTIPLE COMPARISON BE'I;WEEN A CONTROL ME . )
AND EACH FACTOR LEVEL TREATMENT MEA§ 1
(BUSS-DURKEE - VICARIOUS PARTICIPATION) ) o

BN

e d

| f

A

Factor Le.\ﬁel Comparison |

2,30

| !
6.30%
-3.50

3.80

Lical“' t'= 5.35

o

_‘ .,;’.,,p .05 !' - e,
~¢ V’}%b. = 10:2 :,,-.‘;;,}5(7‘.‘ b“‘vv‘ .
¢ T T ’

| Lo N :
Likeéb\litv Scale fﬁ ‘ | : , ﬁ‘

" An analysis Qf verianqe pe:formed on the lil(eability data E
coliec.c:ad as fhe conclusion of the ftI:esting session (Tabl)XVI) g
yielded a‘ significunt difference fox: the suhjects level of aroueal'
priqr to viewing the filmed sporte ectivity, ,Thislresuit -

v,.;th,:ac ’subj‘ects.’in en :‘an;ge‘red ‘_statef"’xof eélrousallldi'fferec:_l si“gn
’ f>rc5m s‘m‘bajecgs in . non-angered sta*wﬁ arousal i’ﬂ)tenns of 7
participant liléa ilicy. Compavisons of the factor le,vel treatment
- i,

‘ means with a: contxyl revealed no si‘gnificant differences in terhs

of subject iikeab&my (Table.xvu).

\ l )
oLy
jr S :

v . ) i
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“ ' . -, ’ . /_ L"
, N TABLE XVI T
Lo ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PERFORMED ON THE ARONSON AND LINDER
‘ . LIKEABILITY DATA IN THE VWICARIOUS PARTICIPATION CATEGORY' .
. . . R . ‘q. R - * N ' . - ../
. | » o | ! l ,
: Sum of De.g.rees of Mesan . ‘
Source Squares Freedom - » Square F Value
A -25.55 2. 12.78 2,54
. - - )
A y C e 74.77 1 ’ 74.79
' ‘ , )
\ AxC 1.78 ° , 2 .. 0.89
+ 7 | Within . . 271.50 54 '5.03
- — “l“_‘z - : ! 2
Lo, ) **p<._()l o . ‘v ’ < .. . . l
! N PR . ’
. ’ ) & . . \ : :
N . [y '\ ) ‘;
v . a »". '
| _ o . TABLE XVIL . . = )
B L L . R v S
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ITL. RESULTS - QUALLTATIVE DATA - : \

i
|

1

The qualitative-data obtained at|the conclusion of the testidg

session did not reveal anything detrimental to the findings of the
: ) [

present study. ' The vast majority of subjects stated that they °
) : ]
|

enjoyed participating in the experiment, and felt that itywas a

worthwhile experience. No subject indicated that he had heard of
" this type of experiment before.
- ST T . ' . . ’ |

K N

B oL .~ IV.. DISCUSSION® '+ .
P P o Voo e
A)\ ACGRESSION AND DIRECT PARPICIPATION & ‘i RS
- ';.‘r' N i e L ‘;),_ .
1. - Mode of P\xpica* éctivitx e

) \ : .

*  The analysdis of ﬁariance and accompanying orthogonal cag'

dperformed on the aggteséion"machine data and the Busstutkee -
. \ \ Y _ ) ‘ \
Aggression Questionnaire data indicate that only an !nter—parllcipa
< - P

co-operative phvsical activity served to decrease subject aggressive-

ness in the present study. «Both ;ntif-participant competitive and

inter—participant competitivc-aggressive ph)sicdl bc‘tVities resulted‘

N
in a SLgnificantly gre%ter amount of elicited aggtc&s&ss.than PO
participation in an inter-participant co—operative phyFical activity. i

~This view was supporteq by the accompanying multiple comparison test.
. e L. ; . [
These ;eéﬁlts uould indicate that introduction of tﬁe element;of
\ competition into'a physical activity would be accompanied by an
increase in, participant aggressiveness. This‘inference appears
‘ ;e . - l
justified in'view'of'tne fact that intet;participant competitive and ‘ -

. 8
~ \ . . Py
competitiye-aggreﬁfive physical activities did not deffer |

'si@iﬂcmth. o . ¢ Atf



These findings concur with t?e results obtained by Deuitch
i , .

(1969), Dunn :and Goldman (1966), Hammond and Goldman (1961).
Sherif (1966), and Sherif and Sherif (1953)- auggesting an -

aggression- inducing effect of competition.
. L * ‘, L
b ; ¥ " . 0 \
. The mpst logical explanation ok, these findings appears to be

»

N
pl‘OVide by Berkowitz (196;) Beq(owﬂ:z suggests. that‘ycompetition

may be viewed as a series of frustrationaﬁor both the winner and '

1

. the loser. These frustrations evolve from a number of goal-blocked’

—

. ‘ -
responses that are incurred as a rddult of competitive behavior.

Since frustration has been p%@dﬁto be a mador instigator of

\ \

i A

aggressiv‘e behavior. this position appears adequate in terms of.

\

vexplaining the aggression-xinducing effect of competitive physical

\ : 5

- activities o _. o 1

An alternate explanation may be that the very nature of

competition dictates that a participant be prepared to. put “his ¢ N

skills on the line againbt another individual or team. In this

case,ﬁan expectancy of possible failure may be responsible for the
| -
increased aggre.ssivenesa towards the potentialfvictor. Implied‘n

«

this viewpoint is the assu\nption that the mere anticipation of

\ -
engaging in competitive behavior may bé responsible for increased

. agéressi-veness', rather “than'the actual participation itself.

- .
. -~ -

.-

ST :\".- 'l

1

Y

ol

j’:é"?- 'i ' . PR ) ‘
'] . \ . | -~ . - . ) . . . ..
S’-"Z' . ’Qutcome?‘o{_Physical Activity _ L . " . ‘
N ;.505 . . ’ . " ’ a : ) ) . .
:3'»" ~ l'!‘he anal)m;s of" -variance 'performed on -the aggressian machine
R .
, data and the rkee Aggression Questionnaire data ‘indicatea
c ~'.‘.- . ‘ .,
!"j Q losing outcpq:e :-ecults itt‘significantly\more tesultant
~"fx'l A Lo - %‘4» o P S I ' . :
U S o
i . A .



Ihis result appears consistent with the findings of Ryan (1976)
|

who rcportcd a significant difference bétween compete-win and-

'ﬂ

‘~.'tompete lose c?eatment conditions. The present study, however

.condition ;] o~ L .

|
contrary,tquthe findings of Ryan (1970) indicates that- both winning .

!

and losing are actompanied by an increase in subject aggreSsiveness
|

While losing rcsults in a significantly greater amount of elicited '

'aggressiveness than 1is the case with a winning outcome, some

v {

-explanation must be forwarded to account for the increased aggres-

N
sion in the latter condition ¥ o . _' .

Ty

Once again, a\logical explanation would be prOV1ded by

Bcrkowitz (1967), and Layman (1970) sug@esting that - competition

'results in a serics ox fruetrations for both the winner and the

conjunction with the antici-

loser. This viewpoint, ‘when taken i
' 3

pation of‘competitive behnvior notio xpresented earlier, adeg:!re

explains the increased aggressiveness in the winning ougtdme~"‘
- R

-

flq‘ v a

. Lo :
The'greater amount of elicited ag§ressiveness in the losing

'v'outcome condition is. like&y a result of a higher number of goal-

blocked responses during participation in the physical activity

0

It also seems reasonable to assume that a mental "stigma

accompanies a iosing outcome- The _mere realization that another

1ndigidual'hes "beatgp" the~aubject likely results in gn increased
l v T S . oy 4

c~

&
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aggressiveness towards the victor.

\

o 3." Subject Arousal ‘ - :
l - - : - : )

» ‘ B The analysis bf varlance performed on tne aggressicn machine .

data and the Buss-Durkee Aggression Questionnaire data revealeQIib“

. signififant difference, as hypbthegized between angered and-xmon-
u\ 3 . Cy

gngered arousal conditiona. Whilc o significant differcnce s

\

g .
K displayegwbetweep tho two- groups, an inttrcsting result Lmerged

from the data. A SUpplementarv test of signiiicancc (e~ tcst) Q;
. j . S

. _performed individually on the pretest and. post test scores:
\ .
hl

"S .
(Appédndix K) 1ndicatod that - subjects in the angered arousal coﬁﬁl- .

!r tgon displaved a signxficnntly hlgher 4kvel of aggressiveness than
their non—angercd counterpartq While the an‘ered arousal subjects

: displ?%ed signlticﬁntiv @o%g gggreasiven S8 both beﬁpre and after

: partitipation th y did t ditfcr signi&&cantly from, .the
.

