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ABSTRACT

This study investigated the vicarious hostility cathar-
sis hypothesis, i.e., the idea that the experience of vica-
rious aggression (aggressive film exposure) following
aggressive arousal, serves to reduce partially the instigation
to aggress and. the probability of subsequent aggressive
behaviour. Concurrently, three other hypotheses yielding
differential predictions were also investigated. These
were the Distraction-Attentional Shift Hypothesis, indepen=-
dently suggested by J. Singer and A. Banduré, D. Zillmann's
Modified Attentional Shift Hypothesis, and L. Berkowitz's
Aggressive Cue Model.

Two film segments were produced that significantly
differed in aggressive-cue potential and did not significantly
differ in their distraction-attentional shift potential
(interest, excitement, involvement and enjoyment), or in
their excitatory potential (degree of physiological excita-
tion produced by the films).

Ss were differentially instigated verbally (angered,
non-angered) during a bogus verbal aptitude test after which
they saw the aggressive film, the non-aggressive film, or

no film. Following this, they either filled out an evaluation



questionnaire which was pdtentially harmful to the insti-
gator and reflected their aggressive behaviour, or they
answered a mood check list assessing hostility (aggressive
arousal or anger) and tension.

Results did not support the vicarious catharsis
hypothesis. With respect to the hostility measure, both
films reduced‘hostility in angered Ss to that of the non-
instigated groups. There were no significant differences
in hostility between these conditions. This was interpreted
as evidence for the Distraction-AttentionalAShift Hypothesis.

With reépect to the measure of aggressive behaviour,
the instigated groups expressed significantly more aggres-
sion than the non-instigated groups. 1In the instigated
conditions, compared to the no-exposure control group, the
non-aggressive film reduced aggression significantly. The
reduction in aggression following aggressive film exposure
was generally not significant. These results could alter-
natively be explained by Berkowitz's Aggressive-Cue Model
or Zillmann's excitation-transfer paradigm.

The difference between hostile motive and aggressive
behaviour in tests of vicarious catharsis, seems to be

indicated in this study.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Currently, one major controversy in the area of aggres-
sive behaviour centers around the relation between fantasy
aggression and overt aggression (e.g., Berkowitz, 1970;
Comstock, 1975;-Schafer, 1970). In his review of the issues
surrounding the portrayal of aggression in the media, Larsen
(1968), noted two facts: " (1) Mass media content is heavily
saturated with violence, and (2) people are Spending more
and more time .in exposure to such content (p. 115)." Such
findings have prompted a number of governmental inquiries
regarding the effects of media aggression on aggressive
behaviour.

The U.S. Surgeon General's Advisory Committee on
Television and Social Behaviour (1972), which included net-
work representation, concluded that television violence
should be judged a cause of aggressiveness for those
individuals Predisposed to aggressive action. The committee
indicated that the amount of exposure to media violence is
related to levels of pPost-viewing aggression. Recently, the

Royal Commission on Violence in the Communications




Industry, sponsored by the Province of Ontario in 1973,

was set up to study the effects on society of the increasing
exhibition of violence in all the media, and to determine
whether there is any connection between it and the incidence
of violent crime in society. The Interim Report (1976),
published by the commission, suggests that media violence
can lead to an increase in the level of aggression. Among
the measures recommended was that the government could
consider content quotas in films, televisionland other media
SO as to limit violence. 1In 1976, the Canadian Radio-
Television Cqmmission has held a series of symposiums on
television violence and has cautioned the media to exercise
suitable judgment in displaying violence.

Although these conclusions are based on a large number
of psychological investigations, a smaller number of studies,
buttressed by orthodox Freudian psychoanalysis, support the
notion of catharsis--i.e., the idea that individuals can work
out their aggressive tendencies by watching media violence,
which thereby reduces aggression. The portrayal of violence
in fantasy is seen as potentially preventing the overt
expression of aggression, at least under some circumstances
(e.g., Feshbach, 1961; Feshbach and Singer, 1971, Pytkowicz
et al., 1967). There are very significant social and
psychotherapeutic implications of this view of the function

of fantasy. As stated by Singer (1975, p. 105):




If vicarious experience (whether in the form of
private daydreams or as packaged daydreams pre-~
sented in movies or television)vserves as a dis-
charge for pent-up sexual and aggressive energies,
then exposure of all of us to considerable sexu-
ality and violence in the popular media is pro-
bably fairly useful in keeping us from raping and
killing indiscriminately. Is, then, the concern
about portrayals of sexuality or viplence on

television needless?

This study attempts to further clarify the issue of
whether vicarious hostility catharsis occurs through
exposure to two films whose only significant difference

lies in aggressive cue content.




A. The Concept of Catharsis in Theories of Aggression,

a. Psychoanalytic and biological conceptualizations
According to Freud (1933, 1950), aggression is an
innate, driving force in mental 1life--an instinctual drive,

being a manifestation of the death drive (Thanatos).
Aggressive energy is assumed to be constantly generated in
the organism and, following an hydraulic energy model of
personality, must be discharged periodically or at least
neutralized by the defense mechanisms. Failure to success-
fully achieve this can result in the pent-up urge expressing
itself in destructive acts or in psychosomatic illness.

Like all other fundamental, biological drives, aggressive
energy is assumed to derive from somatic sources, though
there is no evidence for this at present (Brenner, 1971).
Also, like all other instincts, the source and aim of the
aggressive instinct remain unchanged. However, through

such mechanisms as displacement and sublimation, the objects
required to satisfy the instinct can change. Substitute
objects, of course, only partially satisfy the instinct,
leaving residual energy, the nervousness and tension of
civilization, behind. Presumably, a wide variety of
activities (from rough sports to idle aggressive day-
dreaming), can serve to partially satisfy the aggressive

drive, thereby lowering the probability of subsequent



aggressive behaviour. Thié has come to be known as the
hostility catharsis hypothesis: the expression of aggressive
behavior serves to discharge pent-up energies and thereby
reduces the incidence or probability of further aggressive-
ness. For Freud, and a majority of psychoanalysts, aggres-
sive drive can. be partially reduced through the medium of
fantasy.

Actually, the notion of catharsis, goes back, at least,
to Aristotle, who wrote of the "draining" or "purging" of
an audience's feelings of sorrow and grief fhrough watching
these emotions portrayed on stage. Freud proposed a modern
version of Artistotle's theory of catharsis as applied to
hostility, namely, that the impulse to aggression or the
strength of a person's inner aggressive pressure can be
partially reduced through thinking aggressive thoughts,
engaging in hostile fantasy or aggressive humor, expressing
aggression through art and literature, or through obser-
vation of aggression in the mass media. This partial
reduction in aggression makes it less likely that the
aggressively predisposed individual will engage in subse-
guent aggression, and permits him to tolerate his frustra-
tion a little longer.

As elaborated by Rapaport (1960), Freud hypothesized

that through the medium of the hallucinatory imagery of the



child, the transition froﬁ primary (associative, concrete,
prelogical) to secondary process (logical, organized,
abstract) thought developed. Since, in primary process
thinking, no distinction is made between subjective and
objective reality, a hungry child hallucinating the image
of a breast or bottle achieves some temporary gratification
of his hunger drive--enough release to reduce crying and
fruitless motor activity until mother comes. This momen-
tarily drive-reducing quality of imagination became the key
to the later development of the ego with its secondary
process thought and reality principle. However, what is
essential for the catharsis hypothesis, according to
Freudian psychoanalysis, is that thought and fantasy
discharge energy, and are partially drive-reducing. For
the adult, too, fantasy is seen as having a safety-valve
quality, since it is a holdover of childish, wishfulfiling
thought that serves as a means of partially discharging
biological drives. Since fantasy activities represent
wish fulfilment, symbolic aggression via fantasy can serve
to partially reduce aggressive drive. This symbolic
aggression may take the form of private fantasy, or may
occur through the "packaged" fantasy found in movies and
television, or even in art and literature. In either case,

fantasy serves as a catharsis, and by engaging in vicarious



experiences of aggression a cathartic reduction in aggres-
sive motivation is bresumed to take place, lowering the
probability of subsequent aggression. (In learning theory
terms, fantasy may take on the properties of a secondary
reinforcer to the extent that the child engages in fantasied
gratification which shortly afterwards is satisfied in
reality).

A comparable theory has been proposed by the ethologist
Konrad Lorenz (1966). He suggested that in #he absence of
releaser stimuli which Serve as innate instigators of
aggression, the aggressive urge builds up. This aggressive
instinct must fingd periodic outlets through "catharsis" or
it can build up and explode into violent activity, even in
the absence of any external instigation. However, in a
recent interview (Psychology Today, Nov. 1974), Lorenz
expressed doubt as to whether watching aggressive behaviour
(sports, films etc.) has any cathartic effect.

b. Frustration-Aggression theory

A similar position is found in the Frustration-
Aggression theory of Dollard, Doob, Miller, et al. (1939,
1964), who substituted reactive drives for autonomous
instincts. According to them, frustration produces an
aggressive drive which motivates aggressive behaviour, the

naturally dominant response to frustration. This




constitutional reaction cah be altered considerably through
learning, and may be entirely absent from overt expression
when strongly inhibited. However, because of continuous
environmental frustrations, the resultant aggressive drive
requires periodic release. Partial release can be achieved
through displaced aggression. Thus, they state that "The
expression of any act of aggression is a catharsis that
reduces the instigation to all other acts of aggression"
(p. 53).

Dollard, Doob, et al. (p. 183-190) undérline the
importance of vicarious aggression as having a beneficial
effect in reducing the strength of the instigation to
other, more socially dangerous forms of aggression. Thus,
for example, watching public executions or listening and
telling aggressive stories, should serve as a catharsis
of pent-up aggression which might otherwise disrupt social

harmony.

c. Critique by social learning theory and L. Berkowitz ,

Although an adequate critique of the psychoanalytic
and drive theories on aggression is beyond the scope of this
study, nevertheless, if only for the sake of completion,
brief mention is made here of a widely supported position in
North American psychology as represented by A. Bandura,

which emphasizes the importance of acquired behaviour through




imitation of parental and peer models. Bandura and others

in this group argue that vicarious experiences of aggression

through media-portrayed violence do not result in a catharsis

of hostility.

Bandura (1973b) attacks the Frustration-Aggression
theory as having little predictive power, especially since
the terms "frustration" and "aggression" subsume such a
diverse set of conditions and are colored by value judg-
ments, that they no longer have specific meaning. Further-
more, animal experiments have failed to subétantiate the
idea that aggression is a fundamental instinct (cf Scott,
1958) , but have shown that children and animals learn to
behave aggressively by observation and imitation of aggres-—
sive actions.

In social learning theory, it is not that frustration
creates aggression, but that aversive experiences produce
emotional arousal that can elicit a variety of behaviors,
depending on the types of reactions people have learned for
coping with stress. The varied array of emotions
experienced phenomenologically seem to stem from a common
diffuse state of arousal, rather than distinct drive states.
External defining influences determine what the arousal is
called (anger, fear, etc.). Furthermore, Frustration-

Aggression theory presupposes the existence of frustration



10

as a condition for aggressive behaviour. But Bandura and

his co-workers have shown that this is not necessary.
Indeed, human aggression can also be activated by antici-
pated positive consequences, thereby obviating the necessity
for emotional arousal. Social learning theory does not view
aggression as inevitable or unchangeable, but a product of
the aggression-promoting conditions operating within
society.

Another critique of the psychoanalytic and drive
formulations of aggression comes from Leonard Berkowitz
(1965b) . He ‘charges that thev neglect the importance of
situationally determined stimulus conditions, i.e., external
stimuli. The emotional reaction (anger) resulting from a
frustration creates only a readiness for aggressive acts.

Previously acquired aggressiveness habits can also create

such readiness. However, in order for an aggressive response

to occur, there must be suitable cues, i.e., stimuli
associated with the present or previous anger instigators.
As a result, Berkowitz developed a cue model of aggression
which largely denies the possibility of vicarious catharsis

through media violence (discussed in section D, II a, c).

B. The Hostility Catharsis Hypothesis--vicarious aggression

Hostility catharsis implies that the instigation to

aggression is lowered by aggressive actions. The expression
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of aggression is seen as iowering the probability of further
aggression, as resulting in the diminution in the tendency
to aggress. The vicarious hostility catharsis hypothesis
connotes that vicarious (symbolic) participation in aggres-
sive activities presumably reduces hostile impulses, and
therefore decreases the Probability of subsequent aggressive
behaviour.

There are actually two kinds of catharsis activities
found in the experimental literature:

1. active hostility catharsis. Here the subject does
some action instrumental in achieving the cathartic effect.
This in itself can be sub-divided into (a) vicarious hosti-
lity catharsis, in which the subject expresses aggression
motorically in fantasy play (with toys, etc.), or displaces
his aggression by aggressing against a substitute target
(other than the original instigating one); (b) direct hosti-
lity catharsis, in which the subject aggresses directly

against his frustrator, or through some indirect way manages

to retaliate against him (as, for example, having someone else

hurt him, or by passive aggressive behaviour) .

2. passive vicarious hostility catharsis. Here, the
subject is relatively passive and does not have to engage
in any behaviourother than fantasy. Examples of this would

be watching an aggressive sports game, viewing a film
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depicting violence, listening to aggressive stories, etc.
The assumption is that all these forms of aggressive
expression "drain off" aggressive drive or motivation, and
result in a diminished probability to further aggress.
However, over time, the term catharsis came to center
around the feelings that an individual experiences following
the expression of an emotion (Nighswander and Mayer, 1969).
Thus, for example, the individual who expresses his hostility
may often experience feelings of satisfaction and "tension"
or arousal reduction. Indeed, the ego psychologists,
Hartmann, Kris, and Loewenstein (1949) believe that aggres-
sion bears the same relation to pleasure and to unpleasure
as does libido. Hence, discharge of aggression gives rise

to pleasure; accumulation and lack of discharge give rise

to tension or unpleasure. But "tension" reduction, a
feeling of relief or pleasure, a decrease in physiological !

excitation, does not necessarily mean that some sort of

diminution of aggressive impulses has occurred. Berkowitz
(1962, 1964a, 1970), contends that tension reduction may be
pleasurable, but it is problematic whether the overt hosti-
lity will necessarilylessen the likelihood of any further
aggression. Instead, an aggressiveness habit may develop
because of the reinforcement (tension reduction). Indeed,

the experimental literature shows that the relation between
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tension reduction and aggression reduction is often inverse.

The confusion lies with investigators who refer to tension
reduction as showing evidence for catharsis. The term
pseudo-catharsis seems more adequate in describing this
phenomenon.

In tests of the catharsis hypothesis, not only are the
different forms of aggressive expression considered equi-
valent, but different dependent measures are used to assess
post-experimental residual hostility (e.g., questionnaires
measuring hostility, duration and intensity of electric
shocks, physiological arousal, mood, etc.). Also, there
seems to be a difference of opinion as to whether or not
the subject has to be annoyed, frustrated or instigated.

It would seem that a majority of investigators believe that
it is important for the subject to be annoyed, although
there are considerable exceptions to this assumption.
Indeed, the often contradictory findings may be traced to
different paradigms resulting from differences in cathartic
aggressive expression, in level of subject arousal, and in
the measurement of subsequent aggression.

Summary

The vicarious hostility catharsis hypothesis implies
that vicarious aggressive experiences partially reduce or

"purge" aggressive drive, resulting in the lowering of the
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probability for further aggressive display. This lowering
of the instigation to aggress can presumably occur through
externally "packaged" fantasy such as found in aggressive
films or on television shows depicting violence. The
result should be a reduction of hostility in the organism.
If true, then media portrayed violence may be a safe way to
drain potentially destructive aggressive feelings. The
present investigation devotes itself to further clarifying
this issue. |
C. Vicarious Aggression Experiences Without Prior Arousal

A large ﬁumber of studies show that exposure to
vicarious aggression in the absence of prior instigation,
far from producing a cathartic effect in terms of reducing
subsequent aggressiveness, serves to increase the incidence
of aggressive responses. This stimulating effect may result
because of the reduction of inhibitions against aggressing,
or by the imitation of aggressive behaviour through modeling.

a. Passive vicarious aggression activities

Siegel (1956), found a trend toward an increase in
aggressive play in nursery school children. Like-sexed
pairs of children saw either an aggressive or non-aggressive
cartoon, after which they were observed playing in another
room by a concealed adult. Those exposed to the aggressive

cartoon showed slightly 1less ratings for anxiety and guilt
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in play, than those exposéd to the nonaggressive cartoon.
There was no evidence for a cathartic effect. Instead,
there was a slight increase in aggressive play following
the aggressive cartoon exposure.

Lovaas (1961), demonstrated an aggression stimulating
effect of exposure to filmed violence. In a series of
three experiments with preschoolers, the frequency of a
bar-pressing response which produced aggressive doll action
(the measure of aggressiveness), was observed immediately
after the children had been exposed to an aggressive film
(a cartoon in which a human-life figure aggressed against
another) or a nonaggressive film (a cartoon depicting
pleasant play between bears). In the first study, the film
followed by doll play was repeated three times, once on
each of three days. This sequence occurred only once in
the second study. Neither study produced a higher frequency
of aggressive play following the aggressive cartoon. 1In
the third study, each child was exposed to the film not
seen previously and then had a chance to play with both
toys, the aggressive doll toy and the neutral ball toy.

The children who saw the aggressive cartoon played equally
long with both; those who saw the neutral cartoon played
less with the aggressive doll toy. Thus, nursery school

children exposed to an aggressive movie cartoon exhibited
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more aggressive responses'with a toy than did children
viewing a less violent film.

Larder (1962), in a replication of Lovaas' experiment,
but using an aggressive story instead of an aggressive film,
found an increased relative frequency of responding to the
aggressive toy.

Perhaps the most extensive research on the imitation
of aggressive behaviour through modeling is that of Bandura
and his co-workers. 1In order to establish that the exhibited
acts were imitated after those displayed by the model, they
utilized novel responses, i.e., behaviow not in the reper-
toire of the observer, referred to as incidental learning.

In a study by Bandura and Houston (1961), children in
the course of their play saw an adult engage in various
play activities, some of which were aggressive. Subse-
quently, ninety percent of the children exposed to aggres-
sive play were inclined to show aggressive reactions in
their own play. These reactions were largely incidental
to the game itself. Such nonfunctional responses included
style of marching, verbalizations made while marching, and
striking a doll. Prior nurturant experience especially
increased the imitation of aggressive acts.

Bandura (1962), emphasized the learning of new aggres-

sive responses by observation of media portrayed violence.
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In a further study (1963); he demonstrated that children
imitated the aggressive play of either a rewarded or
neutrally treated model more than they did the aggressive-
ness of a punished model. However when asked, children

who viewed the punished model could replay his aggression
quite accurately. It seems then, that the observation of
punished aggression suppressed manifestations of aggression
only, not its ability to be reproduced.

Bandura and Walters (1963a), also indicate that aggres-
sion which is permitted or encouraged in one setting tends
to generalize to other settings. Bandura, Ross, and Ross
(1963b), showed a televized model either rewarded or punished
for aggression. They compared this group with two control
groups who either saw a non-aggressive model or no model at
all. Those who saw the reward condition displayed more
imitative aggressive behaviour than the other groups.

In Bandura's (1965a), study, models were either rewarded
or punished for aggressive behaviour. Compared with a con-
trol group that saw the model neither rewarded nor punished,
much less aggression was later shown by the model-punished
group. The no-consequences control were almost as aggres-—
sive as the model-rewarded group, suggesting that children
may be just as likely to imitate the aggressive character

who gets away with it. In a test for -spontaneous imitation,
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children were offered positive incentives for performing
behaviours they observed. With the promise of reward, there
were approximately twice as many imitative aggressive
responses.

Bandura (1965b), hypothesized that the unpunished
occurrence of aggression may not only convey permissiveness
for aggressive actions, but it may also result in some
degree of vicarious extinction of anxiety responses that
are usually conditioned to intensive forms of physical
aggression. |

Hicks (1965), studied the duration of retention of
imitated aggressive behaviour. Films of children and adults
engaging in aggressive play were shown to boys and girls
who were then mildly frustrated and then given a free play
opportunity. Results showed that the children tended to
imitate all models more than the no-model control. Viewing
the boy-model yielded the greatest effect. After six
months, they still showed more aggression than the controls,
although considerably lower than the first time. Similarly,
Hicks (1968), found that approximately forty percent of the
behaviors were recalled after eight months. In this study,
children watched a televized aggressive model while in the
presence of an adult "co-observer" who made positive state-

ments for one set of subjects, and negative comments for
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other subjects. In the céntrol group, he remained silent.
In a subsequent test with the co-observer who made positive
comments, there was high imitative aggression: With the
co-observer who made negative comments, there was a reduced
level of aggression in comparison with controls. But when
he was absent there were no differences between them.

The results of imitation of a model's aggressive
behaviors are also found when the children are frustrated
after the exposure to the model (e.g., Hicks, 1965). 1In a
study by Bandura, Ross, and Ross (1961),préschool children
observed an adult model aggress against a large rubber doll
(Bobo doll). They were then frustrated by not being able
to play with interesting toys, after which they were placed
in a room with the Bobo and other toys. A control group
was not exposed to the model, whereas a third group saw the
model working constructively. Results indicated that
observing the aggressive model significantly increased the
imitation of aggressive behaviocur in spontaneous play toward
the Bobo toy. Other aggressive behavioar increased also,
but not significantly. Thus, the aggressive-model frus-
trated group was significantly more aggressive than the
other two groups. Boys were more aggressive than girls,
especially when the aggressive model was a male.

Bandura, Ross, and Ross (1963a), tested the hypothesis
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that the likelihood or exfent of imitation of aggressive
behaviour would be positively related to- the degree of
reality inherent in the behaviour. They exposed three models
(live model, filmed model, and filmed fantasy-cartoon) plus
a no-model control, to children. After a mild frustration,
spontaneous play was observed. Results indicated that all
experimental groups showed more aggressive behavioyr than
controls. Children who saw the filmed model (both adult
and cartoon) showed more aggressive responses than those

in the live adult model condition. Again, fhe style of
aggressive play was affected by the relation between the
child's sex and the model's sex. Boys exhibited more
aggression. The researchers interpreted these results as
evidence that observing aggressive behaviour can both
stimulate and shape the form of aggressive behavicur,

Thus, the work of Bandura and his associates strongly
suggests that under certain conditions depicted aggressive
responses are imitated, and this has a facilitating effect
on children resulting (in the absence of pain cues) in the
increased expression of aggression. Imitation of aggressive
play occurs especially when the model is rewarded or treated
neutrally, the model is the same sex as the child, the child
is moderately frustrated after exposure to depicted aggres-

sion, and no disapproval of the model's behaviowur is provided
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by adult's in the child's.presence. Indeed, Bandura argues
that much of the child's behaviawrr is acquired through
imitation of parental or peer models.

Feshbach (1972), showed a brief movie of a campus riot
to school children, after telling them that this was either
a newsreel of an actual riot or a "Hollywood movie". At
the completion of the film, the children who had viewed the
supposedly real violence were more punitive than the subjects
who believed they had seen only a fictitious film. Feshbach
contended that the "real aggression" film héd evoked aggres-
sion-enhancing reactions, whereas the "fantasy aggression"
condition had lessened their aggressive inclinations, either
by stimulating aggression-controlling mechanisms or by
producing a vicarious catharsis. However, Berkowitz and
Alioto (1973), suggest that by being aware of the make-
believe nature of the "Hollywood movie", the children with-
drew psychologically from the movie. The "fictitious"
movie therefore had less of an impact on them--a suggestion
borne out by research on the meaning or interpretation of
viewed aggression (e.g., Berkowitz and Alioto, 1973; Geen
and Rakosky, 1973: Geen and Stonner, 1972).

Exposure to aggressive stimuli has generally been
shown to increase aggressive behaviour not only in young

children, but, to a lesser extent, in adolescents and
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adults as well, even thougﬁ they are not aggressively
provoked prior to ﬁhe exposure. For example, Walters,
Thomas, and Acker (1962), found that subjects increased
their willingness to inflict physical pain as a result of
viewing a violent film. Adult men subjects, believing that
they were participating in a study of the effects of punish-
ment on associative learning, were asked to administer
electric shocks to a "learner" everytime he made a mistake.
Errors were pre-programmed. After each error, the subject
was to select one of the eleven intensity leﬁels of the
electric shock used as punishment. After thirty trials,
Some saw an aggressive film (knife-fight), others a control
film (on co-operative action). This was followed by a
second series of trials. Results indicated that the group
shown the aggressive film shifted to higher punishment
levels in comparison with the control group. Similar
results were found by Walters and Thomas (1963), and Walters
and Brown (1963), with teenage males, and male and female
adults. Also, for example, Hartmann (1969) , using delin-
quent boys, a social-economic class quite different than
college subjects, found non-provoked subjects significantly
more violent after seeing a violent film than those seeing
a non-violent film. Film violence, it would seem, can

stimulate aggressive motivations or response tendencies.
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Liebert and Baron (1972), had boys and girls of two
age groups view excerpts from actual television programs
depicting either aggressive or non-aggressive scenes. This
was followed by an opportunity to aggress against a peer,
followed by a free play situation. Results indicated that
children exposed to the aggressive program engaged in longer
attacks ostensibly against a child victim than subjects
exposed to the non-aggressive program. The aggressive
program also elicited a higher level of aggressive play
than the non-aggressive one, particularly aﬁong the boys.
Again modeling and disinhibitory factors were used to
explain the results.

In a naturalistic study, Goldstein and Arms (1971),
also found a significant increase in hostility in male
spectators who viewed a football game (an aggressive sport),
compared to subjects watching a non-aggressive game
(gymnastics) .

The available evidence leaves little doubt that
viewing television or movie violence leads to the learning
of at least some aggressive responses in children, and to a
lesser extent in adults. Several critics (e.g., Klapper,
1968) have argued that such findings are not directly
relevant to the question of whether exposure to televized

aggression will increase children's willingness to engage
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in behaviour which might aétually harm another person. But
studies (e.g., Hanratty, O'Neal, and Sulzer , 1972;
Liebert, and "Baron, 1972) in which a human victim has
replaced the inanimate target, have clearly demonstrated
that exposure tc the behaviow of filmed aggressive models
may lead young children to directly imitate aggression
against a human victim.

b. Active vicarious aggression activities

Kenny (1953), éttempted to assess the strength of the
instigation to aggression in children, follbwing an
experience in which aggressive behavior was permitted. The
experimental group was provided with two catharsis situations
utilizing a play therapy technique. The control group
spent an equal amount of time playing on swings or with a
jigsaw puzzle. Using the first five episodes on the Korner
Incomplete Story Test for the assessment of initial aggres-
sivity, and the last five episodes for the final hostility
measure, it was found that the control group showed a
decrease in total aggression scores which was significantly
greater than the slight decrease in the experimental group.
Of course, if vicarious hostility catharsis occurred, then
the experimental groups given the vicarious aggression
opportunities should have shown a greater decrease in

aggression than the control group. However, these results
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do not necessarily precluae catharsis since, as Berkowitz
(1958) points out, the amount of frustration provided by
the experimental task was not controlled, and the experi-
mental groups may have been more interested in the swings
and puzzles, so that they were actually angered more than
the control subjects. Also, the subjects playing on the
swings may have made more aggressive responses than experi-
mental subjects, consequently resulting in less residual
hostility.

Feshbach (1956), also found no evidencé for a cathartic
effect. He investigated whether the consequences of playing
with aggressive versus neutral toys were cathartic or
stimulating with respect to the degree of "inappropriate"
(theme-unrelated) aggressive behavioxr manifested. The
aggressive play objects elicited significantly more inappro-
priate aggression than the neutral toys. The difference
between the control and experimental groups in the propor-
tion of boys rated initially as less aggressive who increased
in classroom aggression, was significant. Thus, he found no
support for a cathartic reduction of hostility as a function
of permissive free play experiences (the usual "play therapy".)
There was no significant effect for girl subjects. However,
he points out that subjects in this experiment were not

protected from continuous sources of frustration, so that
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the vicarious catharsis hypothesis cannot really be dis-
counted.

C. Summary

Studies differing in choice of both aggressive stimuli
and dependent measures, have shown that observation of
models displaying aggressive behaviowr with no untoward
consequences, increased, rather than reduced, the incidence
of aggressive responses in viewers (cf. Bandura, 1973a;
Madsen, 1968). This has also been the case with subjects
exposed to other vicarious aggressive activities, some
active--such as playing with aggressive toys, others
passive--such as listening to aggressive stories. Bandura's
(1973a, b) social learning approach shows children and, to
a lesser degree, adults adopting aggressive behaviour
patterns when repeatedly exposed to aggression. The more
similar the behavior depicted in the communication message
is to the individual's situation in real life, the greater
the probability of it being emulated.

