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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The last two decades have seen an increasing interest in the prob-

lem of human aggression, as evidenced by the abundance of articles and 

books on the subject. Authors have stressed various reasons for the 

importance of investigating the area of aggression. Stonner (1976) 

foresees increasing pressure on psychologists to investigate aggression 

as a social problem and to recorrurrend means of control over violent be-

havior. Berkowitz (1962) has stated 

Aggression is a complex problem, whether the hostile acts 
are performed by the average At~erican or by juvenile 
gangs. • . • Huch has yet to be learned about the fac­
tors determining the likelihood of an aggressive outburst. 
• • • . The citizens of a democracy concerned with the 
problem of controlling aggression through legal and edu­
cational institutions must have some awareness of the na­
ture of aggression (pp. 1-2). 

The societal ramification for understanding hu~an aggression voiced by 

Berkowitz is echoed by Kahn (1972), who expands the area of concern by 

focusing on the level of violence that is socially sanctioned . 

. Individuals, communities and nations differ in the 
levels of violence they find justifiable, as they differ 
in the levels of violence that they actually coilli:lit. }1ore­
over, I believe that these two classes of phenouena--justi­
fication and violent behavior--are related, and for at least 
two reasons. l~o doubt people tend to justify their violent 
actions, as they do their other behavior. ~tore important, 
I believe that the values and attitudes, beliefs and norms 
which justify or condemn violence in a society are anong 
the factors that determine the amount of violent behavior 
in that society. . . . One measure cf the quality of life 
in a society, I would propose, is the level of violence 
that people are prepared to justify (p. 156). 
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The relationship between justification and behavior in regard to ag-

gression or ~iolence stated by Kahn is especially notable when viewed 

in the context of a proposition by Rule and ~esdale (1976). They ob-

serve the likelihood that " •.. tolerance for extreme violence may 

have its roots in tolerance for more minor aggressive incidents" 

(p. 54). Thus, the value of systemically studying the justification 

of aggression in socially sanctioned circu~stances is paralleled by 

the value of investigating moral judgments in everyday circumstances. 

Rule and Nesdale (1976) have recognized that 

... somewhat surprisingly, the systematic assessment of 
such questions has been largely igtiored in psychology un­
til quite recently when the i:nportance of morality as a 
legitimate focus of inquiry has been stressed (p. 38). 
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Kelley (1971, p. 293) has emphasized the ramifications of systematic ex-

arnination of moral judgments, stating that they "play an important medi-

ating role between the social or moral system and the behavior of 

individuals." Feshbach (1971) has endorsed the study of moral judg-

ments, expressing the point that 

psychological methods are uniquely suited to describe vari­
ations in the moral evaluation of violent acts, to isolate 
dimensions of the context and of the action which contri­
bute to differences in evaluation and to determine the de­
gree to which personality and sociocultural factors in 

·influence moral attitudes (p. 281). 

Pittel and Mendelsohn (1966) reviewed efforts from the turn of the 

century to the early 1960's in conceptualizing and measuring moral val-

ues. They concluded that an important iEprovement in the field would 

be for researchers to focus more on investigating moral values as sub-

jective phenomena in their right rather than si~ply as verbal predic-

tors of moral behavior. Rest (1976, p. 199) reiterated this argument 

in saying that "The purpose of moral judg~ent assess8ent is not simply 
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to collect verbal statements in order to predict observable behavior." 

He offered an alternative purpose in proposing that such verbal infor­

mation serves as an indication of inner thought patterns and processes. 

Thus, although the scientific study of moral judgments seems to have 

become acceptable only ~ithin the past fe~ years (Brown, 1965; Hoffman, 

1969; Kohlberg, 1969), it is considered by several forenost social 

psychologists as a worLhy endeavor, not only because of its possible 

predictive capabilities for behavior, but more importantly so because 

of the information it provides as to cognitive processes. The purpose 

of this study was to investigate moral judgments specifically as they 

relate to the justification of aggression in everyday circu~stances. 

Geen (1976) has specified that aggression in everyday circum­

stances appears to be an extremely complex phenomenon, dependent on 

numerous variables related to the subject, aspects of the provocative 

event, and stimuli in the environnent. In regard to subject variables, 

gender appears to be an important determinant of differences. Golin 

and Romanowski (1977) state that it is generally agreed that males 

are more likely to show physical aggression than females. In addition, 

they note that such sex differences in physical aggression are ordi­

narily viewed as a consequence of different social expectations for 

physical aggression for male and fewale roles. However, research find­

ings also support genetic differences in physical "roughness" as one 

of the best established sex differences is the much greater incidence 

of mock fighting aillong boys (Maccuby and Jacklin, 1974). Bandura, 

Ross, and Ross (1961) support a socializaticn perspective in their re­

port that boys showed more imitation of physical aggression than girls, 

but that boys did not differ fro~ girls in imitation of verbal 
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aggression. This finding is congruent with the postulation of 

Berkowitz (1962), who theorized that verbal expression of aggression 

is consistent with female role expectations and suggested that females 

are as likely to display verbal aggression as males. Likewise, 

Feshbach (1970), in his careful review of the literature on sex dif-

ferences in children's aggression, suggested that when differences are 

found, they stem not from the motivational state (i.e., "aggressive 

drive") but from mode of aggression, with boys showing a higher pro­

portion of physical aggression than do girls. Bandura (1973) ca~e to 

essentially the same conclusion and believed that this reflected dif­

ferences in what is socially pennissive behavior for each sex. Frodi 

et al. (1977) found in their review of the literature that of the 72 

studies involving a measure of some form of aggressive behavior, 61 per­

cent did not show the expected difference that males are more aggressive 

than females. They hypothesized that the major determinants of sex dif­

ferences in aggressive behavior could be the mode of response available 

to subjects in specific situations. 

