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ABSTRACT

. The present research project examined the effect of ™
gttributional]y releQant 1nférmation on an individual' s \\C
reactions to a phovokinéxigcident and on his subsequent
behavior. Of %geéfic interest 1nhthe_invest1gétion was ther
question of whether reductions in aggression-obsefved under
nonarbitrary. rathér thanﬁggbitrary frustration result from

a lowered instigation to aggress. or enhanced inhibitions to

behave aggressively.

To examine these issues. 110 men received one of two
levels of ﬁitigafing circumstance information either prior
or subseqguent to being insulfed by a co{worker. Participants
were then proQided with an opportunity to déliver aversive
noise to the co-worker under ejther high or low social
censure conditions. Physiological daté and se]f-réport
meésures revealed that barticipants who learned of
mitigéting circumstance information prior to being provoked
by the co-worker exhibited smaller increases in
physiological arousal and reportéd less annoyance
immediately subseque#t to provocation than did those who
learned of mitigating circumstance information after insult.
Consistent with these findings. retaliation data showel thaf

angered participants evaluated their provoker more favorably

and retaliated less when they learned of mitigating

L3 )
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circumstance information prior. rather than subsequent. to

being 1nsulted.

These findings supported attribution theory assumptions
that.mitigating circumstance informatibn that 1s Kndwn prior
to the priovoking incident influences the individual’s
interpretatjon of harm, thereby reducing anger and the
instigafion to aggression. It was suggested that the reduced
impact of mitigating circumstance information on annoyance
and retaliation that is acquired after provocation may
reflect the provoked i1ndividual's sﬁgft of attention from
cues surrb nding harm to a consideration of inhibitory
factogs fory retaliation. As a conseguence. cues concerning
mitigati ‘circumstances ;111 be moré relevant and more
likely utilized when avaiﬁable at the time of°provocat;on,
but receive less weﬁght when acquired after the 1ndividual
has ihterpreted his reactioq.to the provoKing %Scidenf and
anger has been aroused. Finally, the results were discussed

with respect to their implications for the appraisal of

sanc¢tions for aggression and retaliation.
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“In attempting to undersyand how an individual's
peHCeption and interbrefation of a situation aﬁgectlthe
expression of aggression. recent analyses concerning the
'relationshfgzbetweem provdcatioﬁ and retaliation have
evidenced a shift from learning and motivational analyses
{Bandura. 1973: Berkowitz: 1971: 1974: Buss. 19711, to a
view that emphasizes the role of attributions in determining
the level of anger and hostility (Ferguson & Rule. 1983:
Jones & Davis. 1965: Rule & Nesdale., 1976!. Central to the
attributional approach is the postulate that the perceiver's
interpretation of instigating conditionscsurrounding the
harmfu act diq@pt]Y affeéts the degree of anger aroused,
and thereby mediates the relationship between provocatioH
and the level of retaliation (Rule.& Nesdale. 19761.
Although it is acknowledged that attributionally relevant .
information may operate on tée wi]]ingness to express
" aggeession (Zillmann, 18797, attribﬁtiona] approaches
. deriving from a cognitive labeling perspect%ve (Rule,
Ferguson, & Nesdale. 1980) have 1mp1ic1t1y>assumed that the
crucial function of cues associated with provocation is to
jnstigate anger arou§a} differential]y.rFurther, the

retaliatory aggressive respons€ is assumed to depend

directly on the degree -of anger aroused.

While a number of studies have obtained evidence
censistent with assumptions that aggression is reduced when

1
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there are mitigating circumstances for attacg‘(Bryénp'é >
Zillmann,  1977; Dyck & Rule, 1876. Rule & Perci¥a1,_1971);
there ig currently no direct evidence thét beafg
unéquivoca]]y on the‘ro1e of attributioﬁal]y‘re1evant_
information jn mediating aggression. Further, attempts'to
determine whether mitigating circumstance ihformation
affects the instigation to aggress, or conversely,
inhibition of the eipressipn of aggression (éurnstein &
Worchel, 1962: Rule, Dyck, & Nesdale, 1978; Rule & Percival,
9711, have not provided conditfonsdédequate to ‘compare the
two pfocesées. Thus, despite evidence that the pro&ision of
mitigating circumskance information may reduce reté]iation.
the mediating role of attribution; in the development of .
anger has not been established. As a conseauence, é central
issue surrounding the atthibﬁtiona] approach to aggressive
behavior is whether differences in observed aggression
actually reflect differences in the level of anger
determined by apbraisal of the aggressive,act,‘or

conversely, reflect the inhibition.of hostile and abgﬁ%ssive

responses.

In view of these issues, the goal of this research
projeqt was to to assess Fhe effect of attrfbut%%ﬁa]ly
relevant information on ﬁhdividuals’ insggg@tion to aggress
and their level o¥'retaliatign‘against a frustrator,
Specifically, the research infended‘to clarify the
flinstigétion - inhibition issue by (1) asSess}ng whether the

! ~
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decreases in aggression observed under condir tions of
nonarbitrary rather than acbitrary frustrathon are due 10
difterences in the level of instigation at the Time of
retaliation, or the inhibition (;f aggress ive responses . and
’
(2] exami?ﬁ*rrg\whether\ the processing of atteibutionally
relevant intormation s af’re'(:ted by differences in the Time
that 1nformation is made Kmﬁwm*durmg the provocation

retalialion sequence.

5
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RELATTIONSHIP 10 EXTSTING RESEARCH AND L 1 TERATURE

According to atteibulion theory (Heider 1958: Kelley.
197201, the lendency to reciprocate another person’s harm
wi 1l depend upon the ‘attribution ot causes for the harmful
behavior. In an elaboration of this view. Jones and Davis
(1965 ) suggested that one function of the analysis of causes
surrounding an action 1s o enable the perceiver tf)
establish the ntentions of the ;Ltor n performihg the
action. To the extent that the harm is viewed as intended,
the recipient of harm will be more inclined to appraise his
at tacker negatively and to reciprocate harm than 1f the

attack 15 viewed as reasonable or nonarbitrary.

Whilel a number of studies have demonstrated that atlack
Or annoyarjee does produce less rgtaliation when 11 occurs
under mitigating circumstances (Kregarman & Worchel, 1961:
Pastore. 1952: Zillimann, Bryant, Cantor & Day, 1975: Rule.
Dyck. & Nesdale, 1978). the mechanism for this effect has
not béen established. In one analysis, Ferguson and Rule
(1983) argued that mitigating circumstance information
influences the relationship between provocation and
retaliation by atfecting the degree to which énger s
instigated. In their ~iew. inferences concerning the
justifirability gnd blameworthiness of another person’s
harmful behavior occurs between the action and the judged
malevolent intent of the action to determ}ne directly the
degree of anger aroused and the subsequent expression of’

4



aggression. Thus. 1n instances where there®are miltigaling

\
/ \

kirgumstan«es for attack. less matevolent intent s
;;re>sxuﬁgt>ly ascribed 1o the actor, and hence. less anger s
aroused. Conversely. 1o the extent that harm is appraised as
intended . emotional reactivity should be enhanced. and
retaliation 1s more lihely. According lo thhs position. the
crucidl role of attributionally relevant information 1s to

atfect the in.’ cathion to aggress.

In contrast. alternative formulations concerning the
cognitive mediation ot aggression have viewed the role of
mitigating ircumstance information as affecting the
inhibi1tion Qf aggressive responses to provocaltion. According
to Burnstein and Worchel (14962) . tor instance. knowledge of
mitigating circumstance information tails to reduce the
emotional reaction 1o provocation. but acts to inhibit the
aggressive response. 1hus. individuals who are aware of
mitigating circumstances for attack are as motivated to

aggress as individuals who judge harm as malevolent ly

intended. but presumably inhibit aggressive responses to

e
~

avoid social sanctions. In this view., mitigating
circumstance _information affects the appraisal of response
appropriateness rather than the initial perception of harm

in engendering the emotional response to provocation.

Consistent with assumptions embodied 1n the
frustration>aggreséion hypothesis (Dollard. Doob, Miller .,

Mower . & Sears. 1939) . early analyses concerning the



relationship of provocation and hostility assumed that the
expression of aggression to a frustrating event is largely a
function of the strength of anticipated punishment for
behaving aggressively.” However, Pastore (1952) in addressing
the arbitrariness ot the frustrating event, suggested thal
arbitrary frustration may not be perceived as frustrating
and thus fails to arouse annoyance motivated hostility.
According to Pastore. the arbitrariness of frustration may
affect both the instigation of aggressive drive and the
inhibition of aggressive responding depending upon the
degree\tn which the frustfatiqg agent 1s justified in his.,or
her actgon. Consistent with this view, Cohen [1955)

suggested that when a frustrati situation is cognitively

appraised as reasonable. aggressive impulses may diminish.

The issue of whetheg the observed decreases 1in
aggression under nonarbitrary frustration conditions are due
to differences in instigation or inhibition was first
investigated in a series of studies by Worchel and his
associates (Rothaus & Worchel, 1960: Kregarman & Worchel.
1961; Burnstein & Worchel, 1962). Employing a projective
technique. Rothaus and Worchel (1960) found that
guestionnaire respondehts provided a greater number of
hostile responses for a fictitious other than for themselves
in response to frustrating situations, suggesting that when
inhibitions against hostile reactions are 1o@ered more

aggression will be expressed. However. respondents still



expressed significantly more aggressive responses to the
arbitrary than nonarbitrary s{(aations. Thus. although
Rothaus and Worchel interpreted the reduction in the
expression of aggression under nonarbitrary frustrgtion to
_re}]ect the—arousal of inhibitory or avoldance responses.
there was eviderice to suggest that respondents experienced

less hos&ility to nonarbitrary than arbitrary situatidﬁs.

In an experimen?al investigation. Krebarman and Worchel
(1961) failed to %1nd significant differences between
frustrating conditions that varied in the reasonablieness of
frustration on measures of aggression toward the frustrator,
but observed that subjects under nonarbitrary frustration
conditions showed significantly more négatfve evaluations of
themselves. These authgrs interpreted this finding as
evidence for inhibition because accordingﬁto
frustration-aggression theory. displacement of aggression
toward self or objects is expected when aggression is
inhibited. However. other findings revealed that subjects
who expected frustration were less agg)eSsive than low
expectatiOh,;ﬁbjects, suggesting that 1nst;gation p

differences may have occurred.

In a further investigation to assess the relative
influence of instigation or inhibition in decreasing the
amount of aggression observed under nonarbitrary
frustration, Burnstein and Worchel (1962) either aﬁnoyed or

did not annoy groups of male subjects and subsequently



provided them with an opportunity to aggress against theirl
frustrator under public or private rejection conditions.
Consistent with their assumption that decreases in the
strength of inhibitory forces (i.e., from public to private
rejection conditions] should result in increased aggression
against the frustrator if inhibition were operating. more
aggression against the frustrator was observed in the
private than public rejection conditions. However, despite
this apparent support for the inhibition position, the
observed increase in aggression from public to private
rejection was greater following arbitrary than nonarbitrary -
frustratioh. suggesting some differential instigation due to
the arbitraEiness of frustration.

\,\\
Employing a similar rationale, Rule, Dyck, and Nesdale

(1978} found evidence favoring the instigation hypothesis.
In thfé study, male subjects were deliberately or not
deliberately frustrated by a teacher in a concept’ learning
task. Following the task, subjects were provided with an
opportunity to prevent the teacher from gaining employment
under public or private evaluation conditions. Consistent
with previous findings, more aggression was expressed toward
the teacher when frustration was arbitrary and when
evaluations were private..However, other findings revealed”
that the difference in the amount of aggression expressed
against the frustrator between public and private evaluation

conditions was less fo]]ow*@g nonarbitrary than arbitrary
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frustration. Further, the frugtf%tor wés evaluated as more
competent. friendly, and likeable under nonarbitrary
conditﬁons than was the arbitrary frusfrator. In -
1nterpr§tjng these findings. Rule et al. suggeslted that
subjecéilsgﬁthe nénarbitrary frustration condition were
clearly lesg. instigated to aggress and less inhibited from
expressing their lower amount of aggression due to the lower

personal significance of provocation.

-

In the foregoing studies. mitigating circumstance
informatfon was provided prior to, or concomitant with
frustration. thus making it difficult to determine whether
this information affected the development of anger. or
inhibited the aggressive response. In an a]ternative
apprdach. three studies attempted to assess the impact on
retaliation of mitigating circumstance information which was
provided subseqguent to provocation. Mallick and McCandless
(1966) found that while subjects did not differ in their
dislike for their frustrator prior to either learning or not
learning of mitigating circumstances for his behavior,
subjects who were provided with a reasonable explanation
subsequent . to provocation exhibited les§ aggression and
increased liking toward their frustrator. In a second. study,
Zillmann, Bryant, Cantor, and Day (1875] obtained evidence
that knowledge of mitigating circumstance information

provided subsequent to provocation significantly reduced

retaliation against a frustrator, unless conditions of



X
extreme aronal prevalled at the time f%e information was
presented. Finally., Kremer and Stephens (1983) provided
evidence that mitigating circumstance information redgggg
retaliation agaifst a provoker when information‘waé o
~presented 1mmediately subsequent to provocation, th did not

affect retaliation when presented after a time delay.

While these latter three studies appear to favor the
inhibition position by showing that individuals who are
equally instigated to aggress will inhibit their desire to
retaliate when provided with mitigating information
coﬁcerning provocation., they do not provide direct evidence
concerning which process under]i?s the observed reduction in
aggression. As noted by Zil]mann;and Cantor (1976), the
question of whether the decrease; in aggression observed in
these studies resulted from the inhibition of hostile
feelings ré&her than reduced anger cannot be adeguately
anéwered in the absenge of evidence concerning subjects’
motivation to aggress at the time of retaliation. Thus.
while subjects may have been equalf} motivated to aggress by
provocation, the subsequent provision of mitigating
circumstance information for attack may have reduced anger
by facilitating recovery from the emétional state, such that

subjects were less instigated at the time of retaliation and

simply expressed less anger.

In a study designed to clarify whether the decreases in

aggression observed under conditions of nonarbitrary

!



frustration might be due 1o dyjﬁerences in the motivation to
aggress at the time of retaliation. Zillmann and Cantor
(1976 atteTpted to assess emotional reactions to
provocation. as measuied by physiological excitation, under
condit{ons where subjects received mitigating circumstance
information prior or subsequent to provocation. oOr did not
learn of mitigating circumstance information. Analysis of
subjects’ physiological responses tended to favor the
differential instigation hypothesis. Subjecté exhibited less
intense reactions to provocation when provided with
mitigating circumstance information than when not provided
with information. Further. subjects who recelved mitigi}ing
circumstance information prior 1o provocation exhibited the
least 1ntense re;ctions to provocation, .while both prior and
subsequent 1nformation conditions had returned to base
levels of excitat ion by the time of retaliation. Thus, the
provision of mitigating circumstance information prior to
provocation tended to prevent emotional reactions from
developing, wh11e>the subseguent provision of information
tended to facilitate recovery from fhe emotional response.
In contrast. physiological reactivity of subjects who did
not learn of mitigating circumstances for provocation

remained elevated for the duration of the experiment.

Contrary to these data, measures of behavorial
aggression against the frustrator were only partially

consistent with the instigation hypothesis. A1though
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subjects in both mitigation conditiong had returned to
physiological base levels b; the time of retaliation, only
sub jects who learned o{ mitigalting circumstance infor$ation
for attack ériér to provocation expressed less aggression
toward the frustrator. Thus., while there was little evidence
for the inhibition of aggression. differences in motivation

to aggress as measured by physiological-reactivity. did not

parallel differences in retaliation.