The increase in aggressive behaviar has been explained
as due to (1) reduction of inhibitions against aggressing
by making it seem acceptable, (2) vicarious extinction of
anxiety responses through observation of aggression, thereby
lowering restraints against aggressing, (3) stimulation by

film violence of aggressive motivations or response
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tendencies; and (4) imita£ion of aggressive behaviaxr through
modeling. As Bandura (1973b), states: "The empirical
evidence, considered together, reveals that modeling influ-
ences can function as teachers, instigators, inhibitors,
disinhibitors, stimulus enhancers, and as emotion arousers"
(p. 222). His theoretical orientation highlights the
learning of aggressive behaviour by observation of aggressive
models, or on the basis of direct experience (positive and
negative reinforcement) and indirect experience (vicarious
reinforcement).. |
D. Vicarious Aggression Experiences With Prior Arousal
According to the vicarious catharsis hypothesis,
vicarious participation in aggressive activities presumably
reduces hostile impulses, and therefore decreases the
probability of subsequent aggressive behaviow . The largely
negative findings (e.g., Bandura and Walters, 1963b;
Berkowitz, 1962) have led some writers to a revision of the
original form. Thus, for example, Bramel, Taub, and Blum
(1968), Buss (1961), and Feshbach (1961; 1964) contend that
the cathartic or drive-reducing function of aggressive
modeling stimuli occurs when the observer has been aggres-
sively aroused at the time of exposure. If aggressive
motivation is not activated during the vicarious partici-

pation, the exposure augments ensuing aggressive responses.
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I. Evidence for vicarious hostility catharsis
a. Passive and active vicarious aggression
activities

In Feshbach's (1955) study, college students were
aggressively instigated by verbal insult or treated in a
neutral fashion. This was followed by a period in which
they could either write imaginative stories to TAT cards
depicting aggressive scenes, or perform a neutral activity
(a paper-pencil test). A control group of subjects were
given the interpolated tasks without the ineult treatment.
To measure residual aggressive motivation, the subjects
then responded to two aggression measures--a Sentence
Completion Form and a questionnaire dealing with their
attitude toward the experimenter, the experiment, and
psychological research. On the Sentence Completion, the
aroused group given the fantasy task of responding to the
TAT cards had significantly less hostility than the aroused
subjects given the neutral task. The insult fantasy group
also scored significantly lower on the questionnaire
(indicating less hostility) than the insult-neutral group.
Feshbach interpreted this as evidence for vicarious
(symbolic) hostility catharsis. However, Berkowitz (1958)
suggests that the neutral task may have increased aggressive

drive and that the frustrated subjects may have found the



29

fantasy task sufficiently emjoyable to overcome much of their
annoyance. He further suggests (Berkowitz, 1960), that
subjects' responses to TAT cards gave rise to guilt and/or
aggression anxiety which suppressed subsequent manifesta-
tions of aggressive responses. Also McClelland (1956),
suggests that the instructions for the TAT ("feel free to
write whatever you like. . . -") reduced the subjects’
irritation with the insulting experimenter. Another possi-
bility is that the greater amount of writing (motor activity)
on the TAT cards may have dissipated same érousal or tension.
Strictly speaking, of course, this study is one on active
vicarious agéression, and may not be akin to viewing £ilm
violence, a more passive activity.

In‘another study, Feshbach (1961), found that vicarious
participation in film-mediated aggression had a cathartic
effect on angered subjects. He employéd a prize fight film
which he compared with a neutral film (spread of rumors).
Using as his dependent measures the rating questionnaire
and a word association technique, he found that insulted
subjects who saw the fight film gave fewe: . %ile responses
on both measures than insulted neutrél—film subjects. There
was no difference in postexperimental aggression in the
non-aroused groups exposed to these films. Berkowitz (1964b),

suggests that the naked display of violence has an inhibiting
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effect due to aggression.anxiety and guilt, and this may
account for Feshbach's results. Bandura (1965b), on the
other hand, suggests that the failure of the aggressive
film to yield an enhancement effect under nonaroused
conditions in this study, may mean that the control film's
content was not a neutral stimulus. Walters, Thomas, and
Acker (1962), and Walters and Thomas (1963), also suggest
that Feshbach's results might be due to the heightening of
aggressivity by the "neutral” film about rumor mongering.
Indeed, the latter investigations classifiéd the rumor £ilm
as actually‘depicting socially aggressive behaviour. If
that is the case, then Feshbach's results cannot be inter-
preted as evidence for vicarious hostility catharsis, since
the neutral film may have really been an aggressive film.
Singer and Rowe (1962), arranged to have a surprise mid-
term exam administered to college students, hence frustrating
them. After the tests, some were given an opportunity to
daydream and others performed an absorbing task. The former
group showed a reduction in anger and aggression on the
Feshbach's scales, but tended to increase their anxiety
level. Nevertheless, Singer (1966, 1971, 1975), does not
attribute this to catharsis, a partial reduction of a
certain quantum of aggressive drive, but rather to a

distracting effect, a change of moods or emotional arousal
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level, which changed the'prior motivational state. And, of
course, the "absorbing task" may have been more frustrating.

Pytkowicz, Wagner, and Sarason (1967), used both TAT
stories and free daydreaming as intervening tasks following
prior induction of anger. For their dependent measures,
they used the Feshbach attitude questionnaire, self ratings
of hostility (Sarason Hostility Scale) and a modified word
association test. Results indicated that only for those
persons who showed a predisposition to frequent daydreaming
was there a reduction in aggression following fantasy
activity (either writing TAT stories to aggression-depicting
cards or daydreaming). In addition and contrary to a simple
energy concept of catharsis, the opportunity to engage in
fantasy did not lead to a quantitative reduction of anger
but rather shifted the emphasis of rage projected towards
the insulting experimenter to increased self ratings of
hostility. Furthermore, the high daydreamers who showed
the reduction in direct anger did not resort to the inter-
vening period to specifically aggressive fantasies, but
showed a more general range of daydreams, again contra-
dicting a specific-drive reduction conception. Again,
Singer (1971, 1975) suggests that the opportunity to day-
dream afforded them a chance for relief from negative

affect and changed their mood somewhat. Also, D.L. Singer
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(1968) questions whether‘these results are evidence for
vicarious catharsis. Instead, the subjects may have felt
guilty for their aggressive stories and tried to undo these
feelings by rating the experimenter more favorably.

Indeed, Goranson (1970), claims that reductions in
aggressive behaviaw following a vicarious aggressive activity
are more easily interpreted by inhibitory processes rather
than catharsis. For example, Tannenbaum and Goranson
(quoted in Goranson, 1970), had college men angered and then
showed them an aggressive film (boxing matéh). Three dif-
ferent taped endings were given as the final outcome of the
film: (1) a positive outcome resulting from the beating of
the protagonist; (2) a negative outcome which stressed the
defeated boxer's injuries; (3) a control tape recapitu-
lating the fight. Results showed that the intensity of
shocks the subjects' chose to administer was significantly
reduced by exposure to the negative outcome version.
Goranson (1969), using a similar procedure, found that the
inhibitory effect was obtained even when the hostility and
bloody suffering was not directly attributable to the
fight. Comparison of mood ratings indicated that the
reduced aggressiveness was not due to any pleasurable,
cathartic reduction of anger or tension (because of the

perception of suffering), since these changes were roughly
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the same in the differen£ conditions. The negative outcome
group actually reported feeling less happy following the
£film.

That fantasy activity can produce a change in mood or
a shift in cognitive focus, thereby reducing a tendency to
aggress in aroused subjects was shown by Biblow (1970).
In his study, children aged ten to eleven were angered by
having their play disrupted by an older child. Then they
were subjected to an aggressive film, a non-aggressive
film, or no film. Subsequent free play waé observed and
rated for aggression and other emotions. Results indicated
that children initially designated as highly imaginative
showed a reduction in aggressive play following exposure to
the fims, especially the neutral film. The less imaginative
children seemed more likely to increase in aggression after
exposure to the films. Again, Singer (1971, 1975) under-
lines the importance of fantasy in affording a delay between
impulse and action and furnishing a satisfying alternative
behaviour. Biblow also questioned the results as indicating
catharsis, and hypothesized that reduction in aggression
following any type of fantasy activity is brought about by
a mood change with the prevailing aggressive mood yielding
to a new affective state. It was also proposed that only

individuals with highly developed imaginal skills can
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effectively utilize fantésy to change their aggressive mood.

In Paton's (1972) study, college subjects were subjected
to a series of insults while performing a task. Immediately
after, one group looked at pictures full of aggressive
material, another group was shown interesting neutral
pictures. The groups were then encouraged to engage in
fantasies and to report these to the experimenter. Both
groups who had an opportunity to fantasize, showed less
aggression toward the insulter (on a questionnaire), than
the group not given this opportunity. Subjects in the
neutral fantasy condition showed a greater reduction in
subsequent anger than those whose fantasies were primarily
aggressive and violent. This too cannot be taken as
evidence for catharsis, since one would have expected that
the greatest drop in aggression would have occurred for
angered subjects engaging in angry, hostile fantasy material
rather than nonviolent ideation. Paton, adopting a
cognitive-affective theory, suggests that the effect of
fantasy following insult primarily diverts the subject from
a high level of persisting tension, and provides him with
an alternative mood state that reduces the likelihood of
him showing subsequent anger.

Manning and Taylor (1975), suggested that previous

inconsistent studies reflected the difference between
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aggressive responses and hostile responses. Both responses
may be different and may be controlled by different eliciting
and reinforcing stimuli. The cathartic hypothesis, however,
refers to a reduction in motivation, not behaviour. Their
study involved a direct comparison of the two types of
responses under conditions of instigation versus no insti-
gation, and aggressive versus neutral film. Male college
subjects were instigated by a confederate on a cognitive
skills task, or treated in a neutral fashion. They were
then shown either an aggressive film or a neutral film (on
races). Their residual hostility was measured by the number
of hostile responses seen through a tachistoscope presen-
tation of ambiguous stimuli. The aggression measure were
shocks ostensibly delivered on an aggression machine to the
confederate on a learning task. Results showed that the
hostility scores were significantly lower in the aggressive
film condition than in ‘the neutral film condition. But
contrary to their hypothesis, there was no stimulation
effect on aggressive responses. This they feel may have
been due to the lack of justification for the film violence
(cf. Meyer, 1972) which inhibited aggressive responses, and
guilt which suppressed tendencies toward expressing more
aggression. However, the results can be questioned in other

ways, pointing away from a catharsis explanation. Thus,
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other than the indirect méasure of residual hostility
employed, the two films may not have been equally absorbing
(cf. Bandura, 1965b). The aggressive film, possibly being
more interesting, caused a greater change in mood (cf.
Singer, 1971, 1975), or attentional shift (cf. Bandura,
1965b). It may be that the absorbing quality of the aggres-
sive movie altered the aggressive mood in the angered sub-
jects by providing them with intriguing fantasies which
distracted them from aggressive intent or reduced their
high level of psychological arousal (cf. Toﬁkins, 1962).
Furthermore, the subjects were instigated verbally and
retaliated physically. The subject may have felt that
shocking the instigator even though using lower shock
intensity, was sufficient retaliation (cf. Geen, Stonner

and Shope, 1975). Nevertheless, this study does point out
the possible difference between hostile feelings and aggres-
sive behaviour a difference discussed below.

It can be argued, of course, that instigation is
probably not necessary for a catharsis effect, in the sense
that it can be assumed that hostility is always minimally
present in people. However, the numerous studies in which
non-provoked subjects, whether children, adolescents or
adults (cf. Goranson, 1970; Weiss, 1970), witnessing

depicted aggression (filmed or live, cartoons, etc.),
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generally showed an incréase in aggressive behaviowr, seem

to counter the catharsis hypothesis. Although Singer (1971),
comments that these studies seem artificial and are too far

removed from the ordinary events of real life, nevertheless,

studies in natural settings, dealing with nonprovoked

subjects, are also equivocal. Feshbach and Singer (1971),

studied young adolescent boys from middle and lower class
backgrounds who were in private schools or residential

treatment centers. One-half of each group were given regular

diets of either aggressive or non—aggressi&e television

shows to watch over a period of weeks. Daily ratings of

actual aggressiveness were obtained. Results, especially ;
for lower class boys, indicated that the aggressive film
group was significantly lower in aggressiveness than they i
had been initially; the non-aggressive film group increased
in aggressive behavior. The greater the initial aggressive
level of a boy, the more likely he was to reduce his aggres-—
siveness if he had a steady diet of aggressive films. These
boys also reported that watching the more aggressive films
increased their repulsion for aggression (thereby suggesting
inhibitory processes rather than catharsis). However, it
can easily be argued that those deprived of aggressive

films may have remained more frustrated because of this

forced withdrawal of exciting entertainment, and
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consequently this may havé increased aggressivity. A
critical review of this study is presented by Liebert,
Sobol, and Davidson (1972).

b. Studies on hostile humor

Freud (1960), proposed that hostile wit or humor is a
valid form of attack. While in all humor pleasure is
derived from the cognitive processes involved (e.g., word
play, reference frames, incongruity), in hostile humor,
expression of impulse provides an additional source of
gratification. Hostile humor is a symbolic'form of attack
or aggression, and should be capable of providing a cath-

artic reduction in aggressive motivation, since from the

psychoanalytic point of view, a partial reduction in motive

strength is an inherent by-product of any form of impulse
expression (Freud, 1959 ; Rapaport, 1960).

Dworkin and Efran (1967), had angered subjects listen
to either hostile humor, non-hostile humor, or a documen-
tary and musical recordings. Humor significantly reduced
reported feelings of anger and anxiety (as measured on the
Nowlis-Green Mood Adjective Check List). However, since
the hostile humor did not cause a significant greater drop
in hostility scores than non-hostile humor, this cannot be

taken as evidence for vicarious catharsis. In Landy and

Mettee's (1969) study, subjects were induced to anger by a
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confederate and then randomly assigned to one of three
conditions: rating the humorousness of a set of hostile
and non-hostile cartoons; rating a set of photographs; or
subjects were asked to evaluate the confederate before
rating the cartoons. They then evaluated the confederate
on a questionnaire. Again, the humor condition was signi-
ficantly more effective in reducing the degree to which the
aggressor * was disliked than either of the two other
conditions. However, as the authors point‘out, to say that
vicarious catharsis took place is uncertain, since it was
impossible in.this study to determine whether exposure to
hostile humor specifically was responsible for reduction

of the hostile feelings toward the confederate. Instead,
the alternate explanation that eéxposure to humor produces
responses which are incompatible with the expression of
hostility, was offered.

Baron and Ball (1974), using electric shock as the
dependent measure, found that €xXposure to non-hostile car-
toons significantly reduced the duration of shocks given
to the insulting confederate by the angered subjects, but
failed to influence the level of aggression shown by the
non-angry group. Again, the findings were interpreted in
terms of the elicitation by humor of responses and emotional

states incompatible with anger or overt aggression.
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Leak (1974), found fhat angered subjects rated the
insulting experimenter less negatively following aggressive
humor (jokes), than aroused subjects given non-aggressive
humor. Although this appears to be a case of vicarious
hostility catharsis, the finding that angered subjects did
not show an increased preference for hostile jokes when
compared to non-aroused controls, which would be expected
if real catharsis occurred (since by purportedly expressing
the aggressive impulse more pleasure accrued), casts doubt
on this interpretation. Also, although thé hostile and
non-hostileﬂjokes did not differ in humorous quality (both
judged equally funny), they may have differed in other
qualities (e.g., complexity of content, esthetic form) that
made them differentially absorbing (interesting).

D.L. Singer (1968), exposed black civil rights workers
in the south to white, pro-segregationist, racist speeches
in order to arouse their anger. Then, on tapes, they heard
black performers deliver hostile, anti-segregationist humor,
neutral humor, or a benign speech. Both hostile and neutral
humor were aggression and tension reducing, as measured by
a mood checklist, for moderately aroused subjects. For
highly aroused subjects, hostile humor was particularly
aggression and tension reducing. Although Singer sees this

as support for the vicarious catharsis hypothesis, this
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study, unlike the Previously cited ones on aggressive
humor, had the "hate object" as the target of the hostile
humor, i.e., the hostility was directed at the anger-
provoking stimulus (white racists). It is not too hard to
imagine that extremely angered subjects were more gratified
in hearing hoStility directed at the "hate" object (cf.
Berkowitz, 1962). The situation of watching an aggressive
film, or generally non-directed hostile humor, is quite
different from the situation present in this experiment.
Indeed, the.results here seem quite consistent with some
studies on direct, rather than vicarious, hostility
catharsis, where direct retaliation against the frustrator
(either by the provoked subject or someone else) was
aggression reducing (e.g., Doob, 1970; Doob and Wood, 1972).
However this aggression reduction may have been induced by
inhibitions (guilt or anxiety) against expressing hostility,
after feeling pleasure (tension reduction) by listening to
hostile humor. Also, the possibility exists that the
hostile and neutral humor were differentially distracting
or absorbing, and this was highlighted for the highly
aroused subjects.

C. Jerome Singer's and Albert Bandura's theoretical

explanations of the quasi-cathartic effect

The number of studies showing reduced aggressiveness
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following a vicarious aggfessive experience, have been
independently explained by Singer and Bandura without
accepting the vicarious catharsis hypothesis.

Singer (1971), states that even if one questions the
concept of aggression as a periodic drive reduced partially
by vicarious (fantasy) expression, the possibility remains
that witnessing an aggressive film (or engaging in some
other vicarious aggressive activity) may provide some
pleasure or distraction to an angry person, enough to change
his mood, even if it does not dispel the original anger.
The film may distract the angered subject from focusing on
his problem, and may provide a satisfying alternative to
direct action. That is, fantasy can provide alternative
response possibilities which can yield pleasure, distraction,
or offer different avenues of reaction in the face of frus-
tration and aroused anger. Absorbing material, whether
aggressive or not, may alter aggressive mood, providing
fantasies which distract the person from an aggressive
intent and thereby reduce a high level of psychological
arousal (cf. Tomkins, 1962). Thus, what happens is not a
partial reduction of a certain quantum of an aggressive
drive, but rather a distracting effect, a form of diversion
which changes the focus of attention, a shift in cognitive

focus which changes the initial situation, thereby changing
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mood or emotional arousal.level. As he states relating to
the level of film interest . . ." it may be that this
absorbing quality of aggressive movies alters an aggressive
mood . . . or provides fantasies . . . which because of
their intrinsic interest distract the person from an
aggressive intent. . . ." (Singer, 1971, p. 51). Further-
more, "in this sense it is possible that cathartic effects
occur through the enjoyment changes in mood and escape
value of aggressive material" (ibid., p. 53).

Thus, it is entirely possible that moré reduction in
aggression results after exposure to an aggressive film
than a neutral film because of the differentiation in
interest, absorption, or distraction. Presumably, an equal
amount of lowered aggressivity should result if both the
aggressive film and neutral film are similar in interest,
absorption, or distraction. 1Indeed "we need more research
evidence to show that the 'control' movies are as enjoyable
as 'aggressive' movies" (Singer, 1966, ch. 4). Obviously,
however, the reduced aggressivity is not due to a vicarious
catharsis of hostility, a partial reduction of the aggres-
sive drive, since theoretically, a similar reduction can
occur by experiencing a non-aggressive vicarious activity.
The phenomena of reduced aggressivity is really quasi-

cathartic.
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A similar point is méde by Bandura (1965b, p. 28;
1973b, p. 210). A person who is in a heightened emotional
state due to a frustrating event is apt to undergo some
reduction in general arousal level. But this can be
accounted for by stimulus-change processes. Emotional
arousal following insult is revivified and even enhanced
on later occasions through symbolic reinstatement of the
anger-provoking incident (i.e., by brooding over it). But
this persistence of elevated arousal, according to social-
learning theory, is not due to the existence of an undis-
charged resefvoir of "aggressive drive". Rather, it is
attributable to self-generated stimulation. By becoming
immersed in a new activity that supersedes the preoccupying,
internal eliciting stimuli, some arousal or "tension"
reduction will occur. That is, engrossment in an absorbing
activity will provide relief from self-generated distress.
As a result, the diminution of emotional arousal is a
consequence of attentional-shifts rather than a cathartic
effect of having experienced aggression vicariously.
Bandura, therefore, expects "equally salutory effects from
getting involved in an absorbing book, a movie, a stage
play, or a televised program containing few, if any,
aggressive stimuli" (Bandura, 1965b, p. 28).

Thus, a similar quasi-cathartic effect in terms of
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reduced aggressivity can follow from both a vicarious
aggressive activity (viewing an aggressive f£film) and a non-
aggressive activity (viewing a "neutral" film), if both

are equally absorbing or interesting, and result in similar
attentional shifts away from breoccupation with one's
distress. This reduction in emotional arousal or "tension"
can lead to reduced aggressivity, but not because of a
purge of "aggressive drive". Hence, the phenomenon is
really quasi-cathartic.

Therefore, studies purportedly showing the vicarious
hostility cafharsis effect can be challenged on the basis
of whether the aggressive movie and neutral movie were
similar in terms of interest, distraction, or degree of
absorption. If the aggressive film was more interesting
and involving, it should theoretically cause a greater
reduction in arousal and thereby less residual hostility.

d. Summary

Although a number of studies, differing in choice of
both aggressive stimuli and dependent measures, have
purportedly shown reduced residual hostility or aggressive-
ness following a vicarious aggressive experience in angered
subjects, the evidence for vicarious hostility catharsis
is meager (Weiss, 1970), and does not compel an adoption

of the vicarious catharsis hypothesis. Instead, any support
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offered can adequately be-explained by the arousal of
aggressive anxiety and/or guilt leading to subsequent
inhibition or suppression of aggressive behaviour (e.g.,
Berkowitz, 1962; Goranson, 1969); or by the distracting
effect of vicarious activity leading to a mood change

(e.g., Singer, 1971, 1975), or by an attentional-shift
pProcess generated by the absorbing or interesting material
(Bandura, 1965b; 1973b). This quasi-cathartic phenomenon

is not due to any drain of aggressive drive} especially
since, theoretically, one can achieve equal reduced aggres-
siveness thfbugh a non-aggressive vicarious experience.
Hypothetically, one can get either a "cathartic" or
"instigational" effect depending on the guilt and aggression
anxiety generated by the aggressive and non-aggressive films
and their differentiated degrees of interest, involvement
and distraction potential.

Singer's and Bandura's models, which can be called the
Distraction-Attentional Shift hypothesis, appear to
emphasize the change (reduction) in emotional arousal or
mood. The prediction that can be made on the basis of this
hypothesis is: given an aggressive and nonaggressive film
that do not differ in their degree of involvement, interest
or absorption, the reduction in emotional arousal should be

the same, all other things being equal. Thus, the anger or
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hostility experienced by an instigated person should simi-
larly abate whether viewing the aggressive or nonaggressive
film. This reduction in hostile motive however, does not
necessarily have to lead to equal reductions in aggressive
behaviour since there are other factors--both inhibitory
and disinhibitory--that may facilitate or suppress aggres-
sive responses. The possibility therefore remains that
despite equal reductions in hostility and general tension
that may accompany frustration (anxiety, deéression, guilt,
etc.), there still may be differences in the probability of
subsequent éggressive behaviour.

II. Evidence against vicarious hostility catharsis

A large body of evidence strongly suggests that the
effects of exposure to vicarious aggression is counter-
cathartic in aroused subjects, i.e., the observation of
violence (or experiencing other symbolic aggression acti-
vities) increases rather than decreases the subject’'s
subsequent aggressiveness.

a. Passive vicarious aggression activities--—
the Berkowitz studies

Mussen and Rutherford (1961), found that aggressive
fantasy can produce an increase in aggressive play, if the
play situation is permissive. Children were either frus-

trated or treated in a neutral fashion. They then saw
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either an aggressive film,.a nonaggressive £ilm, or no
film. The test for aggression was the desire to pop a
balloon. Regardless of whether they were frustrated or not,
the children who had seen the aggressive cartoon had a
significantly higher "popping" score than did the other
children. The authors attributed this to a reduction of
inhibitions against aggressing, following the exposure to
the aggressive film.

The most extensive research on the effects of film
violence on aggressive behaviour is that of Léonard Berkowitz
and his co-wdrkers, who have reported increased aggression
in angered subjects following exposure to aggressive models.
A great difficulty in interpreting much of the catharsis
literature is that of separating blocked response from
reduced drive. It is always difficult to tell whether an
observed reduction in aggressiveness represents an actual
reduction in instigation or whether it indicates suppression
of the aggressive response. Berkowitz (1958, 1960) argues
that any reduction in aggressive behaviour following a
vicarious aggressive experience can be interpreted, in most
cases, as due to the guilt and/or aggression anxiety
produced by the experience which suppresses or inhibits
further manifestations of aggression.

Berkowitz (1962), suggested that the strong arousal of
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socially disapproved drivés often serves to elicit fairly

strong restraints against the display of the prohibited

actions. Nevertheless, it is occasionally possible that

exposure to aggressive films may weaken the subject's

instigation to aggression. This happens when (1) the

angered member. establishes a strong association between

his own frustrator and the fantasy victim of aggression,

and (2) the film (violent or not) may make him forget i

about the thwartings he has suffered. Carried away by the §

movie, not brooding on injuries done to him; his anger

might well subside. His instigation to anger has weakened

because he has not kept himself stirred up (comparable to

Bandura, 1965b, 1973b; Singer, 1966, 1971, 1975). ;
According to Berkowitz (1962), an object is capable

of evoking aggressive responses to the extent that it is

associated with previous anger or aggression instigators.

An angered individual is only aroused to commit an act of i

aggression. Whether he does perform such an act depends

upon, among other things, the presence of stimuli associated

with the anger instigator. Although he does believe in

hostility displacement, he argues against the notion that

the aggressive drive supposedly "pushes" aggressive acts

into whatever target happens to be available and is safe

to attack. He suggests that a target with appropriate
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stimulus qualities "pullsF (evokes) aggressive responses
from a person who is ready to engage in such actions.
Under certain conditions, observed violence serves as a
cue activating previously acquired aggressiveness habits
(Berkowitz, 1962, ch. 9). Observed violence has both an
eliciting and a disinhibitory effect (Berkowitz, 1962,
1964a). Indeed, depicted aggression increases the proba-
bility of later hostility as a direct function of such
factors as: the strength of the observer's aggressiveness
habits; the degree of association between the witnessed
situation aﬁd the situations in which the hostile were
learned and the later setting; and the intensity of the
guilt and/or aggression anxiety aroused by the observed
violence (1962, p. 238).

The theory that anger arousal creates a readiness to
act aggressively but suitable cues associated with the
present or previous anger instigators are necessary to
evoke the.aggressive responses, was investigated by

Berkowitz (1964a). Male college subjects were either

angered during a task or treated in a neutral fashion by the
who. confederate was introduced as either a college boxer or
a speech major. They were then shown either a brief brutal
prize fight film segment or one dealing with Marco Polo's

travels. The subjects seeing the prize fight were given a
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brief story outline (which lowers internal restraints
against aggression, cf. Berkowitz and Rawlings, 1963).
Then each subject was asked to rate the confederate on 5
special forms ostensibly going to the dean and potentially
damaging to the confederate. Results showed that the

greatest hostility was directed toward the insulter confe-

derate 'when he had some association with the prize fight :

movie, (i.e., the college boxer). Since he was associated

with both arousal sources, the insult and the aggressive
film, he had a relatively strong cue value for aggressive
responses. Thus, the effects of depicted modeled aggres-
sion are a joint function of the observer's level of internal

arousal and the target's cue properties which serve as

eliciting stimuli. Under low arousal, a powerful external i
stimulus is presumed to be necessary to elicit aggressive
responses, whereas a relatively weak external stimulus is
sufficient under high instigation to aggression.
Berkowitz (1962) has theorized and subsequently
supported the hypothesis that when people view acts of
violence which seem warranted or justified, inhibitions are
lowered and aggressive responses facilitated. When the
violence seems unwarranted, aggressive responses are inhi-
bited. The rationale is that in incidents of justified

violence, the victim receives the punishment he deserves.
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But if the violence is toé severe, it will remind him of
the need to suppress his aggressive feelings.

Berkowitz and Rawlings (1963), conjectured that
Feshbach's (1961) results may have been due to the arousal
of aggression anxiety by the aggressive film which inhibited
aggressive responses, so that real catharsis did not take i
place. When people see a villain receiving punishment that ;
is justified, inhibitions may be lowered and people may i
attack the villains in their lives. Seeing unjustified i
violence may cause inhibition and suppressién of aggressive
behaviour Jﬁstification of the violence depicted, then,
should prevent the development of aggression anxiety by
implying that it is acceptable to be hostile to a person
who deserves such treatment. College students were shown
a short prize fight film after having been deliberately
insulted (verbally) or treated in a neutrai fashion by a
confederate. Half the groups within both the angered and
non-angered conditions were given a questionnaire measuring
their attitudes toward the confederate, before viewing the
films. One-half the subjects were given a justified
synopsis about the depicted violence, the other half were
given a less justified synopsis. Then all the subjects
responded to a questionnaire containing two items testing

the attitude toward the confederate. Results indicated
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that the justification maﬁipulation had no effect on the
responses of noninsulted subjects. Only among those
insulted subjects who did not state their appraisal of the
insulting confederate before seeing the film, and only on
one of the two attitude items, did the justified aggression
synopsis lead to a significantly less favorable response
than did the less justified synopsis. For the other item,
results were in the same direction but not significant.

Berkowitz, Corwin and Hieronimus (19635, had the same
design but included a control group shown a neutral film
on canal bans. The insult group exposed to justified
aggression expressed significantly more hostility toward
the confederate than the control group (on the same item;
the other item results were in the same direction but not
significant). The unjustified aggression group did not
differ from the controls.

In essentially a similar design, Berkowitz (1964b;
1965b) changed the dependent measure of aggression to number
and duration of electrical shocks given to the confederate
as a means of rating his solution to a problem. The synopsis
(justified-~less justified) of the violence in the film had
no effect on the shocks given by noninsulted subjects.

Among insulted subjects, more shock aggression was delivered

by subjects who had the justified aggression synopsis than
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the less justified synopsis. The greatest aggression was
shown by insulted subjects when the confederate was identi-
fied as a boxer and they saw the fight film. In the first
part of Berkowitz's (1965b) study, employing questionnaire
ratings as the hostility measure, results were similar,
i.e., the provoked subjects who were shown the aggressive
film directed the strongest aggression against their
tormentor when he was associated with the film by means of
the verbal label "boxer". However, there wére also indi-
cations that the cue value of the target could elicit
aggressive réactions, whether or not the subject had
actually seen the aggressive film. That is, even if the
subject had not seen the aggressive film, he was likely to
direct more shocks toward the Person identified as a boxer,
since such a designation had an aggressive cue value.
Again, these results underline the importance of appro-
priate aggression-evoking cues in the environment.