»

non- angered arousal. subjects in terms of difference scores trom
> the pgetest to the: post test setting. rhis finding may be inter—
t ) | lf;' preted. as indicative of the tact that angered subjects participating \
‘in a physical_activity both start and finish_higher in terms of

. . .aggressiveness than is the case with non-angered. subjects. |
e A'major implicdtion of this finding may‘be'that angered

o e (RN Co
L2 ’individuals are capable of more severe acts of aggression than

ww’

would be true'of'non-angered participants. Although ti% former

group displays no signpficant change from the latter group  in terms

of elicited aggressiveness, they do however start from a higher
\ \\‘ ‘

|
- 1eve1 of pre-particip&tion aggressiveness.
‘. \

- . ’ a

-
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.treatment’groups; This view was supported by the accompanying

~

‘multiplt oomparison test. lhis inferenc; appears juetified in

LI 3
R \ . .
B. LIKEABItITY AND DIRECT PARTICIPATION

|
Ly
The analysis of variance and accompanying orgﬁogonal contrasts

performed on the likeability data indicate that pértitipation in_
. DY
ag intcr-paxticipant Lo—operatlve physical activity resulted inf

greater participant fikeability than was the case in the other two

[

view 01 the'tatuﬁtb&t thLlC was no signifitant difference between

u.,_‘ .

'the inter participant compctitiVe and the lnter participant : : \

\ ’ : :
,,compctitive-aggressive treatmerit groups in iterms of participanx ‘o

llkeability Once again, one would expect that th 1troduqtion of L
\

tompttition lessened pdrticipant likeability

These results support the findings of - Bcutch (1949), Dunn and

Goldman (1966), bhtrlf and bhtrif (1953), and Sherif (1966),

\
reporting a ddfferential efxect between co-operative and competitive
L}

treatment conditions in terms of inter—participant evaluations
: 1 .

N

<

A supplementarv explanation may be that when two. ‘l&viduals
\ .
work together towards some common goal the experience tesults in

the two individuals’liking each other morer This éffect” may bé ‘

o~

‘analogous to the "cohesion" witnessed among nembers of the same

likeability. o B \

£ . . .
"7:]6 S - ’ ) \
sports team, ¥

°
v

In the present study, the qutcome of participation in the

phy91cal activity did not significantly effect inter-pa&ticipant

] . \

¥ .
.



perceived by the subject as import in evaluating the other

. A possible éxplhnafion for thls.ffnding may be that although

outcome slgnificantly affected glici;ed aggressiveness, 1t was not

'
d

‘indivlgual. Folléwing up on this point, /it must also be remembered

that the disguise Of the experiment was such that any glveh subject

was not aware of what was'actually being measured (i.e. his
. . 1

Aggressiveness).‘ In the case of the likeabllitx'ddta, howev;r

the boy was dsked to make a conscious evaluation of the gther !

.1

individual. This being the case, the sukqifts may have consciously

evaluated the individuals reasonably highly ;fter ldsing in an

attempt to convince themselves that losing did not result in them

devaluating the other participants.

§ ‘l
-

The subjects in ‘the angered arousal condition ratew the

accomplice significantly lower than did those &ubjects in the

nqn-angered tréZ;ment group.

. . - . ‘ K
Evidence from the present study would indicate that when a
subject is ‘angered priorito partiéipation in a physical activityv

3

this anger remains after the activity and 1is illustrated by

-signifii?nify lower participdnt accomplice likeability racings

“'Participation-in a physical activity did not serve to 4

eliminate this angered stete of arousal acquired in the pre-
; : . '

eriment setting. = : .
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" 1.  Mode of Physical Activity Witnessed

-

: ‘M ’ . '.

C. AGGRESSION AND VICARIOUS PARTICIPATLON
. \ 1

N

4 Y
v \
! \

The analysis of variance and "accompanying orthogonal coﬁtrastq

performed on the aggression machine data and Buss-Durkee Aggression

Questionnaire data indicate that the‘compepitiva—aggressiVe‘sports
r i .
film resulted in significantly more elicited aggressiveness than

did the othlier two treatment groups. No- significant difference was

»
v L

tound between the co—operativa and competitive film groups. Thesle

results would indicate that the viewing of aggressive sport models

: \
would result in inLrLdbcd elitited dggressiveness on the part of

theéhubjects This view was supported by the‘accompanying mulpiple

)
'

comparigon test. \ _ . o

'Thistfinding suports the research of Hartmand (1969), Turner

- (1970), Goldstein and Arms (1971), dnd Leith (1973), reporting an_ T

increase in subject aggreagiveless after Jﬁtnessing an aggressive

sporting, contest. S 4
v ) ‘ _ o
The majority of psychélégical research algo.supporté the
. |
notion that the viewid of a film—mediated aggressive model serves
‘., . i‘,. R |

to increasa the aggressive tendencies in the viewer (Bandura 1963,
1965 Bandura, Ross and Ross, 1963; Baron, 15?TT Berkowitz, 1962,
1965, 1968, 1969; Berkowitz et al., 1963; Bryan and bchwartz, 1971;
Doob and Climie, 1972; Eron et‘al.,41972; Goransbn, 1970; {
Hanratty et al., l%ZQ; Hicks, 1965}vLo;aas, 192}; Meyer, 1972;

Mussen and Rutherford, i96l;.Tutnér and Berkowitz, 1972; Walters

: : | :
and Thomas, 1963; Walters et al., 1963). : L

> m _1. ' - ;‘ ) . £

(>3
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®A

The preaent‘stu ,1wni&é:iupport1ng in part the aforementioned

research,.provides nove information ‘indicating that the viewing

of co- operatIVe and competitiveisports films does not’ result 1n
i
increased aggressiveness on the part of the subject. Thig finding

N n

would sugge that it is the actual viewing of an aggressive model
which'is respo ‘iblu.tor increased Viewer aggressiveness. : Three

. pofaible suggea;ions concerning the reason for this increased
aggressivenesa are prodided by BerKoQiLz‘(l965). First of all, the
film may have Zaughi Lhc‘individual ngvel ‘aggressive responses.
In tnis instancc,vneﬁ modes. of aggressive oehavioraare learned and
added to the individual's bcha;ioral\repertoire. Sec0ndly, by;

I

merely vieuing the- dggressiVL acts, the subjectb may have experienced

1

a disinhibition against acting, aggres%}VQly Finally, it may also

-

be che case that the observed aggression facilitates pre' ;%;‘

rlearned !!gxessive éfactxons which were dutside the ignséious

eontrol of the subject. Given the proper enwironmentdl stimulus,

] b
‘these prev1ousiy unconscious aggressive responsestgay be recalled

. and gxpressed inlactlonﬁg o o ’ oy
i E ‘g )
- ‘_ V‘;}; . .
- F) iy o "
N . . _}’{v., y ‘ e;
2. °SnU§ect‘Arousal R _ .
. S . B} . e ] -

. -

The analysis of variance performed on the aggression machine :
data and the Buss- Durkee Aggression Questionnaire daca regéaked wg‘

no significant( difference becween angered and non-angered arousal

N
b . 4 ' .

conditions._l o , \ ‘

lA aupplementary test of, significance (t-test), performed indi-
vidually .on. the pretest and post test scores in terms of arousal .
level and aggressiveness may be found in Appendix K.

'u
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This finding, in conjuﬁction with the arousal data pbtained
from t?e direct pqrticipation category would ;ndicate that neither
direct nor vicarious participation in a physical activity sq'ved
to eliminate an anger—induced state in the subject. This inference
would.suggest that neither dfrecc Aorvicarious-?:rticipation in

¢ physical dctlvlty serve to Aecrease sub%ect aggrepsiveness whether

\ it pertains to an 1mmediate anger—induced state or a more general

\ﬁsderlying predibposltion w | !

v T

)

2N |
: \\ D. LIKEABILITY AND VICARLOUS PARTICIPATION
Th

¢

. : . .
analysis of variance performed on the likeability dzta

1ndicate.thatlsubjeéts ih thé angered arousal conditién rated the
accomplice éggnificautly.dower than -did |their non~ange red counter-

parts. Once again, this fiﬁding suggests that once an indivi"al

-

v,

- .
acquires, an angered state of arousal, this anger remains after
viewing the fingd activity and is illustréted by significantly

lower partic{pant—éccompl ce likeability ratings in "the post-

-

experiment settihg. Tﬁis result waé not substantiated by the
accompanying multiple comparison test.