The aforementioned studies strongly suggest potential gender dif­

ferences in the moral judgment of aggression. Gender differences in 

attitudes toward the justification of aggression were, in fact, found 

in a study by Patterson (1978), who had adolescents rate 48 provocative 

situations on a five-point scale according to whether or not they would 

feel justified in aggressing (operationally defined as hitting or slap­

ping). Patterson's results demonstrated a main effect for gender, 

with males indicating more situations than females in which they would 

feel justified in aggressing. Dailey (1981), utilizing a co~plex ex­

perimental design which allo~ed for potential interactions between 
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subject variables (age and gender), item variables, and response vari­

ables, also found a significant main effect for gender in re~ard to 

the justification of aggression across diverse situations. Hales 

again justified aggression (operationally defined as hitting, slapping, 

or shoving) in more situations than did females, even though the pro­

vocation was verbal across the situations. 

The important methodological aspect to consider, in light of the 

preceding discussion about the relationship between gender differences 

and mode of aggression, is that in the Patterson and Dailey studies, 

physical aggression was operationalized. It was hypothesized that the 

gender differences found in these two studies may be the result of 

providing the subject with only a physically aggressive response 

choice and that female subjects find physical aggression justified in 

very few situations. Given this fact, the present study of moral judg­

ments of aggression made available to both male and female subjects 

the choice of verbal aggressive responses. 

Recalling Geen's (1976) statement about the complexity of ag­

gressive phenomena in everyday circumstances and, more specifically, 

his enumeration of the variables affecting such phenomena, one be­

comes .aware that "aspects of the provocative event" or situational 

variables are important inclusions in an investigation of the moral 

judgments of aggression. Rule and Nesdale (1976, p. 42) suggest pos­

sible situational variables in pointing out that " ... it is not 

known how the nature of the act, unconfounded by severity of harm, 

combines vith other factors, such as characteristics of the victim or 

aggressor, to influence morality judgr.:ents." 
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An important characteristic of the victim or aggressor--a. situa­

tional variable--is acknowledged by Frodi et al. (1977), who direct 

attention to their discovery that oany of the studies they reviewed 

matched subjects with provokers or potential victims of the same sex. 

The authors indicate that this makes the findings of such studies 

susceptible to explanation in terms of confounding of sex of subject 

with sex of instigator or target of aggression. They further state 

that the sex of instigator is a factor that appears to elicit or in­

hibit sex-role-based behavioral guides. Evidence for such a proposi­

tion is provided by Silverman (1971), who found that male targets tend 

to receive more aggression than feDale targets, and Haccoby and 

Jacklin (1974), who note that the majority of studies reveal that 

both males and females behave less aggressively toward females than 

toward males. 

Taylor and Epstein (1967) reason that if one considers direct 

social training, males would be expected to be aggressive toward male 

antagonists and relatively unaggressive toward female antagonists. 

One of the most reliable differences found in their study was that 

subjects of both sexes facing aggressive females exhibited far less 

aggression than when facing equally aggressive males. Taylor and 

Epstein observe that there appeared to be a general reluctance to 

inflict pain on a female commensurate with her aggressive provoca-

ti on. (Subjects were led to believe that they were administering 

shocks of varying intensity to an opponent designated by the experi­

menter as either male or female when, in fact, no one was subjected to 

the pain of electric shock.) On the other hand, females were ex­

tremely aggressive (as ~easured by their choice of degree of shock 



intensity) to aggressive males. The authors concluded that, in the 

latter case, males had clearly violated the code of socially accept­

able behavior by becoming increasingly aggressive to females who had 

not provoked them. Thus, it appears that "sex-role based behavioral 

guides" are subject to elicitation or inhibition as a function of 

the gender of the instigator and the instigator's provocation as sug-

gested by Fredi et al. (1977). 
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Galin and Romanowski (1977), employing a verbal measure of ag­

gression, reported that under conditions of provocation by a female 

target, verbal aggression toward a female target occurred to the same 

extent as to~ard male targets (targets ~ere confederates of the exper­

imenter and utilized verbal insult as provocation). In addition, fe­

males did not differ from males in the expression of verbal aggression 

toward either the male or female target. The important methodological 

aspect to note in the latter study is the use of a verbal mode of 

aggression while varying the gender of both the subject and the ag­

gressor. This allows for the investigation of more subtle differences 

in verbal aggression as a function of possible interactive effects be­

tween gender of subject and gender of aggressor. In. the present study 

the S?me methodological considerations were incorporated into the 

situational variables, presenting both male and female subjects with 

provocative stimuli systematically varying as to gender of aggressor. 

The preceding discussion suggests another situational variable 

upon which the moral judgment of aggression is likely dependent--type 

of provocation. The studies revie~ed thus far have dealt mainly with 

physical or verbal forms of provocation. However, it is extreDely 

probable t_hat the terms physical and verbal are gross generalizations 
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of all existing types of provocation and that further delineation is 

possible. Frodi (1977) designated four categories of provocation: in-

sensitivity, lack of efficiency, condescending attitude, and physical/ 

verbal. Her findings suggested that typically men are ~ost angered by 

the display of physical or verbal aggression by another male, but, 

given a female provoker, a condescending attitude triggers hostile 

feelings. For women, the most anger-provoking behavior is condescend-

ing treatment, regardless of the sex of the provoker. If males and 

females differ in terms of their emotional response to a given provo-

cation, investigators may be reporting gender differences in aggression 

that are a reflection of utilizing a single type of provocation ~hich 

effectively arouses anger in only one gender. Frodi states: 

In several experiments on aggression, in which sufficient 
attention was not paid to the manipulation of anger/ 
provocation, the observed sex differences might well have 
been due to different emotional states mediating the overt 
behavior rather than differences in aggressive behavior 
per se (p. 114). 

This notion of gender differentiated provocation is indirectly supported 

by Duncan and Hobson (1977), who found that adult males and females dif-

fer significantly as to situations in which they feel they are most 

likely to be aggressive. Given these findings, varying types of pro-

vocation were employed as a situational variable in the present study. 