The importance of external stimuli in governing the
effects of exposure to aggressive film-mediated models is
further demonstrated by a series of experiments. Thus
Berkowitz and Geen (1966), found that the most aggression
(by electric shock) was displayed by angered subjects in
the justified film synopsis, when the tormenting confederate

was given the same first name as the movie star playing the
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boxer in the prize-fight film. Geen and Berkowitz (1966),
found that the highest level of aggression was obtained in
frustrated subjects when the person shocked was associated
by name with the filmed victim rather than the filmed
victor. Berkowitz and Geen (1967), found similar results
even when the name-mediated association was formed after
the film.Berkowitz and Lepage (1967), found that angered
men were more aggressive towards their tormentor in the
presence of weapons near the shock apparatué than when
nonaggressive objects were nearby. Berkowitz (1968), has
summarized Ehe results as suggesting that violence in the
public media can reduce normed inhibitions to aggression,
at least for a short time afterwards, and increase the
likelihood that an angered or frustrated person will engage
in aggressive behaviour. However, when the depicted aggres-—
sion is represented as unjustified, or when overt disap-
proval of fighting is expressed by a companion, there is
no enhancement of subsequent aggression.

According to Berkowitz (1969), the general state of
arousal produced by the attack or frustration, increases
the probability of aggression resulting from observed
violence. This arousal "energizes" the latent aggressive
responses produced by cues. Indeed, this applies to any

kind of arousal. For example, Geen and O'Neal (1969),
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found that when subjects Qere giving shocks to another
student under pretext, after having seen either an aggres-
sive or nonaggressive film, the highest level of aggression
was shown by subjects who saw the aggressive movie and who
had to listen to a loud, continuous noise over earphones
(causing arousal) while giving shocks.

Thus, witnessed aggression, rather than lowering the
instigation to aggression, as vicarious hostility catharsis
maintains, provides stimuli that can elicit aggressive
responses in those observers who are ready fo attack
someone. Berkowitz (1970) , reinterprets the evidence
presumably indicative of hostility catharsis by proposing
that the sight of people being injured aggressively is a
reinforcement for those observers who are angry and who have
been frequently rewarded for aggression. As a reinforcement,
this stimulus might be gratifying, but it is also capable
of eliciting further aggression. Several different pro-
cesses seem to contribute to the increased probability of
aggression when, under certain circumstances, people witness
aggression: (1) the observer learns something--he can
acquire new aggression action patterns imitatively through
seeing how the aggressor behaves on the screen, (2) the
film violence may lower restraints against aggression,

either by showing that aggression pays or by seeming to
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legitimize violence, (3) £he aggressive movie can stimulate
transient aggressive ideas and feelings, and even overt
aggressive responses. This is because stimuli that have
frequently been associated with a certain type of action
are capable of evoking that response on later occasions.
If a certain stimulus has been repeatedly connected with
aggressive behaviour (e.g., gun), it will be able to elicit
aggressive responses from people who are ready to act
aggressively. Aggressive behavioyr (even wofds) can also
furnish aggression-evoking stimuli. Hence, the sight of
people fighting can provide these stimuli. Sometimes the
aggressive stimuli can come from a person's own behaviour
i.e., even one's own aggressive responses may produce
stimuli evoking further aggression. Thus, under certain
conditions, an attack on an available target person leads
to still stronger aggression, as if the first attack had
introduced additional aggression-evoking stimuli. Such a
process may be involved in the finding typically obtained
with the Buss "aggression machine" procedure; the electric
shocks inflicted by provoked men generally increase in
intensity over the series of opportunities given them to
punish their partner (e.g., Buss, 1963; Geen, 1968).

[Buss (1966b), however, suggests that subjects overcome

their initial inhibitions to deliver shock and this accounts
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for the general increase in intensity over trials].

b. Active vicarious aggression activities

In Freeman's (1962) study, elementary school boys who
were rated as motorically active or inactive, were frus-
trated by withholding a promised reward upon completion of
a coding task. Following this, one-third of the subjects
told stories to aggression-eliciting projective pictures,
one-third spent equal time with a punching bag, and one-
third performed neutral activities. Then all subjects
performed a second coding task and received the reward.
Comparison of performance with the score before frustration
was the measure of residual aggression. Results indicated
that aggression arousal was reflected in increased aggres-
sive themes in telling stories to the projective pictures
(compared to pretext levels). Expressing aggression after
arousal led to an overall performance decrement as compared
to neutral activities. The aggressive expression stimulated
further aggression, thereby decreasing the ability to
perform a complex task.

Mallick and McCandless (1966), had third grade children
differentially frustrated (high vs. low) by an older confed-
erate who interfered during a task. This was followed by
aggressive play, social talk, or a reasonable interpretation

of the frustrator's behavicur after which aggression was
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measured behaviourally and by like-dislike ratings. Results
indicated that although frustration led to heightened
aggressive feelings, subsequent aggression behavioxr toward
inanimate objects (shooting a toy gun at different targets)
did not reduce aggression. Consistent with previous
studies, aggressive play, without previous frustration,
in the presence of a permissive adult, led to an increase
in aggressive behavicur. Although reasonable positive
interpretation of the frustrating situation had a
"cathartic" effect (greater reductions in behavioural aggres-
sive expressions and ratings, cf. Holt, 1970), oddly
enough, verbal expressions of aggression toward the frus-
trator did not reduce aggression directed toward him, but
actually increased it (cf. Berkowitz, 1970; Kahn, 1966).

Nighswander and Mayer (1969) also question the
vicarious cathartic techniques used in elementary schools
where children are provided with the opportunity to aggress
verbally, engage in contact sports, shoot toy guns, hit
punching bags, etc., in order to vent their most aggressive
impulses, especially when angry or frustrated. The
research findings suggest that such techniques may tend to
increase rather than decrease aggressiveness.

b. L. Berkowitz' cue model of aggression

Berkowitz (1962, 1964a, 1965a, 1970, 1973) has
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developed a model of aggréssive behavioir emphasizing the
importance of aggression-evoking cues. Aggressive

reactions are governed by the available target as well as

by the events portrayed on the screen. The emotional
reaction (anger) resulting from frustration Creates only a
readiness for aggressive acts. But the aggressive response
will not occur, unless there are suitable stimuli associated
with the instigator. The strength of the aggressive
response made to the appropriate cue is primarily a function
of (1) the aggressive cue value of this stiﬁulus, (2) the
degree of aggression readiness. Suitable cues may also

lead to aggressive behaviow by arousing latent aggressive-
ness habits, even in the absence of frustration.

Thus, aggressive responses are set into motion by
specific aggressive cues. These cues are generally parti-
cular objects, such as the instigator, or stimuli asso-
ciated with these objects. Witnessing an aggressive film
provides stimuli which reactivate previously acquired
aggressiveness habits (by eliciting latent aggressive
responses). This does not occur during exposure to a non-
aggressive film. Subsequently, when the aroused subject
has an opportunity to aggress against his frustrator, a
greater barrage of aggression will be displayed following

the aggressive film, since there will be more aggression-
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evoking cues in the subject's environment, supplied by the
film and the frustrator. .The presence of the additional
aggressive cues in the environment increases or enforces
the likelihood of stronger aggression. Hence, observed
violence increases, rather than reduces, subseguent
aggressivity and the vicarious catharsis hypothesis would
thus seem untenable.

d. Film factors influencing aggressive instigation

In Hoyt's (1967) study, subjects were provoked by an
unfairly large number of electric shocks by the confederate.
They were then shown a fight film that had four different
introductions--vengeance, self-defence, neutral introduction,
and a control (no introduction). They then had a chance to
shock the confederate on a learning task. Results indicated
that the lowest post-film aggression was found in the
condition where no justification for the violence was
provided. The vengeance group gave the confederate more
shocks than the neutral or self-defence groups. Again, it
seems that inhibition of aggression results when an angered
viewer watches aggressive action that is portrayed as
unjustified. On the other hand, aggressive stimulating
effects are most evident when the witnessed aggression is
seen in a justified context.

Hartmann (1969), used teenage juvenile delinguents as
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his subject population, a group differing in social class
status than college students. They were either verbally
insulted by a confederate (by him expressing derogatory
remarks about the subject's performance on a task), or
treated in a neutral manner. They were then assigned to
one of three film conditions, each film showing two adoles-
cents playing basketball. The neutral film depicted an
active but nonaggressive game. The instrumental aggressive
film focused on the agent's aggressive behavior. The pain-
cues film focused on the victim's pain reactions. The
dependent méasures were the intensity and duration of
shocks the subjects ostensibly administered to the confed-
erate whenever he made errors on a learning task. Results
indicated that regardless of the arousal level, subjects
who witnessed the modeled aggression behaved more punitively
than did subjects who viewed the nonaggressive film.
Aroused subjects generally responded more punitively than
nonaroused. Specifically, the angered subjects who witnessed
the pain-cues film responded more punitively than subjects
in the instrumental aggressive film. For nonaroused
subjects, this difference was in the reverse direction.

The fact that exposure of angered subjects to pain cues
augmented punitive behaviowrwas in accord with Sears,

Maccoby and Levin's (1957) theory that if signs of pain and
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injury resulting from agéressive behavidir have repeatedly
been associated with the elimination of frustration, they
acquire secondary-reward value. Thus, pain cues serve as
positive reinforcers to enhance aggressiveness in angered
subjects. Since anger arousal did not significantly increase
the punitive behaviour of subjects shown the control film,
the facilitative effects of anger, Hartmann suggests, seem
dependent upon exposure to aggressive cues. The finding
that under nonaroused conditions exposure to modeled pain
reactions produced less punitiveness than did exposure to
instrumental aggressive responses, was explained as due to
the arousal of empathy in the viewer which resulted in
aggression inhibition. Anger thus seems to raise the
threshold for developing emphatic inhibitory responses.
Meyer (1972), had college subjects angered by a
confederate by means of electric shocks. Then they saw
either a nonviolent film segment, a violent film segment,
or no film. The films were represented as either real or
fictional, and justified or unjustified. Again, results
showed that angered subjects who viewed the justified film
violence gave significantly more shocks than angered
subjects viewing unjustified real or fictional violence, a
nonviolent film, or no film. Thus, the effects of increased

aggression demonstrated for angered viewers of justified
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fictional violence are aiso applicable to angered viewers
of real film violence. Meyer offers an alternate, simpler
explanation to Berkowitz's idea that viewing justified
aggression lowers inhibitions. Rather, he argues that
justified violence is rewarded (reinforced) by our society
in that "villains" are often punished in a violent manner.
Therefore, if the subject sees the villain in the film
justifiably punished, he may behave violently toward
villains in his own environment as a direct result of the
film's reinforcing effect. When unjustifiéd violence is
depicted, the subject is less aggressive since society
negatively reinforces unjustified violence.

Koenig (1972), investigated the relationship between
aggression and aggression anxiety, under both high and
low frustration conditions. Kindergarten children, after
being differentially frustrated, were shown either a justi-
fied aggressive film or a nonjustified aggressive film.
Results demonstrated that a reduction in aggressive
behaviour by subjects in free play, following the film
presentation, was directly related to the presence of
aggression anxiety. Aggression was exhibited in those
instances where aggression anxiety was not operative
(justified film), and in direct relation to the degree of

frustration. Aggression was significantly inhibited when
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aggression anxiety was présent in frustrated subjects (non-
justified film condition). Thus, the decrease in aggression
was not due to drive reduction but to the presence of
aggression anxiety and response inhibition.

That the context in which aggression is observed affects
the subject's restraints against aggression, and hence his
aggressive behaviour has been shown by Geen and Stonner (1972).
Subsequent attacks against the confederate by means of
electric shocks tended to be most intense in angry subjects
who had regarded the aggressive movie as re§enge and among
nonangry subjects who interpreted it as professional violence.
The results were attributed to the lowering of inhibitions
against aggression by the film. The latter finding was
explained as due to the desire of the subject to comply
with the experimenter's instructions. That is, the non-
angry subject aggresses not out of hostility, but because
aggression is instrumental to the attainment of another
goal--the experimenter's approval. He experiences a greater
reduction in inhibitions against aggression by the example
of another person (the winning boxer) aggressing for non-
hostile reasons.

The meaning attached to viewing an aggressive episode,
as related to subsequent aggressivity, was also studied

by Berkowitz and Alioto (1973). Angry university men were
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more aggressive (via shoéks) toward their tormentor
immediately after viewing a movie defined as an aggressive
encounter with intent to injure, rather than as a match
between professionals doing their business. It seemed that
seeing an aggressive encounter resulted in a sensitization
to the aggression-evoking stimuli, as well as lowering
restraints against aggression (since the explanation given
of why the opponent in the film was hurt, justified the
aggression he received). 1In another part of the same study,
previously angered subjects displayed the most impulsive
aggression if the scene had been introduced as realistic
aggression. Viewing the event as fictional aggression,
had, they contend, caused the observers to dissociate
themselves from the scene, so that aggression-evoking cues
were less effective. Thus, it appears that the observer

is not a passive responder. He gives meaning to the event
and this interpretation, in turn, shapes the scene's
stimulus properties, thereby determining what responses

are elicited.

Similarly, Geen and Rakosky (1973), had nonangered
male subjects view an aggressive film (boxing match) with
five different interpretations (revenge, a nonhostile
match, a deserved beating, a fictional revenge, no

commentary). Subjects who were reminded of the fictional
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nature of the movie manifested fewer GSR's (indicating a
lower level of arousal) than subjects viewing it in some
realistic context. The investigators explain this as
suggesting that by ascribing the status of "fiction" to
observed aggression, the subject dissociates the violence
from his own life setting (cf. Berkowitz, 1962). Aggres-
sion which is "not true" may be expected to have less
impact on the subject than aggression which has some
association with the observer's situation. Thus, a pseudo-
cathartic effect (reduction of physiological arousal) can
occur. Another alternative explanation is that the other
realistic descriptions heightened anxiety over the aggres-—
sive communication (i.e., covert aggressive responses due
to the aggressive cues resulted in anxiety). Perhaps, they
suggest, interpreting an aggressive film as fiction miti-
gates the anxiety response.

The real vs. fictional dimension of film violence was
further supported by Thomas and Tell (1974). Differentially
provoked male subjects saw the same violent film presented
as either real or fictional. Others saw no film. Aggres-
sive behaviour was then measured by intensity of shocks in
a pseudolearning experiment. Results indicated that
exposure to real violence in angered subjects yielded

significantly more aggression than in the other conditions.
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A similar but nonsignificént trend was found in nonangered
subjects. They explain these results by the possibly
greater disinhibition of aggression following real violent
exposure, because it is more generalized to real-life
aggressive behaviour than fictional violence. Alternatively,
the subject may Perceive the aggressive actions as more
violent in real rather than fictional film, and hence is
exposed to more stimuli associated with aggression. And
the possibility remains that exposure to real violence may
yield greater arousal than exposure to fictibnal violence.
Geen (1975), found that the realistic vs. fictional
context of film violence affects the degree to which the
violence elicits aggression and emotional arousal in
observers. Male subjects, differentially provoked, were
exposed to a violent film with three explanations. Some
were told that it was a real fight, others that it was
fictional, and a third group was given no explanation.
On a subsequent pPseudolearning task, angered subjects who
viewed the real fight displayed more aggressive behaviour
than all other conditions. 1In addition, the observation
of real violence also sustained mean arterial pressure (a
combination of systolic and diastolic blood pressure) at
near the level produced by the attack, whereas blood

pressure of attacked subjects in the other conditions
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declined during the time the fight was observed. Observing
real violence was also more arousing as measured by palmer

sweat. These results are consistent with Zillmann's exci-

tation~transfer model (Zillmann, 1971; Zillmann and Johnson,

1973), discussed below.

However, Worchel, Hardy, and Hurley (1976), found no
differences in subsequent aggressive behavicur as measured
on an evaluation questionnaire potentially damaging to the
confederate, between subjects viewing a realistic and
fictional violent film. Also this study lacked an external
arousal manipulation. The films either had commercials or
lacked them. Groups viewing the films with commercials,
displayed heightened anger and tenseness, and more aggres-
sive behaviour. The greatest aggression was displayed by
subjects viewing a violent film (realistic or fictional)
interrupted by commercials. They argue that previous
findings on real-fictional dichotomy resulted because of
the focusing on such qualities. Thus, by focusing on the
idea that an aggressive film is fictional or unreal, much
of the involvement may have been removed. Their study
demonstrated that if subjects are not specifically forced
to focus on the staged nature of aggression in films,
violent films, even though fictional, will elicit aggres-
sion. This is similar to Meyer's (1972) finding (discussed

above).
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The ultimate outcome of the aggressive film can also
influence subsequent aggressivity. 1In a study by Zillman,
Johnson, and Hanrahan (1973), an aggressive film with a
happy ending resulted in significantly lower aggressive
behavior (as measured by shocks), than the same film
without one. HThe investigators suggest that a happy ending,
by relaxing tensions and thus initiating decay of sympathe-
tic arousal, reduces the facilitatory effect of an aggres-
sive film on subsequent aggressiveness. This may be a
possible explanation for Feshbach's (1961) cathartic finding,
since after ‘reaching a climax the excitation decreased in
synchrony with the happy ending (cf. Tannenbaum and Zillmann,
1975, p. 168).

€. Summary

It would seem on the basis of many experiments that
exposure to film-mediated aggressive behaviar can facili-
tate and increase subsequent aggressiveness. If, on the
other hand, vicarious aggressive behaviour produces feelings
of guilt and/or aggression anxiety in the subject, the
intensity of aggression may decline, not because of reduced
instigation but because of increased restraints.

The Berkowitz' studies suggest that an increase in the
likelihood of aggressive activities will occur mainly for

aroused subjects when cues associated with the film are
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present in the testing situation. [However, the effect is
sometimes found for nonangered subjects as well, e.g.,
Hartmann, 1969; Walters and Llwellyn Thomas, 1963].

The extent to which media violence may instigate such

aggressive behaviair has been found to be influenced by

factors such as the perceived justification of the observed

aggression (e.g., Berkowitz, 1965b; Berkowitz and Rawlings,

1963), the context within which the observed violence takes

place--for example, the motives of the aggressor (e.g.,
Berkowitz and Alioto, 1973; Geen and Stonner, 1972), the

degree to which the viewer's victim is associated with the

aggressive film (e.g., Berkowitz and Geen, 1966), the final

outcome of the aggressive sequence (e.g., Zillman, Johnson,
and Hanrahan, 1973), and the degree of real vs. fictional
description or interpretation of the film (e.g., Geen,
1975; Geen and Rakosky, 1973).

Nevertheless, the finding that viewing a violent film
further elicits aggressive acts, does not necessarily
pPreclude the real possibility of vicarious hostility
catharsis. D.L. Singer (1968), believes that a true
vicarious catharsis (reduction in aggressive instigation)
may indeed take place. The occurrence of an aggressive
act can be seen as the product of both motivating and

inhibiting tendencies. Thus, viewing justified aggression
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is quite likely to lower inhibitions surrounding the
expression of subsequent aggression. However, at the same
time, aroused subjects may experience a cathartic reduction
in aggressive motive strength, and yet may also be more
willing to act on the residual motivation. Hence, hostile
motive may decrease (catharsis), though there may be an
increase in aggressive behaviour. A valid test of the
catharsis hypothesis should focus on the residual aggressive
motivation, not aggressive behaviour. This, Singer argues,
can be done by using a mood checklist, for example. He
also suggests that aggression aimed at an extraneous target
(the victim in the film, kicking the door in a state of
anger, etc.) might fail to have a cathartic effect, not
because the catharsis hypothesis is faulty, but because the
gradients of displacement and generalization are limited.
A somewhat similar point is made by Manning and Taylor
(1975), in differentiating between measuring hostile
motivation and aggressive responses.
E. Dolf Zillmann's Excitation-Transfer Model

Recent experiments by Zillmann and his co-workers,
suggest that, at least in part, the difference in post-—
experimental aggression is due to the greater physiological
excitation (arousal) produced in response to the aggressive

film, as compared to the neutral film. In provoked subjects,
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this residual excitation from film exposure intensifies

the cognitively labeled emotion of anger and the cogni-
tively guided activity of aggression. The increased subse-
quent aggression after viewing a violent film, as compared
to a neutral film, is thus a function of the film's
excitatory potential and is independent of the degree of
exhibited aggressiveness in the film. Thus, rather than
focusing on the categorization of film content (aggressive
vs. neutral), Zillmann's work underlies the importance that
the resultant physiological excitation of different films
plays in subsequent aggressivity.

Zillmann (1971), had subjects angered by a confederate
in a learning experiment, similar in procedure to Berkowitz.
Then subjects saw one of three films differentiated
previously in terms of excitatory potential (in mean blood
pressure and sympathetic activation). The films were (a),
an erotic, nonaggressive film associated with an excitatory
potential above (b), an aggressive f£ilm, which in turn had
a higher excitatory potential than (c), a nonaggressive
film on travel. The films were also differentiated in
terms of aggressive cue potential, i.e., the aggressive
film portrayed a significantly higher degree of enacted
hostility than the other two films (which were virtually

identical in terms of aggressive cue potential). Following
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exposure, each subject had an opportunity to shock the
instigating confederate on a pseudolearning task. The
intensity of the shocks was the dependent variable.
Results showed that the erotic film condition vielded
significantly more intense shock responses than the
aggressive film group, which in turn yielded significantly
more intense shocks than the neutral film.

Zillmann accounts for these results in terms of his
excitation-transfer paradigm and Shachter's (1964, 1970)
two-factor theory of emotion. Shachter proposed that an
individual interprets his feelings in terms of the environ-
mental cognitions available to him. These cognitions guide
him in his assessment of the kind of emotion he is experi-
encing, whereas the interoceptions of his physiological
arousal determine the intensity of that emotion. Zillmann
proposes that the time required to adjust cognitively to
changes in stimulation differs significantly from the
time required to adjust excitationally (distinguishing
between rapid, cognition-mediated neural transmission, and
the relatively slow humoral processes mediating the excita-
tory response). The cognitive adjustment thus precedes the
excitational adjustment. Stimuli producing slow decaying
excitation, will cause this excitation to be carried over

into subsequent, and possibly entirely unrelated,
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experiences associated with the new situation already
adapted to cognitively. The intensity of the subsequent
emotional state will then depend on the level of excitation
present at the time. This level of excitation is concep-
tualized as being composed of stimulus-specific arousal and
of residual excitation due to incomplete decay. It is this
residual excitation that produces an "over-intense" response
to subsequent stimuli. Thus, a residual portion of an
excitatory response appears to be transferred from a prior
to a subsequent state.

The provoked subject can clearly label his feelings
toward the tormentor as anger. Exposure to an aggressive
film produces some excitation. In the postexposure, the
interpersonal situation (in which the provoked subject can
retaliate) is reestablished, reinstating the anger label.
Because of the residual excitation from the exposure to the
aggressive film, the subject feels his anger more intensely,
and displays more aggression, than the angered subject
following the neutral film exposure (which has less residual
excitation). Thus, independent of the degree of aggressive-
ness manifest in the films, differential effects on aggres-
sive behaviowr may result simply from the excitational
differences of different films. As a result, depending on

the excitatory potential, an aggressive film may have either

SR o 24 et e e
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a "cathartic" or an "instigatory" effect on subsequent
aggression, as compared with a nonaggressive film. There-
fore, in Zillmann's (1971) experiment, the nonaggressive,
high excitatory, erotic film, intensified the reinstated
anger and facilitated subsequent aggressiveness to a
greater degree than the less excitatory, aggressive film.
The excitational differentiation between the films, of
course, confounded with the effect arising from the aggres-
sive cues. Since Zillmann's experiment did not isolate

the effect of aggressive cues from that of the excitational
residue, the relative contributions of the two factors
cannot be isolated in this study.

Zillmann, Katcher, and Milavsky (1972), used physical
exercise to place subjects in different states of sympa-
thetic arousal (high vs. low) after they were differentially
aggressively instigated (high vs. low) by a confederate.
Subsequent aggressive behaviour as measured by intensity
of shock ostensibly delivered to the confederate, was found
to increase significantly with initial instigation, as well f
as with residual sympathetic activation from strenuous
exercise (bike pedalling) interpolated between the insti-
gation and retaliation. A significant interaction was
obtained due to the fact that residual excitation greatly

facilitated subsequent aggressiveness in angered subjects,
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whereas its effect was negligible under minimal instigation.
This latter finding indicates that residual excitation does
not indiscriminately energize aggressive behaviair indepen-
dent of cognitive guidance, (clearly labeled feelings of
anger or some other feeling). Only in the condition where
the subject,_as happens when provoked, labels his feelings
as anger is there an intensification of aggressive behaviour
due to the residual excitation. Under insufficient provo-
cation the subject will not develop a feeling of anger which
can be cognitively reinstated, and the residual excitation
will not receive guidance into aggressive behaviour. In this
situation the subject can clearly attribute his excitation
to the exercise, since the relabeling of the excitatory
state is not suggested or demanded by environmental factors.
Zillmann and Johnson (1973), suggest that the claim of
an "instigatory" effect (or a "cathartic" effect) of
depicted aggression is based on the assumption that the
neutral communication, considered as an ideal no treatment
control, produces no effect on subsequent aggressive
behaviour. But the possibility exists that the neutral
film may be an effective treatment. Therefore, a control
condition involving no exposure to film would determine a
base level against which the effects of exposure to films

(aggressive and neutral) could be measured. Thus, in the
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absence of a no-film condition, the argument that depicted
aggression stimulates (or reduces) subsequent aggressive
behavicur can be countered by postulating that the nonaggres-
sive film has an aggression reducing (or aggression enhancing)
effect and the aggressive film has a negligible effect.

However, a no-film condition poses a problem, since
any attempt to control for the time of exposure produces a
behavioural confounding because it potentially alters the
motivation to aggress in some way (like any other treatment).
Therefore, statements about increments or decrements of
aggressiveness caused by exposure to films with aggressive
content, can be meaningful only when compared to the effects
of exposure to films of other contents, or other equally
time-consuming activities, such as reading, etc.

Zillmann and Johnson's (1973) experiment, studied the
aggression modifying impact of exposure to films by
assessing aggression before versus after exposure. The
effect of exposure to a neutral versus an aggressive film
differing in excitatory potential (low vs. high) under
conditions of both minimal and extreme initial provocation
was assessed, relative to a no-exposure condition (in which
the level of aggression was assessed immediately after the
differential provocation). Results indicated that under

minimal provocation, the film conditions did not have a

L e poruE - e e
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differential effect on aggressive behaviour (intensity and
duration of shock to the confederate). Results proved
different, however, for the extreme provocation condition.
In comparison to the no-exposure condition, exposure to the
aggressive film failed to increase or decrease subsequent
aggressiveness (there was an insignificant reduction).
Exposure to the neutral film, however, reduced subsequent
aggression significantly.

Thus, compared to the no-exposure condition, aggression
after exposure to the aggressive film failed to exhibit an
increase in aggressive behavior in angered subjects.
Nevertheless, the significantly greater amount of aggressive
behaviour shown after the exposure to the aggressive film,
as compared to the neutral film, in angered subjects, osten-
sibly replicates previous findings (e.g., the Berkowitz
studies). But to attribute this to a facilitatory effect
of aggressive films is erroneous. Rather, the inverse
seems true: whereas aggressive films maintain aggressive-
ness, neutral f£ilms induce a diminution. Zillmann modified
Bandura's attentional-shift theory (Bandura, 1965b) to
account for this. According to Bandura, the aggressive
film should have resulted in less aggression than the
neutral film since it was found to be more absorbing

(interesting). But since it did not, Zillmann suggests
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that exposure to a film which reiterates the subject's
acute motivational state helps sustain the level of physio-
logical excitation for some time. An angered subject’s
exposure to a communication (film) intervenes into cogni-
tions associated with an acute state of anger and aggres-
sive predispositions. Without such an intervention, the
subject's readiness to engage in aggression lingers on for
some time, since he continues to entertain the arousal-
maintaining cognitions. Exposure to communication disrupts
these arousal-maintaining cognitions. But "communications
involving contents which relate to the individual's acute
emotional state, potentially reiterate arousal-maintaining
cognitions" (Zillmann and Johnson, 1973, p. 265). Hence,
the aggressive film is expected to reintroduce the annoyance
of the instigational experience and associated feelings of
hostility toward antagonists, and is not expected to take
the angered subject's mind off the disturbing incident.
Zillmann assumes that the likelihood of reiteration of
arousal-maintaining cognitions is a function of the fre-
quency and degree of aggressive episodes in the film.
Neutral films, which fail to reiterate salient cognitions,
are relatively more successful in intervening and disrupting
arousal-maintaining cognitions.

However, Zillmann also offers an alternative explanation
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based on his excitation-transfer theory. 1Instead of a
differential reiteration of arousal-maintaining cognitions
made by the films differing in depicted aggression, he
suggests an additive combination of residual and pertinent
excitation to account for the results. As will be recalled,
the aggressive film had a significantly higher excitatory
potential than the neutral film. If it is assumed that the
substantial excitatory activation resulting from the provo-
cation did not completely subside during exposure to the
films, the excitation gradients of each of the two films
added unto this hypothetical decay gradient would yield the
excitatory differentiation between the various conditions.
Thus, the sum of the resultant levels of excitation would
be higher in the aggressive film condition than in the
neutral film condition and yield the obtained results in
angered subjects. The nonangered subject, on the other
hand, due to the unavailability of environmental cues, does
not interpret any experienced arousal (due to the excitatory
potential of the film) as anger which could be reinstated
at a later time in the retaliatory period.