-

7 .Similar results were reported in the direct parcicipation

pre - [

\

category. , . o
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P CHAPTER V . : S
,1' SUHMARY AND CONCLUﬁlONS'
v | , )
AY 1. SUMMARY :
. The purpose of this study was to obtain a comprehensive, . v

. |

‘empirically based. understanding regsrding the relationshipybetween

direct or vicarious participation in physical activity- and the . '

) resultant aggressiveness in the participant.

m, .I

On the basis of a review of the related literature, different

task.strategies, outcomes, and arousals were hypothesized to .

ditférentially effect the amount ‘of aggression resulting from ,

L]

o participation._ The three task strategies 1ncluded inter—participant,

,nassigned to each of the eighteen treatment groups. -In Part At.khe K

’

'co—operative, inter—participant competitive, and. inter—participant

' competitive—aggressive physical activities (in both the direct and

f :
vicartOus categories). Both winhing and losing outcomes, as well S ..

as angered and non-angered arousal conditions provided the-

remaining independent variab%es in the present study. ' D : } . ..

. ¢ - -
’The experiment wag divideu,inco two major parts. Part A dealt

with diréct participation in a physical activity, while Part B

investigaced Vicar10U8~P8rt1Cipation. One' hundred. and eighty high T X

school boys took part in the experiment. Ten boys were randomly .

\ >

three levels of . physical activity strategy, and the two levels each C .
v —

-t

ofﬁactivity outcome and subject arousal resulted in twelve treatment

no - 67 o



groups (Q,CombiE&F19ﬂ‘Qf.Onﬁ,leyelnﬁrom,eAchtofAthe.three factors LR

in Part A). 1In Part B of the experiment, .the three levels of ,

physical activity strategy and the two levels ofiaubject arousal
provided six treatment éroups (a combination of one levél %rom

8 e
each of theftwo factors in Part B). -

[y

oy -
The dependent variables 1in the present study were the amount

of shock administered by the‘subject in the pre-test/post-test
i ¢ -
conditions, ‘and his scores on, the Buss Durkee Aggnession Question-

naire in the pre test/post test settings. As an additiogal measure,

. ".,
Subject—accopplice likeability was determinéd at the conclusion of
o e : o ) ! . ° L
the testing seéssion. .
PN , ' . L: .‘.:‘x.
s ., C} T : v B

Each subject s difference scores from the pre-test to the post-.

!
' nb"c,g :
test. condi’tions, as measured by the aggression machine*and the

'
! =

Buss Durkee Aggression Questionnaire, were recorded and‘subjected\

tq the proper andlyses og variance ‘An identical analysis of
'fy' . . ‘” ‘

variance was performed on the;likeaoility scotes. Orthqgonal

contrasts were performed on the task strategy data, whag»n"ecessary,'b

to determine which treptment sums were signiiigantlywﬁiﬁferent

4"

: : . ’ . i
. H ». . . ‘ ‘ B
.A.‘l‘)- o ! - ) E ?:'f *, - ~&-'l .
. . II. concwswus‘- Tpt !
-~ Sy o . :‘f""’ Plle viad

e
On the basis of statistical analysi

of the study, the following conclusipns aﬂpear to be justified‘ﬂ

- . . “r s . -
v ' ) - . ~

Part A: Direct Participation ' "ﬁ.
1. The strategy of physical aCtivity engaged in was demonstrated

* e

to‘have a significant effect upon the amount of @licited -

. ) ce o
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o My SN T T v Yo
- ‘o : - ‘ . . ] i s “ . , Ll - R ) . s -
- . e o [ } L e gl ey
. % ‘ aggressiveneee in the participant. [
. - at h‘- .

Py .

lnter—par\tﬁcipant compé”titive ‘and compet’itive-aggresai,ve

0
g
&
. 5

physical ndtiyities Tesulted in significantléyﬂmore aggressive--

- " ness than dfid the intervparticipant co-operative activity.
. - . v f . ey
. L : -
The "latter condition actually resulted in a\decrease in .
.- . ( e L : -
S a zessiveness. T LE - gy
T L : ! . 88 . o A?. A ! * ‘m,’

4 * .
? Iosing outcomes resulted in signi’fic&ﬂtl) more elicited s

. o aggreotiveness than did winning outcon\es
B DA T N : ' RS
‘ . . Angered and non—angered -arousal cdnditions di_

-

- - d E ‘,bignifﬁcant'ly in terms of elicited aggressiven
5. ) “Iuter-—participant co-—operative physical activities result:ed A

in significantly greater. pa»r-t'icipant likeabiylity‘than did‘
.o g v int‘ér—participant ..coxnpewftivé and é°F‘PeUt.ti\’&‘-ag'gressq'i\;e o . v“ .
w o, - ; . ° 3 . . - ) . ’ Av"" . . | | N o
T étrajegies. L o ;‘. R - . ) - , |
B T winning and losihg outcgmes didqot“differ niggﬁfic&uy in® o

Ve e e terms of participant likeabiliti R ] A,

v [

N \’ﬁ’g ey Subj,ectqa in a non- angered state of . arousaJ‘ dem’onet
oy : 1

& oo e
| L ‘ sig‘nificantly greate!‘ participant Iikeability than d
. o ﬂ s ,‘"\, ‘. .'_Q o ] ",‘ .l\-’ -
a @ . s'ubjects in an angered .state of, areusal L o . L e
: R

‘ I N .v EUCIP .,r‘!' . s e o . L n
2 <% bart BE_ v1¢a&ious Participat¥y I:ﬂ;;'{fY ST e e T

. -8
1. gThe strategy of phyﬁcal ac‘ivity ‘witnessed was deﬁionstrated

-8 . - Lo
s to have a significant effect upon the amount of elicited

ER— e N y - . 3 .
aggressivenesa in the viewer. ¢ % " . S o

~. . . ' X3,
.

2.. The inter—participant competitive-aggreaaive 8ports film\ y,,y‘ ’
o resulted in significantly more aggressivenesa than did “the“ - /

! : e inter—participant co-operative \and inter—participant

-
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g _‘. ? competitive activitiee. Vo T o "’ ) '
3 e 3.7 o= Angen_d and n&n angered arousal donditions did not /difter oo L
Qﬁ X significantly in tﬂrmp of elicited aggres,siven.ess.‘ ' , S -““‘-.
‘ : v & g’ ; N
\ e 4, The strategy of physital ac\tivity, witnessed revealed no . - B e
' ' - )
P YO _ ;significant dwerence in terms of participant aiikeabilit?r . .
N “:J": * ' M ‘ .0,
. v ‘Subjects*n a non angered ?_a(a o'f amusal dEmonstrﬁted . ce .
" ;. ,- .. . . .’ N . \. \ L
1? gxeater”p\art cipant likeability than did thbse . L
3 in an angered sLa\te of arousml ' ;o \ b N-; !
‘ a LS ’, H Qu .
| ' i
- " 3 . L e
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" *1. - The, experimental desigl%\;ilized in the preseut study lends ’bﬁ' I ¥
- . . I ‘-‘.‘,- .._.,' '7 k*-’ .u ) ) . :{l E
, itself@"{hezpossibility of an e ori. of‘.éggggressién ’f‘ : -

’ L -G‘r " (\ (\{ \
.e . - = AT . : . :.\. A ) f B . .
j 4 U etﬁ‘ct (Goldsteiu, Jv., Davis, R. ,~and’ Frmai ,’%1 ms).. e s s
. . 2 . L '{ g w L ot L
| e N o m S
» £ l‘t has been suggested by the eforementione’;@ﬁem 8 that N
sub‘jeets “show aaq ?ncreasedA dgncy to del'ivea" i&tonger FA s

= WL e

A } R S _.'. ,. shocks over a number of triels. oThe meqwd uPed’ fn the s
L @ " > :
, & ,preeent study,. however re‘aim they most-vpopular experimental \
A - et N } f E T EEN
T e B R means of’ measuring aggression ‘ﬁe iaboratory sgttt'n?. The .Y
.- .)' " . ‘ . T e ® J SN w’ R » .
- _-agu-‘"{ :" N _gossiﬁilit}' also existed (Jh w: subjects responses at oo \
. :- t’xﬁ . _‘if\m z"i-,. ) Py e £ * 2 N . "‘. ' ' . .
e L TR .the aggression machine effe el heir subsequent answering v .
. - ; 2 N s -
i A U L. H . ! = o
Y e of the Buss-Durkee Aggression Questionnaire. 3 \‘g) . {
v . 9.':- R ) & ) ‘1 .- Lo ‘ . N .
. . . R /\r e .
2. The inter-participant co-—opqrative physical activity strategy . L.
D i |
Lo > attually has £ element of eomp,et:Ltion ini/olved in; t hat the‘ oo
- e . .
- ' . two boys are co—operating to better an average time IR ‘
. e _ : . v ..
S . B : B N ‘ :
\ I : »‘calculated at‘-.London,' On\tario. Inter—partieipant co-operation, - o \ :
‘ ‘ 'fhowever, was | rﬂuired making this strategy a nqn—zero sum . ‘ '
P N .o S
R L R v b . C : \ ’
‘ ) . coow k : K B S P -\_\ )
R LK S R AN
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v 3 \J ! & “.'
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ta (\‘ i . ‘ G 71 .
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Ld ' 0 1 ?
contes’ (1.e. co-operative). “,;I‘he term "inter-participant" ‘ L
W ’ lras gmﬁ'ef re. beef "as"a; prefix to the type ‘of physical Q_‘)
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) ,tepcher.