Although the use of provocative situations conceptually parallels 

the methodologies employed in the study of moral development, it departs 

from the widespread use of the Buss (1961) and Hilgram (1974) paradigm 

in the study of aggression. It can be argued that these commonly used 

paradigms suffer in terws of generalizability for at least two reasons. 

One is that the 2ode of aggression chosen ror study is the delivery of 

shocks and that it has been recognized by trodi et al. (1977) that 
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angered women tend to shy away from physical aggression--at least 

from shocking people. Secondly, subjects may see their possibly in-

jurious behavior as being of a prosocial nature because of its paten-

tial scientific usefulness. Research has suggested that aggression 

motivated by prosocial reasons is perceived as more right and less 

deserving of punish~ent than aggression motivated by personal reasons 

(Rule et al., 1975). 

Feshback (1971), in regard to the common Buss and Nilgram labora-

tory procedures, has noted that the use of deception is usually a 

central requirement and that its effectiveness may vary. In addition, 

he points out the artificial quality of these procedures and, more im-

portantly, the distress to the subject, even if it is only mild and 

temporary. Feshbach states: 

We have currently found that anger can be reliably and 
effectively aroused by having subjects privately rehearse 
and briefly describe events . . • which made them angry 
and which still make them angry when they think of these 
situations (p. 285). 

The presentation of various provocative situations in the present study 

was thus conceptually analogous to the argument voiced by Feshbach. 

Direct support for presenting subjects with provocative situations was 

also.found in a statement by Rule and Nesdale (1976, p. 224) about re-

search in aggression: "The experimental paradigm which has been em-

ployed in research studies usually involves the presentation of 

information describing aggressive incidents to research participants." 

Types of provocation selected for inclusion in this study par-

alleled those identif{ed by Frodi (1977): insensitivity, lack of ef-

ficiency, condescending attitude, and physical/verbal; although 

physical provocation was excluded. Dailey (1979) found that physical 
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provocation resulted in the justification of aggression significantly 

more often than did verbal provocation. In replacing Frodi's 

physical/verbal category with a "verbal insult" category (thus exclud­

ing forms of physical provocation), it was hoped that mere subtle dif­

ferences in the justification of aggression might be illuminated. 

Numerous items comprising the four types of provocation were the 

product of anger-provoking examples listed by Frodi (1977), >7hile other 

items were inspired by the work of Patterson (1978) and Dailey (1981). 

The key differences in methodology between the work of the above re­

searchers and the present research center around the fact that neither 

Frodi nor Patterson employed systematic experinental manipulation of 

categories of provocative items and that, while Dailey conducted an 

elegant experimental manipulation of variables affecting the justifi­

cation of aggression, she utilized only verbal forms of provocation. 

In addition, both Patterson and Dailey identified the perpetrator of 

potentially provocative acts only by the phrase "a person" or "some­

one" in order to control the stimulus value of the actor. As dis­

cussed in the introduction to the present paper, the stimulus value of 

the actor, especially in terms of gender, was considered to be a sig­

nificant factor in the moral judgEients of aggression. 

The types of provocation used in the present research are thus 

described as: insensitivity, lack of efficiency, condescending atti­

tude, and verbal insult. The present study investigates the effects 

of the subject variable (gender) and the situational variables (gen­

der of aggressor and type of provocation) on the dependent -measure 

(attitudes toward the justification of aggression). 
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A second dependent measure (i.e., degree of anger arousal) was 

utilized to address the issue previously mentioned by Leventhal (1973, 

p. 133): " • . research on sex differences in emotion has suggested 

that there are differences in anger arousal that will have to be 

clearly described before an understanding of sex differences in ag­

gression is gained." In a similar vein, Frodi et al. (1977, p. 649) 

conjectured from their review of the literature that there may be 

some "reliable sex differences in what leads to anger and from anger 

to aggression," and further stated that it appears both sexes may re­

spond differently to certain kinds of aggressive cues in the 

environment. 

Thus, the present research was designed to investigate the ef­

fects of the subject variable (gender) and situational variables 

(gender of aggressor and type of provocation) on two dependent mea-

sures: 

1. Attitudes towards the justification of aggression--i.e., 

the willingness to personally sanction a verbally aggressive response 

(operationally defined as "to yell at, insult, or hurt the feelings 

of the person conunitting the provocative act") in various situations. 

· 2. Degree of anger arousal--i.e., the degree of anger expected 

to be experienced in response to provocation in various situations. 

This second dependent variable involves cognitive attributional 

processes, anger-arousal, and the hypothesis that the emotional state 

of anger mediates aggression. Geen (1976) has identified the vari­

ables in aggression research as falling into three groupings: antece­

dents, intervening, and outcome. Foremost arr.ong antecedents are 

variables concerned with provocation while intervening variables are 
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of two types: those that mediate which are recognized as emotional 

states such as anger, hostility, and generalized arousal, and those 

that inhibit, which are recognized as the emotional states of anxiety, 

guilt, and fear. In regard to anger as an intervening variable, 

Harris and Huang (1974, p. 210) state: " ... it seens to be gen­

erally accepted that the emotion of anger and aggressive behavior 

are highly correlated." This relationship is congruent with aggres­

sive drive theory which states that provocation, such as attacks or 

insults, create a behavior-specific drive state that motivates 

aggressive counterresponding (Geen, 1976). Social learning theory, 

on the other hand, postulates that provocation generates a state of 

increased general arousal (Bandura, 1973). Such arousal, when it 

occurs, is not response specific, but may instead activate behaviors 

other than aggression if they happen to be relatively dominant for 

the individual. Dengerink (1976), applying cognitive-attributional 

processes at the intervening level, suggests that an individual's 

reaction to provocation depends not only on how aroused he has become, 

but also on how he interprets that arousal and whether he labels it 

as anger. Berkowitz and Turner (1974) advance this hypothesis in 

stating that people attack a target not only when they interpret 

their arousal as anger but when they also believe that target has 

been the cause of their feelings. Thus, it appeared that the rela­

tionship between the intervening variable anger and aggression may 

be more complex than that proposed by aggressive drive theory. 