Additional support for the excitation-transfer model
was found in a number of subsequent studies. Thus,
Zillmann and Bryant (1974) found that the presence of

excitatory residues at the time subjects were provoked,
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enhanced subsequent aggréssive behaviour after the residues
had decayed. Here, unlike the previous studies, the
subjects were first placed into differential states of
arousal, then differentially provoked, and later, after
excitatory residues from the tasks had subsided, provided
with the opportunity to retaliate. Rather than directly
energizing aggressive behaviour the excitatory residues
intensified the emotional experience of anger and streng~
thened the predisposition to aggress, hence leading to
increased aggression. Other supporting stﬁdies include
Zillmann, Hbyt, and Day (1974), and Zillmann, Johnson, and
Day (1974).

Although, generally, provocation is necessary to
demonstrate a facilitation of aggression following violent
film exposure, Doob and Climie (1972) showed that an
increase in arousal from the film itself, even in the
absence of prior arousal by instigation, influences level
of aggressivity. Subjects were shown either an aggressive
or nonaggressive film (the former was intuitively assumed
to be more arousing). The dependent variables (either
shocks to a confederate on a learning task or performance
on a digit symbol test) were measured either immediately
after viewing the film (actual delay was six minutes) or

after a delay period of 20 minutes during which the subject
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was given a visual acuity test. Results showed that the
subjects gave the longest shocks and did best on the digit
symbol test (because moderate arousal facilitates perfor- .
mance) immediately after viewing the aggressive film. Thus,
films do differentially affect the subject's state of
arousal, and this arousal tends to dissipate over time.
This dissipation was explained by either the changes in
levels of arousal over time, or due to Bandura's (1965b)
attentional-shift theory due to the delay task of visual
acuity. As they state, the trouble with a delay group is
that "there is no way of manipulating 'delay' independent
of other factors" (p. 140).

Also Zillmann's idea of an aggressive movie perpet-
uating arousal-maintaining conditions was supported by Doob
and Kirshenbaum (1973). Frustrated subjects who watched
an aggressive movie showed more subsequent arousal (blood
pressure and heart rate) than frustrated subjects who did
nothing for a similar period of time, (although they also
found that the effects of frustration and aggressive films
on arousal are additive). However, in their study, the
aggressive and nonaggressive film were differentiated in
terms of excitatory potential so the effects of aggressive
cues cannot be isolated.

Geen (1975), also supports the excitation-transfer
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model. Blood pressure in angered male subjects was found
to remain elevated Quring observation of "realistic"
aggression, yet abated during the "fictional" aggressive
film. The resultant higher arousal led to stronger subse-
quent aggression.

Summary

Zillmann's two-factor model of excitation transfer
(containing both cognitive and arousal factors), dealing
with the effects of communication on aggressive behaviour
is discussed by Tannenbaum and Zillmann (1975). Essentially
three processes occur: (1) provocation which yields an
elevation in physiological excitation. The environmental
cues help the subject label his emotional state as anger
and he engages in cognitive activities. related to subse-
quent aggressive behaviour There must be a cognitive
predisposition to aggress against a specific target. The
end of this phase results in aggression~disposing and
target-specifying cognitions, which, because of their
relative stability, can be again reinstated or revived
after exposure to the communication; (2) arousal from the
film exposure; (3) misattribution of the film induced arousal
to the reinstated feelings of anger and aggressiveness during
the retaliatory period. The reinstated predisposition to

aggress guides, and the arousal intensifies, aggressive
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responses. Thus, the infensity of the aggressive response
is determined by the arousal that he can attribute to his
state of anger. However, when aggression is not thus
predisposed (lack of provocation), aggressive behaviour
would not normally be called for, independent of the magni-
tude of prevailing arousal due to film exposure.
Nevertheless, because these studies used films that
differed in excitatory potential and aggressive cues, the
effects of the latter independent of the former, cannot be
isolated. But, Zillmann believes, the aggfessive cues in
the film may raise the probability of aggressive behaviour
in the hierarchy of possible responses. Thus, Berkowitz'
cue-model of aggression.is not necessarily incompatible
with the excitation-transfel model. In the absence of
intervention, the angry subject presumably engages in
emotionally-disturbing cognitions which perpetuate his
state of arousal. This readiness to engage in aggressive
activity can be lowered by distraction in line with
Bandura's (1965b) attentional-shift theory. However, when
the film involves content relating to the angered subject's
emotional state, the film can have a reverse effect, i.e.,
it can reiterate arousal-maintaining cognitions. This
reintroduces the annoyance of the earlier instigational

experience with its hostile feelings toward the antagonist.
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Presumably, the likelihood of such reiteration taking place
is a function of such factors as the frequency, vividness,
and expliciteness of the depicted aggressive actions. If
valid, this may be the mechanism by which aggressive cues
in a film sustain aggression. Compared to a nonaggressive
film, it would seem that the aggressive cues facilitated or

increased subsequent aggression, in line with Berkowitz'

theory, although the nonaggressive film reduced aggression

due to its distracting influence on arousal-maintaining

cognitions (in 1line with Bandura's reasoning).

However, the excitation-transfer model does not
necessarily preclude the possibility of vicarious hostility
catharsis. Films used in previous studies may have resulted
in a "catharsis" or "instigation" because of differential
excitatory potential and not because of their content.

It is the content element that is crucial to the vicarious
hostility catharsis hypothes.s. Specifically, aggressive
cues should be focused on independently of all other
possible contaminating factors.

F. The Direct Hostility Catharsis Hypothesis

A number of studies on catharsis have differed from
the previous ones in that, instead of an interpolated
vicarious aggressive activity following provocation, the

provoking agent is retaliated against either by the subject
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Or someone else, and is often depicted as hurt. This
aggression is then followed by assessment of residual
hostility or aggressiveness, and this is compared with that
of provoked subjects not given an opportunity to directly
retaliate. Doob and Wood (1972), point out that in experi-
ments on film violence, the subjects (angered or not) are
typically exposed to a film where the aggression is unre-
lated to the setting in which the subject finds himself.
But it is different in experiments where the person being
hurt is the person with whom the subject has interacted in
the first part of the experiment. The paradigms are dif-
ferent and therefore there is no good reason to expect the
same results.
I. Evidence for direct hostility catharsis

a. Aggression reduction following aggressive behaviour

Bramel, Taub, and Blum (1968), revised the catharsis
formulation. According to them, it is not the observation
of aggressive attacks that results in catharsis. Rather,
it is the perception of the tragic results of aggression
that produces catharsis. Thus, the aggressiveness of
angered persons should be reduced when they witness the
horrific stimuli associated with the aftermath of violence
(injury, pain, suffering, etc.).

In Bramel, Taub, and Blum's (1968) study, male college
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subjects were differentially insulted (high vs. low) by a
confederate on a test of clinical insight. They then
listened to one of three tape recordings of the confederate
undergoing a drug experiment which had him sound as if he
was in a state of euphoria, or misery and pain, or in a
nonemotional neutrality. During the tape session, each
subject made ratings of his own feelings (happiness,
interest, involvement, liking for the drugged person, and
his feelings and honesty). After the tape, each subject
answered a final rating questionnaire of the confederate
which ostensibly was to be given to the department to
evaluate student research assistants. The investigators
purposely chose the suffering of the confederate on the
tape as something that occurred in the past so as to elimi-
nate guilt or aggression anxiety in the subject. Results
indicated that insulted subjects disliked the confederate
significantly more than noninsulted subjects during the
taped ratings. But most important in terms of their theory,
the rated punitiveness of the insulted subjects was reduced
(as measured on the final questionnaire) by hearing the
confederate suffer, though it was unaffected relative to
the neutrality-tape controls, by observing him experience
euphoria. Relative to no-insult controls, insulted subjects

liked the confederate better when he was on the miserable
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side of neutral and less when he was on the euphoric side
of neutral. The misery tape was ratéd as relatively more
interesting than the euphoric tape in the insulted subjects
(since it is assumed that insulted subjects desire to see
the confederate suffer and do not want to observe him
enjoying himself, hence they would have more interest in
the misery tape).

The fact that the subject's desire to punish the
antagonist was reduced by the perception of him undergoing
an experience of extreme suffering, seems to bear out the
revised catharsis theory of Bramel et al. (1968). Never-
theless, the possibility remains that witnessing a tormentor
suffer can evoke emphatic and inhibitory processes in
angered subjects, and therefore no real catharsis occurs
(i.e., the purging of aggressive impulses). Thus,

Goranson (1970), for example, suggests that Bramel's et al.
results can be more easily interpreted as a result of an
inhibitory process. Exposure to cues of the witnessed
suffering may have sensitized subjects to the possible
serious consequences of their own punitive behavior.
Indeed, Buss (1966a, 1966b), reported that under conditions
where aggressors have not been subjected to prior anger
arousal from the victim, exposure to pain and suffering

of this subject is quite effective in inhibiting subsequent
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aggressiveness. Thus, reductions in aggressive responding,
even in nonaroused subjects, followed exposure to pain cues.
Doob (1970) gave students, who were differentially
annoyed by a confederate on a personality test, a chance
to test him on a learning task. Instructions varied so
that for one-half the subjects, the confederate lost some
or all the money he was to receive as payment for partici-
pating in the experiment. In this case, each subject acted
as an assistant to the experimenter. The confederate did
not suffer for the other one-half of the subjects. After
this, all subjects were given an opportunity to administer
shocks to the confederate on a pseudocreativity task.
Results indicated that subjects in the annoy conditions
gave shorter shocks when the confederate had previously
lost money (i.e., when he "suffered"). Doob concluded
that the catharsis effect is possible under such highly
specified conditions. In this case, catharsis occurred
when the consistency effect was removed, i.e., the subjects
did not feel the pressure to be consistent. Thus, after
hurting him once during the catharsis period (by taking his
money), they did not feel the need to aggress again when
given an additional opportunity since, in this experiment,
the similarity between the catharsis activity and the

dependent measure are minimal. However, the results may
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again be interpreted as the work of inhibitory processes
evoked in angered subjects. Although nonannoyed subjects
did not show a decrease in punitiveness following the
"suffering" of the confederate, compared to nonannoyed
controls, it can be argued that their sensitivity to the
confederate's "suffering" was minimal since they were not
primed for aggressive behavior. This is especially so,
since the confederate did not manifest any personal pain
upon losing money and thus inhibitive cues were minimal.
Also, his losing money was done in the context of an experi-
ment, and the money he lost was the promised money in parti-
cipating, not personal money.

In a subsequent experiment, Doob and Wood (1972),
attempted to compare the effect of having the annoying
person get hurt by the subject or by another person.
Subjects were either verbally annoyed by the confederate
or left alone. One-third were then given a chance to
shock the confederate on a learning task; one-third watched
the experimenter give shocks to the confederate; and for
the latter one-third the confederate did not get hurt.

All subjects then had a chance to administer shocks to her.
Results indicated that for annoyed subjects, the confederate
getting hurt decreased the number of shocks she was subse-

quently given. For nonannoyed subjects, having the
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confederate get hurt increased the number of shocks she
was given. Doob argues that the results cannot be explained
as due to inhibitory guilt feelings in the annoyed condition
where the confederate got hurt, since a comparable result
should have occurred in the nonannoyed condition (i.e., a
decrease in aggression in watching the confederate get
hurt).

However Geen, Stonner, and Shope (1975), point out that
a possible explanation for Doob and Wood's results is the
increased restraints against aggressing in the subjects
showing reduced aggression, since the confederate was a
female. Buss (1966a), has shown that both male and female
subjects, and especially females, tend to reduce the
intensity of attacks on a female victim when they suspect
to have hurt her. Also, in this as well as in his previous
experiment (Doob, 1970), the confederate aroused the
subjects to attack by verbal means and retaliation was by
physical means (shock). The subject may have thought that
shocking once was enough. A possible reason as to why
nonannoyed subjects showed a lessening of restraints and
more aggressiveness, may be due to the desire of the subject
to comply with the instructions. He aggresses, not out of
hostility, but because aggression is instrumental in the

attainment of the experimenter's approval. He experiences
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a reduction in inhibitions against aggression by the
example of the confederate, or even himself, aggressing for
nonhostile reasons (cf. Geen and Stonner, 1972).

Konecni and Doob (1972), carried the design one step
further by adding another condition--the annoyed subjects
had an opportunity to hurt another "scapegoat" (a harmless
stranger), before getting a chance to behave aggressively
toward the annoyer. Results indicated that subjects who
experienced catharsis by giving shocks to the frustrator,
gave him significantly fewer shocks than did those subjects
who were annoyed and not given the opportunity for cathartic
activity. More Ccrucial, however, seems to be the finding
that catharsis may be experienced through displaced aggres-
sion. Thus, annoyed subjects who shocked the innocent
Scapegoat rather than the frustrator, later gave the frus-
trator significantly fewer shocks, than did subjects who
had no prior opportunity to express aggression. Annoyed
subjects not given an opportunity to experience catharsis
(either against their frustrator or the scapegoat), subse-
quently gave far more shocks to the scapegoat, as compared
to the number of shocks given after experiencing catharsis.
Also, when no catharsis preceded the act of aggression,
the scapegoat was given almost as many shocks by annoyed

subjects, as was the frustrator himself. This, they claim,
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suppdrts the notion of hostility catharsis throﬁgh displaced
aggression.

However, the possibility of increased restraints due
to the elicitation of inhibitory tendencies cannot be ruled
out as an alternative explanation. Thus, annoyed subjects
given the opportunity to aggress against their tormentor or
a scapegoat, subseguently may have reduced their 1level of
aggression because of guilt, aggression anxiety, and/or
empathy. Those subjects not given the opportunity to
aggress following provocation and who subseguently showed
higher levels of aggressivity, may have done so because of
the increased frustration following the disruption of what
Berkowitz (1964a) calls a "completion tendency" (cf. Thibaut
and Coules, 1952). The idea of a "completion tendehcy" is
discussed shortly.

As to why the scapegoat in Konecni and Doob's study
received almost as many shocks as the frustrator in the
noncathartic conditions seems to contradict Hokanson and
Burgess' (1962) finding (although their study dealt with
physiological tension reduction, and hence is somewhat of
a'different_paradigm. This will be discussed later).
Nevertheless, the results may possibly be explained as due
to the heightened frustration following the disruption of

a completion tendency, the demand characteristics of the
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situation, and the possibility that the scapegoat may have
lain within the gradient of stimulus generalization.

Baron (197l1a), had male subjects differentially
angered by a confederate and then provided them with an
opportunity to aggress against him by means of shock. On
the occasions when they shocked the confederate, they were
exposed to information concerning his degree of pain and
suffering. Results indicated that such feedback was highly
effective in inhibiting further attacks against the confed-
erate under both conditions of arousal. Baron pointed out
that this offers no support for the view that the suffering
of one's enemy is rewarding and tends to facilitate further
aggression against him. He suggested that the results were
possibly due to the high degree of aggressor-victim simi-
larity, since both the confederate and the subject were
college students, and this may have facilitated the occur-
rence of emphatic arousal which inhibited further aggres-
sion.

In a subsequent study, Baron (1971b) attempted to
manipulate the aggressor-victim degree of similarity.
Results indicated that signs of pain and suffering on the
part of the victim produced significant decrements in
strength of attacks (shocks) against the confederate, both

in the absence and presence of prior anger arousal (by shock
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on an evaluation task). Feedback from the victim produced
significant decrements in aggression, even under conditions
where the degree of similarity between the aggressor and
victim appeared low. Baron suggested that pain cues from
a suffering victim may have strong aggression-inhibiting
effects even under conditions which would be unfavorable
to occurrence of emphatic arousal. Clearly, the results
are not attributable to the classical catharsis model.
Using verbal assault, rather than shocks, similar results
were found by Wheeler and Cagguila (1966).' The target of
hostility actually seemed to have been slightly hurt by

a verbal assault, delivered by someone other than the
angered subject. Angered subjects' subsequent aggressive-
ness toward him decreased relative to the appropriate
control, but not significantly so.

Similar results are found in studies on direct
aggression, even when there is no feedback concerning the
tormentor's suffering. Pepitone and Reichling (1955),
found that subjects who felt free to express aggression
toward an annoying experimenter subsequently became more
positive towards him. The investigators angered all
subjects and then created conditions either facilitating
or inhibiting the occurrence of overt aggression. High-

liking groups which had éxpressed a reliably greater
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volume of aggression towards the instigator} rated him
significantly more favorably at the conclusion of the
.experiment than low-liking groups. Berkowitz (1958),
suggests that it is possible that the relatively strong
hostility expressed by members of the high-liking groups
had evoked strong guilt feelings or aggression anxiety.
These feelings could have inhibited the later aggressive
responses and produced favorable raﬁings of the instigator.
Pepitone and Reichling also suggest that the restraints
against aggressive behaviour felt by the members of the low-
liking groups could have added to the hosﬁility-producing
.frustration. |

Rosenbauﬁ and de Charms (1960), found a reduction in
hostility for subjects with low self-esteem, in situations
in which the subject himself was allowed to respond after
provocation, and in which he merely observed someone else
berate hi; tormenfor (which he would ordinarily do himself).
Again the issue of guilt and aggression anxiety offer an
alternative explanation to that of hostility catharsis.

Nisenson (1972), had adolescents classified according
to three levels of extrapunitiveness based on their
Rosenzweig Picture-Frustration scores. After reading an
anger-provoking communication, one-half of the subjects

from each level were permitted direct written retaliation
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(catharsis), while the ofher half were denied retaliation
(non-catharsis). Results showed that cathartic subjects
were significantly less hostile towards their instigator
on an attitude scale, than noncathartic subjects. But,
he points out, this does not necessarily mean that catharsis
occurred since the noncathartic subjects were subjected to
greater provocation by additional material in the communi-
cation. Also, perhaps the generalized activity of writing
behaviourin the catharsis condition may have served a
"cathartic" role. Indeed, a previous studf (Nisenson,
1970), showed that insulted subjects permitted simply to
write about an unrelated theme were no more aggressive than
the catharsis subjects who retaliated in writing to the
instigator.

b. Tension reduction following aggressive behaviour

Berkowitz (1962, ch. 8 ; Berkowitz, Green and Macaulay,
1962), maintains that much of what is commonly meant by the
term "catharsis" can be understood as a special case of a
"completion tendency". An activity will tend to continue
until the activity goal is reached. Preventing the
organism from reaching this goal can be a source of distur-
bance. Inflicting injury on the intended target is the
goal completing the aggressive response sequence. As long

as a person is instigated to aggress, he does not obtain
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"completion" until he seés that he or someone else has
injured the target. This is obviously referring to direct,
not vicarious or symbolic, catharsis.
Thus, a person is frustrated when an ongoing response
sequence is blocked. By attacking his frustrator, he may
obtain some tension release which, indeed, can be pleasur- !
able. But it is problematic whether, as a result of this §
tension reduction, the overt hostility will necessarily i
lessen the likelihood of any further aggression against
this frustrator. Instead, an aggressiveneés habit may
develop (cf. Berkowitz, 1964a). This pseudo-catharsis, in
terms of tension reduction (not aggression reduction), is
thus possible primarily if the source of frustration is
attacked or injured.
Thus, tension reduction may or may not be associated
with aggression reduction. 1In any case, tension reduction
does not mean that some sort of diminution of aggressive
impulses has occurred (Berkowitz, 1970). The aggressive
impulses may still be there, only they may be inhibited
from further expression. However, the tension reduction,
experienced primarily as a result of terminating a
"completion tendency" by aggressing against a frustrator,
is really a pseudo-cathartic effect, having little to do

with the reduction of the probability of subsequent
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aggressive display.

The idea that Preventing the completion of an aggres-
sive response sequence heightens the frustration in a
provoked subject was demonstrated by Berkowitz (1964a).
Male subjects were insulted by a confederate (with shocks
during a problem evaluation). One-half were led to think
that they would have an opportunity to attack the confed-
erate by means of electric shocks (by evaluating his per-

formance on a subsequent task). However, only one-half of

the subjects expecting to shock the confederate were allowed

to do so, and one-half of those not anticipating this
aggression opportunity were required to shock the confed-
erate. After this, all Subjects were required to shock the
confederate as a final evaluation of his performance on a
problem. Results showed that the angry men had been frus-
trated if they had not been able to shock their tormentor
as they had expected to do. The greatest punishment was
given by those subjects who had previously thought they
would be able to get even with the anger instigator and
could not satisfy their aggressive expectation. They
tended to experience a fairly strong tension reduction when
they finally were permitted to aggress (as measured on
mood-scale ratings). Thus, failure to hurt an intended

victim as one had expected (interference with the
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aggressive response seguence) may be quite frustrating.

As a result, Berkowit:z argues that preventing completion

of the activated sequence heightens the arousal state, and
this both increases the strength of any subseguent aggres-
si&e responses and raises the level of tension experienced
byéthe person. Completion of the aggressive sequence by
inﬁlicting injury, often leads, in the absence of guilt or
anXiety,.to a pleasurable reduction in tension. Essentially
the same results were found by Berkowitz (1966) .

In Thibaut -and Coules' (1952) experiment, male college
subjects provoked by an insulting message from a peer and
then given‘an opportunity to communicate back to him, had
less residual hostility toward the instigator at the end
of the session than did a similarly angered group. But
these iﬁvestigators are aware that this is not evidence of
hostility catharsis, because the differences between the
two groups was due to a frustration-induced rise in
hostility in the no-communication group. In a second
experiment, every aroused subject was permitted to reply
to the instigator, but the men in one group were interrupted
for three minutes before they could avail themselves of this
chance. Results indicated that the people who had to wait

before replying sent a reliably greater volume of aggression

to the instigator than did subjects responding more rapidly
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to the provocation, even though the instigator was not
responsible for the interruption. This confirms Berkowitz's
(1964a) contention that if the aggressive sequence set into
operation is prevented from completion, internal tension is
induced which is channeled into whatever response happens
to be underway at the time. Hence, the blocking of aggres-
sive reaction increases the predisposition to further
aggression. Again the notion of terminating a “completion
tendency" as tension reducing and pseudo-cathartic, is
shown in this study. |

Worchel (1957), studied the effect of different
"cathartic" techniques on the relief of hostility feelings.
Subjects were insulted during the administration of a bogus
intelligence test, and then were divided into different
"cathartic" sessions in which they could do one of the
following: express criticism of the test, describe their
reactions to a neutral assistant, evaluate a campus irri-
tation, discuss a neutral topic (control), or not say any-
thing. Following this, they were compared on a pre- and
post-treatment digit symbol test, and on an incidental
recall test. Results indicated that after aggressing
against the frustrating experimenter either directly to
him or indirectly to his assistant, subjects performed

significantly better on the digit symbol test than insulted

s
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subjects not given the opportunity for "catharsis". Worchel
assumes that the performance of the latter subjects was
disrupted by their arousal hostility and anxiety, while
these interfering emotional states were dispelled in the
"cathartic" treatment. Berkowitz (1958) , however, specu-
lates whether the blocking of aggressive responses in the

noncatharsis conditions was one of the frustrations inter-

ot e -

fering with effective performance. 1If so, the performance

difference might be due to this latter type of frustration
Predominantly. At any rate, the reduction of performance-
disruptive ‘emotional states (tension) following the
expression of hostility does not necessarily mean that the
instigation to aggression also was reduced (true catharsis).
Hokanson and his colleagues were among the few investi-
gators who studied the physiology of catharsis. Hokanson
and Shetler (1961), differentially frustrated undergraduate
students by disrupting them on a task. The frustration was
performed by either a high status instigator (introduced as
a visiting professor), or by a low status instigator (a
young student). Then the subjects had a subsequent oppor-
tunity, or no opportunity, to aggress physically (via
electric shocks) against the frustrator. Systolic blood
pressure was measured before and after the frustration

manipulation, and after the expression of aggression. They
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found that frustration led to significantly greater systolic
increases than the no frustration-control condition. Frus-
trated subjects given the opportunity to aggress against

the low status experimenter, manifested a return of blood
pressure to prefrustration levels, not significantly dif-
ferent from that of nonfrustrated subjects. Those given

no opportunity to aggress against the low status instigator,
manifested significantly greater systolic elevations at the
conclusion of the experiment than all other groups. Subjects
frustrated by the high status experimenter manifested a
return of blood pressure to prefrustration levels, whether
or not they had the opportunity to aggress. They explain
the latter finding as due to withdrawal responses elicited
by the high status instigator.

Hokanson and Burgess (1962), had college students
undergo a frustrating (task-disruption) or a nonfrustrating
experience. They were then placed in one of four aggres-
sion conditions: physical, verbal, fantasy, or noaggres-
sion. They measured each type of aggression in systolic
blood pressure and heart rate. Results indicated that
frustrated subjects given an opportunity to physically or
verbally aggress against the frustrator, manifested returns
on both physiological measures to the levels of the low

frustration control subjects. Frustrated subjects in the
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fantasy and no-aggression conditions exhibited signifi-
cantly elevated systolic pressures and heart rates at the
post-aggression recording. Thus, it would seem that
expression of physical or verbal aggression towards a
frustrator tends to reduce general, physiological arousal.

In Hokapson, Burgess, and Cohen's (1963) study, college
students were differentially frustrated (high vs. low) and
then had the opportunity to express physical aggression
toward objects varying in similarity to the frustrator
(e.g., assistant, psychology student, undergraduate student,
and no-agdgression control condition). Postaggression
systolic blood pressure elevation relative to prefrustra-
tion base level was the primary dependent measure. Results
indicated that among frustrated subjects, the expression
of aggression directly to the frustrator resulted in a
significant degree of physiological "tension" reduction
relative to a no-aggression control group, whereas the same
amount of aggression expressed to substitute targets did
not significantly reduce blood pressure.

Similarly, Baker and Schaie (1969), supported
Berkowitz's (1965a) contention that physiological arousal
is reduced, when overt modes of counteraggression occur,
only to the extent that the subject perceives injury to

the instigator because of the "completion" of an activated
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aggression response tendency. Regardless of whether the
frustrated subject or someone else counteraggressed, what
was crucial seemed to be the perception by the subject of
the instigator being injured. Again systolic blood pressure
seemed the most sensitive indicator of this tension
reduction. Of particular interest is that the covert
counteraggression of writing a response to a TAT card

(8 BM) depicting aggressive content a card used in
Feshbach's (1955) study purportedly proving the vicarious
hostility catharsis hypothesis , failed to demonstrate a
significant lowering of blood pressure. Arousal was main-
tained because there was no completion of the aggression
action tendency.

Gambaro and Rabin (1969), found diastolic blood
pressure reduced significantly when angered subjects were
allowed to aggress against their instigator. Tension
reduction occurred in the direct aggression mode regardless
of whether or not subjects felt high guilt about aggression.
But in the indirect aggression mode (i.e., against the
experimenter rather than the tormenting-confederate) there
was tension reduction only if the subject felt low guilt
about aggression. The investigators question whether this
bears out the catharsis hypothesis--a decreased likelihood

in aggressive behavior--since tension reduction may act as
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a reinforcer which theoretically could increase the likeli-
hood of further aggression in the future.

Schill (1972), also showed that frustrated subjects,
after filling out an evaluation questionnaire on the frus-
trator which could potentially hurt him, manifested a
significant diastolic decrease. Frustrated, low guilt
subjects, in particular, showed a significantly greater
diastolic deérease after answering the evaluation form.

Berkowitz, Green, and Macaulay (1962), showed that
the angered subject does not have to hurt the frustrator
himself in order to experience the tension reduction. They
found that. angered subjects reported feeling better after
hearing that their tormentor had performed poorly than
after hearing that he had performed well on a task.

Thus, experimentally produced frustration consistently
resulted in increased phyvsiological arousal, systolic blood
pressure was more often found to be reliable than diastolic
blood pressure as an indicator of this arousal, and the
most direct physical and verbal expression of aggression
towards the frustrator consistently resulted in a return
of systolic elevations to prefrustration levels. Such
findings have been interpreted by Berkowitz (1965a), to mean
that an individual in whom an aggressive response seguence

has been activated, achieves "completion" of this response
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tendency and a resultiné tension reduction when he believes
the instigator has been injured, regardless of the form of
aggression (physical or verbal), and the agent of aggression
(himself or another person).

An experiment by Stone and Hokanson (1969), suggests
the cause of the decline in vascular response. Rather than
being indicative of an aggressive "energy" discharge, the
physiological tension reduction stems from prior rewarding
experiences, i.e., the rapid drop in blood pressure fol-
lowing aggression comes about to the exteht that the
person had previously learned that injuring his frustrators
is rewarding and gratifying. Thus, when one group of
subjects was rewarded for reacting nonaggressively to
attacks made on them, they later displayed the "cathartic-
like" decrease in vascular response only after behaving
in a friendly, rather than hostile fashion.

C. Summary

A number of studies seem to suggest the validity of
the direct hostility catharsis hypothesis by showing a
reduction in aggressivity following aggressive display
against a frustrator. This reduction in subsequent hostility
was found to occur on both rating questionnaires and on
physical aggression via shocks following a range of

"cathartic" activities primarily aimed at hurting the
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instigator (verbally or physically) directly or indirectly
(by having someone else hurt him). Although purportedly
supporting the revised catharsis formulation, these

studies can alternatively be explained without recourse to
the "purging" of aggressive "energy". Thus, the results

can be attributed to inhibitory processes evoked by feelings
of empathy, éuilt, and/or aggression anxiety following
expression of aggression.

Indeed, Bandura (1973b), suggests that under certain
conditions, expression of aggression can decrease its
incidence, although the reduction effects do not occur
through the drainage of aggressive drive forces. Thus,

(1) aggressive displays may so intimidate the antagonists
that they cease to behave in provocative ways, (2) to the
extent that verbalized resentment clarifies matters, it
can diminish autistically produced aggression (a similar
point made by Holt, 1970), (3) behaving aggressively can
arouse fear and self-censure over the injurious conse-
quences of one's actions, and hence have reductive effects
through inhibitory processes.