‘ d time.
second tine

» L : T
. : \ﬂcom ms'rmc'rmts .
~ * DIRE rnncnuxou m\ncbu

h B mm
\ SN
‘ . [ . « 0

First of all, 1 wo\uld like to thank you fot help‘ln'e with
‘this ‘experiment.

A ) . 4 .

' .
»

The purpose of. wh&t we will be doing is ke de:ermihe;the

effect of a short ﬁeriod 'f physical activity on the leatnihg,of

a simpie word taak.

In other uordl. do you. or do y

faster if you have Juat fq iehed participating 1n & physical
activity? S '\

\

<

’

!

| L
One of you will 'be the learner and the othet will be the.

You shall draw a cqrd -to determine which of these you

' will be// ‘ \\ ot S

° S - S -

The téach,r will use the ﬂ@arning mach&ne to help tehch,the
simple taak o /f' \“\

| . Sy . ] R
o .« i

j ‘
. / 3 ' : . ,
.

'C

After shoving ybﬁ hoéw the mddhine works, you shall use thig o

machine for the first.time. You shall then be given a series of '

' questions to ‘answer: Having‘fone Ehia, 'you and the other

.participant shall engage in a short period of physical activity.

-~

You shall then be asked to use the 1earning mechine fot the

Anotlier series og‘quesﬁiqns will be given to you

for answering.

not leam -

-
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'\-‘.‘ ‘ .-'.r"" "- f o The teache: niil uoe r.he 1eam£ng machina to helq t;ach t,he

TR F

Col e chis cxberiment. f S

1 % ;;'

. The purpose of. what we“will beadoing is t:o detemim ﬁt
;. effect of . few tes of & oport- movie ogﬁ the leamin; of d
: stmplé word .cuk h bther wordo do ,you or do you not leo'm‘ :..;‘
: ol fast:er 1£ you ’have just witneued a. fﬁnqd sporting xaétivi;y?
et - e b “"- A, B L R ',
X | L One of you M.ll be the leamer and ,the other vill (be the
,, U s .::.eacher.. You dhall az. a 'card to der.etlhine wh:lch oﬁ thebe you ,,,,,,

v ., .t_, N . \
‘siuple task. C T R - AR _

..f o ,. - ! ’ !\‘ - . ‘ I S . . . _.\'
After showins !ygl? hov the nchine qﬁrkh i, ”zpﬁ»w%l u"y tbi&» S S 75

.

uchine for, the first tine. You ‘shall then be give.q a series of '_‘}f/- o
'qmtimﬂ to answer./ Having done this, you and the o,ther U .
Partiﬂpant shall watch: a féw minute- of a sports film. me R
i : g shall then‘ be asked/t:o use’ the leaming uachi.ne for che second .
'Y 4 _ 2 _ t_il_ne. Another .erie‘s of questions will be given to you fnr. : . -*) '»'_ '
R : m“ering. ’ , . ' '_.. L Y i" . : ‘
. . o7 <y . . . l
; ) Having d tlﬁls the expet:l.ment will be: over.v :
“ :'J‘!f‘ | o * » " . .4”'. ‘e . P
N B " . / L. L. .‘..' v . . . j . . .
- - \\
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R S e s MR
R comgr rmmxcuous ~rf.- e e

X The tepcher 1\n thin experiuenF wigfa;z uked to reud q nt:[.eo

oo e s vA

Vet °f "°'d %1)'-‘3. such as clt-tree boy-dog, and 80.on. ‘rhere w,ill ﬁ

. | o f. be t:ven airs o uo‘&d . cos T ; ‘

L : B ‘ . "‘- % ty p h . ) . - .-?}1,' . . 4.<. : ',“

- R e / ',\._ . l . .

oo T e B ©

-

\ . /
v _ ‘ L ‘ , Affer the teachet hu retd eli M¢ these word pairn once, he

w:lll then go‘bée& to the top o? th ‘.Lfet ang proceed to read otily

‘}' DO ( the firet word in each pqﬁ.t. Th l.eerner 18 asked to tty to.

b 4 ’

e - By
J .

—_— &‘member ‘the secbnd word in each ok t.he pa:l,rs. For example, the

/Q e oteachet would say "cal:",r and t:he learner would try to uy the

P .

. : . ik

. A rightl word’ thet goes with it. If he enuered cotrectly (with
. . .

Se oo "tree" 1n thie case), the teecher would tell him he s cprtect.
e E

: (, E ' 1f he seid some other wo:d however, the teacher would then
. N N " . ' .

o L : indicqr.e a nistake by administering ‘a ehock by meens of ‘one of the .
: e ' ):en,‘swits:hea. S.hock JL;J.: t.he m uhﬂe thoek ﬂo 1o the

' etrongeet. The shocke graduall,y ge/t: dtronger fron n{dtch #1 up to

o® eeeno. A o -

i ) S ' | &
' -Delio.p‘trete_ Usage - .
. . : Tt j- .
L The teacher wust shock’ the leemet for each miateke. " The
J
atrength of ebock 13 detemined by ‘the teacher. . _ .
rs . : *
o~ \r.r | 3"
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. ‘ 'm OF PHYSICAL ACTIVITY - ° -

. : l . -

[

& 1) Co-Operative Phynicc'l Activiey | . ;

+ ' L]

o . _ : .You and Jout partrier are gbing|to perfotn a three-legged race.

e

‘ for time. I'm surde Vo e familiar‘vith chis type of activity.
b | ‘R\ W| yp y "
The distance that you will have to cover is sixty feet.» 1 shall"
45 have you do this activity tw;ce. r shall then add your times for
‘the two ra@ﬁs This ‘total score will ‘then be compared to an

’ average score calculated from che teating of two bundred boys in »

v

K A  the London,,Ontario area. If- your time 15 fasted than the éq\rage

T
time, you w;n. 1f your time is slowet, you lose.

e )

s B hd

i
- Boyo are taken to starting line, and theit legs ate tied

together. They are ‘then shown the courae, marked at each end

- ’g ‘ by a qr?e {nch sttip of uhite tape. - L S

- 3 - t R BN %: nESS ‘-‘.-Ef
C - The‘activity,begins. L o

e . - )

11) Competitive Physical Ac:ivn’y‘ - ‘_ ;-
Lo ™1 . ; -, B ? o

I am now going to have you each do a shuttle run for time.’

Mr. Ayres (Bead of Boys' Physical Educa;ion) has 1nformed me that’
= 2, Q‘

you are all familiar with ¢th technique. Ve -are going to-tmploy
a thirtﬂ\foot course with four\chaits placed ten feet apart. The
perfotmer atarts ftom a front lying position hands at the side

\/\_J B
A .

- 4



f -

' down and back.. L o

o™ olall add each of yom- two times togech,r to dctcmnc

slower 1nd1vidua1 will be ﬁhe lour. : e

- 144) Cdmpetitng:égg;eégive‘Pﬁysical Activitv

which of these you will be

This is tqd be accomplished as quickly -as . pOssible.

1

of thfnynt Tuns ltraight dovn and blck. zig—ng‘ dwn and back
l

in and arm.g& the cfuus, lnd finiohn by oprinting thirl:y fut T

) ?_

—
.

s 7

* Each of yo%dll do this activity twi_dé_.

. . ) "o i "‘

which one of you have Lha futelt ov.ull time. - !

The person with the fastest tipe ¢ill be ‘the wixmer. 'l'he

LY

(

.f v is; : - . ] ‘. i . N
Boys are taken. tovth'e starting line and the activity beﬁm. ' , .

S,

8% 0 I
e . .

‘ . : ’ -
® F :
'I'he two of .you are now going to play a modified vets:l.on of _,_ '

street hockey.: One of you will be the offensive player, while A,Hae..

other will be,t.he defensive playet. You will draw; cards to see o

‘Each bny 4:&75 o card; then the boy: are: taken dm*toxhwﬂ)e R

. elineated coursge. -
/

. . . . LT

.
.

The ‘off.enaiv'e player's job. is to stick-handle from the

.~

start line to tl':e finish line, a distance of twenty yatds.

he defensive‘ayet i(L to prevent the offensfve player from

crossing the finish line. Stick-checking and body-checking are

both ~alloved. - h . o N

2

v



'nu- ntivﬂ.ty will be pcrtoind tvicu. ' e
o ‘*‘ / L. ‘v‘ . .