In another study, Kremer and Stephens (1383) found
evidencé that mitigating circumstance information provided
subsequent to aggression reduced retaliation against a N\
frustrator. but only when information was provided
ywnediately subsequent to prdvocation rather than after a
time delay. However, under conditions identical to those
employed by Zillmann and Cantor (1976), mitigating
circumstance information provided immediately subsequent to
provocation failed to affect reductfons in retaliation
relative to no information controls'when'participants
‘witnessed a second provocation. Although Kremer and Stephens
attributed the observed differences in retgliation in their
study to the time at which 1nformatién was provided to
participants, differences in anger associated with the
number of provocations witnessed by participants may have
accounted for differences in retaliation. Kremer and
Stephens dgd not 1nélude a measure in their study to assess

participants’ perceived anger at the time of retaliation,
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and subjects did not differ across Cond{tibns on measures of
physiological arousal. Thus 1t is difficult to determine on
the basis of this study whether mitiga%ion affected
reductions in participants’ retaliation against the
experimenter, or whether subjects were less angered by

~

provocation and simply expressed less aggression.

2
Y

While the preceding review provides evidence tﬁat
cognitive factors occur belween provocation and retaliation
to affect thé level of aggression. it does not reveal the
processAthat under lies this effect. Studies designéd to
determine whether the differences in aggression associated
with arbitrary‘and nonarbitrary provocation are due to
differences in the motivation to aggress or an inhibition to
retaliate have not contained conditions adequate to

determine which of these two processes accognts for the
observed decreases in aggression. In studies where
inhibitory forces ?gainst retaliation-have been manipulated,
these conditions may have affected the development of the
emotional response to provocation such that differences in
the amount of retaliation were due to differences in levé]
of anger. With the exceptions of Zillmann and Cantor (1976
and Kremer and Stephens (19831, tﬁz studies reviewed here
did not attempt to measure the emotional response at the
time of reta1jation,‘and no experiment has attempted to

!

measure subjects’ perceived level of anger at time of

retaliation. Consequently, an experiment is needed to
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examine th@wcorrespondence between perceived level of anger
and the amount of retaliation in order to assess the affect
of attributionally relevant information on the motivation to

A

aggress.

Moreover, the time at which attributiona]ly-relevant
information is known to the provoked individual may affect
instigation or inhibition. Zillmann and Cantor (1976) found
that negafive evaluation of an insulting experimenter and
physiological arousal were lowest when subjects rec~ ved
mitigating circumstance information prior to provocation.
The level of physiologica1 arousa manifestedrby subjects
who received mitiéating circumstance information subsequent
to provocat%on decreasea relative to those who received no
information concerning provocation: but there were no
differences in aggression between these latter two
.conditions. Zillmann and Cantor’'s failure to find an effect
of subseqguently acquir;d mitigatinq}circumstance information
1s surprisfng in light of findings by Kremer and Stephens =
(1983)Vand Mallick and McCandless (1966) that mitigating
circumstance information provided subsequent to provocation
reduced aggression rela;;;e to other conditions. Similarly,
Zillmann et al. (1875) obtained evidence'that knowledge of
mitigating~51rcumstance information pgovidgd to subjects
after being provoked significantly reduced retaliation

against a frustrator. While the results from these four

studies are equivocal, it may be that the time at which



mitipating circumstance information is acquired affects its
impact on subjects' attributions of intent, or.their
consideration of inhibitory factors against aggressing. for
éxample. mitigating circumstance information provided prior
to. or concomitantly with, provocation mayeﬁave its primary
effect on the development of the emotional response., while
information acquired subseguent to provocation may have a

greater effect.on the appraisal of response appropriateness.

Further, thé inconsistent resp1ts provided by Kremer
and Stephens (19831, Zi1lmann and Cantor (19761, Mallick and
McCandless {1966) and Zillmann et al. (1975) may be due
partially to the fact that the latter two studies provided
relatively strong excuses for the provoker’'s behavior. while
the former two studies provided a more moderafe excuse. Once
the individual has been angered and aroused by provocation,
his or her attention may be direcfed to an appraisal of
response alternatives and the anticipation‘of sanctions for
behaving aggressively. To the extent that individuals have
been provided with a relatively strong excuse for
provocation, reductions in aggression may be due primarily
to the effect of this information on inhibition. In-
confrast, a somewhat weaker excuse may have less impact on
the appraisa] of response appropriateness. The available
data do not addbess clearly whether inhibition or
instigation 1s.affeefed by mitigating circumstance

informat fon because investigators have not controlled for
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the strength of the excuse for provocation/provided to

subjects in their studies.

Another fécto; that may account 1n part for the
inconsistent findings of previous research is the relative
lack of knowledge about factors that influence inhibition.
Thus. while the majority of studies reviewed here employed
public apd private evaluation conditions in order to vary
the sanctions for aggressing, other factors fn‘these
;tudies, such as the social status of the transgressor, may
have influenced the extent to which inhibitory forces were
operating in the different conditions. Hokanson and SheTter
(1961), for instance, provided evidence tha{ recovery from
annoyance 1nduced aroﬁsal was delayed for subjects who
retaliated against a professor, relative to those who
retaliated against a pee%*\Presumably, the higher social
status of the transgressor, or the perceived
inappropriateness of- aggressing, induced anxiéty in subjects
which maintained sympathetic excitation (Geen & Quanty,
1977). It is instructive to note in this context that the
social status of the transgressor has varied widely across
the extant studies. For instance, Kremer and Stephens
(1983), Zillmann et al. (1975) and Zillimann and Cantor
(1976) employed an experimenter as the source of annoyance
and the recipient of retaliation, while in ohe'condition of
'the Burnstein and Worchel (1962) study the confederate‘posed

as a handicapped individual. In contrast, a peer served as



the Source ob annovance i the Mallick and McCandless (1966)
and Rule et al . (14978) studies. Ditferences 10 the percelved
appropriateness ot aggressing againgt these andividuals of
dittering roles and stalus may have allered the strength of
sanc Lions for aggression. independent of whether retaliation

was pubblic or private

In addition to anterpretive problems 1nduced by
difterences in the soctal status ot the annoyer . the
evidence (oncerning the effects of public and pravate
retaliation on gggression 1s equivocal o Worchel o Arnold. and
Harrison (19781 provided evidence that private retaliation
may provide less 1ncentive tor agygression than public
retaliation. [n this study. subjecls in privale Feldlldllmn/

~
conditions . who were not accountable for thelr aggression.
delivered less shockh 1o an annoyer than sub jec ts who

r

believed that the annoyer Knew their identity. Presumably.

]

the public retaliation (Ondigﬁgg Ooftered a greater
opportunity for the debased individual to redassert the selt
and reestablish lost power . In contrast to these data.
/imbardo (19691 observed that anonymous temales behaved more
punitively toward a victim than their nonanonymous
counterparts, while Donnerstein. Donnerstein, Simon. and
Ditrichs (1972) found more aggression when subjects were
assured anonymity. particularly when the annoyer appeared
dangerous . Perhaps accounting for these differences. Baron

(1973: 1974) demonstrated That a high Tikelihood of



retaliation by the target of aggression appears to curb
aggression when incentives are low, but makes nttle
difference when ancentives are high. In light of this
evidence . the presumed inhibiting or disinhibiting int luence
ot public or praivate evalualion context cannotl be viewed
solely as a function ot anonymity. but rather appears to
depend more directly on other tactors such as Tihelbihood of

reprisal or evaluation apprehension

Iwo Other methods have been employed to vary subject’s
apprehensions about aggres$ing. In one approach. Borden
(14751 varied the perceirved appropriateness of aggression by
having subjecls compele in an aggressive reaction Uime
contest 1n the presence ot either a proaggressive or
antiaggressive observer . In a first study.-males delivered
sigmiticantly higher levels ot shockh to their opponent in
the presence of a male than a ftemale observer. In a second
study. males behaved more aggressively in the presence of a
proaggressive than antiaggressive observer, independently of
whether the observer was male or female. Most significantly,
removal of the proaggressive observer reduced aggressiveness
while removal of the antiaggressive observer had no effect
on aggression. Presumably. the presence of the proaggressive
observer disinhibited aggreséion by reducing subjects’
‘appgehension tor retaliation against their opponent . 1n a
second approach, Donnerstein and Donnerstein (1973} informed

half their subjects that their responses were being recorded



on videotape for later use by the exper imenter . The
remaining subjecls were given no information regarding
{aping Reoults on a direct measure Of aggression indicated
that subjec ts under potential <en;ure conditions delivered
less aggression toward a target than did noncensure
subjects . In a second experiment, noncensure sub jects.
delivered a lower level of reward to o targel than drd
subjects who believed that their responses were bhe1ng
videotaped. Apparenlly . subjedcls under poltential censure
conditions evidenced a greater degree of evaluation
apprehension tor negative l)éhavm)r* than no censure subjecls.
In Tight of these findings and the 1nconsistent evidence
concerning »the* ettect on aggression ob anonymous responding
and evaluation context, 1n the presentl approach we sugyest
that the appraisal ot sancltions or restraints for agygression
depends more directly on the sox 1al contingencies ot lhe
evalualion context, than whether the evaluation is made
publically or privately. Given the ambiguity concerning the
strength of sanctions for aggression in past studies, the
present research employed the social censure manipulation
rather than the public-private evalualion context to attempt
to clarify the effect on aggression of attributionally
relevant information which is provided subseguent to
provocation. In addition., it was felt that a more direct

manipulation of the strength of inhibitory forces should



provide 1nformation about the role of inhibition, !

Inaddition to the toregoing considerations,
dispositional differences engaged by provocation may
influence the processing of alttributionally relevant
information. tor instance. perceplual or perspective
difterences induced by the emotional state. ‘or high Ievelg
ot arousal. may.affect the individual' s attention and
responsiveness to mitigating circumstance information. such
that the relative impact of the information on retaliation
may vary as a function of the time it becomes known during
the provocation retaliation sequence. Once the individual
s in an emotional state, he or she may simply process
information differently due to shifts in percepltion or
motivation, and may be less responsive to mitigating
circumstance information. Thus, as a result of prior
provocation, mitigating circumstance information may be
altenuated or be less relevant because of current
information processing demands. To the extent that
processing differences may be engaged as a result of being

angered, they may be evidenced by differences in what is

1. While the direct observer procedure would appear to
provide a more potent manipulation of evaluation
apprehension than that associated with potential censure by
tape recording. timing requirements in the present design
precluded the use of an observer-participant. However, the
results of Donnerstein and Donnerstein (1973) suggest that
the effect of poteptial censure tends to parallel that of
potential retaliation (Donnerstein §& Donnerstein, 1972). and
appears effective in reducing aggression.



remembered about the provoker and‘the provok ing
circumstances. As a sécondary focus. the research attempted
1o examine processing differences as reflected 1n memory
differences. by embedding the mitigating circumstance
information within a brdader context of information about

situational circumstances.

In summary. the present rééearch attempted to examine
the effects on retaliation of the strength of mitigating
circumstances for attack. the time at which this information
is known. and the strength of anticipated sanctions for
aggression in order to examine adequately the impact of the
provision of attributionally relevant information on
individuals’ evaluaiions of provoking circumstances and’
their subsequent behavior. The critical issues of this
research concern the extent to which 1ﬁformation about the
provoking circumstances affects the emotional response to
provocation, or conversely, the inhibition of hostility, and
whether thie time at which information is provided affects

the consideration of inhibitory factors against aggressing.

7o address these issues. the present research emp loyed
a constant provocation treatment with two levels of the
timing of mitigating cigcumstance information
(prior-subsequent to provocationl, two levels of mitigation
for attack (weak-strong excusel, two levels of sanctions for
aggression (high-low social cericure), and a no anger control

group. Instigation was assessed by a combination of



physiological measures and ratings of perceived annoyance.
Retaliation was assessed by the level of aversive noise
delivered to a frustrator employing a modified
teacher-learner paradigm. An attempt was made to assess the
weight attached by subjects to mitigating circumstance
information through a combination of ratings and post

experimental interviews.

A primary focus of the research was to assess whether
mitigating circumstance information affects the emotional
response to provocation, or conversely, the inhibition of
retaliation. Consistent with an attributional explanation of
aggressive behavior (Rule & Nesdale, 1876: Zillmann, 1979),
it was anticipated that the emotional reaction to
provocation and retaliation would be least intense when
subjects received mitigating cirumstance information prior,
~rather than subsequent to, provocation. Further, given
expectations that the receipt of mitigating circumstance
information prior to provocation influences the development
of the emotional response, emotional reactivity and
retaliation should be more pronounced in low relative to
high mitigation conditions. Thus. both emotional arousal a~
retaliation were expected to decrease with increases in thé'
strength of mitigating circumstanceél Consistent with these
predictions, sanctions against aggression were not expected
to affect the ]eve] of emotional arousal engendered by

provocation for prior mitigation participants, and to



inhibit retaliation only under conditions of Jow mitigation.

T

Because mitigating circumstance information is expecte§
to have its primary effects on the instigation to aggress.
decreases in anger level and retaliation resulting from the
subseguent provision of mitigating circumstance information
are viewed as primarily due to differences in the strength
of inhibitory factors. Thus. in contrast to prior mitigation
subjects, subsequent mitigation participants are expected to
exhibit high levels of emot{onal reactivity to provocation,
but to reduce their retaliation only when anticipated
sanctions against aggression are high. In contrast to these
predictions. if mitigating circumstance information serves
primarily to inhibit motivated hostile and aggressive
responses, emotional arousal should not differ due to the
time at which mitigating circumstance information 1is
‘a¢du1ré8, and retaliation will vary as a function of the

strength of anticipated punishment.

The secondary focus of the research was to provide a
pre11m1hary assessment of whether processing differences are
engaged as a result of provocation such that individuals may
be less responsive to attributionally relevant information
due to their emotional state. It was expected that
processing differences due to provocation would be evidenced -
by less memory for attributionally relevant information by
subsequent ﬁitigation participants, than by prior mitigation

sub jects.



METHOD \\

sSubjectls and Design. |

One hundred and eleven male introductory psychology
students participated in the study in partial fulfiliment of
course requirements. Ten participants were randomly assigned
to each of e?ghtkconditions of a 2 X 2 X 2 factorial design
_based upon two levels of the timing of mitigating
circumstancé information (prior-subsequent to provocation),
two levels of mitigation for attack (weak-strong excuse!,
and two levels of sanctions for aggressio; (high-low social
censurel. A further 30 participants were randomly assigned
to one of three conditions consisting of two no-anger
conditions and one time-wait condition. Theée latter three
conditions were included in the study design in order to
assess whether arousal from sources other than insult may
have become labeled as anger or have facilitated available
responses, and to assess whether timing differences,
introduced by presenting the speech prior or subseguent to
anger may have affected differences in information

processing.

Apparatus.

Each of two experimental rooms (1.98 m? and 2.29 m x
1.98 m) employed in the study was equipped with dummy video
camera and microphone, one set of stereo earphones,
physiological recording equipment necessary to record heart
rate and blood pressure, and one custom designed "aggression

24
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machine” (Buss. 19611 . The aggression machine (255 cm X
20.5 cm) contained the following features: al a column Of
three lights on the left side of the panel numbered from |
to 3 that served to indicate the learner’'s responses: bl
three lights in the center of the console labeled ready.
give. and receive that signaled participant responses: and
¢} two rows of four switches labeled with the numerals 1 to
7. and the word. correct. that served ostensibly to deliver
different levels of noise to the learner. or indicale a
correct response. [ach aggression console was controlled by
a separate Aim 65 microcomputer (Rockwell International)
that served to signal the onset of Experimental trials and
learner responses by illumination ot console lights
according to a programmed sequence. and to record the level
(from 1 to 7. or correct) and the duration to the nearest

millisecond of participants’ button press.

Heart rate was recorded by means of an optical
plethysmograph attached to participants’ finger and
monito?ed by the Aim 65. Changes in bloéﬁ vo lume were
counted for 30 second intervals and converted to effective
pulse per minute rates. Blood pressure was recorded from the
upper arm with an automatic blood pressure cuff and

microphone controlled by & Hewlitt Packard physiograph.