In regard to the present study, it might have been hypothesized 

that anger mediates moral judgments such that aggression will be 

justified more often in those situations regarded as the nost 
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anger-provoking. However, in some circumstances, the willingness to 

sanction aggression may be independent of anger arousal. Indirect 

support for such a possibility is available in a study by Berkowitz, 

Lepinski, and Angulo (1969). They found, in an all-male-subject study, 

that the strongest aggression displayed was by men who were led to 

think that they were moderately angry with their tormentor, while the 

highly angry male students restrained their attacks, presumably be­

cause they regarded their strong anger as inappropriate. In addition, 

Taylor and Epstein (1967) note that while they found only limited ex­

pression of aggression to females by both males and females, this did 

not seem to be a reflection so much of an absence of anger as of con­

trol of aggressive behavior. They relate that statements of anger 

were often spontaneously expressed by both sexes but that during en­

counters with aggressive female opponents, state~ents of anger were 

rarely followed up with corresponding behavior. As Harris and Huang 

(1974) voice the general consideration that the emotion of anger may 

be present without any accompanying aggressive act, so did it seem 

highly probable that a high degree of anger arousal might exist without 

the associated personal sanction of aggression. 

· In summary, then, the proposed research utilized an experimental 

design to: 

1. Investigate the effects of a selected subject variable (gen­

der) and selected situational variables (gender of aggressor and type 

of provocation) on attitudes towards the justification of aggression; 

2. Investigate the effects of the same variables on the degree 

of anger arousal; and, 



3. Investigate the relationship between anger arousal and moral 

judgments of the individual's right to respond aggressively. 
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CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Subjects 

From a larger pool of university students at Tulsa University, 

50 were selected using random nunber tables to provide equal sample 

sizes of males and females. All students selected for participation 

were in the age range of 17-21 years, and were enrolled in introductory 

psychology courses. 

Instrument 

A questionnaire was developed by the present experimenter based 

on a paradigm previously utilized to investigate attitudes toward the 

justification of aggression (Patterson, 1978; Dailey, 1981). This 

paradigm consisted of an actor ("a person" or "someone") performing 

a provocative act against another individual. The questionnaire was 

comprised of 32 items varying provocative (potentially aggression­

instigating) stimuli along two dimensions: type of provocation (in­

sensitivity, lack of efficiency, condescending attitude, and verbal 

insult) and gender of aggr.essor (male and female). Items thus fell 

into eight categories of four ite~s each, with four values of the type 

variable orthogonally combined with the two values of the aggressor 

variable. These categories are represented in Figure 1. 
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Insensitivity 

Lack 0f 
Efficiency 

Condescending 
Attitude 

Verbal Insult 

Gender of Aggressor 
Male Female 

Figure 1. Item Categories 

The 32 items were randomly ordered with the restriction that no 

two items from any one category follow each other. Each item con-
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sists of a sentence in which a male or female actor ("a guy," "a man," 

"a girl," "a woman," etc.) is behaving in a potentially aggression-

instigating fashion ("ridicules," "acts like he's better," "humili-

ates," etc.) toward a male or female subject. Specific linguistic 

paradigms were utilized to operationalize each of th~ four types of 

provocation. These paradigms are as follows: 

1. Insensitivity - "Despite Person B's concerns (hopes, wants, 

needs, desires), Person A does X." 

2. Lack of efficiency - "Person A fails to perform X, which 

Person B had expected, and when not performed, will cause Person B 

difficulties." 

3. Condescending attitude - "Person A reveals to Person B the 

attitude that Person B is inferior in co~petency (intellect, career, 

ability, experience)." 
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4. Verbal insult - "Person A insults (ridicules, pokes fun at, 

humiliates, says bad things about) Person B." 

(See Appendix A for categories of items.) 

Scoring 

Each item had two scores, both based on two separate 1-5 point 

Likert scales. The dependent variables rated on these scales were 

justification of aggression (JA) and degree of anger arousal (AA). 

(See Appendix B for cover sheet, instructions to subjects, and 

questionnaire.) 

Procedure 

The questionnaire was administered to several classes of students 

enrolled in introductory psychology courses. The written instructions 

on the cover sheet were read aloud: 

Listed on the next few pages are a variety of situations in 
which people may feel they have a right to yell at, insult, or 
hurt the feelings of another person. After each situation, 
there are two groups of statewents you could make about each 
situation. In each group, I want you to circle the one state­
ment that most closely represents how you would feel if you 
were in that situation. 

-In the first group of state~ents, I ~ant to know whether you 
would feel you have the right to yell at, insult, or hurt the 
feelings of the person doing the action. I am not asking you 
if you would do these things, but only if you think you have 
the right to yell at, insult, or hurt the feelings of that 
person. Circle the number that represents how you would feel 
in that situation. Also, underline which one of the three ac­
tions--yell at, insult, or hurt the feelings--you feel you 
would have the right to take if you were in that situation. 

In the second group of choices, I wc.nt to-knciw how angry you 
would feel if you ~ere in that situation. Circle the number 
that most closely represents how you would feel in that situ­
ation. 



The time required to complete the task was approximately 15-20 

minutes. After the questionnaires were collected, they were checked 

for completeness with all complete questionnaires being sorted into 

male and female categories. A randomization procedure (random number 

table) was enployed to draw 25 questionnaires from each of the two 

groups. 

Debriefing 
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A written debriefing statement consisting of two pages was given 

to each subject following completion of the questionnaire. The first 

page included a statement of the purpose of the research, an explana­

tion of the questionnaire, and the researcher's name and phone number. 