The total tile fro!‘ah chc tvo trul‘ v!.n b#‘"h_:au’d to cnl

- _’The activity begins. CooEs ,: B L e

|
2. {
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. 'ﬁh Dur huut.lthatum S ?f{f‘,; __ '5!'( L )‘,.,.‘ g
. o 1&&& has hmtir besgy:: M m puuctp to #‘
: gm‘(-m th be conducted at Vallaceburf numcr. smol ATy
- 1ng the mth o( May, 11?3. R wo® L » 2

~

T -

:'5.

4 Apptoval o!‘ :\uo mmr% M .ucw ’,
!oltowfng school cf!icuiu § S
, m‘ ﬁ@c““ - Lé. +
"": ' Principal .- :
W.D-S.g. ) T N

*,;, O we T. Ayres - SR T p
- Head of Physicsl Education - . o
! W.D.5.8. .

;o
.

e The purpou of this nmﬁunt. is to test the ntl’ccbaot s
- short period of physical aptivity (approximately three ‘inutes)

~ on the lgarning of & simpXe word sssociation task.. amy *b:uy

minutes of -time will be-fequired from your son during ode

Physical Qc&tion cl

of his

tnd:lvum studeqt names shall not be recordcd £o: ensure

privacy of t‘nultc from the lut. . -

Short.ly after all tests ‘have bun cundnct

\pctloqany send you an tbuuct sta 3 the find q.a from the -
proposed study, aad suggesting podeib. hplic t ou to b diaws

ftm the: r"\llu‘ IR . !

" YM.:M& in dealing uich\thu ve
.would be most’ appreci.ated.

- -H-you mvﬂiﬁrﬁo awm o paxticipafe fo.thie - . -
expcriunt., please nign you name on eh. » Mce provided belov. ,

Thnnking you for your co—opctatiou in nav-ace, I u.

. .. smccnly.
Larry M. Laith

.~ Director of:hthhti’co

Lasbton Collage
Sarnia, - Ontario.

N ¢ hereby mthoriu pemiuiou for -y -(m to pnrcicipau
the axperiunt outlined above.

- ) R . r 4

\ ( N ‘ .
" . A B
. . e . 3

i A N v

- Please have your son return ‘this signed form to his K
 Physical Education ‘Teacher. , ;

N - R .
. f . <" .
. ' : \ .
R R . .
. .
‘e .
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1) The Co—QperatiVe Physical Activit}

\ The co-operative physical activity utilized in this study was

a three~legged race for time, | . -

. , ! .
A thirty foot course was delineated on the floor with one

inch wide tape. N

.

v The subjucts wqte required to advance to the starting line

where their legs were tied togekher (the right leg bf‘oné indi-
vidual with thé left leg of theesother). They were thcn'inéttdcted

to race down to the thirty foot marker, tummn ardund, and race back.

! /
This was to‘be done as quickly as possible. -

’ ,
The subjects were told 'that gheir two times over the ‘sixty

¢ ¢

foot course would be added'together, then compared to an average
score or norm calculated from the testing of two huﬁdred‘h:fK
hen

school boys in the Ldﬁﬂon,.Ontario school system. It was

8

pointed out that if their time was faster than the average time,

" . they were winners. If the time was slower, they were losers.

\

At this point, ‘the activity took place, and was Eimed By

- .

Y . ?‘ L . © , \
subjects were told if they had won or lost. :

AN

means of a stop—watcnc The two times were added j?gether and the

In actuality, however, no such average score existed. It

therefore only remainj; for the Experimenter to%report an average

score either faster or slower than t#e subject's time depending

" Upon whether the boy had beeg predetermined to win or lose.
- ’ <

s At —~ v, o
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~ J This average scpre q' as cheoreticaukept in a file folder,

which was consulted by the Experimenter at the congluaion of the
- - * -
two time trials.

i1) The Competitive Physical Activity .

v

The ‘competitive physical acfivity'ugilized in this gtudy was

<o a shuttle run for time.
4
r
A thirty foot course is marked out on the floor with four

, 1
' ~
.

'chairs placed ten feet apart. ' <. : : l{.
‘ - ' N

' o
! N .

,Thg peggérmer starts from a front lying pbsition, hinﬁn at

th;,side of‘ﬁhe chest, runs straight down and back, zig—zagg down

. \ .

and back in and around the chairs, then finishew by sprinting ,

thirty feet down and back. y . ‘ »
. | i

The activity is'performed twice by both the subject and the . .

. . '~ 0N ‘

P

accomplice.

Each individual's two times were added together to provide ‘a

total score.
s . -

The ‘person with the fastest total time is told tRat he is
P ~ ll

- ~

the winner. In ‘actuality, however, the Experimenter had pre-
determined whether the subjec&»woul& win or lose. . Since a stop-
watch was utilized over two trials as a criterion for success or

‘failure, it was easy for the Experimeater to "fix" the results.

- )
- . - .-

Ad . 1
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“p

"+ would be coﬁpared to an average ti

('\/

- atudy Has “a hddified.version of street hockey

iii) jhe Competitivﬁ*éggkessive Physical Activfty

- -
'

new

The competitive-eggressive physical activity utilized in tﬂis

w
Tho two boys were’ instructed that one of them would be the

»

offensive  player and bne would be . the defensive player. Each boy .

N

wes asked to draw a carq to determine which of the two he would be.

L4

In actual fact, however both of the cards read "offensive player .

The accomplice had been previously instructed to say that his c;id
. . N

read "defensive player". This being }h@ case, the subject in the

experiment always assumed the offensive player role. Q .

~
N

_The. o;?ensive player (the suhjggt)-was instructed that his

job was to stick -handle a street hockey ball from a starting line

“o ~

] :
.to a finish line as-quickly as possible. The course covered a

distance of twenty yards.

. The defensifte player was instructed that his dob was to

-

revent the offenstvé player from crossing‘the_finish lineh

n ~o

4

~——:isy(—checking and body-checking were both allowed.riln actual

~fact ‘however, the accomplice had been instructed to impede the

ffensive player only three or four times, with‘at least two
a

2’yodzrch§£ks, then miss a stick-check attempt enabling the

offensive plgyer to reach thg finish llne.

.

This activity was' performed twice.

& : .
The boys were told that the ﬁotal time for the two trialsg

calculated on two hundre?/



\ . - .] : LR o
. . . . .. ‘ ' ‘v} ) . .
' ﬂigh school boys in Lonoon, Ontario. -

-
-

\ ' . 1 +

The offensive player was told that if his tiqe\yas fuster '

- B - o - i

y than the average time, he ‘Would be the winner. If th offensive
N playar's time was slower than the average time, ‘the de nsive
PlaYer would be the winner. U s ‘ '
. ' e In acfual fact however, ‘the Experimenter had pytéete ined’

o . . 1)

whether the subjéct would win or lose. It therefore only re

T
o, i e . .
B ”j,,, for the Experimenter to report an average ‘time either faster o

3

slower than the subJect s time. This reported time was dependen

Loy . upon whether the subject had been predetermined to win or lose,
. . B ! - ’ .
o : : ,
) ’ ’ :

This average score was theoretically kept in a file folder—

| which was consulted by the Experimenter at the conclusion of the
: two,time trials.. ST
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DESCRIPTION OF FILMED PHYSICAL ACTIVITIES




The objective of each player waS'to defeat the other

individual. L s o
B I TR ) o
" The film_melonged.tohthe Experimenter. . )

iiixeThe'Competitive-égggegsive Physical Activityirilm’f
The competitive-aggressive film utilized in this study

' involved a boxing contest.

\\ ' ' .: ' ‘ 3, T _t !'.

X SR Sl
Sy ST ORI I bl e,
0 . . ' 4 ' { ' s . . ‘
. - _. ¢ . }Ol;‘l !,

. ’ . ‘f i = . ‘._.
. R / L e L Y ! -
. 1) The Co—Operative Phyaical Activitx Fglm — .
. The co-operative film utilized in this atudy involved two—man
' . L V-
aail—boating.- o ﬁ _ “A_pl” o ‘
»' + N L[] ' ’ . . . ’ .. ,. Y
[ . . t
A The fﬁ:m went into adequate detail revealing how the two :
. 4 /
individuaha in the boat muet work together to obtain best results. i
X . [ R . . . [ f
N SN . N\ . ' |
The objective of the sailors waa to reach maximum apeed under
of o
the conditions of the day. .« _ : S
o o oo . BRI R - v
. [ X - ) . . e o
" ‘ £ : N v o ! Co . ’
' The film was made available by Molson's Film Library.
I . v . P b N

} . ". Y ! . B . ’. [ o - - S

. A " e T : S e

ii) 'The Competitive PhydicalfActivity'Film _Tﬁ f.J-"f;ﬁlyy,,r

1
{
The competitive film utilized in this study involved-a .o
L . 4 : s
, singles tennis match. Q? - : s, L . L

‘ ) The film adequately revealed how the relative tennia skills o
“of the tuo individuals were respohsible for determining the
wiqner and loser of any given rally, ag'well as thq match.,

R ' N ) . - '



The objective of’eash

5’ bi‘%ﬁhque of inatmmental&iggreuion. PR

~)’.' .
" . R [ '!.'ﬂ

’I’hq ?iim was ma!de available °from Molson.
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' FIXED ACCOMPLICE MISTAKES, '
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- AND SHOCK . RECORDING SHEETS
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incorrect, administeg

t word oppdsite 1it.