The auditory stimulation consi;Ied of 9 bursts of 350
Hz squarewave noise recorded on magHetic tape. tach noise

burst was présented to the right ear through high-fidelity
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earphones at an intensity of 95dBA and duration of 500
milliseconds.

Procedure

Sub jects were tested individually 1N an experiment
purportedly designéd to assess physiological responses 1o
ongoing cogniltive activity. Upon arrival at the laboratory,
participants were escorted to separale exper imental rooms.
After ensuring that the participants were not acquainted.
the e;perimenter explained briefly that the experimenl was a
pilot investigation intended to select appropriale
experimental tasks and materials to be employed 1n a ltarger
study of the effects of physiological arousal on ongoing
cognitive activity. Participants were informed that because
the major focus of the pilot work concerned physiological
responses, their physiologk% 1 reactions to a number of
short tasks would be monitgéed continuously throughout the
session. Participants were {ﬁ;érmed tfurther that 1n(5681tion
to their physiological responses, they would be asked to
report their internal feelings on -a numbér of short rating
scales as an aid to interpreting the physiological data.

Ve

Social Censure Manipulation. Following this brief

introduction, the experimenter attached‘each participant to
the physiofogical recording apparatus and activated the
video cameras noting to the participant that the

experimental session would be videoltape recorded.

Panticipants in low censure conditions were told that
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recording was not related to the experiment. bul only that
the electronics technician required test tape 1n order o
repair the video recorder. Participants 1n high censure
conditions were informed that the experimental session was
being recorded for subsequent viewing by the University of
Alberta Human Subjects Fthics Committee as part of the
process 1n gaining Universily approval for the main
experiment  Thus for this latter group. 1t was certain that
a high status group of individuals would later evaluale

their behavior toward the co-worker. while the behavior ot

low censure participants would not be evaluated.
/

Subsequent to these procedures. participants listened
to audiotaped instructionsewhich explained the purpose of
the study and instructed participants 1n their éxperimental
roles (see Appendix A for tfanscript of instructions].
Briefly. subjects heard a short déscription of selected
social facilitation research suggesting that the influence
of a co-worker on complex task performance may vary as a
function of>the co-worker’s evaluétive role. rather than aé

*a function of his or her presence or absence. It was
explained that the worker’'s apprehension regarding either
positive or negative outcomes due to evaluation may be
arousing, and if this were true, then the level of arousal
exper ienced by the worker should influence performance of
complex tasks in é predictable curvilinear fa%hion.

Participants were told that before this hypothesis could be
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tested. 1t would be necessary to determine the arousal
values associated with different tasks and different modes
of evaluation in order to create precise experimental
conditions for the main study. Thus, to facilitate the
selection of appropriate tasks and modes of evaluation, the
present study was.intended simply to explore different
combinations of tasks and types of evaluations and to
measure the arousél generated by these combinations.
Participaﬁts were informed that in order to make the tasks
arousing, they might be asked to both administer and receive
aversive noise or electric shock during some of the tasks.
It was explained that the shock and noise were not harmful
dangerous. but that participants might find them annoying
uncomfortable.'Further, 1t was explained that although
fthe tasks would not be dangerous or difficult, participants
were free to choose not to participaté in the experiment and
still receive credit toward their course participation
A requirement. At this time, the experimenter met individually
wilh each participant to answer guestions and to obtain
written consent from participants to continue with the
~xperiment. The experimenter emphasized again that
irticipants were- free to choose to leave the experiment at

i, time and still receive participation credit.?

Consistent with previous experiments conducted in our
ranporatory that have employed aversive noise or electric
shock, no participant elected to leave the experiment.




Subsequent to these‘procedures. the experimenter
returned to the control room and continued with the
audiotaped instructions. Participants learned that they
would serve alternately as‘worker and evaluator in a series
of co-worken interaction tasks. For the first task,

short solution to a social problem under conditibns of noise

participants were 1nstrgcted that Subject 1 woulg/prepare a
and written evaluation by Subject 2. while Subject ™2 would
prepare a short speech and subsequently deliver his speech
to Subjéct 1.* At this time the experimenter met with each
participant to answer questions and to reiterate portions of
the task instructions. The experimenter then distributed
materials for the essay task (Appendix-B) and instructed
each participant that he had 5 minutes in which to write an

essay on energy conservation.

Mitigating Circumstance Manipulation.

The experimenter freturned to each participant’s room
after 5 minutes elapsed time to collect the essay and inform

participants of the next task. Prior mitigation participants

'

were instructed that Siject 2 would now give his speech. At
this point, the experimenter provided the participant with a
4. CoPY of the speech writing task instructions ostensibly used

AN

by Subject 2 to prepare his speech (Appendix C) so that

3. BEach participant in the experiment was instructed that he
was Subject 1. Thus, although two subjects served in the
experiment at one time, both participants were actually
Subject 1. ' -

t
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Subject 1 "could follow along." Participants then ]1stened
to.one of two standard speechs in which Subject 2 ostensibly
provided information about his background. hobbies,
university work, career plans. most interesting recent
experience, and his worst recent experience.

Weak - Strong Mitigating Circumstance Manipulation.

Information provided in the speech under the worst
recent experience topic constituted the weak - strong
mitigating circumstance manipulation. Participants in the
weak mitigating circumstance conditions heard Subject 2
describe himself as being upset about receiving a grade of 7
on an important chemistry midterm, when he is sure he should
have received a grade of at least 8. Further, participants
learned that while Subject 2 waé worried that a low mark in
the course might prevent him from entering medical school,
that ®e was fairly certain that he would ultimatley receive
a high mark in the course. In the strong mitigating
circumstance conditions, participants heard Subject 2
describe himself as upset because this same low mark would
prevent him from entering medical school and force him to
change his career plan of aséuming his father’s general
medical practice (see Appendix D for transcript of
épeeches). Participants in subsequent mitigation conditions
did not hear the speech at this time, but rather, received
the anger manipulation directly following the essay writing

~task.-



anger Phase

Following enther the essay wreiting tash or the speecl
tash. the experimenter returned 1o each participant’ s room
to explain the essay evaluation procedure. Participants were
reminded that bedause lf)cAy'.vvt*reA i the "craitical” audience
condition. their essdy would be evalualed by both a wraitten
and noise evaluatron, lpé nolse evaluation would range from .
0 1o 10 noise blasts with higher numbers of norse blasts
indicative of a poorer rating. The experimenter then

~
returned to the control room and signaled The onset ot the
evalualion fach participant received Y4 bursts of 350 Hz
squarewave noise delivered at an intensitly of 9L dBA and
duration of 500 millhiseconds.* Subsequent to the noise
evaluation, the experimenter entered the participants’ room
to deliver the standard weitten evaluation and returned
immediately to the control room. IThe yﬁ\ittcww evaluation
tAppendix El consisted of eight rat1n915cales related to the
férm and content of the essay. traits of the writer,  and one
written comment. In anger conditions. participants received
a\s?ahdard evaluation designed to provide an untfavorable
evaluation of their essay. and that described the
participant as uncrealive and probably a poor student. In

contrast, participants in no anger conditions received a
M

4. This type of anger manipulation is similar to that
employed in other studies of agygression le.g., Berkowitz &
Geen. 1966: Baron, 1974: Donnerstein & Wilson, 1975H).



neutral evaluation of their essay and abilities . turther | no
anger participants received only 40 rather than 9. noise
blasts.
bubsequent Mitigation Conditions. Following the anger
manipulation. Participants in subsequent mitigation
conditions performed the speech taskh 1n which they listened
to the audiotaped speech containing the weak strong
mitigating ¢ ircumstance 1nformation. Thus. subsequent
mil]ddtlum participants received the mitigating circumstance
information aftler the anger manipulation, while participants
o praor mitigation conditions received this information
lwfur‘(". the anger manipulation. With the exception of this
difference in the presentation order ot speech and anger
all procedures tor the two groups were identical.
Retaliation Phase.
A

Upon completion of either the anger manipulation (prior
speech conditions] or the speech taskK (subsequent speecﬁ
conditions), participants listened to an audiotaped
description of the teacher-learner task (Buss, 1961) 1in
which Subject 2 would serve as the learner and Subject |
would serve as teacher. Participants were i1nstructed that
Subject 2 would be given 3 minutes to study a list of paired
nonsense syl lables and then be tested on his hknowledge 1n an
automated test situation. Participants were instructed that
théir task was to monitor the responses of Subject 2 using

the feedback lights on their console, and to evaluale
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Subject Zowith the correct button tor correct responses
However . 1 f Subgect 274 response was incorrect, participants
were Lo deliver aversive noise to the learner . where button
I represented a low level of norvse and button 7 a loud leve |
Oof not1se . Participants were intformed that because the
measure of 1nterest in this task was the impact of ditferent
levels of stresstul stamuli on the learner’s physiological
responses and tash pertormance. that any arbitrarily
determined norse level could be delivered. further.
participants were intormed that 1t really didn’ U matter 1o
the experimenter which nortse levels they selected as al
Jleast 100 individuals would be required to participate In
the experiment 10 order to oblain a sufticient number of

Obhservalions al each noise level.

following these 1nstructions, the experimenter entered
the participant’s room and handed him a list of 15
consonant vowe l consonant nonsense syllables of medium W
value (Nobel. 1961) and a list of correct responses. At this
time the experimenter answered participants’ guestions
regarding the tash and reiterated to participants that they
were completely free to determine the level of noise that
they would deliver to Subject 2 for incorrect .responses.
further. it was explained that higher levels of noilse were
expected to interfere with the ability of Subject 2 to

concentrate and pertorm well on the task, while lower levels

of noise should interfere less with his ability to perform



34

the tash. The experimenter then returned to the control room
and signated the onset of the learning task. tach
partlicipant then responded o 10 programmed learning trials
that consisted of 8 incorrect and 2 correct }esponsesA Thus:,
each participant was provided with eight opportunities to

deliver noise to Subject 2. .

$

Dependent Measures.

Heart rate and blood pressure readings were recorded at
oix different times over the course of the experimental
cession. The tirst measure constituted the base measure and
occurred subseqguent to the initial brieft introduction and |
minute atter the beginning of the audiotaped instructions.
Subsequent measures were obtained approximately 30 seconds
atter the termination of essay writing., speech listening
(Mitigation), and essay evaluation (Anger ) : immediately
prior to the opportunity to retaliate, and 1 minute
subsequent to completion of the teacher - learner task. In
addition to these measures, participants completed a 12 1tem
arousal checklist (Appendix f) prior to essay writing,
immediately subsequent to anger. and prior to retaliation.
During the the teacher- learner task, both the intensity
level and duration of participants’ butlon presses were
recorded for each trial. These latler measures constituted

the behavorial measure of aggression.

Following completion of the experimental session,

participants provided free recall measures of information
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presented by Subject 2 during the speech tash and responded
to the post experiment questionﬁgire_ The questionnaire
(Appendix G) contained 42 7-point rating scales designed to
assess the effectiveness of the experimental manipulations
and participants’ liking for Subject 2. as well as their

perception of the causes for Subject Z's behavior and the

extent to which he was held responsible for provocation.

Following completion of the post experiment
questionnaire. the experimenter formally gquestioned each
participant to learn whether they had viewed the mitigating
circumstance information as providing a reason for Subject
25 behavior during the experiment, and whether they felt
that their own behavior had been affected by thejsocial
censure manipulation. Finally, participants were probed for

demand awareness and suspiciousness and thoroughly

debriefed.



RESULTS

Data Analysis and Choice of Model.

Of the 111 ma‘es who participated in the experiment,
one subject was excluded from the analysis for failure to
complete the post experimental questionnaire. Due to the
involved cover story, no participant expressed
suspiciousness of the experimental hypotheses or procellures,
and no subject declined to participate in the study. In
general. the responses of the remaining 110 participants for
each dependent measure were submitted to a 23 facto?ga]
analysis of variance. A fixed within subjects facto; was
incorporated in the model for variables that required
repeated measurements. [n addition, a number of planned a

priori comparisons were performed on the data to examine

specific hypotheses.

-Concerning the choice of this model, 1t must be noted
that participants were assumed to be functionally
independent for purposes of the analysis. That is, although
subjects participated in the experiment in grbups of two,
they were run individually and did not meet or interact in
any way dur{ng the experiment. Thus thle individual
participant was conceptualized as the most appropriate unit
of analysis for the experiment in contrast to a dyad
reflecting group membership or pairing. Selection of the
latter unit of analysis would have required that a nested
grouping factor be included &4s a term in the model. However,

36



choice of this model was viewed as inappropriate given that
variation associated with participant pairings was not
vreiated to the hypotheses under investigation, nor was
“variation attributable to this source expected to contribute
significantly to the total variation in responses. To test
this latter assumption, 81 dependent measures were submitted
toa 2 X 2 x 2 x (40) analysis of variance with mitigation,
timing. and censure assigned between subjecls and
experimental pairings nested within these conditions.
Results of these analyses revealed only four significant
outcomes associated with the nested group factor. F(32.40).
ps < .05. The chance level of this outcome (rel f = 4/81. p
= . 0493) affirmed the choice of the completely randomized

factorial model. and as a consequence., all analyses are

reported without respect to experimental pairings.

Effect of Manipulations.

Anger .

In order to assess the effectiveness-of the anger
manipulation, participants were asked to rate the extent to
which they perceived the evaluation of their essays to be
fair and justified. and to indicate how angry they felt
during the essay task. Orthogonal contrasts conducted on the
average of the nine anger conditions vs. the average of the
two no-anger control conditions revealed that angered,
relative to nonangered participants reported that their

essay evaluation was significantly less fair, t(99) = -4.98,

£
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p ¢« .001. Ms = 3.0 vs. 5.1, and less justified,

1(99) = -4.65, p « 001, Ms = 3.12 vs. 4.75. Further,
angered participants reported that they felt significantly
more angry during the essay evaluation task than did
nonangered participants, (17 .5) = 3.451, p < 003,

Ms = 3.10 vs. 1.85.

In addition to these measures. participants responded
to the arousal rating scale immediately subsequent to the
anger manipulation. Orthogonal contrasts revealed that

angered, rélative to nonahgered participants., rated

themse lves as significantly more aroused, t1(99) = 2.83,
p < .005, Ms = 4.3 vs. 3.5, more excited, t(99) = 2.59,
p < .011, Ms = 3.99 vs. 3.15, and significantly more

annoyed, 1(99) = 5.98, p < .001, Ms = 4.30 vs. 2.05.
Further, analysis of heart rate data.as measured in
differences from base level, revealed that participants in
anger conditions exhibited significantly greater increases
in arousal immediately subsequent to the anger manipulation,
(M = 11.8), than those in nonangered conditions (M»: 2.1),
t(57.4) = 10.78, p < .001: although there were no
differences in the arousal level of the twé groups
immediately prior to anger, t(99) = 1.55, p < .124,

Ms = -1.5 vs. 1.4.° Finally, although angered, relative to

5. All analyses involving repeated measures are reported as
differences from base level. The respective mean heart rates
for the nonanger and anger groups were 76.5 and 74.9 before
anger, and 74.8 and 85.3 after anger.



nonangered participants exhibited greater 1ncreases 1n
systolic ( Ms = &.00 ve. 5.00 1 and drastolic © Ms = 570
vs. 5.00 ) blood pressu}e immediate ly subsequent to anger .
these differences were not reliable. 11451, ps - 0L, Tahen
together . these analyses indicate that the anger
manipulation was successful in atfecting feelings of anger
and annoyance in angered participants. together with
concomitant increases in heart rate and self attributions of
7

arousal .

Mitigating Circumstance Information.

The mitigating circumstance manipulation was i1ntended
to affect participants’ perceptions of the co-workers’
motives and intentions for provocation by providing subjects
with either-a justifiable or unjustifiable reason for the
co-workers’' negative evaluation of their essay. In order 1o

\

assess the ;ffectiven855 &f this manipulation, responses of

',
N

high and low mitigation participants were compared on the
two items, "fairness of essay evaluation”, and
"justification for essay rating”. In addition, participants
were ashked to respond to two items during formal questioning
concerning the emotional state of the co-worker and whether
they had viewed the mitigating circumstance information as

providing a reasonable excuse for the co-worker’s behavior.