However, the evidence seems unequivocal regarding
physiological "catharsis", or "tension" reduction. This
"tension" reduction clearly occurs when the angered subject

is given the opportunity to physically or verbally retaliate
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against his tormentor. ' Systolic and, in a fewer number of
studies, diastolic blood pressure seem to be the most
sensitive indicators. But the relation between "tension"
reduction and aggression reduction is less clear cut.
Berkowitz (1970, 1973) in challenging the catharsis
hypothesis on theoretical grounds, agrees that the pseudo-
cathartic effect of "tension" reduction, following the
completion of an aggressive response sequence, occurs and
is subjectively experienced as pleasure.. Although this
reduction in aggressive arousal represents a termination of
an aversive state, it is not at all obvious why such a
reduction should reduce the probability of the occurrence
of the aggressive response that precedes it. On the
contrary, it can be argued that lowered aggression arousal
may actually reinforce aggressive behaviour.

An angered person is frustrated if he cannot hurt the
individual who had provoked him. Since frustration is
aversive, the thwarted subject might experience unpleasant
feelings of tension which is lessened by direct or indirect
attacks upon the anger instigator. Tension reduction,
however, is not the same as saying that the probability to
further aggress has diminished, "purged", or "drained off",
by the expression of hostility.

It can be assumed that the physiological excitation
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resulting from provocation or frustration is subjectively
experienced as anger or hostility, because of the environ-
mental cues available to the aroused subject, in line with
Schachter (1970), and Tannenbaum and %illmann (1975).
Depending on the inhibitory and disinhibitory processes
operating on'the aroused individual, the emotional response
of hostility can easily generate an aggressive disposition
which achieves "completion" when the aggressive response
sequence ends in the retaliation against the frustrator.
The resulting physiological "catharsis" can then be seen

as a reduction in the emotional arousal level of anger or
hostility. The possibility then remains that a decrease

in hostile motive may or may not mean a reduction in the
probability of subsequent aggressivity.

Of course, the term "tension" may mean more than the
physiological excitation and the emotional response of
hostility. It can include such factors as anxiety and
guilt which may arise simultaneously with the hostility or
as a response to it. Thus, a term such as "tension" is not
really definitive but is generally used to connote an
unpleasant, aversive state, marked by autonomic arousal.
II. Evidence against direct hostility catharsis

a. Aggression increase following aggressive behaviour

There are a number of studies showing a countercathartic
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effect following expression of hostility or aggressive
behaviour against a frustrator. That is, instead of a
reduction in aggression, an increase is found after the
annoyed subject is given an opportunity to aggress against
his tormentor.

De Charms and Wilkins (1963), demonstrated that hostile
verbal responses increase rather than decrease the proba-
bility of further hostile verbal responses. Subjects parti-
cipated in simulated interaction in the course of which
they were verbally attacked. Results indicated (with a
before-after measure) increased hostility in the subjects
at the end of the experiment. This increase was a positive
function of the number of hostile statements made to the
attacker after the attack. A similar increase in hostility
was found when a third party made the attack against the
instigator. However, in this experiment the subject received
no information that his hostility succeeded in either
hurting or even reaching his tormentor. The investigators
claim that hostility could be perceived by the subject as
instrumental behaviour intended to change the attacker's
behaviour and reduce the threat of further attack. Since
the subject receives no information that his instrumental
behaviour has succeeded, it appears that under these

conditions, he increases the intensity of hostility as
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would be predicted when an instrumental act is unsuccessful.
They predict that if the hostile behaviaxr were successful

in changing the threatening stimulus, such behaviar would
decrease in the specific situation since the stimulus
conditions have changed, but when another similar threa-
tening stimu;us would present itself, the probability of
hostile behaviowr should increase because of the past success
or reinforcement.

Holmes (1963), compared the catharsis hypothesis with
inhibition hypotheses in those instances where a decrease
in aggressive output took place. Individual college
subjects were frustrated by a confederate. The hostility-
aroused subjects then had varying opportunities to reta-
liate against the confederate. In general, subjects who
retaliated directly against the confederate later showed
an increase in aggressive output. Immediately after the
initial retaliation, these subjects reported feeling tense.
An experimental manipulation succeeded in arousing feelings
of guilt in one group of aroused subjects who had reta-
liated against the confederate. These subjects sharply
reduced the frequency and magnitude of direct aggressive
responses. Two other groups of subjects displayed a
decrease in aggressive output. Examination of the data

suggested that guilt or aggression anxiety was responsible
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for the decrease. Holmes suggests that in our culture,
individuals customarily react with feelings or anticipation
of guilt when they respond aggressively. When they fail to
receive guilt-producing feedback, they become less inhibited
and increase their aggressive output. When they do receive
guilt-producing feedback, they become more inhibited and
decrease their aggressive output.

Mallick and McCandless (1966), had third-grade subjects
differentially frustrated during a task by an older confed-
erate. Among other things, they found verbal expressions
of aggression (on like-dislike ratings) did not reduce
aggression directed toward him, but actually increased it
(as measured behaviorally and by like-dislike ratings).

It may be assumed, of course, that such young children are
still not fully socialized and consequently fail to develop
adequate inhibitions as a result of guilt or aggression
anxiety. The finding also supports Berkowitz's (1970)
contention that aggressive behaviouwr and/or words can fur-
nish aggression-evoking stimuli, even when the stimuli

come from a person's own behaviour. As a result, under
certain conditions, an attack on a target person can lead
to still stronger aggression.

b. Aggression increase and tension reduction

following aggressive behaviour

Kahn (1966), had male subjects angered by a confederate
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during a task. They were then assigned to either a cathar-
sis or noncatharsis condition. The catharsis condition
consisted of telling a second neutral experimenter what
they had experienced and how they felt about it. Guilt
feelings were minimized by having the neutral experimenter
praise each subject in confiding to him. Each subject was
also told thét the confederate's nasty behavior would be
reprimanded by his supervisor. Control subjects had no
opportunity to discuss the situation. Physiological
measures (diastolic and systolic blood pressure) were taken
every two minutes, as well as a polygraph on heart rate,
PGR and skin conductance, temperature and muscle tension.
Finally, each subject anonymously answered a rating ques-
tionnaire, purporting to be from the dean's office, for
the purpose of evaluating undergraduates (the confederate)
in research projects. Results indicated that catharsis
subjects disliked their annoyer significantly more than
controls, and showed a slower rate of physiological
recovery (except for blood pressure). That is, verbal
aggression was followed by both reduced arterial pressure
and high degree of verbal hostility. Kahn explained these
results in terms of dissonance theory. Once the subject
had counteraggressed against the confederate by discussing

how he felt about him to the experimenter, the cognition
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of this action was dissoénant with the thought that perhaps
the confederate was not such a bad person and that the
subject was not really very angry with him. That is, the
subject was simply acting in a consistent manner—--after
aggressing once, when given an additional opportunity, he
aggressed again. However, as an alternative explanation,
it can be suggested that expressing his feelings to the
neutral experimenter may have furnished aggression-evoking
stimuli (Berkowitz, 1970), which led to the differential
results. Also, it should be noted that anger was not
directly expressed to the instigator during the catharsis
period, but to a neutral accomplice who promised that the
confederate would be reprimanded. Thus, the subject had
additional reinforcement to view the confederate as really
deserving of punishment.

Wells (1970), investigated three responses to frus-
tration: counteraggression against the frustrator, having
no opportunity to aggress following frustration, and a
discussion of frustration. Male subjects were differen-
tially frustrated (high vs. low) and then allowed one of
the three responses to frustration. Repeated measures of
systolic blood pressure were taken before and after frus-—
tration and after the response to frustration. Also,

aggression scores were taken, before and after the
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experimental procedures. The results replicated Hokanson's
major findings. 1In addition, the discussion of frustration
was found to be as effective as counteraggression in
reducing frustration-produced tensions (cf£. Holt, 1970).
However, insofar as subsequent aggressiveness was concerned,
counteraggression was found to increase it, while the
discussion of frustration produced no change in it. Thus,
physiological "catharsis" does not necessarily mean a
lowered instigation to aggress. Indeed, despite lowered
arousal there was a facilitation to aggression following
aggressive-behaviour. Results, of course, may also be inter-
preted in terms of consistency pressures operating on the
subject who counteraggressed, weakening of restraints, and
the aggression-evoking stimuli furnished as a result of
the aggressive behaviour which led to further aggression.
Comparable results were found by Geen, Stonner, and
Shope (1975), who further investigated the facilitation of
aggression by aggressive behaviour. Male subjects were
either attacked or treated in a neutral fashion by a confed-
erate (by means of electric shock). Following this, they
were placed in a maze learning task in which one-third of
the subjects were given the opportunity to shock the confed-
erate; one-third observed the experimenter shock the confed-

erate, and one-third waited for an equal period of time.
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Finally, all subjects had a chance to shock the confederate
on a contrived learning task. The dependent measures used
were shock intensity, blood pressure (before and after
instigation, after the catharsis period, and after the
retaliation), and a rating questionnaire on the subject's
mood and evaluation of the experiment and the confederate.
Results were clearly nonsupportive for the aggression
catharsis hypothesis. Indeed, the opposite was found. The
attacked subjects who shocked the confederate on the maze
task delivered shocks of greater intensity on the pseudo-

learning task than in the Oother two conditions, and also

experienced a greater reduction in diastolic blood pressure.

They also expressed significantly greater dislike for the
confederate than in the condition where the experimenter
shocked the confederate, and slightly more dislike than in
the condition where the confederate was not shocked at all.
Thus, in verbally expressed hostility, as in physical
aggression, subjects were more intense after aggressing
than after not aggressing. Aggressive behaviour on the
final pseudo-learning task was followed by a reduction in
blood pressure for all three groups of attacked subjects,
though there was a decrease in blood pressure following
the maze task in which subjects shocked the confederate,

whereas there was a decrease in the other two groups
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following aggression in the final task (in which they
aggressed for the first time).

The finding that reduced arousal in the subjects who
aggressed was followed by an increase in aggression casts
doubt on the simple cause-effect assumption, i.e., insti-
gation produces aggression arousal, which motivates an
aggressive response, which in turn reduces arousal. Like
Berkowitz (1970) suggests, lowered aggression arousal may
actually reinforce aggression. Although physiological
"catharsis" does follow aggression, the cardiovascular
change is associated with relatively strong aggressiveness.
Geen et al. offer two explanations for this phenomenon:

(1) aggression by lowering arousal causes the subject to
feel at ease and weakens restraints against further
violence; (2) subjects who have aggressed once against the
confederate felt compelled to behave consistently by
attacking him, so as to justify their previous act and
maintain consistency. Also Berkowitz's (1970) suggestion
seems to fit here, i.e., one's own aggressive behaviax can
furnish aggression-evoking stimuli leading to further
aggression.

C. Summary

In the absence of feedback producing guilt or aggres-

sion-anxiety, it seems that aggression can lead to even
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further aggression against the same tormentor, a finding
contradicting the direct hostility catharsis hypothesis.

The relation between "tension" reduction and aggres-
sion reduction seems further clarified in these studies.
Thus, although physiological "tension" reduction follows
direct expression of hostility against a frustrator,
aggression'réduction does not necessarily follow. Indeed,
a facilitation effect occurs, leading toward an increase
in subsequent aggression following the tension reduction
associated with the prior aggression. This pseudo-
cathartic effect is at variance with the classical under-
standing of the hostility catharsis hypothesis, and seems
to bear out Berkowitz's (1970, 1973) contention that
lowered aggression arousal may actually reinforce aggres-
sive behaviour.

Other factors involved in the facilitation effect of
prior aggression on subsequent aggressive display seem to
be: (1) consistency pressures, i.e., once the annoyed
subject has aggressed, he feels the need to justify this
aggression with further aggression, so as to reduce
dissonance; (2) the aggressive behaviour can provide aggres-
sion-evoking stimuli which activate previously acquired
aggressiveness habits, leading to an increase in subsequent

aggression; (3) "tension" reduction following aggression

:1"{
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may weaken restraints against further aggressing by inducing
a more relaxed attitude toward violent behaviour.

Once again, it can be assumed that the physiological
arousal resulting from the provocation is subjectively
experienced as hostility or anger and this leads to aggres-
sion—disposing, target-specifying cognitions. Consequently,
completing the aggression response sequence by aggressing

against the frustrator leads to lowered arousal or hostile

motive ("tension" reduction), a feeling of pleasure or
satisfaction. However, this tension reduction is not the
same as aggression reduction, since clearly, subsegquent
aggressive behaviour may be facilitated.

An underlying assumption is that the "tension"
experienced as a result of physiological arousal due to i
provocation, phenomenologically consists of, at least, the |
emotional expression of anger or hostility (cf. Shachter,

1964, 1970). It may also consist of guilt, anxiety or

depression which may be a reaction to the provocation or to
the hostility. The possibility thus remains that a decrease
in hostile motivation or aggression arousal does not neces-

sarily lead to a reduction in subsequent aggressive behaviaur.
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G. Synthesis of the literature

The vicarious hostility catharsis hypothesis refers to
the idea that individuals can work out their aggressive ten-
dencies through vacarious aggressive experiences, such as,
for example, viewing media violence (Dollard, Doob, Miller,
etc, 1964; Freud, 1933/1965). The result is a reduction in
the instigation to aggress and a diminution in the probability
of subsequent aggressive behaviour. While the majority of stu-
dies, not involving prior arousal of anger in subjects, have
failed to substantiate the hypothesis, showing instead and
increase in subsequent aggressiveness (e.g., Bandura 1965 a;

Liebert and Brown, 1972; Walters and Thomas, 1963), a number

of studies on instigated subjects have purportedly shown evidence

cf a vicarious reduction (e.g., Feshbach, 1955, 1961, 1972;
Manning and Taylor, 1975). However, such support has been
explained as being due to inhibitory factors caused by the
arousal of aggression anxiety and/or guilt in viewing violence,
rather than a "purging" of aggressive drive (e.gq., Goranson,
1969). Indeed, a majority of studies on instigated subjects
have shown that, in the absence of aggression anxiety and/or
guilt, exposure to media violence is countercathartic, i.e.,
observation of violence increases rather than decreases, sub-
sequent aggressiveness (e.g., Weiss, 1970).

On model explaining the increase in aggression following

exposure to media violence has been advanced by Berkowitz (1965,
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1970, 1973), emphasizing the importance of aggression-

evoking cues. The aggressive events in a violent movie

elicit implicit aggressive reactions. A non-aggressive film,
however, provides few, if any, aggression-evoking cues, and
hence does not reactivate previously acquired aggressiveness
habits. The presence of the additional aggressive cues in

the environmeﬁt following aggressive film exposure facili-
tates subsequent aggressive behaviour by increasing or en-
forcing the liklihood of stronger aggression in instigated
subjects. This conditioning model stresses the differentiation
in aggressive cue we potential between an aggressive and non-
aggressive film as being the primary determinant in subsequent
aggressive display.

An alternative model explaining the findings on exposure
to media violence has been suggested by Zillmann's excitation-
transfer paradign (Tannenbaum and Zillman, 1975). Here, the
determining factor in differences in post-experimental aggression

is due to the greater physiological excitation produced in

response to viewing one film as compared to another. In
provoked subjects, the residual excitation from film exposure
intensifies the cognitively labeled emotion of anger and the |

aggressive response. If a greater amount of residual excitation
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is found in an aggressive film as compared to a non-aggressive
film, an "over-intense" aggressive response will result in

the former condition. Thus, rather than focusing on the
categorization of film content (aggressive vs. non-aggressive),
Zillmann (1971, Zillman and Johnson, 1973) underlines the
importance of differential excitatory potential in films. Pre-
vious studies failed to control the films on this demension,
and hence resulted in either a "cathartic"or "instigatory"
consequence.

It has been suggested that the vacarious hostility
catharsis hypothesis refers to a decrease in the emotion of
hostility (aggressive motive or hostile motivation) and
not necessarily in aggressive behaviour. Thus, D.L. Singer
(1968), argues that the occurrence of an aggressive act
consists of both motivating and inhibiting tendencies. Viewing
a justified aggressive film may lower inhibitions against
aggressive display in an angered subject, but simultaneously
there may be a cathartic reduction in aggressive motive strength.
The subject may be more willing to display aggression based on
this residual motivation. Indeed, Manning and Taylor (1975),
found a greater reduction in hostility following aggressive

film exposure as compared to a neutral film, in provoked subjects
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(although no differences in aggressive behaviour were found).
Because aggression is not a single phehomenon but is divisable
into several component parts, Feshbach (1964), suggests that
diverse measures of aggression be used to adequately assess
cathartic or other effects of exposure to film violence. Stu-
dies on direct hostility catharsis, where, instead of an inter-
polated vicarious aggressive activity following provocation,
the provoking agent is retaliated against either by the subject
Oor someone else and then an assessment of residual aggressive-
ness is made, have shown a decrease in physiological arousal
and a subsequent increase in aggressive behaviour (e.g., Geen,

Stonner, and Shope 1975; Kahn, 1966; Wells, 1970), thus indi-

cating a pragnatic discrimination between emotional-physiological

arousal and aggressive behaviour.

J. Singer (1966, 1971), and Bandura (1965b, 1973), both
independently offer models that involve a reduction in emotional
arousal level rather than aggressive behaviour in studies on
film violence. Singer (1971), argues that an angered person
is distracted from aggressive intent by watching a film. Hence,
the change in his focus of attention reduces his emotional

arousal level or mood. Differentiation in interest, absorption,
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or distraction between aggressive and non-aggressive films can
lead to differentiated emotional arousal levels, either suppor-
ting or failing to support the vicarious hostility catharsis
hypothesis. Presumably, the greater the distraction, the
greater the amount of reduction in emotional arousal.

Bandura (1965b, 1973), suggests that a reduction in
emotional ardusal level occurs because the self-generated stimu-
lation of arousal following instigation, is disrupted by the
new activity (film viewing). This reduction is a consequence
of attentional shifts and Bandura expects a similar reduction
in getting,involved in other absorbing activities containing
few, if any, aggressive stimuli. Thus, emotional reduction
occurs not because of the "purging" of aggressive drive but
because of the distraction - attentional shift potential of
the activity engaged in following provocation regardless of
whether the activity is aggressive or not. Theoretically,
therefore, films differentiated in aggressive-cue potential
that do not differ in distraction-attentional shift potential
should lead to similar reductions in emotional arousal
(i.e., hostile motive). On the other hand, a guasis-cathartic
effect can be found for hostile motive or aggression arousal,

if the aggressive film has a greater distraction-attentional



121 ¢

shift potential than the non-aggressive film.

Watt and Krull (1977), have proposed three models that
account for the experimental data on the effects of viewing
media violence on subsequent aggressive behaviour: (1) Catharsis
Model - a reduction in aggressive drive due to vacarious par-
ticipation in acts of violence; (2) -Facilitation Model- vio-
lent content-ih the media facilitates the appearance of
aggressive behaviour, either through learning-modelling (Bandura),
legitimization, or a "cueing" process (Berkowitz); (3) Arousal
Model-emotionally - conditioned stimuli (e.g., erotic, violent)
evoke varying degrees of generalized emotional arousal which
acts as a drive energizing subsequent behaviour (Zillmann).

A fourth model, based on Singer and Bandura's distraction -
attentional shift effect of an interpolated activity on sub-
sequent emotional arousal in angered subjects, is suggested here,

although this model deals with hostile motivation rather than

aggressive behaviour.



CHAPTER II

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND HYPOTHESES

a. Difficulties with Previous Studies

Since it is obviously much harder, if not impossible,
to control for the private fantasies of individuals and
thereby demonstrate a cathartic or instigational effect
of aggressive fantasy, this study focuses on externally
"packaged" fantasies, namely film viewing. Such structured
fantasies‘can theoretically be controlled in all the
salient variables found to influence reaction to film
exposure.

No previous study comparing the effects of viewing
an aggressive film with a non-aggressive film has simply
focused on the aggressive cues in the aggressive film to
the exclusion of all other significant variables possibly
contaminating post-experimental aggressivity. Any increase
or decrease in subsequent aggression found in previous
studies could alternatively be explained by such variables
without vitiating the likelihood of vicarious hostility
catharsis. Specifically, the variables are (1) the degree
of aggression anxiety and/or guilt evoked by the aggressive
film; (2) the distraction-attentional shift potential of

the films and (3) the excitatory potential of the films.

122
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Other, relatively less potent factors to consider are:
the personal attractiveness of the cast and other media
stimuli (e.g., color vs. black and white, musical back-
ground etc.); the degree of fictionality of the films;
and the emotional conclusion of the film (happy, tearful
etc.).

All these variables are amenable to control. Aggres-

sion anxiety and/or guilt has been largely obviated by

introducing a synopsis justifying the aggression depicted

in the £ilm, implying that the victim deserves the beating
(e.g., Berkowitz and Rawlings, 1963; Hoyt, 1967). A
justified éggression interpretation of the film also leads
to the greatest arousal (e.g., Geen and Rakosky, 1973) and
elicits more aggression in angered subjects than when it is i
viewed as unjustified (e.g., Berkowitz and Geen, 1967;
Meyer, 1972). The distraction-attentional shift potential
can be controlled by matching the aggressive and non-
aggressive films in terms of their interest and involvement,
so that they do not differ significantly on this dimension
(Bandura, 1965b, 1973b; Singer, 1971, 1975). Similarly,
the excitatory potential of the films can be controlled
by matching the physiological excitation generated by the
films (e.g., Zillmann, 1971), so that they do not differ
significantly on this dimension also.

The physical attractiveness of the cast in a film, as

well as that of the confederate may be a significant source
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of variance in assessing post-experimental aggressivity,
although little work has been done in this area (see
Bercheid and Walster, 1974). Nevertheless, a greater
similarity between an aggressive and non-aggressive
"packaged" fantasy can be structured by having the same
cast act within a field containing the same stimuli.
Although there is some evidence showing that, in angered
subjects, an aggressive film labeled as "real" results

in more subsequent aggression than one labeled as
"fictional" (e.g., Geen, 1975), no study has investigated
the compar;son of this dimension within the non-aggressive
film. It WOuld seem that simply not focusing on this
dimension by drawing it to the attention of the subject,

a sufficient comparison can be made, regardless of whether
some subjects interpret the films as fictional or real
(cf. Worchel, Hardy, and Hurley, 1976). Also a happy vs.
unhappy ending resulting in differential subsequent aggres-
sivity (e.g., Zillmann et al., 1973) can be controlled by
preventing closure in both films.

Some studies on film exposure and aggression have
lacked consistency between the instigation mode and reta-
liation mode, i.e., subjects were instigated verbally and
given the opportunity, after the interpolated fantasy task,
to retaliate physically, via shocks. These two modes of

aggressive behaviour may not be equivalent. Indeed, a

Yty 9 A . ey e e



125

subject may feel more inhibited expressing aggression
physically after being verbally rather than physically,
instigated (cf. Geen, Stonner, and Shope, 1975). Singer
(1971), pointed out that the large majority of studies
have used college subjects, generally a middle socio-
economic class. Unlike lower class subjects who are rela-
tively more prone to display anger physically, college
students more often express and settle their frustrations
verbally. Hence, it can be assumed that‘instigation and
aggression expressed verbally is more in .line with college
students' socialization. Similarly, it is suggested that
the aggression displayed in the fantasy activity, to be
more true to their life style, as well as providing a
stronger association between the conditions of verbal
instigation and retaliation, should be verbal. In addition,
viewing verbal aggression has been found (just like in
physical aggression) to lead viewers to behave more aggres-
sively (Meyer, 1972b). His study followed the Berkowitsz
paradigm, only a television segment showing verbal aggres-
sion (verbal attack and heated argument) rather than
physical aggression was used. The results paralleled
those of Berkowitz. Thus, a full consistency between
instigation, fantasy, and retaliation can be achieved.

By controlling for all these variables, this investi-

gation has attempted to produce two externally "packaged"
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fantasies, an aggressive and a non-aggressive film, that
differ from each other significantly only in aggressive
Cue content. Thus, by participating in a vicarious
aggressive experience as depicted in the aggressive film,
subsequent aggressivity can then be assessed, compared
with the non-aggressive film condition, to determine

whether any catharsis has occurred.

b. Hostility as emotion, affect or mood vs.

aggressive behaviour

Another source of confusion in the vicarious catharsis’
literature often seems to lie in a failure to distinguish
hostile motivation from aggressive behaviour. The majority
of studies focus on aggressive behaviour, mainly via
evaluation questionnaires or electrical shocks. A few
studies measuring residual hostility do seem provocative
in their results (e.g., Manning and Taylor, 1975; Singer,
1968), and suggest a possible difference between hostile
motive and aggressive response.

Furthermore, the terms used to define the cathartic
effect reflect this obscurity. Thus, statements such as
"reduction in the instigation to aggress", or in "aggressive
inclination", "aggressive arousal", "aggressive impulses",
or "aggressive motivation", seem to refer primarily to

anger or hostility rather than aggressive behaviour,
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whereas the latter is referred to in such statements
"reduction in the probability of further aggression".
Also, studies on direct hostility catharsis, in which
there was a decrease in physiological arousal following
an aggressive response in angered subjects, and an increase
in subsequent aggressive behaviour, strongly indicate that
a pragmatic discrimination is possible between emotional
arousal and aggressive behaviour (e.g., Geen, Stonner, and
Shope, 1975; Kahn, 1966; Wells, 1970). Indeed, these
studies challenge the simple cause—effecf assumption,
i.e., the notion that instigation results in aggression
arousal which motivates an aggressive response, which in
turn reduces aggression arousal and reduces the strength
of the subsequent aggressive response. Nevertheless, on
the basis of these studies one cannot deduce that a reduc-—
tion in physiological arousal is equivalent to a reduction
in the phenomenological experience of the emotion of
hostility or anger. This is so, not only because physio-
logical arousal is only a correlate of hostility resulting
from instigation (e.g., the Hokanson studies), but also
because of the frequently reported lack of agreement among
response indices such as physiological arousal and psycho-
logical anger (e.g., Lazarus, Averill, and Opton, 1970).
Furthermore, Schachter's two-factor theory on emotion

(e.g., Schachter and Singer, 1962) helps to clarify the

T e Y o R 7 3 e e e o



128

difference between arousal and emotion. Schachter posits
two largely independent elements contributing to any
particular emotion--physiological arousal and a cognition
appropriate to this state of arousal that depends on the
situational context of the individual. If it is assumed
that the physiological arousal following provocation is
interpreted by the subject as anger or hostility, a
reduction in arousal following aggressive behaviour may
not necessarily mean a reduction in the emotion inducing
cognition of anger--unless the subject was extremely
sensitive to changes in his interoceptive environment.
Indeed, the subject may claim to be as angry as before
the arousal reduction, simply because of emotion-inducing
cognitions, although a differentiated arousal state may
yield differences in subsequent aggressive responses due
to differential excitational intensification (e.g., the
Zillmann studies). However, assuming a high correlation
between physiological arousal following provocation and
the subjective experience of anger, these studies at least

suggest the possibility that a reduction in emotional

arousal does not compel a reduction in aggressive behaviour.

Hostility or anger can be conceptualized as an
emotion, an affect, or a mood. It is beyond the purpose
of this study to explore the difficulties inherent in

defining emotions, which include the lack of a single
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criterion, or even a group of criteria, for their identi-
fication, the tremendous complexity and limited under-
standing of the anatomical and physiological mechanisms
involved, and the confused terminology itself (Delgado,
1973). As Lazarus et al. (1970) states, to speak of an
emotion as though it were a unitary phenomenon is only a
conceptual convenience. According to Lazarus, an emotion
may be subdivided into many component reactions, which
occur concurrently and sequentially and which are often
poorly correlated. Thus, the emotion of anger may be
characterized by its own specific pattern of response,
which includes physiological, motor-behavioural, and
cognitive-subjective components. Not all aggression,
however, can be described as angry. What is important

to realize is that "each emotion involves its own parti-
cular kind of appraisal, its own particular kinds of
action tendencies, and hence its own particular constel-
lation of physiological changes which are part of the
mobilization to action, whether or not these action
tendencies are actually expressed or inhibited" (Lazurus,
Averill, and Opton, 1970, p. 218). In other words, the
individual may be angry but not necessarily express it in
aggressive behaviour. Brady (1970) too, makes a distinc-
tion between what he calls "emotional behaviour" and

"feelings". Emotional behaviour involves effective
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interactions, the primqry consequences of which appear
to change the organism's relationship to its external
environment, whereas feelings refer to interactions
localizable principally within the reacting organism.

Tomkins (1970), believes anger is an affect. Affects
are seen as primary human motives which Operate even in
the absence of drives (regarded as signals amplified by
affects). An affect is an innately patterned response,
activated by some general characteristic of neural stimu-
lation, common to both internal and exteﬁnal stimuli.
The density of neural firing or stimulation, i.e., the
numbexr of{neural firings per unit time, account for
differences in affect activation. Anger is seen as being
due to a high constant level of stimulation, which
deviates in excess of an optimal level of firing. A
suddenly reduced density of stimulation is rewarding.
Thus, it is conceivable that in retaliating, the instigated
subject reduces his density of stimulation and feels less
angry. This is rewarding but does not mean that the tendency
to further aggress has been reduced (cf. Berkowitz, 1970).
A similar reduction in density of neural stimulation
(although perhaps not as dramatic) may result in watching
an interesting film.

Nowlis (1970), conceives of hostility as a mood.

Mood is seen as a temporary disposition toward a broad
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set of behavioural and private events. A change in mood
refers to a change in which the individual is disposed to
respond to the world. Some dimensions of mood are affective
(e.g., anxiety), others are not (e.g., active). What is
important here, however, is that "since mood is a dispo-
sition, most of the behavioural items toward which one is
temporarily disposed may not occur unless strengthened by
prompts; probes or other events"” (Nowlis, 1970; p. 264).
Again, the important distinction between hostility and
aggressive behaviour is underlined.