The second page included open-ended questions about provocative situa­

tions in general and requests the subjects' thoughts, feelings, and 

behavioral intentions in response to these situations. It also in­

cluded two of the items from the questionnaire and asked subjects about 

the thought processes involved in their ratings of the items (see Ap­

pendix C). 

Statistical Analysis 

Pearson's correlation coefficient was computed to assess the de­

gree of relationship between the justification of aggression (JA) and 

anger arousal (AA) ratings. This correlation coefficient was com­

puted over the 1600 pairs of ratings resulting from the SO subjects' 

ratings of both dependent variables on each of the 32 items. A more 

detailed investigation of the covariation between the JA and AA ratings 

was completed, beginning with the following two analyses of variance. 



19 

These were done to investigate the dependent variables in isolation: 

1. Justification of aggression scores were used as the dependent 

variable in an Ai~OVA performed on an Items within (Type by Aggressor) 

by Subjects within Gender design. This design, referred to as the JA-

ANOVA, allowed for the testing of hypothesi~ reflecting the relation­•, 
ship between the subject varia.ble, situational variables, and the 

subjects' willingness to justify an aggressive response. 

2. Anger arousal scores were used as the dependent variable in 

an ANOVA performed on the same design as that stated above. This 

ANOVA, referred to as the l\A-ANOVA, allowed for the testing of hypoth-

eses reflecting the relationship between the subject variable, situa-

tional variables, and subjects' self-attribution of anger arousal. 

Finally, an A..~OVA was performed on a Dependent variable by Items 

within (Type of Aggressor) by Subjects within Gender design. Here 

the two dependent variables (justification of aggression and anger 

arousal) were treated as two levels of an independent variable. This 

design, referred to as the DV-ANOVA, allowed for a powerful and de-

tailed test of hypotheses pertaining to the potential covariation be-

tween the two dependent variables across a variety of lc\·els of the 

indep.endent variables (gender of subject, type of prov0..:J.tion, and 

gender of aggressor). Thus, the mediating role of anger in the moral 

judgment of aggression was investigated across combinati~ns of the 

subject variable and item variables. Briefly, this design served as 

a means to contrast the results of the two univariate ,\_'\OVA' s on an 

effect-by-effect basis. (For a more comprehensive explJ~ation of this 

DV-ANOVA, co~sult Appendix D.) 



Expectat~ons 

In terms of the interaction between the gender of aggressor 

("aggressor") and gender of subject ("gender") variables, the follow­

ing questions were considered as to whether males and females would 

differ as a function of the aggressor's gender: 

1. .Would females as a group justify aggression more toward male 

aggressors than toward female aggressors? 
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2. Would females as a group be angered as much by a male aggres­

sor as by a female aggressor? Would males' anger differ as a function 

of the aggressor's gender? (A...'\-A..~OVA.) 

3. Although females might be most angered by male aggressors, 

would it be necessarily true that females would also justify aggression 

more toward male aggressors? Would this also be true for males as a 

group? (DV-A..\OVA.) 

In terms of the interaction between the gender of subject and type 

of provocation (gender X type), the following questions were considered 

as to whether males and females would differ as a function of the type 

of provocation: 

1. Would males as a group justify aggression more often when 

the type of provocation was verbal insult (or when it was some other 

type of provocation)? Would females do the same? (JA-A.~OVA.) 

2. Would males as a group be most angered by verbal insult? 

Would this be true for females as a group or would females be most 

angered by condescending attitude? (A.~-Ai~OVA.) 

3. Would males as a group be most angered by a condescending 

attitude but not necessarily justify aggression wore in response to 



this type of provocation? Would this be the same for females? 

(DV-Ai~OVA.) 

In terms of the three-way interaction for the variance component 

"aggressor X gender x type" the following questions were considered 

as to whether males and females would differ as a function of the ag­

gressor's gender and type of provocation: 
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1. Would females as a group justify aggression more towards male 

aggressors only when the type of provocation was verbal insult? Under 

which type of provocation from a female aggressor would males justify 

aggression more often? (JA-A.'W\'A~) 

2. Would males as a group be most angered by a condescending atti­

tude from female aggressors? Would this be true for female subjects? 

(AA-AKOVA.) 

3. Although females as a group might be most angered by a conde­

scending attitude from other females, would it necessarily be true that 

they would also justify aggression more often in this situation? Would 

this likely be the same for males as a group? (DV-ANOVA.) 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Pearson's correlation c~efficient was computed to assess the degree 

of relationship between the justification of aggression (JA) ratings and 

arousal of anger (AA) ratings for each of the 1600 data points (50 

subjects X 32 items) on the questionnaire used in this study. A corre­

lation of -.6043 was found, indicating an inverse relationship between 

the two dependent variables. In the construction of the questionnaire 

it was thought that the two dependent variables might be directly rela­

ted and that the direction of magnitude for the anger variable should 

be reversed from that of the justification variable in order to control 

for response set. Thus, while the magnitude of the justification vari­

able increased from 1 to 5 on the ratings scale, the magnitude of the 

anger arousal variable decreased from 1 to 5. Since the direction of 

the correlation coefficient indicates that this scale reversal was in­

deed .a reversal at the response level (i.e., subjects tended to indicate 

an increased willingness to justify aggression with increased arousal 

of anger), this warranted reversing the magnitude of the anger variable 

to its original state. All data presented will refer to this variable 

as reversed so that the direction of magnitude will be the same forboth 

variables in the discussion of results. -

Two analyses of variance were perfor:ned to investigate the de­

pendent variables in isolation: 

22 
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1. Justification scores were used as the dependent variable in 

an ANOVA performed on an Items within (Type X Aggressor) by Subjects 

within Gender design. In this design gender was a between-subjects 

variable, while items, type, and aggressor were within-subjects vari­

ables. Items were nested in the type by aggressor interaction. This 

design, to be referred to as the JA-ANOVA, allowed the testing of 

relationships between the subject variable and situational variables, 

and the subjects' willingness to justify a verbally aggressive response. 