Employing anger conditions only. orthogonal contrasts
conducted on the average of the four low mitigation groups

vs. the average of the five high mitigation groups revealed
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that low mitigation participants perceived their evatuation
to be only slightly less fair than high mitigation
participants tigil = 1.53, p <« .10, Ms = 2.77 ve. 3.26. In
contrast to the fairness rating., participants were

I
significantly ditferentiated in their ratings of how
justified they perceived their evaluation to be. such that
low, relative to high mitigation participants rated their
essay evaluation as significantly less justified
L1l = 217 p < 025 Ms = 2.75 vs. 3.42. In addition.
those 1n prior speech conditions viewed their evaluation to
be more justified than those_in\subsequent speech
conditions. t(7217= 1.65 p < .05 Ms = 3.38 vs. 2.82.
Further. analysis of formal questioning items revealed that
a smaller proportion of those in low, relative to high

mitigation conditions perceived the co-worker to be

emotionally upset ( 46% vs. 817 ). t(32) = -3.69, p < .001:
' A

while ho participantqin low mitigation conditions felt that
the co-worker's circumstances or emotional state provided a
reasonable excuse for his behavior. In contrast, 69% of
those in high mitigation conditibns felt that the
co-worker's circumstances and emotional state provided a
reasonable excuse for his behavior. Thus the two groups
differed signikicantly in their perceptions of whether there
were mitigating circumstances surrounding the co-worker's
negative behavior. t(32) = -5 08, p < .001. Taken together,

these analyses indjcate that the mitigating circumstance
Ica g

manipulation had the intended effect of-differentiating



participants with respect to the perceived reasonableness oOf
insult . such that high. relative to low mitigation
participants perceived the co-worker's behavior to be more

justified and more excusable.

Social Censure Manipulation.

The social censure manipulation was intended to affect
participants’ perceplions of inhibitions for aggression such
that those in high censure conditionsl would feel a greater
degree of evaluation apprehension for negative behavior than
those in low censure conditions. To assess this effect,
ieveral items were included in the post experimental
s
questionnaire that were designed to measure parti- pants’
teelings of apprehension and freedom regarding noise
delivery to the co-worker. In addition. par{icipants were
asked during formal guestioning whether videotape recording

of “the experimental session Wad affected their behavior

during the teaching lask.

Results of orthogonal contrasts emplofing the average
of the five low-censure conditions vs. the average of the
six hig¥ censure conditions failed to reveal differences
between the two groups in their ratings of the
appropriateness of delivering noise to the co-worker, or 1n
how apprehensive or guilly the; felt about‘de]ivering noise
to the co worker. t(99), ps » .05. In contrast, analysis of

participants’ rating of how free they felt to deliver noise

and how relaxed they felt during the teaching task. revealed
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k' hose in high. relative to low censure conditions.

Flod feeling both less free to deliver noise.

"
.
N

: 14, p < 025, Ms = 4.02 vs. 4.72. and less
¥oiaxed. 1099) = -2.36. p ¢ .01, Ms = 3.78 vs. 4.44.

Sinally. although approximately one half of the participants

f reported that they had forgotten about the videotaping by

the end of the experimental session, analysis of the formal
guestion item revealed that a significantly greater
proportion of thbse in high censure conditions ({46%)
reporteé that the camera had affected their behavior durinc
the teaching task than in low censure conditions (0%,
$i35) = 6.01, p < .001. Those respondents who did indicate

& ~' videotape recording had affected their behavior,

~urted, in general, feeling somewhat uneasy during the

experimental session and that they had monitored their

behavior during the experimental session (e.g., "I tried to
sit very still” or "] combed my hair before you turned on
the camera”). Thus, although there was no direct evidence to}s

J

indicate ‘that the censure groups differed in their ratings
of apprehension for aggression. findings that‘high relative
to low cenmsure participants felt less free to chose the
noise level delivered to the co-worker, and less relaxed
during the teaching task., suggest that these subjects were

more inhibited from expressing aggression as intended.

ol
e

e



Ma jor Dependent Measures

Physiological Arousal.

Heart rate measures were recorded from each participant
at six different times throughout the experiment, and six
blood pressure readings were obtained from one half of the
participants in each condition. Due to the timing
manipulation. two of these measures., Speech (13] and Anger
(t4) were confounded within speech order but assumed to be
conceptually equivalent with respect to the hypotheses. The
remaining four measurements for each index were recorded at
identical times for all participants. To control for initial
differences in arousal. measures t2 through tbt were
converted to change scores relative to base level (t1). Each
measure was analysed employing a mixed model analysis of
variance with timing, mitigation, and censure assigned
between subjects and the five repeated measurement trials
within subjects. Results involving within subjects factors
were conservalively Cofbected Qmp]oying the epsiton
correction (Wilson, 18751}.

Heart Rate.

Analysis of variance of heart rate change scores

¢
revealed significant main effects for speech order,

F(1,72) = 8.19, p < .006, mitigation F(1,72) = 4.97,

p < .019, and trials, F(4,236.3) = 37.28, p < .0071: a .

significant 3-way interaction among ‘speech order,

mitigation, and censure, F(1,72) = 4.38, p < .04: together
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with a\significént 4-way interaction among speech order,
mitigation. censure and trials. F(3.4,246.3) = 3.27,

p < .021 (see Appendix H.1). Planned contrasts conducted on\ﬂ
*the trial means (Ms = 1.34. 1.75, 11.75, 4.01, 3.70)

revealed that heart rale was significantly more elevated
immediately subsequent-(o anger than in other trials,

t(246) = 11.74., p < .001. Although heart rate declined
subsequent to anger, a planned contrast conducted on the
average of the two pre-anger trials and the two post-anger
trials revealed that heart rate remained significantly more

elevated relative to base level following anger,

10246) =.3.13, p < .001.

Inspection of the means for the speech order main
effect revéaled that participants who learned of mitigation
prior to insult were significantly less aroused on average,
than those who learned of mitigation subsequent to being
insulted, Ms = 2.815 vs. 6.205. Further, those in high
mitigating circumstance conditions exhibited significantly

less change in heart rate than did low mitigation

participants, Ms = 319 vs. 5.85.

Neither the main effect of ceng‘re nor any Z2-way
interaction approached conventional levels of significance.
Examination of the significant 3-way interaction among:
speech order, mitigation, and censuzg (Table 1) revealed

that high mitigation participants were less aroused by

provocation when information was known prior, rather than
7



TABLE

Mean Heart Rale Change Scores as a bunction of Speech
Presentation Urder . Soctal (ensure and Mitigation

T Proor Speech Subsequent Speech
Censure Low High [ ow High

N , ,
Low Mitigation 6 S ROt 4 a0 CRRIE
Haigh Mithigation 148 0. 00" AR R

Note: Means sharing no Superscr ipts in comnmon differ
significantly atl the 05 level ot sigmiticance by a Duncan’s
Multiple Range Test
subsequent to anger . and that the ditterence 10 arousal
between low and high mitigation conditions was grealer undet
low than high censyre 10 praor speech condiions . whereas
the difference bhetween high and low mitigation was greater
in the high rather than low censure conditions under
subsequent speech conditons. Results of a Duncan’s Multiple
Range lTest revealed thal under low censure conditions ., beart
rate was significantly less elevated in high relative to Jow
mitigation condrtions when information was known prior to
provocation. Ms = 1 48 ve. 6.58. Thus consistent with
hypotheses. a strong excuse known prior to provocation
tended to ameliorate participants’ physiological reactions

®

to provocation This interpretation 1s qualified however by

the finding that subjects 1n subseguent information
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conditions exhiibited less arousal when mitigation and
censure were high relative to therr JTow censure
counterparts, My = 3 494 vs Y. 08 Thus there was evidence to
indicate that the eftect of, st rong mitigation on
physiological reactions to provocation may be independent of
the time al which information 1s known when inhibitory

fac tors tor aggression are hagh,

The signmificant speech order » mitigation X censure A
trials Iinteraction was accounted tor by the finding that
changes 1n heart rate were relatively undifferentiated among
groups prior to anger . bul exhibited significant differences
as o tunction ot experimental conditions subsequent to
anger . In order to assess the difterences among groups for
these data. the heart ralte change scores as a function of
speech order . mitigation. and censure were examined
separately by trial inmediately subsequent to anger (t3),
mmediately praor to the opportunity to retaliate (t4) . and
tor the tinal measure obtained subsequent to retaliation
(t5) . txamination of the means for the anger trial (Table 2)
revealed a pattern ot findings similar to that of Table 1.
Participants in high, relative to low mitigation conditions
exhibited less arousal to provocation when intormaltion was
Known prior to provocation, and the difference 1n arousal
betfween low and high mitigation for prior and subsequent
participants was greater 1n low. than in high censure

conditions. The results of a Duncan’'s Multiple Range Test



47

ALt 2

Mean Heart Rate Change Scores lnmediately Subsequent to
Anger as a tunction ot Speech Presentation Urder o Sox 1al
Censure and Mitigation,

Proaor Speech Subsequent Hpeech

Censure: Low High L ow High

Ltow Mithigation 15 . 4~ 9 4 109 14 5«
High Mitigathron 78! 14 15 4 1y oo

Note: Means shar fng no étJ[_iér:s-(',r‘ 1;)ts in common differ
significantly at the 05 level of significance by a Duncan’s
Multiple Range Test.

revealed thatl participants in high relative to lTow
mitigation conditions, were significantly less aroused by
provocatiton only when intormati1on was known pr‘l;\)r‘ to
provocation. Consistent with this finding, high mitigation
participants under prior speech conditions exhibited
siénificantly less arousal! to provocation than their
subsequent speech counterparts. who had not yet learned of
mitigation. Although Table 2 suggests a tendency for prior
speech subjects to exhibit less arousal under high, relative
to low censure conditions when mitigation was low. the means ﬁf\\
for these groups were not reliably different, Ms = 9. 40 vs.
15 4. Thus consistent with hypotheses, there was evidence to

indicate that strong mitigating circumstance 1nformation

known prior to provocation tended to reduce participants

~
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initial physiological reactions to insult.

frial 4. recorded immediately prior to the oppor tunitly
T
to lo retaliate. represents the effect of mitigation for
participants who learned of mitigation subseqgquent to anger.

Inspection ot the means shown 1n Table 3 revealed that the

average heart rate for all groups declined from the higher

TABLE 3
Mean Heart Rate Change Scopes lmmediately Prior to

Retaliation as a function of Speech Presentation Order.
Saocral Censure and Mitigation.

Prior Speech Subsequent Speech
Censure: ow High L ow High
Low Mitigation 743 3.004° 4 .5r23 8.6°
g\
High Mitigation 31024 0.7 5 612 0.6'7

Nole: Means sharing no superscripts in common differ
significantly at the .05 level of significance by a Duncan’s
Multiple Range lest.

leve ls recorded immediately subsequent to the anger trial.
E xamination of these data by a Duncan’s Multiple Range Test
revealed that in prior speech conditions. the arousal level
of participants under combined low censure and low
mitigation conditions remained significantly more elevated
than the arousal level of those in high censure and high

mitigation conditions whose arousal had returned to base



level. Of greater interest for these data was the finding
that subsequent speech partic \ pants under high censure and
high mitigation conditions exhibited the greatest decline 1n
arousal between trial t3 and t4. for these subjects, heart
rate had returned to base level. while the arousal level of
those in other subsequent speech conditions remained

significantly more elevaled.

finally, examination of the means for trial 1H recorded
subseqguent to retaliation (Table 4], revealed that with the

excepltion of subsequent speech participants 1n combined high

TaBlt 4

Mean Heart Rate Change Scores Subsequent to Retaliation as a
Function ot Speech Presentation Order. Social Censure and

Mitigation. - .
Praior Speech Subsequent Speech
Censure: low High Low High
Low Mitigation 6.37° 1.4172 2.1 13.3%,
\
High Mitigation 1o 4.0 8.3 0. 4"

Note: Means sharing no superscripts in common differ
significantly at the .05 level of significance by a Duncan’s

Multiple Range Test.

mitigation and low censure conditions. the arousal levels of
participants in high mitigation conditions had returned to

base levels. while the arousal level of low mitigation
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sub jects remained generally elevated. further, under
subsequent speech conditions. the arousal level of those
under combined low censure and high mitigation remained
significantly more elevated relative to their high censure
counterparts whose arousal remained at base level. Thus in
addition to the tinding that mitigation known prior to anger
appeared to reduce the emotional reaction to provocation.
there was evidence to indicate that attributionally relevant
information provided subseqguent to anger may reduce or
modify emotional arousal when inhibitory factors against
aggression are high. However, whe% restraints were low,
mitigation provided subsequent to provocation had no affect
on arousal.

Blood Pressure .

Planned contrasts conducted on the average of the nine
anger conditions vs. the average of the two no-anger
conditions revealed only that participénts in anger
conditions exhibited significantly higher systolic blood
pressure immediately subsequent to anger than did those in
no-anger conditions, t(45) = 2.357, p < .02, Ms = 134.64 vs.
130.38. Diastolic pressure did not differ reliably as a
function of anger. While the patterns of sy®&tolic blood
pressure means were similar in many instances to those
observed for the heart rate data., a repeated measures
analysis of variance of difference measures from base level

revealed only a significant main effect of the trials



factor. F14.1321 = 15351, p « 007, Inspection of the means
by a Duncan's Multiple Range Test (Ms = 1.58, 4.88. 7.20.

4 20 0.98). revealed that both the speech and anger phases
of the experiment. irrespective of speech order, tended o
facilitate increases in blood pressure, p + .05, Thus in
contrast to heart rate. which was sensitive primarily to the
anger manipulation. blood pressure appeared to be COﬂfQUDded
with arousal due to task performance. No other reliable

differences were observed.

Self - Attributions of Arousal.

Participants responded to the 17-1tem arousal rating
scale prior to speech writing (t1], immediately subseqguent
to anger (t2), and immediately prior to retaliation (t3).
Analysis of variance of differeﬁ&e scores relative to scale
1 for the item, “aroused” . revealed only an effect for the
trials factor that approached significance, f(1,72) = 3.20.
b < 078, suggesting that participants were somewhatl more
aroused immediately subsequent to anger than at the time of

retaliation, Ms = 1.08 vs. 0.85.

The analysis of variance conducted on participants’
self reports of how excited they felt, revealed a
signi%icant main effect of speech order, F(1,72) = 7.58.
p < .007, and a significant censure X trials interaction,
F(1,72) = 4.356, p < .04 (see Appendix H.2). Inspection of

the means for the speech order effect revealed that

participants who learned of mitigation prior to being
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insulted rated themselves as significantly less excited on
average. than those who learned of mitigation subsequent to
being insulted, Ms = 0.20 vs. 0.98. further, analysis of the
censure X trials interfction by a Duncan’s Multiple Range
Test. revealed that participants under low censure
conditions reported that they were more excited immediately
subsequent to anger than did participants 1n the remaining
conditions, Ms = 0.88 vs. 0.45, 0.45. 0.58. p < .05. In a
similar fashion, analysis of variance of participants’
reports of how energetic they felt. revealed that subjects
in low censure conditions viewed themselves as significantly
more energetic immediately subsequent to anger than did
participants in high censure conditions F(1,72) = 5. 76,

p < .019., Ms = 0.775 vs. 0.225, 0.500, 0.525 (p < .05 by a

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test).

£

AN

Finally, analysis of variance of participants’ self
reports of annoyance revealed significant main ef}ects for
cenéure, F(1.72) = 4.935, p < .029, and trials,
F1,72) = 64.3, p < .001, and a significant 4-way
interaction among speech order. mitigation, censure and
trials, F(1,72) = 4.84, p < .031 (see Appendix H.3).
Inspegﬁion of the means for the main effecls revealed that
partici;ants in low censure conditions rated themselves as.
significantly more annoyed on average than.did those in high

censure conditions, Ms = 2.04 vs. 1.37, while all

parlicipants reported the greatest annoyance immediately



subsequent to anger. Ms = 2.41 vs. 1.00.