Even the term "aggressive behaviour" is scientifically
inaccurate because it is too imprecise. There are many
forms of aggressive behaviour and, as Montagu (1976) states,
"to speak of 'aggressive behaviour' as if it were a single
pehnomenon is to be guilty of a misleading oversimplifi-
cation" (p. 15). Some investigators (e.g., Berkowitz,
1962; Feshbach, 1964) have differentiated between
"instrumental" aggression, directed toward the achievement
of non-aggressive goals, and "hostile" aggression--the
desire to hurt or inflict suffering. Feshbach (1964), sees
the latter as corresponding to the aggressive drive, but
rather than innate (as in Freudian psychoanalysis, or in a
modified instinct form as in Frustration-Aggression theory)
it is acquired by the pairing of the infliction of injury

with counteraggression. This pairing is reinforced by
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cultural norms which value retaliation as the appropriate
response for injury. The aggressive drive, whose goal
response is injury to some object or person, is regarded
as equivalent to hostility and hostile impulse (agreeing
with Buss, 1961). The anger-hostile impulse is elicited
by a variety of events broadly termed frustration, which
includes.verbal and physical attacks, threats to self-
esteem, etc. [In a subsequent paper, Feshbach (1971),
further distinguishes anger from aggressive drive, the
former being characterized by autonomic ehanges and
heightened motoric activity. Although by maturity anger
has become closely associated with aggressive drive, i.e.,
the motive to inflict injury, these response modes can
still occur independently. Thus, one can obtain satis-
faction from the infliction of injury without being angry,
and one can be angry without wishing to injure the
provoking agent] .

Nevertheless whether or not the concept of aggressive
drive is synonymous with anger/hostility, Feshbach (1964),
believes that the aggressive drive may indeed be reduced
by an aggressive act, but this effect may be obscured by
reinforcement of the aggressive response, by lowered
inhibitions, and by influences such as dislike induced
by cognitive dissonance, so that some measures of aggres-

sion may actually reflect an increment in aggressive
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behaviour. Because aggression is not a single phenomenon,
but may be divided into several component parts (e.g.,
instrumental, hostile, expressive) further obscured by
inhibitory factors, Feshbach (1964), argues that diverse
measures of aggression differentially responsive to these
various processes should be used to evaluate the cathartic
effects of a vicarious or direct aggressive response upon
drive strength.

This study uses two diverse measures, a mood scale
and an evaluation questionnaire, which assess residual
hostility and aggressive (hostile) behaviour respectively.
Hostility can be viewed as an emotional response resulting
from a situation appraised as anger inducing (cf. Manning
and Taylor, 1975), a temporary disposition toward aggres-
sive behaviour. It can be seen as a measure of motive
strength. The evaluation questionnaire measures post-
experimental aggressive behaviour directed at the insti-
gator (confederate) and potentially harmful or injurious.
In this sense, it is an estimate of "hostile" aggression,
i.e., the desire to hurt or inflict suffering. These may
be differentially responsive and help clarify the possi-
bility of vicarious hostility catharsis as occurring

through film exposure to aggressive cues.
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c. Hypotheses

Evidence from studies on direct hostility catharsis
seems to support the idea that expressing aggression against
a frustrator produces physiological "catharsis" (reduced
arterial pressure). Because of the frustration and anger

experienced by being provoked, the expression of aggression

leads to a reduction in aggressive arousal, a termination
of an aversive state. But this physiological "catharsis" é
resulting from retaliation does not mean, of course, that §
the probability to further aggress has diminished, an idea
central to the hostility catharsis hypothésis. Indeed, a
number of studies have found an increase rather than reduction
in subsequent aggression against the frustrator, following
the retaliatory period. This occurs both in verbally
expressed aggression and in physical aggression.

The physiological arousal resulting from the provocation,
it is assumed, is interpreted as anger or hostility (Schachter,
1964, 1970). Phenomenologically, the arousal is experienced
as the emotion of hostility which leads to aggression-dis-—
posing, target-specifying cognitions. Hence, completing
the aggressive response sequence by aggressing against the
frustrator, leads to lowered arousal or hostile motive.
However, this decrease in hostile motivation or aggression
arousal does not necessarily lead to a reduction in subsequent

aggressive behaviour.
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One objective of this study is to help clarify the
possible differentiation between aggressive behaviour and
the emotion of hostility in relation to the vicarious
hostility catharsis hypothesis. For this, two diverse
measures are used: an evaluation questionnaire which
measures post-experimental aggressive behaviour directed
at the instigator, and a mood scale assessing residual
hostility (anger arousal) .

This experiment investigates the vicarious hostility
catharsis hypothesis by creating two externally "packaged"
fantasies ;n the form of two films, that do not differ
significantiy in (a) their distraction-attentional shift
potential, and (b) their excitatory potential. Furthermore,
all other factors influencing aggression are largely
controlled: the aggression anxiety and/or guilt generated
by the aggressive film; the personal attractiveness of the
cast and background environment; the conclusion of the films;
the consistency between the modes of instigation, fantasy,
and retaliation. The films differ significantly only in
aggressive cue content, i.e., the aggressive film has signif-
icantly more aggression in it than the non-aggressive film.
In addition, the dependent measures used assess aggressive
behaviour and hostile motive separately, since these may be

controlled by different eliciting and reinforcing stimuli.
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Subjects are diffe;entially verbally instigated
(insulted) during a bogus verbal aptitude test subsequent
to which they view either the aggressive or non-aggressive
film segment. Following this, aggressive behaviour and
residual hostility are assessed by the dependent measures.
All other things being equal, for the purposes of this
study, a catharsis effect refers to a significant reduction
in either aggressive behaviour or hostility (or both),
following the exposure to the aggressive film as compared
to the non-aggressive film. A no—exposuré control group is
included to assess aggressivity immediately after instiga-
tion. 1In éomparison with this non-exposure control group,
the question of whether viewing an aggressive film vs. a
non-aggressive film, makes the instigated viewer more likely
or less likely to exXpress aggressive behaviour and/or
increase in hostile motive, can be answered.

For angered subjects, different predictions follow the
different hypotheses:

1) Vicarious Hostility Catharsis Hypothesis.
According to this rationale, post-experimental aggressivity,
as measured by both the evaluation questionnaire assessing
aggressive behaviour and the mood check list assessing
hostility, should be significantly less following exposure to

the aggressive film as compared to the non-aggressive film.
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The significant difference between these two film conditions
would be evidence for the vicarious cathartic effect, i.e.,
reduced aggressivity following exposure to a vicarious
aggressive experience.

The difference in aggressivity (aggressive behaviour
and hostility) between the no-exposure control condition
and the non-aggressive film condition should be negligible,
since the instigation to aggress is Presumably not "drained"
by the non-aggressive film.

2) Distraction-Attentional Shift Hypothesis.

This hypothesis, formulated separately by Singer (1971), and
Bandura (l§65b, 1973b), predicts that because both the
aggressive and non-aggressive films do not significantly
differ in interest and involvement, the residual hostility

as measured by the mood check list, should not differ signif-
icantly in these film conditions. Both films should equally
serve to distract an angered person from dwelling on his
anger, and to the same extent change his mood or emotional
arousal level (hostility).

Both Singer and Bandura refer to changes in emotional
arousal, not aggressive behaviour. Thus, whether an equal
reduction in hostile mood results in an equivalent reduction
in subsequent aggressive behaviour as measured by the evalua-

tion questionnaire, cannot be predicted on the basis of this
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hyéothesis. However, assuming equal amounts of residual
emotional arousal to "energize" subsequent aggressive
behaviour, ang barring Bandura's notion of imitatory or
dlSlnhlbltory effects of the aggressive film, there should
be no difference between the film conditions in aggressive
beﬁaviour as measured by the evaluation questionnaire.

| Because no distraction, and hence no change in emotional
aroLsal, occurs in the no-exposure control condition, there
should be considerably more aggres51ve behaviour and hostility
in this condltlon than in the aggressive and non-aggressive
film conditons.

3) Zillmann's Modified Attentional Shift Hypothesis.
According to'Zillmangjs (Tannenbaum & Zillmann's 1975, Zillmann's
& Johnson, 1973), the significantly greater number of '
aggressive cues in the aggressive film than in the non-

aggressive film, reiterate a relatively greater amount of

arousal-maintaining cognitions. This reintroduces the anger

- of the earlier provocation to a greater degree than do the

significantly fewer aggressive cues in the non-aggressive
film. Therefore, there should be significantly more hostility
as measured on the mood check list following exposure to the
aggressive film than to the noh-aggressive film.

This differential arousal between the aggressive and
non-aggressive film conditions, due to the greater amount of

arousal—maintaining cognitions generated by the aggressive
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film's aggressive cues, differentially intensifies subsequent
aggressive responses. Thus, aggressive behaviour as measured
by the evaluation questionnaire should be significantly
greater in the aggressive film condition than in the non-
aggressive film condition.

It is difficult to predict the degree of aggressive
behaviour and hostility in the no-exposure control condition.
It may or may not contain significantly more aggressivity
than the aggressive film condition. The latter's likelihood
of reiteration of arousal maintaining cognitions, and hence
degree of ;ubsequent aggressivity (aggressive behaviour and
hostility),.is Presumably a function of such factors as the
frequency, vividness, and the degree of expliciteness of
the depicted aggressive actions. Because these factors are
not quantified, the magnitude of the difference in
aggressivity between the no-exposure control and aggressive
film conditions cannot be known. However, both of these
conditions should show significantly more aggressivity than
the non-aggressive film condition.

4) Berkéwitz Cue Model.

According to Berkowitz (1962, 1969), because of the additional
aggressive cues provided by the aggressive film, aggressive
behaviour as measured by the evaluation questionnaire should

be significantly greater in the aggressive film condition
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than the non-aggressive film and the no-exposure control
conditions. The difference in amount of aggressive beha-
viour between the latter two conditions should be negligi-
ble, since it is implied that the strength of the aggressive
response sequence following provocation, remains the same
for both. Presumably the degree of aggressive arousal
(hostility) is the same for all conditions and hence no
significant differences are predicted between the three
conditions on the mood check list measuring hostility.
Nevertheless, Berkowitz (1962), admits the possibility
that the iqstigation to aggression, i.e., hostility, may
well subside in both film conditions by taking the subjects’
minds off the injuries done to them. However, even assuming
that there is an equal reduction in anger/hostility (as in
the Distraction-Attentional Shift Hypothesis) the previously
acquired aggressiveness habits, or the latent aggressive
responses, evoked by the aggressive cues in the aggressive

film condition (Bexkowitz, 1965a), should lead to more

aggressive behaviour (as measured by the evaluation question-

naire) than in the non-aggressive film condition.

Thus, according to Berkowitz it is possible to have
equal reductions in hostility in the aggressive and non-
aggressive film conditions. This reduced arousal, however,

does not lead to similar subsequent aggressive behaviour.
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The aggressive film condition should show sighificantly more
aggressive behaviour thén the non-aggressive film condition
because of the greater amount of aggression-evoking cues

in the former condition. However, the lower arousal of the
film conditions should result in (or "energize") considerably
less aggressive behaviour than in the high arousal, no-
exposure control group.

The above four hypotheses and the predictions that
followed all deal with angered subjects. Non-angered con-
ditions are used in this studf to determine whether: (a)
the instigating script is effective in prbvoking subjects;
(b) the aggressive film leads to greater aggressivity
(aggressive behaviour or hostility) due to imitation or
disinhibitory effects without arousal. It is predicted that:

1) There will be significantly more post-experimental
aggressivity shown in the angered as compared with the non-
angered groups. This will validate the effectiveness of
the instigating script, particularly in the comparison
between the differentially instigated no-exposure control
groups;

2) There will be no significant differences in post-
experimental aggressivity between all non-angered conditions.
No imitation or disinhibitory effect should result because
of the dissimilarity between the aggression depicted in the
aggressive film and that of the subjects situation in the

experiment (Bandura, 1973a).
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In addition, a measure of tension (anxie£y plus depres-
sion) is taken followiné each treatment condition. This is
used to determine whether: (a) the aggressive film
produced more anxiety and therefore possibly inhibited sub-
sequent aggressive expression on the evaluation qguestionnaire
(cf., Goranson, 1969). If found, the mood check list measuring
hostility may be considered less contaminated by inhibitory
anxiety, since in answering it, the subject only states
his degree of anger without having to injure the instigator.
Whereas on the evaluation questionnaire assessing aggressive
behaviour, the guilt-evoked subject may vécillate over the
"rightnesé“ of retaliation, this is tremendously diminished
in answering the mood check list reflecting hostility (cf.,
Manning & Taylor, 1975); (b) the "cathartic" effect is
found for tension, rather than aggressivity.

Because a justified synopsis reduces aggression anxiety
and/or guilt, it is predicted that:

(1) There will be no significant differences in
post-experimental tension in all angered conditions.

(2) There will be no significant differences in post~

experimental tension in all non-angered conditions.

d. Outline of the total experiment.
The first part of the experiment (pretest) consisted

of selecting two film segments that did not differ significantly
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in their distraction-attentional shift potential (interest)
and in their excitatory.potential, yet differed significantly
in their aggressive content. Four short films were
produced, from which two were selected as fulfilling these
requirements. These two film segments, hereby called the
aggressive and non-aggressive films, were then used in the
main experiment.

The main experiment consisted of studying the effects
of viewing these films in angered and non-angered subjects
on subsequent aggressivity. Aggressivity.was measured by
an evaluation questionnaire assessing aggressive behaviour,
and a mood“check list assessing hostility. Subjects were
differentially verbally insulted (angered vs. non-angered)
by a confederate and then were shown either the aggressive
Oor non-aggressive film segment, after which they completed
either the evaluation questionnaire or the mood check list.
A no-exposure control condition in which subjects immediately
filled out the rating scales following differential provo-

cation, was also used.




" CHAPTER IIT

PRETEST: METHOD AND PROCEDURES

Overview

The purpose of the preFest was to select two films
that were significantly different in their aggressive cue
potential and not significantly different in their distrac-
tion-attentional shift and excitatory poﬁentials. Subjects
viewed four specially constructed film segments and each
film was rated on a film evaluation questionnaire from which
the aggression and distraction-attentional shift potential
Scores were derived. Excitatory potential, that is, the
degree of physiological excitation produced by each film,
was assessed by measuring changes in systolic and diastolic
blood pressure, and changes in heart rate. The procedure

used resembles that of 2Zillmann (1971).

Materials ‘ : ;
Two students (a male and a female) from the Theatre

Arts Department of the University of Ottawa volunteered

to act out certain skits which were filmed on black-white

videotape. Altogether four different scenes were filmed.

These were intuitively judged to be interesting and one

of them was deliberately planned to be the aggressive film
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segment. This film was then compared with the other three
on the various dimensions so as to maximize the likelihood
of getting it and at least one of the other films not
significantly different on these dimensions. The films
selected were: 1) an aggressive film in which a couple
engages in an angry, verbal fight following the wife's
discovery that the husband is unfaithful; 2) a film
(called "Fired") in which the husband tells his wife

about losing his job, whereupon the wife enthusiastically
encourages him about the new possibilities awaiting them
both in the future, much against his pessimism; 3) a

film (called "Pregnant") in which the girlfriend reveals
to her boyfriend that she is pregnant and they discuss
various solutions to deal with this crisis; 4) a film
(called "Casanova") in which an awkward playboy attempts
to set up a date with the lady sitting next to him in the
dentist's waiting room. All films were clipped at the

end of six minutes and five seconds, and thus gave the
impression of incompleteness, eliminating any emotional

closure in the plot.

Subjects
Forty-five subjects (25 males, 20 females) from the
English section in Introductory Psychology at the University

of Ottawa participated in this part of the study. The mean
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age was 23.8 years, with a standard deviation of 5.3. These
subjects were randomly chosen from a larger nool of subjects
who responded to an invitation by the experimenter to
volunteer for the study. Each subject was seen individually
for approximately one hour, and as remuneration, received

points toward the final mark.

Apparatus

The videotaped films were screened on a 9 inch Sony
monitor.

To determine the excitatory potential of each film,
the following instruments were used: 1) a standard mercury
manometer, a brachial artery cuff, and a sthetoscope to
measure systolic and diastolic blood pressures at intermittent
intervals. Diastolic blood pressure was read as the
pressure at which the KorotKoff's sounds became imperceptible;
2) an A.R. Vetter FM tape recorder (Model A) was used to
take readings of heart rate in beats per 20 second intervals.
The tape travelled at a speed of 1 7/8 inches per second.
The leads for heart rate was connected to a heart rate two
digital pulse converter which is an electronhysiological

amplifier of the heart rate signal (QSR wave).
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Procedure

The study was introduced as one of reactions of
viewers to films. Specifically, subjects were told that
different reaction modes--physiological and psychological--
would be assessed to determine whether there is a large
agreement between them in the hope of thereby establishing
rating scales that truly reflect an audience's reaction
to films. This was described as a potentially great
benefit to society, since the public would not have to
rely on professional critics to subjectively evaluate
films, pointing out the oft disparity between their tastes
and that of the public.

Each subject (8) was exposed to all four films, but
to control for possible order effects, the sequential
arrangement of the films was systematically varied from
one S to the other. Every film occurred equally often in
every ordinal position.

Each S was tested individually, sitting three feet
away from a 9 inch Sony monitor. The experimenter (E)
attached the necessary silver-plated electrodes to the
wrists and to the left ankle to measure heart rate.
Beekman electrode paste was applied to act as an inter-

face between each electrode and S's skin. The artery cuff
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was attached to S's right arm, which rested comfortably
on the arm rest of the sofa. The S was assured that no
harm would result from the apparatus, and was asked to

sit back and relax. After five minutes, during which the
heart rate apparatus was calibrated and the cuff inflated
once to let S know how it felt, E announced the content

of the film to be shown first, by giving a brief synopsis.
Then the film segment was played on the monitor. Blood
préssure readings were taken 60 sec before the beginning
of the film (after the synopsis), 60 sec before the end

of the film, and immediately after the end of the film.
Heart rate was continuously recorded on tape in beats ver
20 sec. One minute after the film ended, S was given time
to relax for ten minutes, several minutes of which were
spent answering the film evaluation questionnaire assessing
interest and aggression. After 10 min, a syvnopsis of the
film to follow was announced and the film was screened.

This cycle was repeated for all four films.

Dependent Measures
(a) Film evaluation questionnaire.
This specially prepared rating scale was used to assess the

aggressive cue potential and the distraction-attentional
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shift potential of eacﬁ film. No standard scale has been
developed to measure these dimensions. Generally, these
dimensions are determined by asking the subject to rate each
film on items that appear to have content validity in terms
of measuring the respective dimensions (e.gq., Worchel,

Hardy & Hurley, 1976). In this study, a similar procedure
was involved in composing the film evaluation questionnaire.
Items were constructed that 3 priori appeared to measure

the aggressive cue potential and the distraction-attentional
shift potential of each film.

The rating scale was given each S after viewing a
film. The questions were in varied order for each guestion-
naire so as to reduce response set. An example of a question-
naire is given in Appendix 1. Specifically, two scores
were derived from it:

(1) Total Aggression - consisting of items assessing
verbal aggression (no. 3), physical aggression (no. 6), and
hostile, angry mood (no. 10). Each item had four alternative
choices, allowing 1 point for a very aggressive choice and
4 points for no aggression. The combined score of these
items yielded an estimate of the aggressive cue potential

of each film.
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(2) Total Intereét - consisting of items assessing
interest (no. 1), excitement (no. 4) , involvement - the
desire to continue watching the film for another 5 minutes
(no. 7), and enjoyment (item 9). Each item had seven
alternative choices placed between adjectival antonyms,
allowing 1 point for a highly positive response and 7 points
for a highly negative response. The sum of scores on these
items (Total Interest) yielded an estimate of the distraction-
attentional shift potential of each film. Although
this potential refers to the degree of ihterest and invol-
vement of"the film, these four items were used to get a
direct and comprehensive measure of film absorption.

The other items interspersed between these were buffer

items, such as quality of camera work and acting.

(b) Physiological measures.

The excitatory potential of each film was determined by
measuring blood pressure and heart rate changes generated
by film exposure. Zillmann's (1971), excitation transfer
model differentiates between rapid cognition-mediated neural
transmission and the relatively slower humoral processes
mediating the excitatory response. Humorally controlled
physiological reactions, such as blood pressure elevation,

have a relatively slow decay of excitation. The differential
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excitation generated by different films carries over into
the subsequent retaliatory period and accounts for the
differentiated intensity of the cognitively appraised
emotional state and aggressive response. Heart rate, pri-
marily a neurally controlled response, adjusts relatively
rapidly to changes in stimulation and hence is not a good
index of excitation. It is used to ensure that it does not
run counter to the humorally controlled response of blood
pressure elevation.

Excitory changes were determined aslthe difference
between §'s base line of excitation prior to film exposure,
and his excitation at the end of the film. For the parti-
cular dependent measures, this difference is defined as
follows:

(1) Systolic and diastolic blood pressures. The base-
level measure was taken 60 sec. before the film began. The
final level was the arithmetic mean of the reading taken
60 sec before termination and immediately following the film.

(2) Heart rate (HR). The base level was determined
as the beats per 20 sec during the 20 sec period preceding
the start of the film The final level was the arithmetic
mean of the reading taken from -20 to 0 sec, and from 0 to

20 sec, relative to the film's ending.
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Two additionalcompbsitenmasures were determined:
(3) Mean blood pressure (MBP).

MBP = BP diastolic + 2/3 (BP systolic - BP diastolic).
(4) sSympathetic activation (SA)

SA = HR {BP diastolic + 2/3 (BP systolic - BP diastolic)}.



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS OF PRETEST

Because this study manipulates the aggressive cue
variable to the exclusion of other factors, it is important
that the two films chosen from the four do not differ
significantly in their distraction-attentional shift poten-
tial (Total Interest), and in their measures of excitatory
potential. The two films should be différentiated only
along the 'dimension of aggressive content (Total Aggression).
Thus, for the purposes of the main experiment investigating
the vicarious catharsis hypothesis, the two films will differ
on aggression and not on the other dimensions suggested to

influence post-exposure aggressivity.

A. Film Evaluation Questionnaire

a. Aggressive-cue potential of the films.

The film evaluation questionnaire yielded a score
assessing the magnitude of aggression displayed in each of
the four films. This was necessary in order to see whether,

in fact, the a priori judged aggressive film was significantly

774 T s —r e s 4 e -
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more aggressive than tﬁe others, and on what mode(s) of
aggression it differed. The latter was determined by
isolating the three items that comprised the Total Aggres-
sion measure, namely (i) verbal aggression, (ii) angry

mood, and (iii) physical aggression. Because of the possibi-
lity that evaluation of aggression could differ between the
Sexes, separate scores were computed for males and females.
Table 1 shows the mean scores and standard deviations of
the Total Aggression score (both sexes combined) and the
three subscores (sexes divided). As canlbe seen from the
Total Aggression score, the least aggression was seen in
"Fired", and the most in the & priori constructed aggressive
film.

The Total Aggression scores were subjected to a two-
way analysis of variance with repeated measures, with sex
and film as the two independent factors. The results are
presented in Table 2. No significant main effect was found
for sex. However, there was a significant main effect for
the film variable, indicating that films were differentiated
in aggressive cue potential. No interaction was shown.

In order to determine between which film conditions the

significance occurred, post-hoc analyses of mean contrasts
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TABLE 2

Summary of Two-Way Analysis of Variance with Repeated

Measures on Film Factor for Total Aggression

Source of variation Ss df MS F o]
Between subjects
Sex 14.694 1 14.694 2.221 <0.143
Error 284.448 43 6.615 - -
Within subjects
Film 505.535 3 168.511 121.680 <0.001*
Film x Sex 3.005 3 1.001 0.723 <0.540

Error 178.649 129 1.384 -

* asterisk denotes significance.
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using the Scheffé method were computed. The results of

the mean contrasts between the four films are presented in
Table 3. As can be seen, the 3 priori judged aggressive
film segment was in fact significantly more aggressive than
any of the other film segments.

Separate analyses of variance were done on the three
subscores comprising Total Aggression to determine which
mode (s) of aggression was responsible for the greatest diffe-
rentiation between the films. It was found that significant
differences between the films was due to differences in
verbal aggression (F = 42.63, p < .001) and angry mood
(F = 169.56,'p < .00l1), and not to physical aggression (F =
1.02, p< .384).

Thus, for the purposes of this study, the differentiation
in the index of aggression between the films was borne out.
The aggressive film, constructed with the intention of being
aggressive, differed significantly in aggressive cue poten-
tial from the other films, in terms of verbal aggression and

angry mood.

b. Distraction-attentional shift potential.
To test for the distraction-attentional shift potential

of the four films, Ss' scores were tabulated from the
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TABLE 3

Scheff& Post-Hoc Analyses of Mean Contrasts

Between Film Conditions on Total Aggression Score

Contrast v Oy W/OW
Aggressive vs. "Fired  4.25 .2482 17.123%%
Aggressive vs.

"Pregnant" 3.29 13.255%%*
Aggressive vs.

"Casanova" 3.96 15.955%%*
"Fired" vs. "Pregnant" 0.96 3.868%**
"Fired" vs. "Casanova" 0.29 1.168
"Pregnant" vs.

"Casanova" 0.67 2.699

**p < ,01
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evaluation questionnaife on each item reflecting such
potential. A Total Interest score was derived, which
consisted of the sum of the items measuring (i) interest,
(ii) excitement, (iii) involvement, and (iv) enjoyment.
Because of the possibility that differential responses to
different film contents could depend on one's gender, the
scores were divided according to sex. Table 4 shows the
mean scores and standard deviations of the Total Interest
score (sexes combined) and the subscores (sexes divided).
As can be seen on the Total Interest scofe, it seemed that
"Casanova" (film 4) was deemed most interesting and "Fired"
(film 2) least interesting.

The Total Interest scores were subjected to a two-way
analysis of variance with repeated measures, with sex and
film as the two independent factors. The results are
presented in Table 5. No significant main effect was found
for sex. There was, however, a significant main effect for
the film variable, indicating that the films were different-
iated in distraction-attentional shift potential. No inter-
action between the two factors was found.

In order to determine between which film conditions the

significance occured, post-hoc analyses of mean contrasts
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TABLE 5
Summary of Two-Way Analysis of Variance with

Repeated Measures on Film Factor for Total Interest

Source of variation Ss af MS F o)
Between subjects
Sex 0.284 1 0.284 0.004 <0.949
Error 2913.354 43 67.752 - -
Within subjects
Film 589.892 3 196.630 9.017 <0.001*%*
Film x Sex 18.161 3 6.053 0.277 <0.841

Error 2812.845 129 21.804 - -

* asterisk denotes significance.
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using the Scheffé& method were computed. The results of the
mean contrasts between the four films are presented in
Table 6. As can be seen, there were significant differences
in distraction-attentional shift potential between some of
the films. However, for the purposes of this study, it is
essential that no significant difference in distraction-
attentional shift potential occur between the aggressive
film and non-aggressive film used in the main experiment.
Since no significant difference on this diﬁension was found
in comparing the Aggressive vs. "Fired" and Aggressive vs.
"Pregnant" film segments, either one of these non-aggressive
films ("Fired" or "Pregnant") caﬁ be selected as fulfilling
the appropriate condition. The film segment "Casanova"
cannot be used as the non-aggressive film because it signif-
icantly differed from the aggressive film in the distraction-
attentional shift potential.

The only remaining requirement was to rule out any
significant difference in excitatory potential between the

aggressive film segment and either "Fired" or "Pregnant".

B. Physiological Measures: Excitatory Potential
a. Blood pressure changes.
To test for the excitatory potential of the four films,

Ss' changes in blood pressure were recording for all film
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TABLE 6

Scheffé Post-Hoc Analyses of Mean Contrasts

Between Film Conditions on Total Interest Score

)

Contrast ¥ c@ W/GW

Aggressive vs. "Fired" 1.91 0.984 1.940

Aggressive vs.
"Pregnant" 0.40 0.406

Aggressive vs.
"Casanova" 3.18 3.231*%*

"Fired" vs. "Pregnant" 2,31 2.347

"Fired" vs. "Casanova" 5.09 5.130*%

"Pregnant" vs. !
"Casanova" 2.78 2.824% ;

E

* p < .05 |

** p < .01
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conditions. Three measures were derived: (i) systolic
changes, (ii) diastolic changes, (iii) and mean blood
pressure changes. Again, because of the possibility of sex
differences in film reaction, scores were computed for the
sexes separately. Mean changes and standard deviations in
blood pressure are presented in Table 7, for all three
measures with sexes divided. The correlations of these
measures are shown in Table 8.

A two-way multivariate analysis of variance with
repeated measures was computed using the three dependent
measures, with sex and film being the independent factors.
The results are found in Table 9. Although there was a
trend toward significance for the sex and film variables
(p < .055 and p < .09 respectively), no significant differ-

ences were found between the conditions on these measures.

b. Heart rate and sympathetic activation

Zillman (1971), states that heart rate, a primarily
neurally controlled response cannot be considered a sensitive
index of the largely humourally controlled, relatively slow
decay of excitation as found in blood pressure. Heart rate
is expected to adjﬁst relatively rapidly to changes in stimu-
lation and return to normal in a few seconds following accele-

ration due to film exposure. He use heart rate to ensure that
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it did not run counter to the predominantly humourally
controlled, and thus more relevant for the excitation-
transfer model, excitatory reactions of blood pressure
changes.

Twelve Ss' (4 males, 8 females) heart rate responses
were monitored during the viewing of each film. The corre-
lations between heart rate and systolic, diastolic, and
mean blood pressure were all positive but small (0.1l1,

0.35 and 0.22 respectively). Hence it was in the same
direction as changes in blood pressure.