2. Anger scores were used as the dependent variable in an &~OVA 

performed on the same design as that described above. This design, to 

be referred to as the AA-A.i..~OVA, allowed the testing of relationships 

between the subject variable and situational variables, o~ the one hand, 

and the subjects' perceptions of the degree of anger-arousal on the 

other. 

A third ANOVA was performed on a Dependent Variable by Items within 

(Type by Aggressor) by Subjects within Gender design. Here the two de­

pendent variables (justification and anger) were treated as two levels 

of an independent variable crossed with the previously mentioned design. 

This design, to be referred to as the DV-ANOVA, provided a powerful and 

detailed test of the relationship between the two dependent variables. 

Briefly, this design served as a means to contrast the results of the 

two univariate &~OVA's on an effect-by-effect basis. 

For the three .ANOVA's performed, both subjects and items were 

treated as random effects, as recommended by Clark (1972). Th.is 

greatly expands generalizability of the results to not only the popula­

tion of subjects from which the sample was drawn but also to the uni­

verse of all possible items: For all the statistical tests performed, 
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p = .OS. After a discussion regarding the reliability and validity 

of the measures, the results of the three ANOVA's will be presented by 

categories of the components of variance tested: subjects, items, 

aggressor, type, and gender. 

Reliability 

With respect to the scales used, extreme significance was found 

for the main effects of items for both the JA- and AA-A.~OVA's, implying 

that subjects as a whole were in agreement with one another as to which 

items were most provocative. Thus, it is apparent that the scales 

for justification and anger were being used meaningfully, since the 

inter-subject agreement (reflected by the items' effects) implies the 

ratings tasks were similarly interpreted by the subjects. The signifi­

cant dependent variable by items' interaction (p < 10-lO) suggests that 

subjects agreed generally that certain items provoked justification of 

aggression to a greater degree and that certain different items evoked 

a higher degree of anger-provokingness. Taken together, these results 

suggest that the measures used were both internally valid and reliably 

distinct from one another. 

Subjects 

Tables I and II reveal that a significant main effect for the var-

iance components of subjects within gender was found for both the AA-

-60 
and JA-ANOVA's; respectively, F = 15.15, p < 10 and F = 25.65, 

- -67 p < 10 • These results indicate that within a particular gender, 

there were individual differences in the ratings of the justification 

and anger variables. This a~so iillplies that subjects were consistent 



TABLE I 

AA-ANOVA 

Source of Variance df SS MS df"c F p < 
-

Gender 1 10. 3911 10.3911 58 . 8227 .368 

Subjects/Gender 52 601. 8291 11.5736 1248 15.151 10-60 

Aggressor 1 13.3706 13.3706 24 1.166 .291 

Aggressor X Gender 1 .1128 .1128 22 .062 .806 

AgHressor X Subjects/Gender 52 39.9791 .7515 1248 . 9Bl1 .508 

Type 3 166.1943 55.3981 25 4.663 .0101 

Type X Gender 3 2.3589 .7863 3l1 .350 .789 

Type X Subjects/Gender 156 185 .13l13 1.1868 12l18 1. 554 .00006 

Items/ (Types X Aggressor) 24 275.00 11. 458 1248 H.999 10-48 

Gcndt•r X Items/ (Type X 
Aggressor) 2l1 43. 70l12 1.821 1248 2.384 .0002 

Aggressor X Type 3 58.9443 19.6481 23 1. 723 .1902 

Aggressor X Type X Gender 3 8.3589 2.7863 22 1.576 :224 

Aggressor X Type X Subjects/ 
Gender 156 110.8843 • 7108 1248 .9304 • 711 

Subjects X Items/Gender X 
Type X Aggressor 1248 953.2959 . 7639 

*df for the denominator estimated in accordance with Meyers (1972, P• 309) in the case of pseudo-
Fratios. N 

VI 



TABLE II 

JA-ANOVA 

Source of Variance df SS MS df* F p < 

Gender 1 8.4731 8.4731 58 • 3696 .546 

Subjects/Gender 52 1164.4473 22.3932 1248 25.651 10-67 

Aggressor 1 72.9316 72.9316 25 6.16 .0201 

Aggressor X Gender 1 .0972 .0972 26 .0578 .812 

Aggressor X Subjects/Gender 52 59.8774 J..515 1248 1. 3190 .068 

Type 3 58.1924 19.3975 25 1. 6186 .2102 

Type X Gender 3 8.9224 2.9741 35 1.6271 .2007 

Type X Subjects/Gender 156 202.2290 1. 2963 12L18 1.Lt849 .000298 

Items/Type X Aggressor 24 277.4677 11. 561 1248 13.2L~28 10 
-L15 

Gender X Items/type X 
Aggressor 24 33.7084 1. 40L15 121~8 1.6088 .032 

Aggressor X Type 3 39. 7139 13.2380 2L1 l. ll125 .352 

J\ggn'ssor X Type X Gender 3 .8174 . 2725 23 .1905 .902 

Aggressor X Type X Subjects/ 
Genc.lcr 156 140.1875 .8986 1248 1. 0293 .395 

Subjects X Items/Gender X 
Type X Aggressor 1248 1090.0738 .873 
---

*df for the denominator estimated in accordance with Meyers (1972, p. 309) in the case of pseudo-
Fratios. 