The significant 4-way interaction among speech order.
mitigation. censure. and trials was examined seperately for
the anger (t2 - t1) and retaliation trials (13 (.

f xamination of _the data for the anggr trial (lable 9)

revealed that prior speech participants reported less

TABLE 5
Mean Annoyance Dhtference Scores‘lmnediately Subsequent Lo

Anger as a function of Speech Presentation Order . Social
Censure and Mitigation.

L

. Prior Speech Subsequent Speech
Censure: Low High L ow High
— — ——— ——— — — — r e —— —— e ————— e ——— — I
Low Mitigation 355 1. 50 9 b O ogan
High Mitigation ] g8 1,712 3080 N EEE

Note: Means sharing no superscrfpts in common differ T
significantly at the .05 level of significance by a Duncan’s
Multiple Range Test.

annoyance to provocation in high, relative to low mitigation
conditions, whereas subsequent speech participants did not
differ substantia}ly in their ratings of annoyance as a
function of mitigation or censure. A Duncan's Multiple Range
Test revealed that participants in prior, relative to

subsequent speech conditions, were significantly less

annoyed by provocation immediately subsequent to anger when

)



mitigation was high. Further. high relative to low censure
wa; effective 1n reducing annoyance 1n low mitigation

participants who had learned of mitigation prior to.insult.
In contrast to these findings. participants did not differ

in their annoyance as a function of experimental conditions
e

when they had not yet learned of mitigation surrounding the

insult. However, examination of the data immediately prior

to retaliation (lTable ) revealed that while all

TABLE ©

Mean Annoyance Difference Scores lmmediately Prior to
Ketaliation as a function of Speech Presentation Urder,
Social Censure and Mitigation.

Prior Speech Subsequent Speech
Censure: low High L ow High

Low Mitigation 1.63 0.617 1.43 1.123
High Mitigation 1.0143 0.417 1.63 0.3"

Note: Means sharing no superscripts in common differ
significantly at the .05 level of significance by a Duncan’s
Multiple Range Test.

particigfnts exhibited reduced annoyance relative to the

anger trial, subsequent speech subjects in combined high

~ensure and ngh mitigation conditions exhibited
Jnificantly less annoyance once they had learned of

igation, than did participants in other subsequent speech



conditions. Thus consistent with the heart rate data. there
was evidence to indicate that participants viewed themselves
as less aroused and less annoyed when strong mitigation was
known prior to insult. but réborted reduced arousiﬁ and
annoyance under subsequent speech conditions onCe\$1tigating

circumstances were known and censure was high.

Further to these data. items were included in the POst
expermental questionnaire that askedppar11gipant5 to
attribute their arousal 1o the experimenta} tasks and
co worker . and to rate their feelings both during the
evaluation andﬁessay tasks . for the essay.evaluation task.
planned contrasts conducled on the average of the nine anger
conditions vs. the average of the two no-anger control
conditions revealed that while the two groups did not differ
in their ratings ot the extent to which they attributed
arousal to essay writing or to the generﬁ\ situation, t(99),
ps » .05, participants attributed a greater degree of their
arousal to the co-worker when they were angered rather than
not angered, t199)1 = 2.906, p < .005. Ms = 4.89 vs. 3.75.
For angered subjects, however, planned contrasts revealed
only an effect of mitigation théf.approached significance
when censure was low, t(99) = -1.57, p « .10. suggesting
that there was a tendency for high mitigation participants
to attribute less arousal to the c;-worker than their low

mitigation counterparts under low censure conditions,

Ms = 4.65 vs. 5.45.

-



With respect to participants’ attributions of arousal
during retaliation. angered participants attributed only
somewhat more arousal to the co-worker than their nonangered
counterparts, t(99) = 1.43, p < .10, Ms = 4.00 vs. 3.45.
while planned contrasts conducted on the responses of
angered subjects. revealed only that those in high, relative
to low mitigation conditions, attributed significantly less

arousal to the co-worker when censure was low,

—

(99) = -1.95 p < .05. Ms = 3.65 vs. 4.60. Thus, while the

evidence was not strong that attributions of arousal to the
co-worker dif;ered significantly by conditions, participants
in high mitigation conditions exhibited a tendency to
attribute less ardusal to the co-worker when mitigation was
strong and censure was low.

Finally, in contrast to participants’ Qoncurrent
report's of annoyance. post-hoc ratings of aﬁgér by angered
participants revealed only that low, relative to high
censure subjects, attributed significantly greater anger to
themselves during the evaluation task, F({1,72) = 23.112,

p < .006, Ms = 3.7 vs. 2.6 (Appendix H.4), while at the time
of retaliation, fhose in combined low censure and low
mitigation conditions expressed somewhat more anger than
"hose in other censure and mitigation conditions (p < .10 by
uncan’ s ‘Multiple Test), Ms = 2.8 vs. 1.9, 2.1, 2.2. No

rences were observed among experimental conditions in

d participants’ ratings of their frustration, nor in




how upset fthey feltl either during the evaluation or
teacher - learner tasks, although those 1n priorl_relative to
subseguent speech conditions rated their essay evalualion as
significantly less justified. t(72) = 1.65. p < .05. A
Ms - 2.82 vs. 3.38. further to these findings. nonangered,

relative to angered participants, reported feeling

significantly less frustrated. 1(99) = -2.27. p « 025,

Ms = 1.7b’v5. 2 46, less upsel 1(99) = -2.12. p < .025,

Ms = 1,55 vs. 2.14. and less angry. 1(99) = -2,671. p <« .005.
Ms = 1.30 vs. 2.16, during the teaching task.

The mean noise intensity and mean duration of noise
delivered to the co-worker over .the eight error trials of
the teaching task constitulted the behavorial measures of
aggression. Although no differences were observed among
exper imental conditions foq the duration measure. planned
contrasts conducted on the average of the nine anger
conditions vs. the average of the two no-anger control
conditions revealed that provoked, relative lo unproQoKed
participants, delivered significantly more noise to the

N\
co-worker, 1(99) = 1.877, p < 05, Ms = 4.42 vs. 4.02.

Analysis of variance conducted on the noise intensity
measure for angered participants revealed a significant main
effect of mitigation, F(1.72) = 4.149, p < .045: a

significant 2-way interaction between speech order and

mitigation, F(1,72) = 7.944, p < .006;7 and a significant
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3-way interaction among speech order, mitigation, and

censure, F(1,72) = 6.609, p < .012 (see Appendix H.5).

- 7

The main effect for mitigation revealed that
participants who- learned of a low excuse for prévocation
delivered significantly more noise to the co-worker on
average, than participants in strong excuse conditions
Ms = 4.65 vs. 4.24. txamination of the means for the
significant speech order by mitjgétion interaction by a
Duncan’s Multiple Range Test, revealed that participants who
léarnéd of a strong excuse prior to provocation, delivered
signi%icantly less noise to the co-worker than did their low
mitigation counterparts and those who learned of mitigation

subsequent to provocation (p < .05: Ms = 3.83 vs. 4.80,

4.49, 4.64).

t xamipnation of the significant 3-way interaction among
speech order, mitiéat1on, and censure (Tabte 7) revealed
that high mitigation decreased retaliation against the
co-worker in prior relativ? to subsequeht speech conditions,
and that the difference in retaliation between low and high
mitigation was greater under high,}rafher than low censure
when information was known prior to grovocation. Results of
a Duncan’s Multiple Range Test revealed that priof speech ’
pérticipants who retaliated under combined high censure and
high mitigation delivered significantly less noise to the

co-worker than did their low mitigation counterparts. Thus

for prior information participants, high mitigation appeared




PABLE

Mean Noise level Delivered to Co worker as a function of
speech Presentation Urder . Social Censure and Mithigation.

Praor Lpeech Subsoaquent Speech

Censure: Low High L ow High

e = - - Ay - - - -

Low Mitigation 4 4y b0 4 H40 4 440

High Mitigaltron 4 Qur- J.05H0! RV 4 o

Note  Means sharing no superscripts in common differ
signiticantly at the 05 level of significance by a Duncan's
Multiple Range lest.

o be effectlive 1n reducing retaliation. and ths eftect was

enhanced when restrainls againstl aggression were bigh

In contrast 1o these data. participants who learned of
mitigation subsequent o provocalion drd not ditter an theat
retaliation against the (o worker as a function of either
mitigation or censure  Of most interest was the tinding that
participants 1n combined haigh mitigation and high censure
conditlions who learned of mitigation prior 1o provocation,
delivered significantly less noise to the co worker than
those under similar conditions who learned of mitigation
subsequent to provocation, Ms = 3 .56 vs. 4 .97 ihus.
although analyses of physiological and self report measures
suggested that combined high mitigation and high censure

appeared to affect decreases 1n the physiological and
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emotional reactivity to provocation of participants who
learned of mitigation subsequent to retaliation. this effect
was not apparent 1n the retaliation data. Combined strong
mitigation and high oensu;é7ReHQGd to decrease the amount of

noise delivered to the (o-workergh but only when information

was Known prior to provocation,

In addition to the noise delivery measures. 1lems were
i luded in the post experimental questionnaire that
provided participants with an opportunity to evaluate the
co worker atong a number of dimensions. Planned contrasts
conduc ted on the average of the nine anger conditions vs.
the average of the two no anger control conditions. revea led
that provoked. relative to unprovoked participants. rated

the (o worker as ruder . t(99) = 6.596. p -« 001, Ms = 4.80

ve . 2.5 less competent. t(49) = 3.265. p < 0071,
Ms = 3. 04 vs. 4.05% and more unlikable. t(499) = 5 42,

p 001, Ms = 4 32 vs. 2.80. further.  provoked relative 1o
unprovoked participants rated the co worhker as being less
triendly t(99) = -4.571. p - 001, Ms = 2.81 vs. 4.19, and
reported that they would be less willing to work with the

co-worker on another occasion, t(991 = -2.367, p « .01,

Ms = 3.67 vs. 4.50.

Analysis of variance of these measures for angered
participants revealed a significant mitigation by censure
interaction for the item. "polite - rude”. F(1.72) = 4.410,

p ¢« .039, and significant main effects for speech order
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C01 700 = bobik. p o 0120 and mitigation Fog 700 = 3087,

p o093, on the willingness to work with on another
Occasion measure (see Appendix Hob and B/ Eramination of
the means for these dnalyses revealed that those 1n combined
low censure and low mitigation conditions viewed lhe

(O worher as more rude by a Duncan’s Multiple Test than did
participants 1n other conditions. p oo 0530 My = H 3 v 4.3,
4% 4.9 Inspection of the means for the willingness to
worh with again measure reved led that. contrary to

predic tions. those in praor speech condiions reported less
willingness to work with the co worker 1n the tuture than
expressed by subsequent speech parlicipants. Ms = 3075 vs,
4 125 while high relative to lfow mitigation participants.
reported a greater willingness to work with the co worhker on
another occasion. Ms = 4,02 ve. 3.38. bxamination of the
means for these data by a Duncan's Multiple Range Test
revealed that prior speech participants under combined low
mitigation and low censure COHd]I]Uéb expressed
significantly less willingness to work again with the

Co worker relative to subseguent speech participants under
high censure conditions. (Ms = 0.7 ve. 4.3 4.8 p ¢ 05
However . no clear interpretation of this difterence 1s

suggested by other findings.

finally. although angered and nonangered participants
did not differ in their average ratings of the co-worker's

motivation during the teaching task. analysis of variance of
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these ratings for angered subjects revealed main effects for
speech order, FO1T72)0 = 9. 06, p + 004, and mitigation,
FOTo7200 = 3262, p «~ 075, and a significant 3 way

mnterac tion among speech order . mitigation, ang censure.
POr720 = 4027, p - 049 (Appendix H.8) . Inspection of the
main effecls revealed that prior speech participants rated
the ¢ worker as more motivated than those in subseguent
speech condrtrons. Ms = 3 .85 vs. 3.10. while high relative
to Jow mitigathron participants, viewed the co worker as more
motivated, Ms = 3.70 vs. 3.25  Finally, examination of the
3 way 1nteraction shown in Table 8 revealed that high
mitigation increased ratings of the co-worker’'s motivation
1n praor. relative to subsequent speech conditions. and that
the ditference in rated motivation between low and high
mitigation was greater under high rather than low censure
when intormation was known prior to provocation., whereas  the
dirtference between low and high mitigation was greater under
low than high censure 1n subsequent speech conditions. A
Dunfan’s Multiple Range test revealed that participants 1n
combined high mitigation and high censure conditions, who
learned of mitigation prioé to insult. rated the co-worker
as more motivated than did participants in other conditions.
Taken together. analyses of retaliation data provide
evidence consistent with hypotheses that strong mitigating
circumstance information known prior to provocation tended
to reduce negalive evaluations of the co-worker by provoked

participants. This effect was enhanced for prior speech
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TABLE 8
Mean Ratings of Co-worker’s Motiviation as a Function of
Speech Presentation Urder . 5o ial Censure and Mitagation.

Prior Speech Subsequent Speech

Censure: Low High Low High

Low Mitigation 3.8 3.2 2.{‘ 3.0
3

High Mitigation 3.8 4.6 S 3.0

e £ e o e e
Note” ﬁeans sharing no superscripls 1N COMMON differ
significantly at the .05 level of significance by a Duncan’s
Multiple Range Test.

»
participants when restraints against aggression were high.
In contrast. attributionally relevant intformation failed to
exert an influence on the retaliation and evaluations of
participants who learned of mitigation subseqguent to
provocalion,

Free Recall tor Speech.

Subsequent to the retaliation phase of the experiment,
participants provided free recall measures of information
presented by the co-worker during the speech task. tach
participant was asked to list all defa11s that he could
remember from the co-worker’s speech under the assumption
that different levels of arousal might affect memory
differentially. The recall protocols were scored according

to the number of details remembered correctly 1n each of the
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tfive speech topic categories. frequency counts were combined
to form three measures consisting of general memory. memory
tor mitigating information, and a combined total memory
score for all categories. Possible total scores for the
categories were 15 for general memory, 5 for mitigating
c1rcumstance information. and 20 for the composite total

memory score.

Planned contrasts conducted on the average of the nine
anger conditions vs. the average of the two no-anger
controls tor each of the memory measures, failed to reveal
memory differences as a function of emotional anger, t(99),
ps > .30, Thus, on average, provoked participants were no
more or no less likely to remember significant details of
the co-worher’ s speech than were unprovoked participants.
Within angered subjects, memory differences did emerge as a
function of speech order tor both the general and total
memory scores, while a marginal difference was observed on
the mithigating information measure as a function of strength
of mitigation. Analysis of variance of the general
information measure revealed that prior speech participants
recalled significantly more details of the co-worker's
speech than those in subsequent speech conditions,

F(1,72) = 5.566. p < .021, Ms = 9.80 vs. 8.55. Related to
this finding, prior, relative to subseguent speech
participants, recalled a greater number of details on the

total memory measure, F(1,72) = 4.259, p < .043, Ms = 12 48
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vs. 11.05% . Finally, while there was a tendency for high
relative to low mitigation participants to recall more
detlails of the mitigating circumstance information

(Ms = 2. 75 vs. 2.42) this difference was not reliable.
FL1,72) = 1.596, p « 211, Taken together | these analyses
indicate that memory was affected by speech presentation
order such that recall tor general information was beller
when participants heard the speech prior rather than
subsequent to being angered. However . this ettfect did not
emerge for recall of mi}igating crrcumstance information.
suggesting that information concerning mitigation was
equally represented among experimental conditions at the
time of retalialion.

Correlations Among Measures.