) T ‘
r-,.' | ‘ ’ ) -
. <
‘o L
E-I
L] . { . i
e = - - ~—WORD PAIRS-— - -~ - -
. TRIAL ONE :
' . Please read the following word pairs out loud to the learner
" one time. Having done this, proceed to read the first word in each A
pair. The learner is to answer with the‘co
If he is correct, say "correct". .
the shock of your thoice. '
| . . . .
: ' 1. cat-tree
. - 2. Nlue-nut 1 LN\
. " 3. book-girl
o . B i
- . 4. pen-queen . -
' o ' 5. . bagrplane o
. . i 6. top-ice -
- ; A 7., string—hozéz‘
' ] .
] 7 < | 8. case-verb
. [ o _
' 7 . - ‘ 9., broom-paper
3 . . . . - R ] . { .
foe e ' b 10. water-circle ¢
, y : : il. _box-fork. -
' O . 12. | animal-basket
/ 13, ball-—truck ,
) .. - - 14, board-cau
. : : 15. grassfstgp
! : - 16 cﬁicien—mirror
e ) 17. statdé—carpet
s - -
- '18." ‘athlete-boat
| 19. filw-circus
20. cabinet-fool -

. =
4
.
N
~ .
. - ¢
.
< I3
+
-
.
¥
—_
i
i .
'.
. .
.
v
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FIXED ACCOMPLICE MISTAKES

| L AND. SHOCK RECORDING-SHEET
, , | ¢ TRIAL ONE !
s e \ e "

Please respond in this trial with the following answers. . The
subject will say the first word, and you will answer with the one
begide it, Recokd the level of shock in the space provided to the
right. Mistakes are marked with an asterisk.

(- /,,;-/‘ . . ,. ’ | o
. L " : F;i 12 83 34 §5'86 37 “8 99,510

, "1, cat-tree . o - :
L 2. blue-girl* N
h book;horée*' ) .
® 4. pen-queen =
' 5. - bag-plane " :
N S top-ice o . T
. string-éube*
‘ 8.' éase-verb
9. brbom—paper _ 1
10. water-basket* | ] il ‘ »'T .
11, box-fork & t A1
12. @nimal;Lﬁacker* NS " 1
13., Bail-step* | |
4. board—cdn-‘." Ay 1o
15. grass-cigar$tte* -} f N ®
P 16. chicken-mirror ' | |- RN R R A -
) i?Q adatue-park*. ; { ' . 
18. athlete-man* ~ . | 1 | 4 -
19. ‘film-candy* - - | | ' _ .
f 20. cabinet-fool N ' ~ o N C
. o - : !, . - !4 .
S - - : : ‘ a
N TN o
¥ . . ' - ]
r e
/ =~
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‘ : WORD PAIRS o g*

TRIAL TWO = |

Please read the following wotdlpairs out ‘loud to the learner

~ one time. Having done this, proceed to read the first woxd in

each pair. The learner-is to answer with the correct word opposite
it. If he is correct, say "correct”. If he is incorrect,
administer the shock of your choice. . l

<
1. car-covér
o . <:‘2. mouse-envelope N
w 3. curtain-figh ‘ ' ’
6‘ bét—wraﬁping
5;1 puck-mud . ‘
*F‘ | 6. séider-handle L.
g . 7. 'bicycle mat.
T s 8. pail~ténnis
. 9;.\rulef-poispn° K > - ¢
L Sﬁﬁf lé,nﬂpad-?ourneyb ! | r
11). ;polish-face o -
. 12. arrow-urncle
13, windowrple o ;}
- - 14.  notice-cement \
) ) 15. . racket-pool
| 16. kiss-tire *
R li; ant-letté;,'
‘ :‘ . 18. floor-target ' 2451 C
. ' lé; aﬁg%g-wall T | a' |

i
i

o o 20. tack-snake



<@

A v : E- ;v S— — -
FIXED ACCOMPLICE MISTAKES : :
AND. SHOCK RECORDING SHEHNT -
TRIAL TWO ’

Please respond in this trial with/the f llowing answer The ~
subject will say the first word, and ydy wil\ anewer with thé one
beside it. Record the level of shock in\the space provi to the
right. Miscakes are marked with an asterigk. -

- !

: .1 8 B | .10 : .

1. car-cover
- 2. mouse-poison* |
3. curtain-fish
- 4. bat-wrapping
‘5. ﬁucthandle*
@ 6. spider-mud* i‘
' J: bic&éiifma: .
8. pail-tennis
9. ruler-pencil®
10. pad—jOurney
: llz‘\polinh-wrnpping*
12. ‘attﬁby;grget*
 13. window-pie
[ 14. notice-cement
e 15,».sacka:-caania*
; 16. kisa-tire . )
17. ant-house*
*18. floor-mat#*
19, apple-cifcle‘
' 20. thck-snakel
' !
. I . .
-’ Y A\
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. - , . » N N N :
A . . . ceo s
.7 Pleasa respoud to the following statements. Circle T if the o Rk LW
N stqtement applies to you. ~ Circlc Pt u. dou not. .0 Ld
e, - ) ' . .~ Teud False -
S . ) L . " Y
ile, 1 cannot co'ntr'ol my.urge to harm - . by
' ' N * J T ) F . /
] - . ,
, , P 3 . - S
' 2. 1f somebody hits me first. I let him have it. T. JF
. ! o'A,.i
3. People who continually pester you are nking fov . N { oo
a punch in the nose. . o T o~ F .
. L ’
4; When I really lose my Cemper. I am capsble ,pt' v .
slapping sdmeone. - T "~ F.
: . g,: R . N
) 5. If 1 have to resort to physical violence o e &
defend my rights, I win.» 2 . » #‘I F
- i . ad % e
6. I umetinea spread gosbip lbout pooplc N.on t * . .7 '
ukc. ) : o« T o F
. v e . T * g& .
7. When I .am mad, 1 sometimes slam doors..- " . = g Ty 't:‘
8. Whan 1 am angx;y, IJsometimeo sulk.
L3 - A " " i “
9. Singa Lhe age of ten, I have never had a temper o 4
. tant'hun ) T Fo
@ IS '»;\‘ a
. 10. I sometimes sliow my anger by bang:tng on the ' S .
’ :able. ' . -f—=" B T F.
© r. - . e . ) .
. '1‘1._ I _am always paf,{en Ith otbeu. ’ ‘ =T . o
\ ' - ) N ; . ’ .
12. It wmakes oy blood boil to ‘have somebody make fun
’ of me. o . , T F
+ 13. Sometimes people bother me _juit by. being around T F -
- .1 souetfmes carry a chip on my d\oulder T . F "
.15: I don't let-a lot of unimpo;tant thingn 'bother me. T F
N . - s
16. Unless somebody asks me in a.nice way, I won't do
vhat they want. . .- T E,
~ 17. When someome' il bouy, 1 do the opposite of what :
- m '.t' T 1] F ’
’4 -
N

&




18.

22.

23.

24,

q

.him the "silent treatment",.

) *
" . “jd .
Occasionally when I am mad at someone 1 will give

N

I often 'ind myselt disagreeing with people. ;

I demand that people respect my rights.
Lf somebody annoys me, | am gpt to tell him what
I think of him. * ' '

I3

When T get mad,’ | say nasty things.