N 
~ 



TABLE III 

SIGNIFICA:.~CE LEVELS FOR cmPOKE~HS OF VARik.'\CE 
TESTED IN THE AA-, JA-, A:.x"'D DV-A.~OVAS 

AA JA 
Source A.N.OVA A.'WVA 

Gender * * 
Subjects/Gender 10-60 10-67 

Aggressor * .02 

Aggressor x Gender * * 
Aggressor x Subjects/Gender * * 
Type .01 * 
Type X Gender * * 

Type X Subjects/Gender .00006 .0003 

Items/Type X Aggressor 10-48 10-45 

Gender X Items/Type x 
Aggressor .0002 .032 

Aggressor x Type * * 

Aggressor X Type x Gender * * 
Aggressor X Type x Subjects/ 

Gender * * 
Subjects X Items/Gender x 

Type X Aggressor * * 

*p > .1 
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DV 
A.'\OVA 

.036 

10-70 

.02 

* 

* 
.009 

.096 

* 
10-10 

.064 

* 

* 

* 

* 
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with themselves in responding to the items presented. In addition, 

Table III indicates that in DV-ANOVA, a significant interaction of 

this variance component (subjects within gender) with the dependent 

-70 variable was found (F = 26.21, p < 10 ). This result suggests that 

those subjects who scored high in the justification of aggression were 

not necessarily the same subjects who scored high on the anger vari-

able. The pattern of individual differences on the JA variable was not 

the same pattern observed on the AA variable. 

From Tables I 2nd II it can also be seen that significant effects 

were found for the interaction of type by subjects within gender for 

both the JA- and AA-ANOVA's (respectively, F = 1.48, p < .0003 and 

F = 1.55, p < .00006). These results indicate that for both the justi-

fication of aggression and arousal of anger, different subjects (within 

the same gender) responded differentially to different types of provo-

cation. Despite the significance of the type by subjects within gender 

effect for justification and anger, this effect was not significantly 

different across the two dependent variables. 

A final variance component related to subject effects is the 

aggressor by type by subjects within gender interaction. No significant 

effects were found for this component in any of the three ANOVA's. 

Items 

In terms of the variance conponent, items within type by aggres-

sor, significant main effects for items are found in both the AA- and 

-48 JA-ANOVA's (respectively, F = 14.999, p < 10 and F = 13.24, 

-45 p < 10 ). This impli~s that within a particular type by 2ggressor 

category, some items are rated significantly higher than others on the 



justification variable, and that soDe items are rated higher than 

others on the anger variable. In the DV-A..'\O\rA, a significant depend-

ent variable by items within type by aggressor was found (F = 3.94, 

-10 
p < 10 ). This finding suggests that those items eliciting high 

(or low) ratings on the justification variable were not necessarily 

the same items that elicited high (or low) ratings on the anger 

variable. 
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The gender by items within type by aggressor interaction was sig-

nificant for each of the dependent variables. In both the JA- and 

AA-A.~OVAs, males and females assigned scores differently across items 

within categories (respectively, F = 1.61, p < .032 and F = 2.38, 

p < .0002). The dependent variable by gender by items effect was not 

significant, implying that the differential assignment of scores by 

males and females was more similar than different for the two depend-

ent variables. 

Aggressor 

The main effect for aggressor was significant in the JA-A.."'iOVA 

(F = 6.16, p < .0201), implying that justification s~ores are assigned 

differently, across all subjects, as a function of the sex of the ag-

gressor. Male agents of provocation elicited higher justification 

scores than female agents. In contrast, this component of variance 

was nonsignificant in the AA-A.~OVA. However, the dependent variable 

by aggressor effect was significant (F = 6.51, p < .025), indicating 

that although justification scores were significantly higher when the 

aggressor was male, this was not the case for anger scores, where there 
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was no differential assignment of scores as a function of the aggres-

sor's gender. 

Type 

The main effect of type was significant for the anger variable 

(F = 4.66, p < .0101), but not for the justification variable. This 

suggests that, although different types of provocation do not result 

in different levels of the justification of aggression, the resultant 

arousal of anger responses do differ significantly, depending upon the 

type. In addition, the type by dependent variable interaction was 

significant (F = 4.75, p < .0009), indicating that this difference be-

tween significance in the AA-ANOVA and nonsignificance in the JA-Ai~OVA 

was, itself, a significant difference. In Table IV, the differences 

in means for the various types of provocation can be seen as a function 

of the dependent variable. 

Justification 

Anger 

TABLE IV 

MEAN JUSTIFICATION Ai~"'D ANGER SCORES 
BY TYPE OF PROVOCATION FOR 

ALL SUBJECTS 
(N=SO) 

Type of Provocation 
Lack of Condescending 

Insensitivity Efficiency Attitude 

2.921 2.799 2.456 

3.259 3.398 2.579 

Verbal 
Insult 

2.882 

3.088 



Gender 

The main effect for gender was not significant in either the 

JA- or A.~-A.~OVA. However, a significant dependent variable by gender 

interaction was found (F = 4.61, p < .0631). Tnis suggests that, 

although males and fe~~les did not assign justification and anger 

scores in a significantly different manner, the patterns of assign-

ment are significantly different for the two dependent variables. 

From Table V it can be seen that the differences between males' and 

females' scores are in opposite directions for the two dependent 

variables. 

TABLE V 

MEAN JUSTIFICATION OF AGGRESSIO~ AND 
AROUSAL OF A.~GER SCORES FOR 

MALES A..'l"D FDlo\LES 

Gender 
Males 

Justification of Aggression 2.834 

Arousal of A.'1.ger 3.003 

Females 

2.694 

3.159 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

One of the issues addressed in the current study and studies 

cited in the discussion of related literature is the relationship be­

tween the gender of the agent of provocation and the gender of the 

target of provocation. This relationship is involved in questions as 

to whether the agent's gender influences the likelihood of retaliatory 

measures on the target. Investigators have generally found that both 

males and females behave less aggressively to1~ard females (Taylor and 

Epstein, 1967; Silverman, 1971; Naccoby and Jacklin, 1974). The find­

ing in the current study that male aggressors elicited higher justifi­

cation of aggression scores than female aggressors appears consistent 

with the results of these studies. 