In order to examine further the relationship betlween
arousal and retaliaton. correlational analyses were
conducted within and across experimental conditions to
assess the extent of association among hearl rate,
self -reported annoyance. and retaliation. Resulls of
correlational analysis within each angered condition
revealed low to moderate nonsignificant negative
associations between heart rate difference measures at the‘
time of retaliation and the noise delivery measure (rs =
-.05 to -.58, ps » .05), reflecting only that,  in general,

participants’ heart rates had declined by the time of

retaliation. In contrast, annoyance difference measures atl



the time of retaliation exhibited low to moderate positive
associations with noise delivery (rs = .00 to .64, ps >.05].
suggesting that within the majority of conditions greater
annoyance to harm tended to be associated with greater
retaliation. However. no reliable pattern of associations
betlween these measures and retaliation emerged as a function
of experimental conditions. (Consistent with these findings
the correlation between hear! rate difference measures at
time ot retaliation and noise delivery for all COnaitiOﬂS
comb 1ned waé -.07. while the correlation between
selt-reported annoyance and noise delivery was . 17.
Graphical analysis of the respective bivariate relationships
revealed that large.individual variabilitly contributed to
these low associations. Thus while experimental treatments
attected differences in group means, individual participants
were 1nf luenced differentiallyAby manipulations. No further

”

analyses were conducted.



D1ISCUSSTON

]hez%resent research attempted to examine the i1mpact of
the provision of attributionally relevant information on an
individual’ s evaluations of provoking circumstances and Qn
his subsequent behavior . 0f specific interest in the
imvestigation was the guestion of whether the provision of
mitigating crecumstance information aftfectls the emotional
response 1o provocation, or conversely the inhibirtion of
retalialion. Consistent with predictions derived trom an
attributional explanation of aggression, a strong excuse
provided prior to provocation reduced participants’
physiological and emotional reactions 1o a subsequent
insult. Physiological data and selt -report measures revea led
that participants who learned of mitigating circumstance
information prior to being insulted by a co worker exhibitled
smaller increases in physiological arousal and reported less
annoyance imnediately subsequent to provocation than did
those who learned of mitigation atter being insulted.
Further, retaliation data supported.predic{ions that strong
mitigating circumstance information known prior to
provocation will reduce retaliation to the harm-doer .
Participants in the present investigation evaluated their
provoker more favorably and retaliated less when they
learned of mitigation prior. rather than subsequent to being
insulted. In contrast, attributionally relevant information
concerning the provoking circumstances failed to influence

67



the evaluations and retaliation of participants whe learned
of mitigation subsequent to being provoked. Taken together.
these results support the fundamental propositions of an
attributional model of aggression thal assumes (al
attributionally relevant information that is known at the
Lime of provocation affects the development of the emotional

response to harm, and (bl that the level of anger engendered

by provocation will be related to the amount of retaliation.

In addition to evidence that attributionally relevant
intformation affects the emotional response when known prior
to provocation, the present data indicated that mitigating
circumstance information may effectively reduce or modify
emotional arousal when it becomes known after the provoking
mncident . Physiologica} and self-report data revealed that
the provision of mitigating circumstance information under
high censQre conditions reduced arousal and anngyance in
participants who learned of mitigation only after they had
been insulted and were highly aroused. This finding
corroborates evidence provided by Zillmann and Cantbr (1976)
that mitigation acquired subsequent to insult may reduce
physiological arousal, and extends this effect to emotional

arousal as jndicated by ratings of annoyance.

>

While the majority of findings substantiate predictions
derived from the the attribution model., it was evident from

‘hoise delivery data that the effect of mitigating

circumstance information on retaliation differed as a

.

'

e



function of the time at which 1nformation was made known 1o
participants. While high mitigation and high censure
combined to reduce the arousal and annoyance of subsequent
speech participants to levels comparable to those found for
prior mitigation subjects. there were marhed differences in
the retaliation of the two groups. Subjects who learned of
mitigathion prior to 1nsull reacted less emotionally and
retaliated less against the co-worker than did those 1n
subsequent speech conditions who evidenced recovery trom ‘}
insult induced arousal and annoyance. bul did not reduce
their retaliation. Although the attribution position positls
that mitigation 1s expeclted to have 1ls primary ettectls on
the instigation to aggression, the model would suggest that
reductions 1n éruusal and annoyance related to the,receipt
of mitigating circumstance information aftter the provoking

incident should reduce retaliation.

Several explanations have been offered to account tor
the tinding that the etfect of mitigation on retatiation may
be reduced when information becomes known after the
provoking incident. In one account. Kremer and Stephens
(1983) proposed that following an attack there is a critical
time span within which an individual appraises the
circumstances surrounding harm and decides how or whether 1o
respond. According to these authors, mitigating circumstance
information that is available prior or immediately

subsequent to attack will have a greater impact on- the
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individual’ s appraisal of harm than when information is
available after appraisal is completed and the cognitive
system is no longer responsive to information. In a gimilar
account. Zillmann et al. 11975) suggested that the failure
of subsequently acquired mitigating circumstance 1nformation
to, affect reductions in the retaliation of highly aroused
sub jects may be due to an impairment of cognitive

A

intervention associated with high levels of arousal.”Because
of this impairment. participants may evidence a narrowing of
attention to situational cues (fasterbrook, 1959), and
consequently fail to consider or respond to mitigating
circumstance intormation. Aiternatively, Zillmann et al.
suggested that the failure to respond to mitigation may be
due to a lack of concern aboul the conseqUences of
retaliation such that once highly aroused by provocation,
the individual fails to consider the relevance of

information related to the pﬂéﬁoK?ﬁg incident.

While these investigators did not include measures 1n

/

their stud; appropriate to test these explanations, none of
these hypotheses is supported by the present findings. ’
Although prior speech participants recalled significantly =
more details of the co-worker’ s speech than those Hn
subsequent speech conditions, there were no differences
between.these groups on the measure of memory: for mitigating

circumstance information. While the difference in memory

observed for the total speech measure may well have



reflected a narrowing of attention on the part of subsequent
speech subjects tg primary cues. the essential information
regarding provocation appeared to be equally represented 1n
both prior and subsequent speech conditions at fhe time of
retaliation. Further. suggestions that subjects viewed
mitigating circumstance information as irrelevant once they
were aroused. or failed to process information after a time
delay. are not consistent with present findings that the
emotional and physiological arousal of subseguent speech
subjects was reduced once they learned of mitigation. lhus
there was evidence that information concerning provocalion
was both attended to. and appeared to affect participants’

reactions to the provoking incident.

In a subsequent investigation, Zillmann and Cantor
(19761 obtained results similar to the present findings.
Prior mitigation subjects reacted less emotionally to
provocation and retaliated less toward an experimenter than
did participants who learned of mitigation after insult, but
whose pgysiological arousal had returned to base levels by
the time of retaliation. To account for these findings.
Zillmann and Cantor proposed that once subjects were angered
by provocation they formed a behavioral disposition to
retaliate which outlasted the state of elevated arousal.
Thus. participants may have committed themselves to the

retaliatory response which could not be altered by new

information.

——~



While the present data do not address directly the
explanation provided by these authors. the finding that the
effect of mitigation on annoyance and arousal differed with
different levels of social censure suggests that subseguent
speech participants in the present study had not fully
formed a behavorial disposition to aggress immediately
subsequent to anger, but rather considered the
appropriateness of response options at the time that
informat ion was provided. Strong mitigation failed to affect
annoyance and arousal when combined with low social censure,
but reduced dnnoyance and arousal when inhibitions for
aggressions were ﬁncreased. This finding suggests that the
response 1O phovocation was altered by information acquired
subsequent to provocation, but that the combination of cues
concerning the aépropriateness of aggression was less
impactful once individuals had been aroused by provocation

and failed 1o reduce retaliation. It can be speculated that
somewhat stronger levels of mﬁgigation and censure might !
combine to reduce retaliation in individuals who are highly

aroused by a provocation and learn of mitigation~subsequent

to being angered.

In contrast to hypotheses that attribute the .
differential impact of attributiona]\y.relevant information
on reactions to provocation to differences.in the capacity
to process information or motivational differences, Rule and

her associates (Rule & Nesdale, 1976: Rute, Ferguson, &

-
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Nesdale. 1474) have proposed that the relative importance of
salience of attributionally relevant nformaltion may difter
depending upon the current evalualive or de 15 10N making
needs Of the individual during the provoration  “retaliation
sequence . According to this view. the amount of attention
directed to attributionally relevant antormation will vary

depending upon whether the 1ndividual s atltempling to

"appratse his initial reaction Lo provocallion, or selecl a

response that is appropriate to the siluatiron  (wes
concerning justifiability and intent should receive most
attention,. and thus receive more weight  when the individual
is attempting to interpret his reaction o provocation

while cues related o response approprialeness will be more
salient once the individual has labeled his reacthion to

provocation and is conslidering response options
\

Applying this perspec tive to the provision of

mitigating circumstance 1ntormation at different times with
respect to the provoking i1naardent provides a basis for
understanding the reduced impact of information which 1s
acquired subseqguent to provocatién. CLues related to
mitigating circumstances should command most attention at
the time of provocation when the individual 1s attempting to
appraise harm. The availability of information provided
pribr to provOcétion should influence the outcome of intent
attributions, and thus, influence the reaction to

provocdt ion. However . when information about mitigating



Circumstlances is unavailable, as when provided after the

provoking incident. the individual 15 more likely to be

aroused and to perceive harm as intended and appraise his or

‘her reaction as anger . Unce the initial appraisal process 1s
.

complete, the individual turns his or her attention 1o a

consideration of response alternalives, and cues concerning

mitigating circumstances which are provided at this time are

less relevant .

As reqguired by this model. prior speech participants
who were aware of a strong excuse before being provoked,
viewed the negative evaluation of their essays as
significantly more jJustifired. and thus presumably less
intended. than did participants who learned of mitigation
after the provoking incident. Although the physiological
arousal and annoyance of subsequent speech participants
under combined strong mitigation and high censure had
dec lined by the time of retaliation, their greater
retaliation relative to those in prior speech conditions
Would be expected by this model under the assumption that
their greater initial annoyance and arousal to insult should

result in an emotional state of anger.

While the cue salience model appears to account for the
reduced 1mpagt on reactions to provocaiion of mitigating
circumstance information that is acquired subsequent to
provocation, the proposed differences in attention to

~attributionally relevant cues do not explain the finding



that social censure information failed to reduce the
retaliation of angered participants . According to the modeld .
once an ndividual has appratsed his tnitial reaction to the
provohing incident. attention 1s directed to the appraisal
of response appropriateness and a consideration of
inhibitions for aggression. However o while there was
evidence indicating that partictpants 1n the present study
experienced a greater degrec of evaluathon apprehension for
negative behavior in high, relalive to low censure .
condrtions. retaliation was not aftfected differentially by

soc1al censure.,

While the present data do not provide an explanation
for the failure of social censure 1pformation to affect
reductions in retaliation. several hypotheses can be oftered
to account for the reduced mmpact of inhibitory factors on
aggression once‘an individual haslbeen angered. btirst. the
level of prior provocation experienced by an individual has
been identified as an important factor in determining the
‘effectiveness of punishment as an inhibitor of aggression
(Dollard. et al.., 1939; Berkowilz. 19621 . Consistent with
this assumption, Baron (1973} provided evidence that
threatened retaliation was effective in 1inhibiting
subsequent aggression when subjects had not been previously
angered by the victim, but failed to affect aggression when
participants had suffered provocation. Thus while

Donnerstein and Donnerstein (1973) and Borden (1975) found

€



evidence that increased social censure was effestive in
inhibiting aggression by increasing subjects’ apprehensions
for retaliation against their targels. participants in these
studies had not been previously provoked before the
opportuni ty to aggress. Applied tlo the present experiment,
these findings suggest that the level of motivation to
aggress engendered by provocatjon may have outweighed the
strength of \nhibitory factors represented by socjal censure

conditions and conseqguently. aggression was not reduced.

Second. because aggression 1S a characteristically
dissapproved action. /Z1illmann {1979) proposed that the
expression of aggression may be promoted through
disinhibition. Consistent with this assumption Meyer (1972)
found that witnessing justified aggression, compared lo
aggression presented as objectionable, can enhance
aggression. Given the condition of prior provocation by the
co-worker in the present study together with experimental
instructions that legitimized noise delivery to the
co-worker, participants may have preceived aggression as
specifically approved. Thus, characteristics of the
experimental situation may have Jessened the impact of
social censure information by establishing a contradictory
set of expectations on the part of participants for

aggressive behavior.

Finally, norms regarding the appropriateness of

aggression evoked by the mitigating circumstance information



may have allered the strength of apprehensloné tor
aggression associated with social censure iformation.
ferguson and Rule (19830 and 711 1lmann (19791 have suggested
that an individual’ s moral evalyation ot harm may inf luence
consaiderations of 50c1a1 norms and lead to the sanctioning
of harmful behavior for 1nstance. horm that is viewed as
intended may be judged as more wrong and deserving of
stronger sanctions than s harm thal 1s viewed as accidental
or unintended. Girven thal exper 1mental conditions in the
present study were intended to focus attention to mitigating
¢ ircumstance information surrounding insult, participants
may have been sensitized to considerations ot the
normatliveness of 1nsult and conseqguent ly failed to view
retaliation as transgressive but rather as an appropriate
canction for their harsh treatment by the co-worker_‘The
present findingiﬁgrgvide tenfatlve evidence for such a

re evaluation efféct in that subsequentl speech participants
under combined high mitigation and high censure conditions
expressed somewhatl more freedom to deliver noise to the
co-worker by a Duncan’s Multiple Range Test. than did their
prior speech counterparts. Ms = 5.1 vs. 3.6, p < .10.
Although Dyck and Rule (1978) have provided evidence thal

attack that is viewed as justified resulted in less anger

and retaliation than did attack thal was judged Q§?1ntended,

P
-

no evidence currentlylexists\regarding the effect of an
1ndiv1dual’s‘moral evaluations of harm on his perceptions of

inhibitions for aggression and subsequent retaliation. Harm
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that is judged to have violated moral rules governing social
A

behavior may evoke new 1nternal standards of behavior more

appropriale to the situati&n and reduce the individual's

moral constraints for dggressioﬁ and his consideration of

inhibhitory factors.

Although the present research focused on the issue of
how an individual’'s evaluations of provoking circumstances
atfects the reqition to provocation and subsequent
aggression. 1t As apparent from the foregoing explanations
regarding inhibitions for aggression that a parallel process
of cognitive appraisal may affecl evaluations of constraints
for aggression. While research indicates that anticipated
sanclions for aggression may reduce retaliation under
certain conditions. cues{concerning harm may have meaning as

£

justification for aggress?@ngiﬁnd thereby reduce irhibitions
for expressing aggression. éshsequently, one 1mp11cat1on-of
the present study is that fulture research is needed lo
determine how the perceivers’ interpretation of instigating
conditions and 1nformation processing goals qirectly affects

the perception of inhibitions for aggression and.

retaliation.

that is Known prior to the provoking incident affects the
emotional reaction to provocation by influencing the

vindividual’s interpretation of the harmful event. Events

>
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that are viewed as less intended are less likelXQ}o result
in anger and aggression. However . mitigating c¢ircumstance qﬁﬁ
information that becomes known after the provoking incident
appears less likely to influence retaliation once the
individual reacts emotionally to the provoking incident.
This finding may reflect the individual's shift of attention
from cues related to explanations surrounding the provoking
incident to a2 consideration of inhibitory factors tor
aggression. As a consequence. Cues concerning mitigalion
will be more relevant and more likely utilized when
available aﬁ?the time of provocation, but receive less

we ight When‘écquired after the individual has interpreted
his reagtion to the provoking incident and anger has been
aroused. Further. 11 is suggested that the individual’s

appraisal of circumstances surrounding harm may affect the

perception of sanctions for aggression.