[ often make threats | don't really mean to
carry out, i . . .
I generally cover up my poor opindon of others.
* L]
f .
. Vs
4 » ’ >
. 4
‘ J
~
.7, .
\ -
4 -
)
. hd 3 '
. .
L4 v 7
4 ' ’ s“ -
. Y, '
1]
ra
- 4

. True

110
False
F
»
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*PART B’
- /—'
TN
Please respond to the following statements. Circle T if thev i
statement applies to you. Circle F if it does not,. . ‘
Fb\ True  False
1. 1 can think of no good reason for ever hit ing
anyone. - . L T F
2. Whoever insults me or my familyiis éskin? for a ‘
fight. AT AF
3. I seldom strike back, even if someone strﬁkes me
first. : T- §F
4. T get into fights about as often as the nextz' - .
" person. ' , I T . F
5.1 have‘knowu people who pushed q@ sa far that we ‘-..' -
came to blows. " ~ - T . F
6. I never. get mad enough to throw things: v ?}vT : F
7. 1 never play practical jokes. . - f F
. /
8. 1 sometimes pout when I don t get my own wgy > F
9. I can remember being so angry that I picked up '
the nearest thing and broke ie. o T | F
10. I lose my temper eaSLIy but get over it qulckly. T - F
B
11. 1 am in’itat'agreat deal more than people are '
aware of. . . ‘ v T 'F
12. If someone doesn't treat me right, I don't ‘let
it annoy me. . N o o I F
13. 1 often feél like a powder keg ready to éxplodé.'_ T le F
14.° I can't help being a little rude to people f
don't like. . \ . » T F
s . . § . . .
15. Lately, 1 have been kind of grouchy. ,/ T F
16. When someone makes a rule I don t llke, I‘éﬁv N «
tempted to break it. ' o 3 T F




\ - e o ' R 12
. ‘ | RN ' L
) o , ,
. . ' ' N True _,False
. . : . v : ' ‘\/ ' . s .’
' ‘ 17. When people aFe bossy, I take my time just to '
. show them. . <. T . 'F .
. ' ‘ . R
& 18. When I dTsapprove of my friends' behavior, I let Lo
8 . ' . LE " ) B
) K them ,know iL. e | j - ’, . R S
' ; 19.-1 can't help getting into arguments when people * '
disagree with me.’ R : T F
. . ~ C. . \“
S A ‘ 20. Even when. my’ anger is aroused, I don't use . :
. strong laqguage ' . R F
| 5 ‘ , - ) o :
- - 21. When .Eeople yell at me, I yell back. \ T F ,
22. 1 could not put someone in hls place even if he - o, D : .
v needed it. ;o , L T - F -
. ‘323 When arguing, I tend to raise my v01ce. ’ T F ‘ e
: S AT - ree PN — o
24. T would rather concede a pomt than get into an . -
argument about. it. - . ; T, -F 4
< i - - : - R : <
' . A} kS ’
> - - . ,
‘."/"A R _ L NS P T te
. ’ o o~ - !
. . ) '.‘\ »
* ! v ° t)": /s 5 - -,
LY - “ v l/
! o v . / ) . ‘ ' e
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) S ) .. PART C - f
- \\( A
 Please compdére the following questioms. -
1. Please indicate on the following.séalg, how much you liked the
1gother boy”that was in'the room (the learner in the experiment).
yOn this scale, a +10 would mean that you liked him very much.
_ A -10 would mean you really disliked him. A Q means you
e -neither liked nor disliked him. - )
You can 91#0 check any one .of the other numbers in between.
. What point on the scale do you feel reflects your feelingé
toward .the boy most accurately? ‘ ' . o
. éﬁ : o ro 4 o L
_ ] " . v ro. .
poe R A DT M TN S IPC I T I T N S S N
AR U DA FR R N LA SN B N (57 A INRRS HES B RS B s pem smne
-10 -9 -8 -7 -6 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1Lv 1 2 3 456 7 8 9 10
2. .Did you énjoy parR}cipating 1n.this‘exbériment2 Yes ™ No .
' “3. Did you understand ybur instructions? Yes No . » v
4. Had you heprd of this experiment before coming to the experi-
mental m? { Yes No . ‘ R - :
5. If you answgfed”yes to qugstiqﬁf#é, please eiplain‘whéf you ‘had
. heard. o ! T “ » e
. . ‘ ’ i
- ' } . - - -
-y /\ 13
. ‘ / -,.-:w\\_ n”" 3 !
ro* ! ' -""r ’
D~ - e
. ;. ) :- . l‘..";"
. , o - : ~
- . . . . : ALY R
..... - ! - \
\V ' 4 r i \
~ G 2 f
~‘/ M- . 4 .
e = , . ¢ W
. ’.* re ! ~\f.\ - : T _":"; .0 ~
- S ‘b‘ . " B -. © N
J 3 » : » \’\:“ - . /-vl; L f
/’.‘ ﬁ' ' - K ' ” " LY ”
ad B “:Dc, ~ s - r‘-'/\" . » ‘: \‘ e "
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L) ,. : PART ' D w’ [ |
Please ' complete the fOllWing ques'tions. . | e “‘".“
R B O R -

RO — o

.1. wa wo;&d.ybu classify thejgade you'judt pafticipated-in?

Please circle what you feel would be ‘the horrect“answg};";w,4— -

a) A game in which two People work togethet to determine -
© 1f you win or lose; ' B
b) ‘A game in which twb’pebple.competeragainst gne another,
, 'where the difference in ability between you and your: .
_oppenent determines the winner and the loser; !
/ F). A game in which both a certain amount. of physical
.’ contact and the differeqce in ability_betweed.you and

your opponent determine: the winner and the loser.
. ) FR . ’ ) S !
, .Comments, iflany e e N

*
- ] L g % 7 T

T

o T . o ) ) "

2. 'In the activity just participated in, did you win or lose?
. .Check one... Win . 'Lose. - . : o

Comments, if any ... -

El

.

'lA, I
N . .

o T ‘ T R T * P —
3. At any'time during the experiment, did the other participant
*  ever make you angry? Yes ' . No i ' ot :
.If you answered ybs above, when did this’happen? i
o . i : e .

L !

E
I

4. How mich do you think7;he-shocks_hurt,the learner in this
.~ ""¥xperiment? _ R v _
. ‘a), very much" - :

b) quite a bit A o .

- . ¢)vnot very myuch C _ -

v d) not"at all R : < o

Comments, if any... oo~ e . ; ‘ ‘
- o R — AETooe :

4

I3

7 . : S o e

a

". 5. What was your:oveiai; opinion of this exp€riment? G ‘ '1

.
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: . ro : e : R o
Lo S o . PART D : T SRR
e S s RN B e -
T "Pleasé compléte the following questions. " - A N . c
% - . . ' . ) . . ) - \.. | .‘_' ) L. . . -
1. How would ,Cﬁ*claeeify the game you just witnessed7 Please -
circle what you/feel would be the correct answer. . - . ,
/ . e N S
‘ . ) ‘ [ -
T a) A game: in which two people work together to determine 1f [
| | they win or lose; ' L
) : - b) "A game '{n which two people compete againet one another,l
wheré the difference in ability betweenfthe two determines
: e the winner and the loser; _
h o c) - A game in which both a certain amount of physical contact ‘"/ T
' and the difference. in ability between' the two determine T
R the winner and the loser. 1 o S o
Comments, if any... L - ) TR
] . . 2. At any time dﬁring the experiment, did the other participant
) . ever. make you mad or angry’ Yes . Ne T CoL
. If you answered yes above when did this happen’ - ISR
‘ : . , . o . : T
| N - - - ! " { A ~ . .
3. How much do’ ypu think the shocks hurt the learner in this
[ o experiment’ ‘ " A r
e -~ "a) very much . .. T e T 4
ST b) quite a bit - - - - .. L
' ' c) not very much v o R . :
oy d) not-at all " :
Comments, if any...: : " X
" 4, What was your overall opinion of this experiment? .. .. . .. ... .
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SPLIT-HALF RELIABILITY OBTAINED AS A RESULT
SR ~ OF ADMINISTRATION OF BUSS-DURKEE AGGRESSION
. = ., . - " QUESTIONNAIRE'TO A HIGH SCHOOL SAMPLE

: il et 5 |

o ’.Mear} Scorf.=.;232 |
1 'Réngea ;..;.;;....,4.;;....,.;.,.;,....;;..;y...;..... 16=32
St{ar'\dard De,;ria;;dn éf Test= 0 3.88

' .;S‘tfmdardll')_ev“ié:tlion _<.).f Odd N.umber Q."é%. 11‘95 -

! . . Standard Deviation of Even Number Q's= ...... veeeenees 2,27

$plit-Half[Reliability of Test='u..........uneioiovin. 82
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TABLE <11 ™% i
TEST/RESUE; RELIABILIIY OBTAINED AS A
‘ | RESULT OF ‘ADMINISTRATION OF ACGgﬁSSION . ' »
e . MACHINE PROCEDUREqTO A HIGH SCHOQL SAMPLE.
. RS _ ‘ i
::»"g "."I.' '.I veree . 25

Mean of Test @tores (X)= ....l.?i.......f.A Seseeaonre. 44,4
. _ = (X)= . REREERY .- | ‘ |
' Mear‘of ;Retest Scores (Y)= . ..3‘ L N