The data on sympathetic activation was checked for
homogeneity of variance. It showed that the variances
were homogenous~- (Fmax = 1.389, df 4,11). The correlation
between sympathetic activation and heart rate was positive,
but small (0.147).

Table 10 presents a one-way multivariate analysis of
variance with repeated measures on the heart rate and
sympathetic activation data. There was no significant

difference on these measures between all film conditions.

c. Conclusion
The purpose of this pretest was to isolate two films
that significantly differed in aggressive content, but were

not significantly different in their distraction-attentional
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shift potential and in ﬁheir excitatory potential. The
aggressive film segment differed significantly in terms of
verbal aggression and angry mood from both film segments
labeled "Fired" and "Pregnant". None of these three films
differed significantly in terms of their distraction-
attentional shift potential or in their excitatory potential.
The problem left was to choose between "Fired" and
"Pregnant" as the nonaggressive film segment to be used in
the main experiment. Univariate analysis of variance on
each physiological measure showed that thére was a signifi-
cant sex difference in systolic pressure (F = 7.547, p <
-006). This significance was found in the "Pregnant" film
segment (as well as in "Casanova") and not in the other
films. There was also a significant main effect for sex
in mean blood pressure (F = 6.734, p < .01), found in the
"Pregnant" film only. In terms of blood pressure changes,
Zillmann (1971) found systolic and mean blood pressure to
be better measures of physiological arousal than diastolic.
Hence, "Fired" was chosen as the nonaggressive film, because
it, like the aggressive film, had greater internal consis-

tency vis 3 vis reaction by males and females.



CHAPTER V

MAIN EXPERIMENT

Introduction

Previou§ studies on the vicarious hostility catharsis
hypothesis in which films were used did not control for the
distraction-attentional shift potential and excitatory poten-
tial of the films. Because these factors have been suggested
as influencing post-exposure aggressivity, it is essential
to the vicarious hostility catharsis hypothesis that primary
focus should center around the aggressive cue potential of
the films, to the exclusion of such factors. With regard
to this, the present study uses two films, an aggressive and
non-aggressive film, that differ significantly only in
aggressive content. Thus, whether a reduction in aggressivity
follows aggressive film exposure vis 3 vis non-aggressive
film exposure as predicted by the vicarious hostility
catharsis hypothesis, or whether other possibilities result
as predicted by other hypotheses, can be more adequately
clarified.

The main experiment involved differentially instigating

subjects (by verbal insult) so that half were angered and
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half non-angered. The aﬁgered condition ensures some
aggressive arousal and is needed according to the revised
vicarious catharsis hypothesis (e.g., Bramel, Taub, & Blum,
1968). Following differential arousal, subjects viewed
either the aggressive or non-aggressive film segment, and
then answered the forms assessing aggressivity (aggressive
behaviour or hostile motive). A no-exposure control group
answered the forms assessing aggressivity immediately after

differential instigation.

Subjects

Three hundred and sixty subjectsl (180 males, 180 females)
from undergraduate classes in the English section of psycho-
logy and sociology at the University of Ottawa participated
in the experiment. The mean age was 24.2 years (S.D. = 5.5 ).
Subjects were seen during their regular classes and hence
tested in groups. Permission for class use was obtained by
the various professors. Students were asked to varticipate,
although those who wished could leave. Remuneration in terms

of points toward the final mark was given to every participant.

lThese were the final subjects chosen after discarding
those who incompleted the forms, were part of the pretest, had
participated in a previous class, or who guessed that the
confederate's instigating script was fake. 1In addition, subjects
were not used when breakdown of equipment occurred. To get
equal numbers per cell, some subjects were eliminated randomly.
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Materials

Two films, an aggressive film and a non-aggressive film,
previously differentiated on their aggressive-cue content
were used. These films served as the fantasy medium through
which a cathartic effect could be evaluated. They were shown
on a 19 inch Sony monitor, being played through a Sony
video-tape recorder.

In addition, forms containing the dependent measures
were constructed and handed out to each S before film exposure.
Each form contained two sections, sealed off from each other
SO as to prevent students from looking ahead to see what was
on them. The first section of each form contained the bogus
verbal aptitude test which served as an aid in differentially
instigating (insulting) the subjects. The second section
contained either one of the dependent measures, i.e., the
evaluation questionnaire ("Dean's Survey") or the mood check
list. A copy of the forms containing the evaluation question-
naire and mood check list are found in Appendix 2 and

Appendix 3 respectively.

Independent Measures
Two independent variables were employed in this experiment
(1) instigation (insult conditions), i.e., subjects were

either angered or not. Differential provocation was done

-
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through an instigating script after Ss attempted to complete
the bogus verbal aptitude test; (2) film conditions (no film,

aggressive film, non-aggressive film).

Dependent Variables

Three dependent variables were used: (1) an evaluation
questionnaire assessing aggressive behaviour directed against
the confederate; (2) a mood check list assessing hostility
and (3) tension.

Because of the possibility that aggreésive behaviour
and hostile motive (anger arousal) can be differentiated
conceptually, this study uses both measures in an attempt to
further clarify the catharsis hypothesis.

The evaluation questionnaire can be seen as reflecting
verbal aggression. Aggression, in this case, is defined as
behaviour whose goal is injury to some person or object
(Buss, 1961; Kaufmann, 1965). The evaluation questionnaire
gives the subject the opportunity to hurt the instigator by
rating him unfavorably. Although Bandura (1965 b), contends
that verbal responses to questionnaires, unlike measures of
overt physical aggression, are subject to social desirability
response sets, nevertheless, even measures of overt physical
aggression, such as use of electric shocks, are subject to
criticism. Thus, Singer (1971), questions whether the

delivery of shocks is really analogous to an act of overt
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aggression. The whole situation has a game like quality
since the subject believes that the experimental context
should not allow him to seriously harm anyone. Furthermore,
the one to one situation in using shock is influenced by
strong demand characteristics.

Leibowitz (1968), suggests that aggression can be
roughly divisable into two basic modes of expression, verbal
and physical, which are somewhat orthogonal. Both of these
modes may be measured behaviourally as well as by self-report.
Verbal behaviour directed at the intended dbject that can
produce injtry in a psychological sense, can be termed
aggressive behaviour (Weiss, 1970). There is a good deal of
consistency among different behavioural measures of aggression
(Goranson, 1970), and evaluation gquestionnaires such as
the one used in this study, are recommended by Tannenbaum and
Zillman (1975), as being both economical and valid. The
evaluation questionnaire, therefore, can be seen as a verbal-
behavioural measure of aggression, a reflection of the desire
to hurt and inflict suffering.

The mood check list, measuring hostility, is a self-
report measure and can be seen as reflecting anger or

aggressive arousal. Hostility is viewed as an emotional
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response resulting from a situation appraised as anger-
inducing (Manning & Taylor, 1975). It can be seen as a
measure of motive strength, a temporary disposition toward
aggressive behaviour. It is used here because one can
distinguish between aggressive acts and emotional arousal
experienced as anger (e.g., Bandura, 1973 a). Aggressive

behaviour does not necessarily presuppose underlying anger

or emotional arousal, nor does emotional arousal experienced

as hostility, necessarily lead to aggressive behaviour.

Hostility is only a preparedness for aggressive action

associated with a temporarily heightened physiological state

(cf., Buss, 1961). Both aggressive behaviour as measured
by the evaluation questionnaire, and hostility as measured
by the mood check list, may be differentially responsive to
the effects of viewing films of differential aggressive
content.

1) Evaluation questionnaire. This assessed the
attitude or verbal aggression directed against the confe-
derate and thus served as the measure for 'hostile' aggres-
sion, i.e., the desire to hurt. Such evaluation question~
naires have been used in many previous studies (e.gq.,
Feshbach, 1955; Fishman, 1965; Schill, 1972). The one use

here was a modification of Feshbach's. It consisted of
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10 questions, each with seven alternative answers placed
between adjectival antonyms. By using a weighted scoring
system for responses, allowing 1 point for a highly approving
response and 7 points for strong disapproval, four separate
Scores were obtained for each S:
i) A total score derived from 9 items (except
item 2) expressing general aggression.
This in turn was composed of --
ii) Aggression toward the experimenter (the
confederate), derived from the scores of
3 items (nos. 1, 4, 7)
iii) Aggression toward the exveriment, derived
from scores on 3 items (nos. 8, 9, 10),
and
iv) A measure of friendliness (sum of item nos.
3, 5, 6). Item no. 2 assessing emotionality
was dropped from analysis because of its

dubious interpretation.

These scores thus indicated a S's expressed feelings
of hostility toward the confederate, and the experimental
procedure.

The introduction to the evaluation questionnaire stated

that it would be used by the Dean to rate and grade the
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student and his research. Hence, it was potentially inju-
rious to the confederate, and served as the measure of
aggressive behaviour. An example of the gquestionnaire is
provided in Appendix 2.

2) Mood check list. This was a short form of the
Nowlis~-Green Mood Adjective Check List (Nowlis, 1965), used
in previous studies (e.g., Dworkin and Efran, 1967; Singer,
1968). It consisted of 20 words concerning mood. Ss were
instructed to indicate how they felt by responding to each
word on a 4-point continuum from no (definitely do not feel
this way at “the moment) to vv (definitely feel this way at
the moment). Two cluster scores were derived from this
measure:

i) Hostility score -- consisting of the sum of
the responses to 10 words (angry, defiant,
fed up, resentful, vengeful, furious,
annoyed, rebellious, destructive, grouchy,
ready to fight).

ii) Tension score -~ consisting of the sum of
two subscores.

a) Anxiety -- containing 5 items (ashamed,
clutched up, shocked, startled, tense)
and

b) Depression -- containing 4 items (blue,

insecure, lonely, uncertain).
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Singer (1968) used the sum of the anxiety and depression
scores as a measure of tension and found a correlation of
.55 between them.

Mood is defined by Nowlis (1970), as a temporary
disposition toward a broad set of behavioural and private
events. The hostility score thus refers to mood and not
aggressive behaviour. Furthermore, Lazarus, Speisman et
al. (1962), found that the variable of anxiety on this
check list was most responsive in indicating stress to
film viewing. Depression was somewhat less responsive.
The Nowlis Check List, in addition, showed the effects of
the stressor film in the same direction as did physio-
logical indices such as heart rate and skin resistance.
Although correlations were small, the mood check list
and physiological responses were all in the expected
direction in Ss viewing a stressor film. Clearly, it does
overlap with autonomic nervous system reactivity. Tension
was used as a measure to see whether the provocation, or
viewing the aggressive film was stressful and if a
"catharsis" found was actually due to tension reduction,
rather than aggression reduction. The words were inter-
mingled to further help conceal the purpose of the study.

An example of the mood check list is found in Appendix 3.
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Each S.responded either to the mood check list or
the evaluation questionnaire. This was done because
previous studies (e.g., Berkowitz and Rawlings, 1963;
Singer, 1968) have shown that the initial interposed
check list or questionnaire automatically modifies motives
and feelings,’and hence contaminates the results of the

subsequent check list.

Procedure

The experiment ran for approximately 20 minutes, Ss
being testeg in their classes. A theatre arts student was
hired as a éonfederate (C) by the experimenter (E) , recom-
mended as a superb actor by his professor. A confederate
was needed in the study for several reasons. To reduce
experimenter-bias effects, he did not know which class was
to be shown the aggressive or non-aggressive film. Also,
the instigating script involved angering the Ss by verbal
insult, and this required someone with effective acting
ability. And as the study was introduced as consisting of
two independent experiments, ran by separate investigators,
both C and E were needed.

After entering the classroom, C handed out the forms

to all the subjects, each S receiving a form containing the
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bogus verbal aptitude test followed by either the evaluation
questionnaire or mood check list. While he was doing that,
E set up the videotape equipment for the film to be shown.

The study was introduced by E as being composed of two
independent parts, put together for reasons of economy.

It was mentioped that because it was toward the end of the
academic year, professors were reluctant to give up class
time for experiments, and so both studies were put together
to minimize class disruption. He then asked C whether he
was ready to begin his study and take over, whereupon c
came forward while E receded.

Subjects in the insult conditions were subjected to a
number of critical and unwarranted remarks to arouse anger,
a credibly sounding combination of a procedure used often
in previous studies (e.g., Berkowitz and Rawlings, 1963;
Feshbach, 1955; Leak, 1974). The script used here was
a modified version of the Feshbach one. The C acted in an
authoritarian, arrogant manner and quickly dismissed any
questions. He chanllenged the Ss' academic motivation,
emotional maturity, intelligence and honour by using the
following introduction:

All right -- let's have it quiet! We

don't have all day! Does everyone have a

booklet? O.K. -- Don't open it until I say so.
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The study in which you're participating is

part of my research project in education. You'll

be doing several things for the next 15-20 minutes.

The first activity will consist of a verbal aptitude

test I'm constructing which will replace the
older, longer tests. It takes 5 minutes to do.
You are going to be included as part of the norms.
Now, you probably don't know what the means and

I don't have the time nor the desire to explain
it.

“Now I realize you people have few academic
interests outside your concern for grades. This
probably means that few of you have the perspec-
tive for appreciating either the nature or impor-
tance of the tests I am about to administer.
However, if you will try to look beyond your
limited horizons, your co-operation will be
useful. In other words, what I'm asking is that
you act like adults rather than adolescents.

All the booklets will be collected at the
end of the period. Oh, yes -- there is one
additional item I would like to call your
attention to. As the results of the tests are
anonymous, there is absolutely no point in any

of you cheating or covpying.
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O0.X. Open the booklet by unhinging the
first stapled sheet.. Write your age and sex on
top. (Wait 10 sec). All right -- now I'll read
the instructions for you. (Read the instructions
for the verbal aptitude test to make sure Ss
understand).

(After 5 min.) O.K. Stop wherever you are!
Put your bens down: It's over -- I said stoo!

Now we'll go on to the next thing. Oh, by the

way -- how many of you managed to finish the test?
(Waits for a show of hands and shakes head in
dismay at the few hands raised). Incredible!

I gave this same test to students at a western
university and most of them were able to finish

the test. Hmm -- I wonder what that says about the
intelligence level of students at this university?

O.K. Now you can rest for a few minutes,
while you view a film -- which is a separate study

carried out by Mr. (E).

Subjects in the noninsult conditions were greated

warmly, treated with respect, and given the following

lneutral introduction by C:

~* N.B. The "neutral" introduction was in fact quite
ringratiating to strongly contrast it from the insti-
gating script.
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Allow me first to introduce myself. My name

is from the Dept. of Education. The

study in which you're particivating is part of
my research project in education. You'll be
doing several things for the next 15-20 min.

The first activity will consist of a verbal
aptitude test I'm attempting to develop. I hope
to establish norms for it and in that respect
your participation is really appreciated. The
verbal aptitude test lasts 5 min. I realize
it's very hard and most people do not finish it
in time. But don't let that bother you or concern
you at all. Just try your best.

O.X. -- you may now open your booklets by
unhinging the first stapled page. Please write
your age and sex.

Now let us go over the instructions together
SO everything will be clear (Reads the instruc-
tions). Does everyone understand what to do?

O0.K. you may begin and good luck.

(After 5 min.) O0.X. -- please stop writing.

Time's up. Please put your pens down. By the

way, how many managed to finish the test? (Waits
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for a show of handsj. Well, as I said before,
don't worry if you didn't complete it. Most
people don't even get through half of it. I
myself couldn't finish it in time either.

O0.XK. Now I'll let you rest for a few
minutes. You'll get to see a film -- actually

a separate study by Mr. (E) .

E stepped forward and explained to the class that
he was interested in their reactions to the film segment
they were about to see, since other classes were being
shown other segments. E stated that he was particularly
interested in the details they could remember after a
few days, and so asked them to put their telephone numbers,
not their names, on the booklets handed out by C. He
stated that he would get their telephone numbers from off
the booklets and would call them within three to five days
to ask them certain questions on the film.

Then, either the aggressive film or nonaggressive
was screened following a synopsis describing the film.
Subjects vieweing the aggressive film were given a "jJustified”
synopsis which implied that the husband deserved his wife's
fury. This has been found to reduce aggression anxiety

and/or guilt associated with viewing film violence (e.g.,
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Berkowitz and Geen, 1967{ Meyer, 1972). Each synopsis

was identical to

the one used in the pretest condition.

The aggressive synopsis and the nonaggressive synopsis

are respectively

given in Appendix 4 and Appendix 5.

After viewing the film, E thanked the class and

let C take over for the remainder of the time. Ss in the

no-exposure control conditions proceeded immediately after

the differential
questionnaire or
part, C gave the
“0.K.

the stapled

Some of you

provocation to answer the evaluation
mood check list. Before filling out this
following instructions:

-—- now for the final part. Unhinge

sheet and start answering the items.

have a mood check list to answer. I

am also trying to get norms for it. Others have

the Dean's Survey which goes to the Dean. Because

of time limitations you either got one or the

other. Please read the instructions and go ahead.

It should only take a few minutes to answer them.

After completing this final part, the booklets were

collected and Ss

debriefed about the true nature of the

study. They were asked to maintain secrecy until the full

study ended.
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The confederate introduced himself as a student in
education rather than psychology. This was done in
order to increse the camouflage of the éxperiment, since
péychology‘may evoke feelings of suspicion and guardedness.
The no-exposure control group immediately answered
the dependent measures without waiting for the time allowed
for film expoéure (6 min 5 sec). As Zillmann states (e.g.,
Zillmann & Johnson, 1973), a no-film conditioh always
poses a problem because any attempt to con;rol for the time
of film exposure introduces a behavioural confounding
since it potentially alters the motivation to aggress in
some way. An intended "nontreatment" has proven to be a
rather pqwerful treatment in a previous unpublished study
(quoted by Zillmann & Johnson, 1973). The inclusion of
4 no-exposure control group which fails to control for time
but eliminates behavioural confoundings, has both prag-
matic ahd theoretical justification. Pragmatically, it
can answer such qﬁestions as whether an angered person
is more likely to express his hostility after viewing an
aggressive film than after just being frustrated. Theo-
retically, it can be utilized as a background against which

cathartic or instigational effects of film exposure can
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be measured. Specificaliy, many étudies imply that the
nonaggressive film is equivalent to a no-film condition,
and that the level of aggressivity subsequent to the
viewing of a nonaggressive film remains unchanged following
frustration. By including a no-exposure control condition
that yields immediate post-frustration aggressivity, such
guestions can be clarified. 1In addition, the central

focus of this study deals with externally structured
fantasy that has been controlled for on crucial variables.
Another task within a different mode of aétivity (e.g.,
reading, rélaxing, etc.), would not have served a useful
purpose since little control would have been exerted on its
dimensions. As Doob and Climie (1972) state, "there is

no way of manipulating 'delay' independent of other factors"




CHAPTER VI

RESULTS OF MAIN EXPERIMENT

Introduction

The main purpose of this study is to investigate the
vicarious hostility catharsis hypothesis by using an aggres-
sive film as the cathartic medium. Differentially instigated
Ss viewed an aggressive film, a non-aggressive film, or saw
no f£ilm. They then completed the dependent measures asses-
sing aggressive behaviour (evaluation questionnaire) or
hostility (mood check list). A measure of tension was also
gathered. A cathartic effect refers to a significant
reduction in post-exposure aggressivity, (whether in aggres-
sive behaviour, hostility or both) in the instigated
aggressive film condition as compared to the instigated non
aggressive and instigated no-exposure control conditions.
The results are broken down in terms of the dependent
variables. Thus, the effects of the independent variables
(differential instigation and film conditions) can be

appraised with regard to aggressive behaviour and hostility.
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a. Evaluation Questionnaire Assessing Aggressive Behaviour

Three separate measures were derived froﬁ this question-
naire, namely - (i) peréonal aggression toward C, (ii)
aggression toward the experiment, and (iii) measure of C's
friendliness (an indicator of C's personality). Because
maies have been found to express more aggression than
fe@ales (Anastasi, 1966; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974), the
re;ults were,broken down by sex. Table 1l shows the mean
scores and standard deviations of the three measures.

These measures can be viewed as dependent and correla-
ted. Table 12 shows the correlations between them. There-
fore, a multivariate analysis of variance‘was done, allowing
for the siﬁultaneous observation of each treatment on all
criteria. Table 13 presents the results of a three-way
multivariate analysis of variance, with sex, instigation and
film as the three independent factors. As can be seen,
both instigation and film conditions were significant. 1In
addition there was a significant interaction effect between
instigation and film. Using the mean scores on total
aggression (the sum of the three subscales), Figure 1 shows

that this interaction is ordinal.
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Post-hoc analyses of mean contrasts between instigation
conditions and within each of the three measures of aggres-
sion was done to determine where significance lay. The
formula used for the contrasts is as follows (Fu, 1975,

p. 103; Timm, 1973, p. 54-56).

/ (1 -«

i
/

)
[
Q)

<)

\f Ny + N2 - p -1 (P, N7 + Np - p - 1)
(](

where: VY is an estimate of (u; - u2), and

U1 and upy are estimated by the group means;

-~

Oy is estimated by Ny + N,

g2
NiN,
N1 and N3 are the sample sizes for
groups 1 and 2;
p is the number of dependent variables;
S2 is the sample variance.

The results are presented in Table 14A. Results show
that the instigated groups were significantly more aggressive
than the non-instigated groups. In particular, the instigated
script was found to be quite effective in provoking Ss, since

there was significantly more post-experimental aggression

on all three measures in the instigated no-exposure group as
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compared with the noninsfigated no-exposure group. There
was also a significant difference on all three measures in
post-experimental aggressivity between the instigated-
aggressive and noninstigated-aggressive group. Significant
differences between the instigated non-aggressive group
and noninstigated nonaggressive group were found on two
measures (aggression toward C and measure of friendliness).
There was a strong trend toward significance (p < .10) on
the other measure (aggression toward the experiment). 1In
general, it seemed that neither of the two'films (the
aggressive ‘and nonaggressive) reduced the Ss' aggressivity
in the instigated conditions to that of their corresponding
noninstigated groups.

Subsequent post-hoc analyses were done to see between
which film conditions significance occurred on the three

measures. The results are presented in Table 14B. As can

be seen, there was a significant difference on all three
measures of aggressivity between the instigated no-exposure
and instigated nonaggressive film conditions. No signifi-
cant differences were found between the no-exposure and
aggressive groups in the instigated conditions except on
the measure of aggression against C. There were also no
significant differences between the aggressive and non-

aggressive groups in the instigated conditions on all three
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measures of aggressivity; In the noninstigated grouws
there were no significant differences on all three measures
between any of the film conditions.

It would thus seem that the film conditions in the
instigated groups did have a differential effect on subse-
quent aggressivity, whereas there were no differential
effects in the noninstigated groups. 1In general, although
significantly more post-experimental aggressivity was
shown in the instigated groups as compared with the non-
instigated groups, in the provoked Ss the ﬁo—exposure
control condition exhibited the highest subsequent aggres-
sion, followed by the aggressive film conditions (with no
significant difference between them except on the measure
of aggression toward C), which in turn was followed by the
nonaggressive film condition (with no significant difference
between it and the aggressive film condition, but signi-
ficantly lower than the no-exposure control condition).
Thus, the aggressive film condition seemed to be in between
the no-exposure control and non-aggressive film conditions
in terms of post-experimental aggressive level. The results

are shown graphically in Figure 2.
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The correlations among the three measures derived from
the evaluation questionnaire leave the greater part of the
variance between any two measures largely unaccounted for. As
a result, separate univariate analyseées were done on each
measure to see if such an approach would change the findings
obtained through the multivariate design. A 2x2x3 analysis of
variance desigﬁ was computed for each measure with sex,
instigation, and film as the independent factors.

For the measure assessing attitude toward C, a signifi-
cant main effect was found for instigation and film (F = 132.13,
P ¢.001, and F = 12.28, p ¢ .01 respectively). There was also
a significan£ interaction effect between instigation and film

(F 8.25, p ¢.01l) and between sex, instigation and film

(F = 3.33, p<.05). Post-hoc analyses revealed that there was

a significant difference in the instigated conditions between
the no-exposure and non-aggressive groups. For males, however,
a significant difference occurred between the aggressive and
non-aggressive film groups. The difference between the no-
exposure group differed significantly from both the aggressive
and non-aggressive groups. The latter two groups did not differ
from each other. Thus, it would seem that the aggressive film
facilitated aggression against C in insulted males, but did not

do so for females.
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For the measure assessing attitude toward the experiment,
a significant main effect was found for instigation and film
(F = 76.98, p¢00l, and F = 5.48, p (.005‘respectively), as well
as a significant interaction effect between instigation and
film (F = 7.23, p <.01). Post-hoc analyses revealed that
the results paralleled that of the multivariate design. That
is, in the insfigated conditions, the norexposure control
significantly differed from the non-aggressive film group.
The aggressive film group lay in between the no-exposure and
non-aggressive groups, not differing significantly from either.
Regard}ng the measure assessing degree of friendliness
of the confederate, a significant main effect was found for

the factor of instigation (F = 235.92, p ¢.001), as well as

a significant interaction effect between instigation and

film (F = 9.79, p ¢.0l). Post-hoc analyses revealed that in the
instigated conditions, a significant difference was found

only between the no-exposure control and non-aggressive film ;

groups, corresponding to the multivariate findings.

In general, the overall results seem to suggest that, f
in the instigated conditions, with respect to the no-exposure é
control, the non-aggressive film group significantly lowered ’
subsequent aggressive display, whereas the aggressive film

group did not. The finding that angered males in the aggressive
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film group displayed significantly more aggression against

C as compared to females, may suggest that direct aggressive
behaviour is easier for males because of sex-role expectations
(e.g., Leventhal, Schemberg, and Schoelandt, 1968) and corres-

ponds to other findings (e.g., Maccoby and Jacklin, 1974).
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B. Mood Check List

a. Hostility

The hostility score derived from the mood check list
asks the S to rate how he feels at the moment and is not
a measure of aggressive behaviour against someone (e.g., the
confederate, the experiment, or the personality of the
confederate). Unlike displaying aggression against someone
and thereby potentially harming him, it would seem that
fewer conflicts are involved in rating hostility. This is
largely so because the S does not hurt anyéne and thus
avoids the évocation of inhibitions concerning violence.
The hostility measure can thus be seen as reflecting aggres-
sive motive or aggressive arousal.

Table 15 shows the mean scores and standard deviations
of the hostility measure, divided according to sex. A
three-way analysis of variance design was computed on the
data with sex, instigation and film as the three independent

variables. The results are presented in Table 16A. As can

be seen, there was a significant main effect for the factor
of instigation, as well as a significant interaction effect
between instigatioﬁ and film. There was a trend toward
significance on the sex variable (p < .10), and no significan-~

ce for the main effect of film.
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Figure 3 shows that-the interaction is disordinal. Aas
a result, a test for simple effects was done to determine
where the significant differences occurred (Keith, 1972,

P. 151-154). This is presented in Table 16B. As can be
seen, there is obviously an important difference between
instigation conditions in the no-exposure control groups.

A significant difference in hostility occurred between the
instigated no-exposure and non-instigated no-exposure groups,
the former showing greater hostility. There were no signif-
icant differences for the other levels oflthe film factor
between the intigated and non-instigated conditions. A
significant effect for the film variable was found within
the instigated conditions. Tukey post-hoc comparisons among
means for simple main effects revealed that the instigated
no-exposure control group showed significantly more hostility
than both the instigated aggressive film and instigated
non-aggressive film groups.

Thus, the instigating script seemed effective in signif-
icantly raising hostile mood, as can be seen in the difference
between the no-exposure control groups. However, the data
suggest that both films (aggressive and non-aggressive) were
equally effective in: reducing the level of aggressive arousal

in instigated subjects to that of non-instigated subjects.
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Analysis of Variance for Simple Effects, Referring

to Significant Interaction in Table 16A

Source of Variation Ss af MS F
B at C
B at cj (no-exposure) 534.00 1 534.00 19.897%*
B at &; (aggressive) 0.10 1 0.10 .004
B at c3 (non-aggressive) 58.00 1 58.00 2.161
C at B
C at b; (instigated 267.2 2 133.6 4.,98%
C at bz (non-instigated) 85.9 2 42,95 1.60
Pooled error 168 26.837
** p < ,001

*

p < .05
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b. Tension

The tension score derived from the mood check list is
composed of two subscores: (i) anxiety and (ii) depression.
A measure of tension was used to see whether the effect
of instigation or viewing the aggressive film evoked
feelings of anxiety and guilt, possibly inhibiting factors
on aggressive behaviour as displaved on the evaluation
questionnaire. 1In addition, tension was used to see
whether "cathartic" or instigational effects of viewing
the aggressive film could be attributed to'tension reduction
or increase.

Table 17 shows the mean scores and standard deviations
of the two subscales, anxiety and depression, broken down
by sex. The correlation between them was 0.425. A three-
way multivariate analysis of variance was done on the data,
with sex, instigation and film as the three independent
factors. Results are presented in Table 18. As can be
seen, none of the main factors was significant, although
there was a trend toward significance in the interaction
between sex and instigation (p < .10). Hence, it would
seem that there was no significant differentiation in

tension within any of the instigation and film levels.
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c. Volunteer Behaviour

Although all Ss were debriefed about the nature of
the experiment, within three to five days after, E called
up the instigated Ss who saw either film to ask them
whether they would be willing to volunteer for a sequence
to the study. It was explained that the true purpose was
not fully disclosed to them in class, and they would find
out about it after they partook in this last part. The
sequence would last 20 minutes and would involve viewing
another film. It was felt that their willingness or reluc-
tance to vdlunteer would be a further measure of aggressive
behaviour. Altogether 65 Ss were qualified for this
condition, of all those capable of being reached by vhone.
The data was subjected to a complex chi-square design to
see if there were any differences between the conditions.
The results are found in Table 19. Chi-square was found

to be 2.614, (df=3), indicating no significant difference.

d. Summary
The purpose of the main experiment was to determine
the effects of differential instigation and film conditions

on subsequent aggressive behaviour and hostility (emotional

arousal).
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Results with the eﬁaluation questionnaire assessing
verbal-behavioural aggression show that: (1) there was
a significant difference between the instigated and non-
instigated conditions on this measure. The instigated
conditions uniformly showed significantly higher post-
experimental aggression as measured by the evaluation
questionnaire; (2) within the instigated conditions, the
greatest aggressive behaviour was found in the no-exposure
control condition, followed by the aggressive film condition,
which in turn was followed by the non-aggfessive film
condition; " (3) within the instigated conditions, there
was a significant difference in aggression between the no-
eéxposure control and non-aggressive film conditions. No
significant difference was found between the no-exposure
control and aggressive film condition (except on the measure
of aggression against C), or between the aggressive and
non-aggressive film conditions; (4) within the non-instigated
conditions, there were no significant differences in post~
experimental aggression between any of the film conditions.