While this pattern of findings 1s consistent with
assumptions that cognitions regarding the provoking incident
mediate the link between harm and the molivation to aggress.
they do not provide direct evidence concerning the mechanism
by which cognitipns exert their influence on reactions 1o
provocation. Zillmann (139791 has proposed that the appraisal
of prior mitigation prepares the individual for an attack
such that attack is preattributed to causes other than the
victim's behavior. In this view, knowledge of mitigating

circumstance information prior to provocation may alter the
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1ndiv1dual;s expectations for favorable social interaction
such that harm. when 1t occurs., is less unexpected. More
generally . attributional explanations deriving from a
cognitive labeling perspective of aggression view the
emotional reaction to provocation as resulting directly from
the individual's interpretation of instigating conditions
such that the specific emotional response is determined by
the cognitive appraisal of cues surrounding harm.
Alternatively. Berkowitz (1983) and lLeventhal (1980) have
proposed that attributional appraisals of instigating
conditions only combine with specific emotional responses
eliciggd by the percipitating event and thus exert a
modifykng inf luence on the reaction to provocation. While
the present data do not suggest which of these explanations
most plausibly accounts for the reduction in annoyance and
aggression under prior information conditions, angered
participants 1n the present study reacted more emotionally
to provocation than did their nonangered counterparts.
Although this finding may suggest that attributions for harm
exerted a controlling., rather than eliciting influence on
the initial emotional reaction to provocation, stronger
levels of mitigation for harm conceivably could have
eliminated reactions to insult on the pa;t of partdicipants.
Thus, while it is clear that cognitivehappraisals of the
provoKking circumstances exert a powerful influence on the
emotional reaction to harm and retaliation, future research

must be undertaken to prngde a more detailed assessment of

3



4

both the types of cues thal promote reductions 10 aggression
and the boundary conditions within which attributional

appraisals of harm affect retaliation.
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Instructions fo Participants

[ Introductory Remarks

Hi. My name 1S ~_and I will be your
experimenter . In today' s study. we are doing some
preliminary testing of different tasks that we hope to use
in a main experiment to investigate task performance.
Usually. before an experiment can be run. all the different
tasks and materials must be tested to make sure they will
work . and this 1s what you will be helping me with today.

Ok. 1f you will take a seat .at the table in this room.
and you in this room. I will continue with the instructions
over the intercom. So just go in and pul the headphones on
and we will begin in a moment .

»#24 [ continues with standard taped instructions.

Your part in this study will be to perform a couple of
tasks together and | will be measuring your physiological
responses while you work on the tasks. What we hope to do
after this pilot work is completed is to select three or
four tasks that diffeb in the amount of effort that is
required to perform them.

Now we have asked two of you to participate today
because in the main study we are interested in how
individuals perform tasks in the presence of an audience.
That is. we are interested in how the performance of a task
might differ when it is performed alone, compared to when it
is performed in front of others. -

This area of research. termed social facilitation
research. has generally demonstrated that individuals will
perform simple tasks better in the presence of an audience.
but that more difficult tasks are performed better when the
individual works alone.

In their attempts to explain such findings. researchers
havesagvanced two different explanations of why simple tasks
are performed better in the presence of an audience than.
more difficult tasks. One explanation, termed the arousal
theory, suggests that the presence of an audience is both
physically and mentally arousing, and that moderate levels
of arousal are expected to facilitate or enhance the
per formance of simple tasks but to actually interfere with
complex tasks which require greater mental effort and
concentration. According to this theory, we would expect the
relationship between arousal and task difficulty to look
like the curve on graph #1 in front of you. That is. as
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arousal is held constant while task difficully increases.
per formance on the task is efpected to follow this "inverted
{'-shaped” curve: as the tash becomes more difficult. arousal
begins to interfere with concentration. and performance of
the task declines. So. if we know how aroused an individual
is by an audience and how difficult his task is. we would be
able to predict his level of performance by referring to a
curve like the one on the graph. ‘ »
R ‘ .
The second explanation of these differences in the
per formance of simpla and complex tasks in the presence of
an audience is termed task &valuation theory. According to
task evaluation theory. arousal is expected to interfere with
task performance in much the 'same way that arousal theory
predicts. Once again physical and mental arousal are
expected to help us to perform simple tashks but to interfere
with more complex tasks that require greater concentration
and mental effort. The major difference between the two
theories is that arousal theory states that the audience
always arouses the individual. simply because an audience is
present. while task evaluation theory states that the level
of arousal experienced by the task worker will depend on the
worker's belief that others are evaluating his performance
on the task. According to this theory, the more critical the
audience is perceived to be by the worker. the more aroused
tie worker will become. and performance on the task is
likely to be poorer. Or. if the audience is perceived to be
suypportive rather than critical. then no arousal will result
amd performance should be about the same 2as if the
imdividual were working alone. 1f we consider different
iypes of audiences then, the relationship between arousal

.dnd task difficulty might look like the curve on graph #2.

Of course it would be very useful to know which of
these two explanations is correct in order to recommend to
educators. for instance. the kind of situations that will
help students to learn more efficiently or make mastery of a
task easier. So. if we find task evaluation theory to be a
better predictor of complex task performance than arousal
theory. weiwould suggest to educators and ‘teachers that
students would likely master material more quickly if the
teacher were to concentnate somewhat less on evaluating
students’ performance. and concentrate more on teaching
enjoyment of the task. On the other hand if arousal theory
appears more valid, it might be suggested that individual
study. rather than group study. would ikely lead to better
learning. 2 o

. Now. before we can actually begin 1o investigate which
of thése two theories is most correct, it is necessary first
to Kknow how aroused people become by different types of
tasks and different types of audiences; and that is what
this study is concerned with. So in the pilot work we are

o4
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attempting to measure how aroused individuals become when
they perform a task that is evaluated by another person.

Once we Know how arousing these tasks are, we can select

some of them for use in the main study to investigate

per formance differences when different types of audiences
are present N

As | mentioned your part in this exper1ment will be to
perform a cquple of tasks together, and I will bé@measur1ng”
your heart rate and blood pressure to see how arousing each
task is. During the tasks I will periodically ask you to
report how aroused you feel on a number of rating scalec
which I will use to help interpret the physiological
measures. This is important because if you are aroused it
could be due to something unrelated to the task like
drinking a cup of ‘coffee just before the exper1ment or
worring about an exam that you have later in the day. Or if
you are not aroused by.the task it may be simply that you
happen to be bored or tired . And because some tasks ate
more arousing than others or your feeling of arousal or
tiredness may change during the experiment, [ will ask you
to fi11 out a short rating form a number of times throughout
the session.

Ok. Now. in order to make the tasks arousing. you may
be asked to both administer and receive aversive noise
during some of the tasks. The noise is not dangerous or
harmful in any way. but you may find 1t annoying or :
uncomfortable. The tasks are not difficult or dangerous. but
please understand that you are free to refuse to participate
if you don’t want to and you will still receive credit for
the experiment. So before we start the experiment then, I
will need to obtain your consent for participation. Just
relax and I will. be in to see each of you in a moment to see
if you want to continue and to answer any guestions you may
have.

»»++ E proceedes to each room to obtain consent and answer
questions.

++ At this point E returns to first S to attach the blood
pressure cuff and heart rate monitor with the following
instruction:

The fingerclip you are wearing will monitor your

" heartbeat and this cuff, of course, is to record your blood
pressure. Both the ear clip and cuff operate at less voltage
than a transistor radio so there is no danger that you can
be shocked or hurt in any way. The blood pressure cuff will
inflate and deflate automatically about 10 times during the
session. The pressure that you will feel is not strong
enough to hurt your arm, but if it bothers you in any way
simply take the cuff from your arm. I will give you a couple
of trials so.you can see how it feels. (E gives
demonstration of cuff operation).
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Evaluation Apprehension Manipulation.
Low Apprhension: .
The only other thing 1 should mention at this point s that
I will be taping today s session on the video monitor ... ..
but it has nothing to do with the experiment. My video
recorder broke last week and the shop needs some test tape
SO they cen tocate the problem.
High Apprehension:
The only other thing I should mention at this point is that
I will be taping this session on the video monitor ..... for
viewing by “the UpiversTty.Human Ethics Committee. It will

_ « =Y . "
make 1t much gasjier to gain approval for the main exper iment
if they can wvtew a couple of these test sessions. and the”
type of tasks we are using. '
Continues with standard instruction

OK now 1 would like you to sit quietly while | record
your resting rates and attach the other § to the HR monitor.
For convenience. | will address both of you through your
earphones for most of the study 1n order to explain the
tasks and give you intructions. Remember that you are mn
Condition No 1 and the other subject is in Condition 2. for
now. just relax until we begin.

(E proceedes. to room 1. S1! .

OK. this fingerclip is used to record your heartbeat and
operates on less voltage than a transistor radio, so there
is no danger that you can be shocked or hurt in any way. ,
+*x Evaluation Apprehension manipulation here: same as above.
Now i1 would just like you, to sit guietly for a few minutes
while 1 record your resting HR. Ffor convenience I will
address both of you through your earphones for most of the
study in order to explain the tashks and give you
instructions. Remember that you are in Condition No .l ahd
the other subject is in Condition 2. For now. just relax
until we begin. o '

(E returns to Exp room to check recording levels for base
line measures!

E to both S§'s - pre-tape recorded instructions I(both 5's
assume that they are S #1!

Ok. before | give you your instructions for the first
task. you will notice that there 1s a file folder on the
table in front of you. If you will open the foider, you will
find three rating scale forms that you will use throughout
the experiment to rate your arousal level. tach sheet
contains words and phrases that describe different kinds of
arousal. For each item on the sheet, circle the numbgr on
the. scale that best describes how you feel right now. Ok go
ahead and fill out the first sheet and when you have
finished, turn it face down and place it somewhere on the
table out of your way. ’

»++ (30 sec wait to fill out scale!

®
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Ok. please listen carefully while | explain the first
evaluation tasks. This first task will be divided into two
phases. the task phase and, the evaluation phase. While your

‘tasks will be similar. the evaluations for each task will be

different. First. Subject #1. your task will be to write a
short. 1-page solution to a social problem which will be
evaluated by subjet #2. Because you are in the “critical

audience” condition. Subject #2 wi#€ evaluate the guality of

your solution in two ways: by providing a written
evaluation. and by delivering a noise rating according to
the rulé that the poorer_your solution, the more noise you
will receive. Subject #2. your task will be to prepare a
short speech about your background., hobbies. university
work. career plans and experiences. During the evaluation
phase you will deliver this speech to Subject #1 over your
microphone . Because you are in the "mere presence” audience

condition. Subject #1 will not evaluate your speech in any
ways but will listen only. You will both have about o
minutes to work on your tasks. Ok. just relax and I will see

each of you in a moment to answer ‘questions and give you
Qateria]s~?or your task. .

Fasrs (materials to Ss: essay form. outline of speech
topics. | \r**= .

(£ entersl-each room to answers questions and to reiterate
porlions &f previous instructions.)

Five minutes elapsed time:

Ok. you have mﬁnﬁ}e left to finish your tasks:® 1f you

are not quite done just note your femaining points in

outline form.

Alright, time is up. Please fill out the second arousal
rating from now, and I will be. in in a momen to collect

materials and give you instructions for the évaluation phase
of your tasks.

+++ Prior mitigation conditions.

+x++ [ proceedes to each room to collect materials and to
deliver the following.instruction:

»

Ok thanks. Now before we get to the evaluation phase of
your task, Subject #2 will deliver his speech. L11 you Rave
to do for this part is listen so you can relax for a few
minutes. Here is a list of topics that Subject(#thaS'asKed

to cover so that you can follow along.

«xxsx Speech Heré (HI-LO) Mitigating information) xs*=s
**x*+x+ (E ovér headphones:| :

Ok. before we‘proéeéde, please fill out your next
arousal nating form (30 seconds].

Alrighf, Subject #2 now 1 would like you to read and

evaluate Subject #1's essay and rate the essay using the
essay rating form that I gave you. You have about 1 minute

e
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tor read the essay and decide on your ralting. Powi bl osaignal
you when it is time for the noise evaluation.

~ N] .

. enters each room to collec! scales 'and deliver following

-

instruction: / i
| | N | -
Ok Subject #2 is reading your essay and making his
evaluation. When he is fimished he will rate yqur tashk
per formance w1tx blasts of noise over your earﬂhones‘ 1t he
feels that your '‘solution is very good, he is structed to

deliver only 1 or no noise blasts. or 1f he decides 117 is a
poor solution he is instructed to delirver & or 4 blasts [f
he feels yours solution is somewhere 11 the middle between

poor and good you will hear £ or 5 noise blasts. S0 when the
give light on your conscle lights up that is the signal for
the noilse evaluation and you will hear between 0 and 10

noise blasts . Remember to sit quietly so that [ can gel an
accurate record of your physiological response while you
recelve your evaluation.

ANGER MANIPUL LT TON

iarr S receives O bursts of 350-Hz square wave nolse at (0.5
sec. and 95 dBL per burst. *++22+ Control receives 4 bursts
Ao Kk KA K A ‘ %

»+2» £ enters each room and delivers the following
instruction:’ .

Oh. please read your written evaluation and then fill
out this next arousal rating scale for me. 1”11 explain the
next task to both of you over your earphones again.

»+#»» Subseguent mitigation conditions.

The procedures for essay rating first. and speech
second are identical to those described above and require no
additional instruction. IThe order of the two tasks is simply
reversed. ‘

2222 Jeacher learner task
»2+2 £ 1o both §' s

N

Alright. so far so good. This next evaluation task 1s a
co-worker tasR in which Subrject #2. you will serve as a
learner and Subject #1. you will serve as a teacher. 5Subject
#2 . your task will be to perform a paired-associate learning
“task under threat of evaluat1on by aversive noise. I@ a
minute. I will come iR and give you a~list of pa1red
syllables and you will have 3 minutes to learn which pairs
of syllables go together and then you will be tested on your
knowledge by Subject #1 {

4

Subject #1. yoyr job as evaluator will be to monitor
the responses of Subject #2 using the three lights on the
left side of your console. If Subject #2's response 1s )
correct. you should push the button labeled correct on your
console. However . 1f his response 15\\Tcorrect you will

o
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evaluate him by pushing one of the v noise bulltons on your
console where Button 1 15 a soft level of noise. and button

7 1s a loud level. Oh, now both of you just rela>fand 1 will
be in in Jusl a minutes 1o give. you materials and answer
questions. -

2222 1 F enpters rooms . !

Ok. you will be evaluating Subject #2 on his learning
performance . The reason that we are using different levels
of notse in this task is that loud noise 1s 1s much more
arousing than soft noise. and louder levels of noise shou 1d
interfere with his ability to concentrate and learn the list.
He has been instructed to conceritrale as hard as possible
and to try and do as well as he. can on the task. ‘tour job
wikl be to monitor his responses using these lights on your
console and to evaluate,him with the correct button if he
,gives the right answer.)or one of the seven noise buttons 1f
his answer is incorrect. Here is a copy of the list that
Subject #2 1s learning and here 1s the test list you will
use with the correct answers circled. When this light marked
GIVE comes on the first time. Subject #2 will see the test
word and he will press button 1. 2. or 3 to indicate his
response. His selection will show-up on your console as
light 1. 2. or 3. So if he chooses response 1. this J1ght
will light-up: this light for response 2 and this light for
3 1f he chooses the correct response - wait for the give
light to flash twice and push the correct button. If his
answer is wrong, wait for the give light to flash twice and
then push one of the 7 noise buttons. where 1 1s the softest
noise and 7 is the loudest. Each time you push a button
Subject #2 will hear an aversive noise over his headphones.
These noises are guite annoying but are not harmful and can
not harm his hearing in any way.

As far as this experiment is concerned, it really doesn't
matter which levels of noise you choose as ' 11 have to run
a lot of subjects to get enough physiological measures at
all the different levels. So just go ahead and select
whatever level you wish for each trial.