. s . ' : e

Summation of Test Variances (X-X)= ..........;.....;.. 1509.2

Summation of Retest Vatianeés (Y-Y)- ...... ceesamar e 1620.0 |

! .
Summation of Test/Retest Standard Deviation j,

Products (X-X) (Y-Y)= ..... B P T =
- o o 24 1
O . .
: Test—Retest Reliability= B I T S
P ]
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APPLNDIX*L . |
PILOT ThSlINC RfSULTS ASCERTAINING sunjscrs
. PERCEPTIONS OF IVDLPENDENI VARIABLES UTILIZED
IN THE STUDY, As MEASURED BY APPEVDIX F-1V

(DI RECT PARTI CIPATION CATE GORY)
A
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v TABLE A-1I1
V. . .
' RESULTS, -OF PILOT TESTING ASCERTAINING SUBJ‘ECTS'
PERCEPTIONS OF THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 1
P (ACTIVITY STRATEGY , OUTCOME AND MODE) UTILIZED
' IN THE PRESENT STUDY (DIRECT PARTICIPATION CATEGORY) )
‘ N-24 .
. i ‘ -
“ - —
b Number of rcentage
Factor ' [Level Number of|Correct CRrrect ‘
" Subjects |Interpretations Interpretations
‘ I
A Co-Operative| . | 8 -8 } 100z
(Activity|Competitive 8 7 88x
Strategy) Competifive- . d
. T Aggressive 8 8 100%
B" Win 1 12 .l 1007
(Out come) | Lose 12 7 120 #1001
‘C I‘, Non-Angered 12N , 12 100% N
- (Arousal) | Angered 12 . 10 83z
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| APPENDIX J - .

SUBJECTS" AGTUAL PERCEPTIONS OF mmmhmm\ ', |

< yvARIABLES uTiL1zdB ;‘N'm}s, STUDY (DIRECT

s _AND VICARIOUS PARTICIPATION CATEGOKRES) , -

© 0 as MEASURED BY APPENDIX F-1¥ AND'H-v
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_ S TABLE A-IV- . . |
\ T ,
. ﬁm:rs—mnmﬁnrmmv—w;mmbs —
.. OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES (ACTIVITY STRATEGY, .
3 . .OUTOOPE. AND AROUSAL) UTILLZED IN “THE PRESENT
. . STUDY (DIRECT PARTICIPATION cxmoom Ce
0 . N=120" .
Q. w
!."4‘ EN
. ) Nuﬂpef of Percentage.
Factor, |[level umber of fCorrect Correct °
Y ubjects {Interpretations Interpretations
Y\ Co~-Operative 40 40 y iOQZ,
(Activity|Competitive 40 38 9%
Strategy) Competicive- ' . ‘ .
' Aggressive 40 38 952 .
B (Win | 60 60 | - 100%
(Outcome) |Lose - 60 60 100%
¢ |Non-Angered | * 60 59 ¢ 98%
s (Arousal) | Angéred 60 . 55 922
;- ’ ¢ . - ©
e " .\ N \ hat . X3 \l'
£ : ", . _) \
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‘ _ TABLE A-V v ,
' as:suu's Imlem:mc SuBJ#CTS' PERCEPTIONS . < - -
.- OF- INDEPENDENT VARTABLES (FIL)%D PHYSYCAL ey
) ACTIVITY, AND.AROUSAL) UTILIZED.IN THE, ' -
o -PRESENT- STUDY (VICARIOUS PARTICIPATION cmacora) “a
. N=60 ' '
- - . PNumber Bt |Rusber wof * lPercentage
: Factor Lével Subjects .{Correct | < {Correct ~
o - - Interptetat}g_lis Intef‘pmtations
. ‘ N ) ’ Y .
A Co-Operative) - 20 17, v - 85% -
(Filmed |[Competitive . 20 1 19 . P - 95%
Activity) |Competitive- ' L .
. . Aggressive ’ 20 - .20 1002
. c {Non-Angere 30 ° 30 , 1002 -
i (Arousal) [Angered 30 .. 28 g 932
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] APPENDIX K
SEPARATE TESTS OF STGNIFICANCE (t-Test)
PERFORMED ON THE ANGERED AND NON~ANGERED AROUSAL
CONDITIONS IN BOTH THE PRETEST AND POST TEST
SETTINGS (DIRECT AND VICARIOUS .PARTICIPATION CATEGORIES)
A . L o ~ A e
i . I -
. ¢ '
A
o ” - v
- (‘w . 13 L~ ¢‘
. o+ | i '> .
. “ ’
E’" ! - ! | ﬁi)-lu ) >
t // ' i
. of ‘ ’
i 124 . .
. ' . . T



- K

A

. [ ~os ] : .
C & .\ «v \ . ‘\ ) : J.v ]
. o~ : , e
; . L] .
nt d - >
~ v N
< ‘ -
1 b ; .
N : CT0" daew
. ’ S0° dy
i - - ~
a : - . v . .
N , . o o - uwor3edyoyiaeg .
¥x67°¢C . 00z . 1Y 0°0% S°6y m:o.ﬁww\u_,g ‘3189] isoq .
) ) B < . . o K .,.\\» . Ve
’ - " R .noﬁwa«uﬁuuwm ) :
*09°C - 00°¢Z 2| 8°% hrLe N.%\ : * Snoyaedyy .unmumum te
) . B e} i ) \am,m S.uﬁuwm
¥¥£9°G 86°1 ¢'8 9 T 198 44 | =~ 3d811q &mo& 3804
N 4 . R . R co«umeuﬁumwm
xxTE°L \J/ 86°1 6°L I 13 — ey _ V : %33_‘...#88%
‘./\ \~ - N - . - . <
T.330 ) L s30afqng 813afqng V. .. 1
3 -] °nTep paiynbay 1 x=x paaa8uy-uop _uw..uwwcc\ - o .agu.y .
/ X .30 @10d5 ueay | jo 21035 uway £ T f\/ i
- I hd . 4 -

ANTHOVR NOISSTY99V
YAVI A

HIOfE NI, SIDZCdns ATIINV-NON QNV
GRIINV NAIMLIG SAIONTY

NOILV4IDILYVd s
ANV 1S31dg 3

v

FHL X8 QMINSVAN SV (SITHODILYD

ANV 1DT1Q) SNOILIANOD 1S3l Isod

410 OIS dNo¥9 NVE .

v

CIA-V ATEVL



~N
,
.
o g
'
.
g
.'.)
.
9
N
|
'
.
o
¢

. N . .
) - v
= . .
. .a(' ~7
.
AN
1
-
AT
< .
L 3
AY
. '
i
\ .
. "
. .
! [ 3
¥ o
v
.
, AR
/ .
0
’ :C o ' .
. .
. \
.
) ’ \ - v
N 9
- .Y

' SUBJECTS',

iy

/.
» ' . APPENDIX L
. k]

/

L1

{
"INFLTGTED BY THE AGGRESSION MACHINE
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2 !
, - SUBJECTS' PERCEPTIONS REG/ARDING THl‘. AMOUNT' OF PAIN : Ly
- INFLICTEﬁ BY THE AGGRESSLDN MACHINE
li
R i . . . . 1
o o o Number of \3 Percentage
Subjects Perceived Pain Respondents Response
. . C ) . M . o A - ."» .
1. PART A , | P . o ‘ : .
’ ; A. Very Much . P 14 C 128
B. Quite a Bit: 73 _ 617%
g C. Not Very Much =~ 29 L 247
D. Not at ali - ( 4 - T3y
2. PARTB -~ | o :
: - - . A. Very Much ‘ s ‘ 8%
L~ ‘B. Quite a Bit T34 . 57%
L ,"~. .C. Not Very Much r I 190 . © 327
S ' 'D. Not at. all 2 3% .
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»wn,aﬂe,;»m~-~“ff”"“"7'- THE AdcoMPLICE
' . - . . "I.

The accomplice, one Robert Borody, was an eighteen yeaf old

re31dent of Sarnia Ontario., His physical stature was comparable

to\that of‘the majority of subjects, while his physical” skills

A

‘were far abOVe average for his age group. The same accomplice

' 1

was utflized throughout the duration of the experimental testﬁng

omplice was at all times kept uninfoﬂmed as to which
P .
treatpfent the subJect being tested belonged

o The ag

This was done in

attempt to prevent any differential behavior by the accomplice

over the respective experimental treatments. !
oy
. ¥ : ) "

]
The accomplice was instructed to refer any questions asked

by ‘the subJect to the experimenter.
. ' , A )
No talking and no verbal cues were permitted during thel
v ) v R ‘
aggression/machine procedure or during the answering of the
I . - ' * " .

' questionnaire data. | : ' S
: B . . . . s . . . I T
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