Results with the mood check list assessing hostility
indicated that: (1) a significant difference in hostility

was found between the instigated no-exposure control condition
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and the non-instigated no-exposure control condition, (2)
within the instigated conditions, the no-exposure control
group showed significantly more hostility than the aggressive
film and non-aggressive film groups; (3) there were no
significant differences in hostility between any of the

other film conditions (aggressive and non-aggressive) in

both the instigated and non-instigated groups, nor were

there any significant differences between the instigated and
non-instigated conditions.

In addition, the measure of tension indicated no signif-
icant differences between any of the conditions. Nor were
there any significant differences in "volunteer" behaviour
between the differentially instigated aggressive and non-

aggressive film conditions.



CHAPTER VII

DISCUSSION

Central throughout this study is the notion that aggres-
sive behaviour and hostile motive can be differentiated and
independently assessed in relation to the consequences of
film exposure under aroused conditions. To this end, two
dependent measures were used: the evaluaﬁion questionnaire
assessing verbal-behavioural aggression directed against
the confedérate and the experiment, and the mood check list
reflecting hostility (anger or aggressive arousal).

For the purposes of this study, a cathartic effect
referred to a reduction in aggressive behaviour and/or hostile
motive following exposure to the aggressive film segment as

compared to the non-aggressive film segment. This is so, i

particularly with respect to instigated subjects, since

anger arousal is essential according to many investigators.
The results of this study failed to show evidence for the
vicarious hostility catharsis hypothesis. Neither aggressive
behaviour nor hostility was significantly reduced following
the aggressive film exposure in comparison with exposure to

the non-aggressive film.
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The results seem quite persuasive and are difficult to
ascribe to possible contaminating factors found to influence
post-experimental aggressivity. Both the justified-aggression
synopsis given to the aggressive film condition, as well as
the lack of a significant finding in the measure of tension
(anxiety and depression), suggest that aggression anxiety
and/or guilt played a minimal role in influencing vost expo-
sure aggressivity. ©Nor coul the results be influenced to any
significant degree by a differentiation iﬁ the distraction-
attentional shift potential and excitatory potential of the
films. |

With respect to aggressive behaviour measured by the
evaluation questionnaire, no cathartic effect for the aggres-
sive film was found. Instead, an insignificant reduction in
aggressive behaviour was found in angered subjects who
viewed the aggressive film from those who saw no film but
answered the questionnaire immediately after instigation.
But, in comparison with the no-exposure control subjects,
there was a significant reduction in aggressive behaviour in
subjects who viewed the non-aggressive film. Thus, whereas
the aggressive film reduced aggressive behaviour insignifi-
cantly, the non-aggressive film reduced it significantly,

with respect to the no-exposure control group. Again, had a
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true vicarious catharsis'occurred, the aggressive film
condition should have displayed the least post-experimental
aggressive behaviour.

Regarding the measure reflecting hostility, a quasi-
cathartic effect was observed. Angered subjects reduced
their hostility significantly from the no-exposure control
group after viewing the aggressive film segment. But so
did angered subjects who viewed the non-aggressive film.
Nor was there any significant difference in hostility between
the aggressive and non-aggressive film groﬁps. Had a true
vicarious catharsis occurred, the instigated aggressive
film group should have manifested a greater reduction in
hostility than all other instigated conditions.

Although it might appear that the results are similar
with respect to aggressive behaviour and hostility in
angered subjects, this is clearly not the case. There was
no significant difference in aggressive behaviour between
the aggressive and non-aggressive film conditions. There
was also no significant difference in hostility between the
aggressive and non-aggressive film conditions. But there
the similarity ends. Whereas the reduction in hostility in

angered subjects following film exposure reached that of
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non-angered subjects, reduction in aggressive behaviour
remained significantly higher in the angered subjects as
compared to the non-angered. This finding requires some
explanation.

The results on the hostility measure are consistent
with the Distraction-Attentional Shift Hypothesis of Singer
and Bandura. 'The prediction regarding hostility seems to
be borne out in these findings. Because both the aggressive
and non-aggressive films did not differ significantly in
terms of their distraction-attentional shift potential,
they both reduced emotional arousal to the same extent in
angered subjects. That is, the diversion offered by the
films following provocation resulted in a cessation of self-
generated stimulation, an interruption from brooding or
mulling over the affront just experienced by the subjects
from the instigator. The absorbing, involving films caused
a shift in cognitive focus. Hence, the reduction in aggres-—
sive arousal was reflected in the hostility measure. This
arousal reduction and mood change lowered hostility to that

of the non-instigated conditions. However, the problem

arises as to why, in the face of equal reductions in hostility

to that of non-instigated subjects, a significant difference

in aggressive behaviour occurred between the instigated and
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non-instigated conditioné. If both films were equally
effective in lowering emotional arousal level to that of
the non-instigated conditions, then supposedly the aggres-
sive behaviour should have paralled this finding because
there was no differentiation in arousal that could have
"energized" the aggressive behaviour to manifest such a
significant difference as found between the instigated and
non-instigated conditions. Obviously, some other process
must have contributed to this differentiation.

It is tempting to try to fit the resuits to Zillmann's
Modified-Attentional Shift Hypothesis. In his study
(zillmann & Johnson, 1973), the aggressive film failed to
reduce aggressive behaviour significantly in angered
subjects, but the non-aggressive film did (as compared
with the no-exposure control), a finding similar to this
study. But unlike this study, there was also a significant
difference between the aggressive and non-aggressive film
conditions. However, the aggressive film in Zillmann's
study was a very violent depiction of physical aggression,
whereas here a relatively less violent film was used. If
the intensity of afousal—maintaining cognitions that an
aggressive film re-introduces and sustains is a function of
such factors as frequency, vividness, and the degree of

expliciteness of the depicted aggressive actions, then the ,
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relatively attenuated agéressive film used in this study,
should reiterate arousal maintaining cognitions to a much
smaller degree, and this may result in more aggressive
behaviour, albeit not significantly, than that shown by the
non-aggressive film, as found in this study.

However, the reiteration of arousal maintaining cogni-
tions should sustain to some degree the anger of the instiga-
tion and this should be reflected in a differential hostility
score. But in this study, no significant difference in
hostility was found between the aggressive'and non aggressive
film conditions. Of course, one can challenge the sensitivity
of the hostility measure. Nevertheless, the fact that it
was very responsive to arousal following instigation (as
seen in the significant difference in the differentially
instigated no-exposure conditions) suggests that it is a
good measure of emotignal arousal.

Furthermore, even assuming a differentiation in arousal-
maintaining cognitions generated by the aggressive and non-
aggressive films not indicated on the hostility measure,
the question remains as to whether this led to the significant
difference in aggressive behaviour between the instigated
and non-instigated groups. This may have led to a difference

(nonsignificant) in aggressive behaviour between the
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aggressive and non-aggreésive instigated groups. But the
strong significant difference between the differentially
instigated groups suggests another prrocess that intensified
such a differentiated reaction.

Implied in Berkowitz (1969), is the idea that in the
condition of an aroused state, as resulting from provocation,
the presence of appropriate aggressive cues in the external
environment or in the internal environment (thoughts),
increases the probability that an overt aggressive response
will take place. Hence more aggressive behaviour is to be
expected from the instigated aggressive film condition than
the non-aggressive film condition. This was found in this
study, albeit the difference was not significant. This
could possibly be due to the comparatively weaker aggressive
cues used in this study as compared to most other studies.
However, the greatest aggressive behaviour was displayed
by the no-exposure control group, and it had certainly
fewer aggressive cues coupled with it than the aggressive
film condition. Why was this so?

Berkowitz (1964a), suggests that the effects of film
aggression are a joint function of the viewer's level of

internal arousal and the target person's cue properties
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which serve as eliciting.stimuli. Under low arousal a
powerful stimulus is needed to elicit aggressive responses,
whereas a weaker stimulus is needed under conditions of

high arousal. 1In this study, the available target, namely
the insulting confederate, has the appropriate stimulus
qualities that elicit aggression. Under the high arousal
condition following immediately upon provocation, the
stimulus qualities of the confederate are enough to evoke

the greatest amount of aggressive behaviour. This was found.
However, as the subject watches the film, ﬁhere is a

decrease in arousal level due the distraction effect of the
film. This reduction in hostility (emotional arousal)
reaches the level found in non-instigated subjects. Although
there is no significant difference in hostility between the
aggressive and non-aggressive film groups, because of the
significantly more aggressive cues in the aggressive film,
more aggressive behaviour is evoked in this condition. This
was found. Thus, the residual arousal levels in the
aggressive and non-aggressive conditions are not significantly
different. Such relatively lower arousal should "energize"
less aggressive behaviour than the high arousal associated
with the no-exposure control. Any difference in aggressive
behaviour could then be explained by a differentiation in the

aggressive cue potential of the films.
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However, there is oﬁe problem not sufficiently explained
by Berkowitz's model. If the residual aggressive arousal
in instigated subjects in both film conditions reduces to
the level of the non-instigated subjects, then why is there
a significant difference in aggressive behaviour between the
differentially instigated conditions? If the instigation
to aggress does not differ between the differentially
instigated subjects, what causes such a differentiated
intensification of aggressive behaviour? Clearly, it would
seem, the residual arousal that remains afﬁer viewing the
films is not enough to "energize" the subsequent aggressive
behaviour in instigated subjects so that it significantly
differs from non-instigated subjects. It apoears that
another process is involved that causes such a differentiation.

The results of the study can possibly be understood
this way. The subject is aggressively aroused by the provo-
cation and he engages in aggression-disposing, target
specifying cognitions. He would like to retaliate. The
instigation to aggression sets up a completion tendency, an
aggressive response sequence whose goal is to harm the source
of his frustration (cf., Berkowitz, 1964a). Exposure to a
film introduces a disruption of these cognitions. The film

distracts him from stirring himself up over the unpleasant




225

experience. As a result; hostility or anger arousal,
dissipates very rapidly to that of the non-instigated
conditions. Presented with the mood check list assessing
hostility, the subject reports how he feels at the moment
and the mood reflects the rapid abatement of his emotional
arousal. Hence, no significant differences in hostility
are found between the differentially instigated film
conditions.

However, given the evaluation questionnaire which
provides him with the opportunity to retaliate, the anger
arousal in reactivated or revived, but, because of
dissipation over time, is not as intense as that following
immediate provocation and shown in the no-exposure control
condition. In the retaliatory period the aggression-
disposing, target-specifying cognitions are reinstated.

The result leads to a strong barrage of aggressive behaviour,
significantly greater than that of the non-instigated
conditions. Although the revived aggressive response sequence
achieves completion, because of the significantly more
aggressive cues found in the aggressive film, more aggressive
behaviour follows its exposure as compared to the non-

aggressive film.
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The dissipation of énger arousal by the distracting
functions of films is recognized by Bandura (1973a),
BerKowitz (1962, p. 240) and Singer (1971, 1975). The
fantasy provided by films affords a delay between impulse
and action, and disrupts the cognitions associated with
aggression. According to BerKowitz (e.g., Geen and BerKowitz,
1967), aggressive behaviour can be seen as mainly the
result of a response to aggressive stimuli, which is
energized by the arousal. The reinstated arousal in the
retaliatory period is not significantly different between
the aggressive and non-aggressive film conditions. The
difference in aggression between them can only be explained
by their differentiated aggressive cues. The reinstatement
of the anger-provoking situation following the differentiated
aggressive film conditions leads to the results of this
study.

An alternative way of explaining the results involves
Zillmann's excitation-transfer paradigm. The assumption is
that the two films (aggressive and non-aggressive) differen-
tially reiterated arousal-maintaining cognitions. This
differential arousal was not reflected on the hostility

measure. In the reinstated situation where the angered

T e s % o . ettt i . e
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subject has the opportunity to retaliate, the differentiated
arousal due to the differential reiteration of arousal-
maintaining cognitions between the films, adds -onto the
reinstated anger arousal, differentially intensifying the
emotional experience of anger and energizing differential
aggressive behaviour. Only in the instigated situations
where the subject labels his arousal as anger which is later
reinstated is there intensified aggressive behaviour, signif-
icantly greater than in non-instigated conditions.

The finding of no difference in volunfary behaviour
between the' film conditions in both instigated and noninsti-
gated groups suggests two things -- this may reflect the
effects of a delay period which sufficiently removes the
antagonism and, as well, it may introduce the pressures
of demand characteristics. The angered Ss expressed interest
in the study when they were debriefed. cCalled upon later:-
to volunteer, this interest continued despite the pretext
of being told that there was more to the study than was
honestly conveyed (hence, this can be looked upon as a
source of deception~instigation. Of course, volunteering
and actually partidipating are two separate behaviours.

They may have promised one thing because of demand
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pressures (especially dué to the differential status of
researcher vs. undergraduate), but whether this would have
been paralleled in actuality is an unanswerable question.

No sex differences were found between any of the
conditions (though there was a strong trend on the hosti-
lity measure.) Although, generally, males ahve been
found to be more aggressive than females (e.g., Berkowitz,
1962) and the difference seems largely due to sex-role
expectations, (Leventhal, Schemberg, and Schoelandt, 1968),
the fact that insulted female Ss did not ihhibit their
aggressive responses to a greater degree than male Ss, points
to some of the problems with sex found in previous studies.
For example, Pytkowicz et al (1967), found sex to be a
significant variable in that the experimental conditions
failed to arouse anger in females. In this study, females
were cleérly aroused by the provocation. No differences
between sexes was found, perhaps suggesting that verbal
aggression is a mode more comfortable, not only in socialized
college students, but, for females particularly.

As expected, no differences were found on any of the

measures in the noninstigated conditions. This parallels
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a great number of other étudies. Although, generally,

the more similar the behaviour depicted is to the indivi-
dual's situation in real life, the greater the probability
of it being emulated (Bandura, 1973a), in this study the
aggressive film content of a verbal fight between a married
couple is quite removed from the Ss' situation in the
experiment, and hence diminishes the probability of imi-
tation. Furthermore, no aggressiveness habits were evoked
by the aggressive film, since this condition did not result
in significantly more aggression in the noﬁinstigated
conditions.” This was to be expected from middle class
college students and well as from the attenuated nature of
the aggression depicted. Even if aggressiveness habits
were evoked, they did not lead to differentiated aggressive
behaviour between the aggressive and nonaggressive films,
since according to Berkowitz (1962) , appropriate aggression
evoking cues were not present.

The measure of tension indicated that there were no
significant differences between any of the conditions on
tension. Hence, aggression anxiety and/or quilt were not
primary motivating'variables. Instead, the results can

be seen as relatively uninfluenced by inhibitory factors
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arising from tension experienced as an aversive state.

It should be clear that the underlying assumption
of this study is that viewing "packaged" fantasy has the
same psychological function as the active production of
fantasy aggression such as that of daydreaming. Perhaps
the reason why the vicarious hostility catharsis is so
often not confirmed is because the aggression in the
film is usually unrelated to the setting in which the
S finds himself. The fantasy aggression depicted on
the screen should constitute for the viewer a satisfactory
equivalent for the aggressive behaviour he would prefer
to exhibit (Weiss, 1970). The possibility exists that if
the aggressor in the film functions as a surrogate, i.e.,
the angered S identifies with him and psychologically
exeriences the aggression as an expression of his own
motivation, perhaps a vicarious catharsis of hostility can
occur. Also there should be some similarity between the
object of fantasy aggression and the instigator. No

studies have been done in which the establishment of

identification with the aggressor, and a similarity between

the real instigator and the object of fantasy aggression
were structured. Clearly, this is the direction future

studies on the vicarious hostility catharsis seem to lead.
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Another important point that emerges from this study
is the possibility that diverse measures of aggression may
lead to conflicting results. Thus, hostile motive as measured
on the mood check list, and aggressive behaviour as measured
on the evaluation questionnaire led to different findings,
although neither supported the vicarious hostility catharsis
hypothesis. Fﬁfure studies should simultaneously study the
phenomenological experience of hostility, aggressive behaviour,
and physiological arousal with respect to viewing differentiated
aggressive films that do not differ on other major dimensions.

There are several important qualifications about this
study that should be borne in mind. The precision with which
the two experimental films differed on aggressive cue potential
and not on other dimensions can be questioned. For example,
Watt and Krull (1977), found that physiological arousal can
be content-independent i.e., based on the surprisingness and
novelty of the stimuli presented, or on the uncertain sequence
of dramatic scenes. This dimension was not controlled for,
although Watt and Krull found that level of aggressiveness
can be predicted by examining only the form of the program
and not only the violent content. Furthermore, in order to
determine if observed violence can evoke aggression - facili-

tating reactions in viewers, a film depicting stronger aggression
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may have been necessary. . The aggressive scene of a woman
harassing a man might have evoked all sorts of ideas in the
viewers that had little to do with aggression per se and which
might have diluted the aggression-eliciting impact of the
event.

Also, it is quite clear that the observer is not a passive
responder buf‘gives meaning to the event he sees, and this
interpretation determines what responses are elicited (e.qg.,
Berkowitz and Alioto, 1973). There is no assurance that the
subjects in the main experiment would react to the two films
in the same fashion as the pretest sample. The samples may
have differed in other dimensions (e.g., mean I.0., religion,
proportion married, socio-economic status etc.).

Another important point to realize is that this study
deals with short term effects and no projection can be made
regarding long-term effects. Indeed, there is no study dealing
with long-term effects.

The question arises, does viewing T.V. violence cause
aggression in society? The question is not easy to answer.

In a recent review of this problem, Kaplan and Singer (1976),
concluded that T.V. violence has nonsignificant overall effects
on aggressive behaviour. They adopted a probabilistic view,
considering all the possible influences upon aggression and

then determining the contribution of each. The conclusion was
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that T.V. violence has very poor predictive value in
comparison to other variables such as sex and grades in

school.
SUMMARY

(a) There were no significant differences in hostile
mood between any of the film conditions in both instigated
and non-instigated groups. The hostility measure was seen
as reflecting aggressive arousal or anger{ The result of
exposure to films of matches interest, involvement, and
absorption;.although significantly differing in aggressive
cue potential, led to reductions in hostility in instigated
subjects, dissipating it to the level of non-instigated
subjects. This was seen as evidence for the Distraction-

Attentional Shift Hypothesis.
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(b) The evaluatidn questionnaire, reflecting aggressive
behaviour expressed verbally, led to significant differences
between the instigated and non-instigated groups. The
greatest post-experimental aggression in insulted subjects
was seen in the no-exposure control group, followed by the
aggressive film group, which in turn was followed by the
non-aggressive film group. The results can be interpreted
by Berkowitz's Aggressive Cue Model, or alternatively, by
Zillmann's excitation - transfer paradigm, incorporating
reinstated arousal during the retaliation.

(c) The vicarious hostility catharsis hypothesis
failed to be supported. In angered subjects, as compared
to the no-exposure control, there was a reduction in aggres-
sive behaviour (as measured on the evaluation questionnaire)
following film exposure, and this reduction was significant
in the non-aggressive film condition. With respect to
hostility, a quasi-cathartic effect was observed. That is,
although there was a significant reduction in hostility in
the instigated aggressive film condition, this was not
significantly different than the reduction in the instigated

non-aggressive film condition.
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(d) The suggestioh is made that different measures
of aggression are needed to more fully understand the
processes involved in testing the effects of viewing films,
differing in aggressive content, on subsequent aggressivity.
Specifically, hostile motive, aggressive behaviour, and
physiological "tension" may be differentially responsive

in viewing these films.
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APPENDIX I

FILM EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

Please answer the following questions by making a check

mark (

1.

) in the appropriate Space.

How interesting did you find the scene you just

watched?

founa
found
found
found
found
found
found

HHHMHHHH

it
it
it
it
it
it
it

very interesting

somewhat interesting

a little interesting

neither interesting nor uninteresting
a little uninteresting

somewhat uninteresting

very uninteresting

In general I thought that

the female actress performed better

the male actor performed better
both performers played equally well
both performers played equally poorly

How much verbal aggression did this scene contain?

very much verbal aggression

some verbal aggression
little verbal aggression
no verbal aggression

The scene you just viewed was

very exciting

somewhat exciting

a little exciting

neither exciting or unexciting
a little unexciting

somewhat unexciting

very unexciting
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How would you rate. the camera work?

very good

good
fair
poor

very much physical aggression

some physical aggression
little physical aggression
no physical aggression

If you had time, say at home, to watch the next 5
minutes of the scene's continuation, you would

definitely watch it

T

very probably watch it
possibly watch it

I'm not sure

possibly not watch it

very probably not watch it
definitely not watch it

What kind of feeling was aroused in you, when you
watched the scene?

anger

1]

In your
watch?

it
it
it
it
it
it
it

]

fear
Sorrow
love
no feeling

frustration

humour

joy

sex

other (Please state)

opinion, how enjoyable was this scene to

was
was
was
was
was
was
was

very enjoyable

somewhat enjoyable

a little enjoyable

neither enjoyable nor unenjoyable
a little unenjoyable

somewhat unenjoyable

very unenjoyable



10.
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How much hostile, . angry mood was depicted in the
scene?

very much angry mood
some angry mood
little angry mood

no angry mood

1]
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APPENDIX 2
CONTAINING: BOGUS VERBAL APTITUDE TEST

EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

PLEASE DO NOT
TURN PAGE UNTIL

TOLD TO DO SO
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SEX

College Verbal Aptitude Index (CVAT)

INSTRUCTIONS: Please match each word in the left column
with the word in the right column that most closely

approximates it in meaning.

For example, word no. 1 is paltry. Scanning

the right column
closest in meanin
to paltry.

gives the word petty (letter f) as being
Therefore, the letter f is put next

You will have 5 minutes to work on this
test. Work rapidly and try to answer all items.

1. paltry

2. pertipacious
3. desultory

4. miasma

5. fealty

6. eldritch

7. unctious
8. torpid
9. tautology

10. rampacious

11. benighted

12, intrepid
13. manumit
14. encomium

15. decry

16. venial

liberate.
redundancy
timid
excusable
censure, discredit
petty
obstinate
courtesy
sexless
loyalty
curse
praise
ignorant
greedy
accustom

fearless



17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.

diffident
epicene
inure
imprecation
comity
otiose
ersatz
poltroon
halcyon

mephitic

253

qg.

sluggish

insincere earnestness
aimlessly

ghastly

bad environment
noxious

peaceful

coward

inactive

substitute



PLEASE DO NOT
TURN PAGE UNTIL

TOLD TO DO SO
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DEAN'S SURVEY (Confidential)

The Dean of the Faculty of Education would like your
reactions to graduate students using undergraduates for
research purposes. Your assessment is anonymous, so please
answer honestly. The Dean will use this information in
evaluating and grading the study and the experimenter who
conducted it. Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.

1. In your opinion, how competent was the student who
conducted the experiment in which you just participated?
(check one)

extremely competent
very competent
- fairly competent
neither competent nor incompetent
somewhat incompetent

very incompetent

extremely incompetent

2. In your opinion, how emotional was he? (check one)
extremely emotional
very emotional
fairly emotional
neither emotional nor unemotional
somewhat unemotional
very unemotional

extremely unemotional




3.

5.
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In your opinion, hpw kind was he? (check one)

extremely kind

very kind

fairly kind

neither kind nor unkind

somewhat unkind

‘very unkind

extremely unkind
If you were asked by the student who conducted the
study in which you just participated to volunteer
for another study he was conducting, would you
volunteer? (check one)

| vyes, I definitely would volunteer

yes, I probably would volunteer

yes, I might volunteer

I'm not sure

no, I don't think I would volunteer

no, I probably would not volunteer

no, I definitely would not volunteer

In your opinion, how sympathetic was he? (check one)
extremely sympathetic
very sympathetic
fairly sympathetic
neither sympathetic nor unsympathetic
fairly unsympathetic
very unsympathetic

extremely unsympathetic




6.

7.

8.
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In your opinion, how friendly was he? (check one)

extremely friendly

very friendly

fairly friendly

neither friendly nor unfriendly

fairly unfriendly

very unfriendly

extremely unfriendly

What is your reaction now to the student who conducted
the experiment in which you just
much do you like or dislike him?

I

I

How much did you like participating

like him very much
like him quite a bit

like him a little

participated--how
{check one)

neither like nor dislike him

dislike him a little
dislike him very much

dislike him intensely

recently conducted? (check one)

I

I

liked it very much

liked it somewhat

liked it a little

was rather indifferent to
was a little irritated by
was somewhat irritated by

was very irritated by it

in the study just




9.

10.

11.
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How worthwhile was it to participate in the study
recently conducted? (check one)

it was extremely worthwhile

it was very worthwhile

it was somewhat beneficial

I'm not sure

it was somewhat of a waste of time
it was a considerable waste of time

it was a complete waste of time

just

In your opinion, how much of a contribution will this

study make to the field of education? (check one)

a very large contribution

a fairly large contribution

some contribution, but not very much
I'm not sure

a small contribution

very little contribution

none at all

Please state any comments you may have about this

study.



R N e A KR

N TR A e - £ A . i 5 e e s

APPENDIX 3
CONTAINING: BOGUS VERBAL APTITUDE TEST

MOOD CHECK LIST

PLEASE DO NOT
TURN PAGE UNTIL

TOLD TO DO SO

259




AGE

260

SEX

College Verbal Aptitude Index (CVAI)

INSTRUCTIONS: Please match each word in the left column
with the word in the right column that most clearly

approximates it in meaning.

For example, word no. 1 is paltry. Scanning
the right column gives the word petty (letter f) as being

closest in meaning.

to paltry.

Therefore, the letter £ is put next

You will have 5 minutes to work on this test.
Work rapidly and try to answer all items.

1. paltry

2. pertinacious
3. desultory

4, miasma

5. fealty

6. eldritch

7. unctious

8. torpid

9. tautology
10. rampacious

11. benighted

12, intrepid
13. manumit
14. encomium

15. decry

le6. venial

liberate
redundancy
timid
excusable
censure, discredit
petty
obstinate
courtesy
sexless
loyalty
curse
praise
ignorant
greedy
accustom

fearless



17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.

26.

diffident
epicene
inure
imprecation
comity
otiose
ersatz’
poltroon
halcyon

mephitic
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qg.

sluggish

insincere earnestness
aimlessly

ghastly

bad environment
noxious

peaceful

coward

inactive

substitute
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Mood Adjective Check List

Each of the following words describes feelings or mood.
Please use the list to describe your feelings at the moment
you read each word. If the word definitely describes how
you feel at the moment you read it, circle the double check
(vv) to the right of the word. For example, if the word
is relaxed and you are definitely feeling relaxed at the
moment, circle the vv as follows:

relaxed vw v ? no (this means you definitely feel
- relaxed at the moment)

If the word only slightly applies to your feelings at
the moment, circle the single check (v).

If the word is not clear to you and you cannot decide
whether or not it applies to your feelings at the moment,
circle the question mark (?). :

If you definitely decide the word does not apply to your

feelings at the moment, circle the no.

Work rapidly. Your first reaction is best. Work down
the first column, then go to the next. Please mark all
words. This should take only a few minutes. Please begin.

angry VvV Vv ? no furious Vv Vv ? no
ashamed Vv Vv ? no annoyed Vv Vv ? no
insecure Vv v ? no tense Vv v ? no
defiant VvV Vv ? no uncertain Vv v ? no
fed up Vv Vv ? no rebellious Vv v ? no
shocked vv v ? no destructive vv v ? no
lonely Vv v ? no clutched up vv v ? no
resentful vv v ? no grouchy Vv v ? no
vengeful Vv v ? no ready to Vv v ? no
fight

startled vv v ? no

blue VvV V. ? no
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_APPENDIX 4

Synopsis Given on Aggressive Film

You are about to be shown a film segment on this
monitor. Ilwould like you to pay attention to the film
because I hope to call you within 3-5 days and ask some
questions concerning your reactions to the film. Other
classes will see other film segments. Please put your
telephone numbers on the booklets. Don't put your names
down just: your telephone numbers. 1I'l1l get your numbers
from off these booklets later.

Now, the film you are about to see is a scene in a
married couple's life. The wife berates her husband for
being unfaithful to her because she has found him running
around with another woman, neglecting her and his job.

In truth, he would like his cake and eat it too. He simply

does not realize how much his wife loves him and how he is

hurting her.
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APPENDIX 5

Synopsis Given on Nonaggressive Film

You are about to be shown a film segment on this
monitor. I would like you to pay attention to the film
because I hope to call you within 3-5 days and ask some
questions concerning your reactions to the film. Other
classes will see other film segments. Please put your
telephone numbers on the booklets. Don't put your names
down--ju;t your telephone numbers. I'll get your numbers
from off the booklets later.

Now, the film you are about to see is a scene in a
married couple's life. The husband has just lost his job
and is very down. However, the wife tries to encourage
him about the new possibilities now open to them both.
Although he is at this point very pessimistic, his wife's

optimism persists.