Ok. remember. when the give light comes on once. wait
for Subject #2 to respond. and record his response, either
1. 2. or 3 on your sheet. When the give light flashes twice.
present your evaluation By pushing one of the buttons on
your console. After this the give light will light once
again to indicate the start of the second test trial. and so
on. So start with item 1 and proceede through the list in
order until all 30 trials are complete. If he doesn’t
respond before the evaluation light lights twice, consider
that an incorrect response. Any questions? ’

r

Ok, just relax until I give the signal to begin over ‘
your ‘earphones. **x*++ E returns to the control room and
gives the signal to begin:
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OKk. we are ready to begir’. Subject #1. wait for
Subject#2 to indicate his response and then deliver your
evaluation. .
xxxx4 10 trijals here =»*»*2

&
e

Alr®ght very good. please fill-out your. final arousal
rating scale anra}_bl will be in to see each of you in a
moment | ‘
»x+x+ [ enters each room to collect materials and distribute
the final experiment questionnaire: and MEMORY TASK.

s

Before you go. there is one more thing.we would like
you to do. In order to make our data as complete as
possible. we ask all subjects to fill out this confidential
questionmaire. which is designed to Supplememﬁjour ob jective
data with your subjective impressions and evaluations of the
exper iment. Please go ahead and begin and do ot spend too
much time om any one item. Remember. dg nol put your name on
the duestionnaire as all the responses are confidential. We
will leave the physiological equirment attached until your
are finished., so try and remain as still as possible. When
you are finished. remove your fingerclip (and blood pressure
cuffl and wait for me to return. .

-
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Appehdix‘B v

Essay Task

-

¢

’

INSTRUCTIONS: In the space below yoB are to write a short

essay on the tgpic of Energy Conservation. In writing your

essay. - la) state-why you think energy consumption has
secome an important issue in Canada; and (b} propose a

humber of ways that energy might be conserved. You have
approximately six minutes to work on your essay. [(You may

use the back of the page. if necessary.!

it

A
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YAppendir C

~ Speebh iask e
INSTRUCTIONS: In theﬁspace‘below you are to é&epére a short
speech. During the .evaluation phase of this task. you will

deliver your speech to Subject #1. In preparing your speech.
you are to address the following six topics:

. ¢
1+ your background: 2! university work: 3! career plans: 4!
hobbies: ,

5 'your best recent experience: and 6! your worst recent
experience. .

You have approximately six minutes to prepare your speech.

7 -
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Appeﬁdix D : A f
Transcript of Mitigating Cihcamstance Information Speeches -
vl

Introduction to all speeches:
* * Backgro&nd

Uh .... ready? ...... My name is-dJim and 1 was Born in
Toronto. We moved to Edmonton when [ was about three ...... -
uh, and I went to grade school and high school here .......
at Harry Ainley, and now I'm in my,second year university.

** University work: Career plans .
This year. 1'm taking mostly science courses and .. uh
when I finish [ want to go to med school. My dad is a GP”"
in the city and he wants me to taKe over his practice when
["'m done. - v

Univer%ity is pretty good, Ihguess: but it takes a lot
- of work to get jnto med school. A B . v

**+ Hobbies

Uh . ......, for hobbies I like sports, I guess, and
sometimes I try to play some hockey. 1 try to get in some
backpacking every summer .. .. especially around the Jasper
area. Uh ......... also I like movies quite a bit and try“to
watch that new movie channel, First Choice. I guess I've
seen Star Wars about six times now. 1 like to play chess
quite a bit too.
=+ Best recent experience ‘ 4

A

I guess the best thing that happened to me recent.ly was
that 1 got a 9 in my last biology exam ..... Oh yeah .. and
I did some skKiing in Banff over Christmans.

Mitigating circumstance manipulations:

** Worst recent experience: Low condition. = .

The worst th1ng [ guess .... happened to me this
morning, and I'm still pretty "pissed off" about it. The
prof in my chemistry class gave me a 7 on the® #ab exam, when
I know 1 should have had at least an 8. 1 went and talked to
him about it -- but he won't change it amd I really need
good grades to get into med school. I'm kind of worried that
this might drop my grade point average this term but I'm
sure 1’11 get an 8 in the course. ..... Anyway ..... that's
the worst lately; ..... .. Uh, I guess that's it.

High mitigating circumstance condition.
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+4 Same as above with excepltion that "worst e erf b
experience” topic 1s altered with respect 1o consequences.
++ worst recent experience

The worst thaing | guess ... happened o me this
morning., and I'm still pretty "pissed off” about 1t The
prof in my chemistry ¢lass gave me a 7 on the lab exam. when
I know 1 should have had at least an H. | wenl and talhked to
him about it 7 but he won't change 1t and I'm sure 1" 11 gel
a 7 in the course now. My Science advisor told me that it |
don' t get at least an 8 iniall my classes this term that ]
can forget Med school because my marhs will be too Tow. |
don’t know what 1 would do then. Anyway . .. that' s the
worst Jately: .. .. . Uh, I guess that's 1l

o



Appendix |

fosay tvaluation torm

INSTRUCTIONS . Please read the attached essay and evaluate
the essay by circling one number on each scale below. In
mak ing your evaluation, consider whether the arguments and
ideas are presented in a logical fashion. and whether the
solution given is workable or feasible. Consider writing

style but ignore spelling errors.

tems (Ihe response formats for the items below consisted of

point category rating scales: scale value 1ndicating the

L
7 -
co-worher’ s rating are indicated to the right of the i1tem.)

1. Overall, the essay:
a. 1s poorly written 15 well written 4
ty. shows poor deve lopment shows good deve lopment 3

2. In general. the solution presented 1s:

a. extremely bad extremely good ‘ 2

b, completely unworkable completely workable . 3

(. extremely unimaginative - extremely 1maginative 1
4. After reading this essay. how would you evaluate the
wrater? \

a. not at all creative - extremely creative 1

b. very unintelligent - very intelligent 4

. probably a poor student - probably a good student 3

4, This space is for your written comments:
Comment provided by the co-worker:

"] gave this guy a low rating because his solution was
pretty dumb.”
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Appendir e

\ Arousval Ghechlisl

INGTRUCTIONS: The words in the Tist below descirbe difterent
Kinds of arousal. for each word 1n the list. circle the number
on the scale that best describes how much you feel that way.
right now. '

NOT AT ALL VERY MUCH

PFENGE i % 54 3 8 7
OISTRACTED ! 0 3 4 § 6 7
AROUSED D 3 4 g 6 i
kD | i 0 3 4 g 6 7
DROWS Y | 0 3 4 5 b 7
EXCLIED ] 0 3 4 S ( 7
ENERGETIC i 2 ¢ 4 5 6 7
SLUGGTSH § 2 3 4 5 6 7
AN%@#ED i 2 3 4 5 6 7
ANGRY 1 2 3 4 3 6 7
CONCENTRATING 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
ANX10US 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
ELATED ™ 0 3 4 5 6 7
\
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Appendixr G

Questionnaire Measures

instructions to participants:

A major purpose of this pilot study 1s to select tasks
and evaluations that vary in how arousing they are. Your
responses to this questionnaire will help us to evaluate the
tashs that you participated in today. Specifically, we wish
to know if you found the tasks to be arousing,and if you.did
feel aroused. whether your feelings were due to the tasks,
evaluations. interactions with other participants, or some
other aspect of the experiment such as the blood pressure "
cuff or heart rate monitor. Do not put your name on this
questionnaire. Your responses aré confidential. so please
answer the questions openly. When you have finished. please
seal your questionnaire in the attached envelope.

for each of the following items, circle the number that best
repuesqnts how you felt during the experiment.

-
N 3

Llembx(The response formats for the items consisted of
7-point category rating scales.| ‘

[ssay Task

1. Overall. how aroused did you feel during the essay
writing task? (not at all aroused - extremely aroused)
2. 7o the extent that gou felt any kind of arousal. to what
extent was your arousal: ) ”

a. due to writing an essay? (not at all - completely)

b. due to the evaluation you received by the other
subject? (not at all - completely!

c. due to the general situation as a whole? (not at all’
- completely)

3. Rate your own performance on tﬁe essay writing task:
(extremely poor - extremely good)

4. How difficult did you find the essay writing task? (not
at all difficult - extremely difficult) .

5. To what extent was your essay evaluated fairly by the
other subject? (not at all - completely)

6. To what extent do you feel that the evaluation you
received was justified? (not at - completely)

N 103
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7. Rate your general feelings during the essay task:
motivated (not at all - very much!
relaxed -
interested -
frustrated

upset

pleased

angry

. Yoo ogl-

(@]

\. .
Teacher-learner TasK

13. Overall, how aroused did you feel during the
TEACHER-LEARNER co-worker task? (not at all aroused
extremely aroused] : ' s

14 To(&he&extent that you felt any kind of arousal, to what

extent 'was your_ arousal:
a. due to the task you performed° itnot at all -

completely]
b. due to the other subject? (not all - completely)

c. due to the general situation as a whole? (not at all
- completely)

15. Rate your own performance on the teacher-learner task:
(extremely poor - extreme]y good |

16. How diMficult did you find the teacher - tearner task?
(not at difficult - extremely difficult} -

17. Rate your general feelings during the teacher-learner

task:

motivated (not at all - very much)

relaxed

interested

frustrated

upset

pleased

angry

18. Rate the task performance of the learner on #the

following scales: ‘
a. performance (very poor - very good)
b. motivated (not at all - highly motivated)

(O—h(DO_OO'QJ

19. On average estimate the level of noise that you
delivered to the learner: (usually low levels - usually high
levels)

20. Rate your feelings about delivering noise to the learner
on the following scales:

a. not at all appropriate - very appropriate

b. not at all apprehensive - very apprehensive
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c. not at all pleased - very pleased
d. not at all guilty - very guilty )
e. free to use any level - not free to use any level

Co-Worker Interactions

24 . Please rate your co-worker on the following scales:
polite - rude

competent - incompetent

likable - unlikable

friendly - unfriendly

tried hard - did not try

o0 o

25. How willing would you be to work on another co-worker
task with this person? (not at all willing - very willing)
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APPEND X H. |

Summary of Analysis of Variance of

Heart Rate Change Scores

-
€

Source of Variation

DS(ABC) (ERROR)

.09

SS br MS

A (Speech Order) 1149.21 1 1149.21 .8.19 =*»

8 (Mitigation) ~ 696.96 1 696.96  4.97 +

AB 22801 i 228.01 1.63
¢ (Social Censurel  82.81 z 82.81  0.59

AC 231.04 1 .231.04 1.65

BC 234.09 1 234.09 1.67

ABC . 61504 1 615.04  4.38 «

S(ABC) (Error) 10102.69 72 140 .35

D (Trials) ' 5680.29 4 1420.07 37.28 *x

AD 101.21 4 25.30 0.66

BD 149.61 4 3740 0,98

ABD 98.87 4 24.72  0.65

CD . 54.07 4 13.52  0.36

ACD 55.54 4 13.88  0.37

BCD 177.03 4 44 .26 1.16

ABCD 497.79 4 '124.45 - 3.27 =

10969.72 - 288 38

*Q<
**Q<

.05

.01
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APPENDIX H.2

KA

Summary of Analysis of Variance of Change Scores

for Participants’ Self Attributions of Arousal

anaxstd
W

Source of Variation SS DFf MS F
A (Speech Order) 24 .02 1 24 .02 7.58 *»
B (Mitigation) 0.22 1 0.22 0.71
AB RNy 1 1.22 0.39
C (Social Censure) 0.90 K 0.90 0.28
AL 8.10 1 8.10 2.56
BC 3.60 1 3.60 1.14
ABC: | 2.50 i 2.50 0.79
S(ABC) (Error) “n8.20 | 72 3.17
D (Trials) 0.90 1 0.90 1.30
AP‘ 0.10 1 0.10 0.14
BQ ' 0.40 1. 0.40 0.58
ABD | 0.10 1 0.10 0.14
o 3.02 1 3.02 4.36 =
ACD 0.02 1 0.02 0.04
égo .1.22 : 1,22 1.76
ABCD . 0.22 1 0.22 0.32
DS(AéC) (ERROR) 50. 00 72 0.69

* p < .05

** p ¢ .01
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APPENRIX H.3

A

Summary of Analysis of Variance of Change Scores

for Participants’

Ratings of Annoyance

\
N

Source of Variation
A (Speech Order )

B (Mitigation)

AB

C (Social Censure]

3

AC

BC -

ABC

S(ABC) (Error)

D (Trials)

AD

BD

ABD

CD

ACD

BCD

ABCD

DS(ABC) (ERROR)

5S DF
6 01 : 6.
1.4 1 1
6 01 : 6.
17 65 Y
2 76 : 2.
2 26 : 0
4 56 : 4
25615 72 3
79 81 P79
1.14 1 1.
2 .26 : 2
0.16 : 0.
0.76 : 0.
276 : 2,
0.01 : 0.
6.01 - 6
8935 72 :

MS

01 1.69
4 0.40
01 1.69
65 4.94
76 0.76
.26 ~0.63
.56 1.28
.56

81 64,31 2=
14 1.13
.26 1.82
16 0.13
76 0.61 *
76 2.22
01 7 0.0
01 4.84 =
.24

* D < .05

*»* p < .01
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APPENDIX H.4

summary of Analysfs of Variance of Participants’

Ratings of Anger Due to the Essay Evaluation

LY

Sourbe of Variation SS DF MS

A {Speech Order) 1.51 { 1.51 0.54

B (Mitigation! 1.51 1 ".51 0.54

AB 1.51 1 1.51 0.54

C (Social Censure) 23. 11 1 23.11 8.17 ==
AC 2.81 1 2.81 0.92
BC 0.11 1 0.11 0.04
ABC 0.6 1 0.61 0.22
S(ABC) (Error] 203.70 72 2.83

*Q<

**Q(

.05
.01
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APPENDIX H.5 ' B

Summary of Analysis of Variance of the Level of
Noise Delivered to the Co-worker

A

Source of Variation SS DF MS . F
A (Speech Order) 1.22. 1 1.22 N 1.50
B (Mitigation] 3.37 1 3.37 4 15 =
AB ) 6.45 1 6.45 7.94 =
C (Social Censure) 0.83 ‘ 1 0.83 1.02
AC 0.09 1 0.09 0.12
BC ‘ 0.41 1 0.41 0.51
ABC 5.37 1 5.37 6.61 *
SIABC){Error!) 58.46 72 0.81
* p ¢ .05 °
xx p < 01

A2



APPENDIX H.6

T

3

Summary of Analysis of Variance of Participants’
Ratings of the Co-worker: -Rudeness

w

Source of Variation SS DF MS

A (Speech Order) 0.20 1 0.20

B (Mitigation] 0.20 1 0.20

AB 0.00 1 0.00

C kSocia] Censure) 1.80 1 1.80 0.

AC 0.00 i 0.08 0.
- BC 9.80 1 9.80 4.

ABC ‘ 5.00 1 5.00 2.

S{ABC) (Error] 160.00 72 2.22

* p < .05
**x p < .01 1



Summary of Participants’
to Work With the Co-worker on Another QOccasion

APPENDIX H.7

Ratings of Their Willingness

Source of Variation SS DF MS F

A (Speech Order) 14 .54 1 14 .54 6.62 =
B (Mitigation) 8.45 1 8.45 3.87
AB 0.80 1 0.80 0.37

C (Social Censure] 3.20 i 3.20 1.47
AC 4.05 1 4.05 1.86
BC 0.45 1 0.45 0.21
ABC 0.20 1 0.20 0.09
S(ABC) (Error) 157.20 72 .18

* p < .05

**x p < .01

s



APPENDIX H.8

Summary of Analysis of Vi~iance of Participants’ Ratings
of the Co-workers Motivation During the Teacher - learner Task

~

(’}
Source pf Variation SS DF MS F
A (Speech Order! 11.25 1 11.25 9.06 **
B (Mitigation 4.05 1 4.05  3.26
AB 1.25 1 1.25 1.01
C (Social Censure) ©0.00 1 0.00 0.00
AC | 0.20 : 0.20  0.16
BC ’ 0.80 1 . 0.80 0.04
ABC | ‘ 5.00 1 5.00 4.03 *
S{ABC) (Error) 89.40 72 1.24
* p < .05
**Q< .01 .