Explanations for this phenomenon appear to center around consider­

ations of direct social training which is believed to sanction (and 

poss~bly even encourage) aggressive behavior toward and between males 

while establishing social prohibitions for aggressive behavior toward 

and between females. Males are thought to share a general value sys­

tem which makes aggression toward females unacceptable (Taylor and 

Epstein, 1967). On the other hand, aggression in general seems to be 

typically labeled as female-inappropriate behavior (Bandura, 1962), 

thus suggesting that females would be unlikely to express aggression 

toward either males or fe~ales. However, Taylor and Epstein (1967) 
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found that females were extremely agF;ressive to-ward aggressive 

males and reasoned that females behaved in this Tianner because they 

perceived males' aggressive behavior as violating socially acceptable 

be~avior. At the same time, the authors reported that females main­

tained a general reluctance to be aggressive toward other females. 

Apparently, female subjects frequently expressed ~uaze2ent in experi­

encing aggression from others whom they were led to believe were f e­

males. It is important to bear in mind that, while the results of the 

current study appear to be in agree2ent ~ith the findings and views of 

other authors, the component of variance being considered in the pres­

ent study is the main effect for aggressors. Higher justification of 

aggression scores against male aggressors thus reflects the responses 

of the total group of subjects and does not provide information as to 

interactive effects between gender of aggressor and gender of target. 

This will be addressed following a discussion of the main effect for 

subject gender. 

The absence of a significant main effect for subject gender in 

the present study is in direct contrast to the presence of such an ef­

fect in the work of Patterson (1978) and Dailey (1979). Although the 

present study utilized a similar paradigm as these studies in mode of 

presentation of potentially aggression-instigating stimuli to subjects, 

it differed from these studies by confining aggressive responses to 

verbal aggression. The Patterson and Dailey studies were conceTI1ed 

with physical aggression and found that males indicated more situa­

tions than females in which they would feel justified in aggressing. 

It is likely that fe~ales consider physical aggression justified in 

very few situations. However, they may view verbal aggression as 
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justified in a greater number of situations. From the results of the 

present study, females apparently are similar to males in the expres­

sion of verbal aggression. However, though significant differences 

between males and females were not found for the justification and 

anger variables, the significant dependent variable by gender interac­

tion generally suggests that males tended to be more "retaliation 

oriented" while females tended to be more "internalization oriented." 

Females demonstrated slightly higher anger scores but slightly lower 

justification scores than males. Especially interesting is that when 

subjects in the present study were asked to describe what they con­

sidered the most anger-provoking situation, males most frequently listed 

physical provocation by another male, while not one female indicated 

physical provocation by another female. One might conclude that the 

societal prohibition against physical aggression by females is so 

potent that females do not spontaneously consider it in the realm of 

possibly provoking behavior. 

The important aspect to consider in the preceding discussions is 

that research of gender differences in aggression has generally fo­

cused on physical modes of aggressive behavior~ most notably the admin­

istration of electric shock. Some authors are of the opinion that the 

mode of aggression operationalized for the purposes of systematic in­

vestigation is itself an important factor in the determinance of gender 

differences (Feshbach, 1970; Frodi et al., 1977; Bandura, Ross and 

Ross. 1961; Berkowitz, 1962; Golin and Ro~anowski, 1977). It is be­

lieved that, in contrast to physical aggression, males and females may 

not differ in the expression and reception of verbal aggression. As 

Berkowitz (1962) has noted, the verbal expression of aggression may be 
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more consistent with female role expectations. Gender differences in 

physical aggression and the absence of such differences in verbal ag-

gression may be a reflection of socially permissive behavior (Bandura, 

1973; Feshbach, 1970; Zillman, 1979). In accordance with these proposi-

' tions, the present study found that males as a group and females as a 

group did not differ as to justification of aggression toward either 

male or female aggressors. This absence of interactive effects between 

subject gender and aggressor gender is in direct agree~ent with the 

findings of Golin and Ronanowski (1977), who also employed a verbal 

measure of aggression. Thus, gender differences in aggression may not 

stem from a difference in aggressive drive per se, but rather from the 

mode of aggression chosen for investigation (Feshbach, 1970). 

In addition to addressing potential interactive effects between 

the subject and aggressor variables, the current study also addressed 

potential interactive effects between these variables and a third vari-

able, type of provocation. Several authors (Duncan and Hobson, 1977; 

Frodi, 1977; Frodi et al., 1977; Leventhal, 1973; Maccoby and Jacklin, 

1974) have observed that there may be reliable gender differences in 

what leads to anger and anger to aggression. It is believed that a 

given provocation may be perceived differently by males and females 

and may result in different emotional states. If females are not 

angered but rather made anxious or frightened by a given provocation, 

any gender-related difference in aggression may be attributed to the 

emotional states which mediate overt behavior (Maccoby and Jacklin, 

- -
1974). Given this, it seems possible that a significant proportion of 

variance in aggression between (and probably within) genders can be 

accounted for by emotional states such as guilt, anxiety arousal, or 
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anxiety avoidance (Frodi et al., 1977). In addition to the differen­

tial effect of a given provocation is the greater likelihood that dif­

ferent types of provocation will not only result in different 

emotional states, but also similar emotional states of varying in­

tensity. This is in part substantiated by a survey Frodi (1977) 

conducted with a large group of male and female college students in 

order to gather infor.nation as to what the subjects considered the 

most anger-provoking behavior other males and females could display 

toward them. Percentages of responses revealed that, given a male 

agent of provocation, males were most angered by physical and verbal 

aggression and given a female agent of provocation, males were most 

angered by a condescen<ling attitude. Female subjects, on the other 

hand, were most angered by a condescending attitude, regardless of the 

gender of the agent of provocation. Fredi concluded that because of 

interactions between subject gender, aggressor gender, and type of 

provocation, the observed gender differences in several experiments 

on aggression may have been due to the fact that experimenters did not 

devote sufficient attention to these potential interactions and uti­

lized a single type of provocation which was gender-~pecific in its 

arousal of anger. 

While the argUt~ents presented by Frodi and others are viewed as 

valid and warranted inclusion in the design of the present study, no 

gender differences were found in terms of types of provocation for 

either the anger arousal or justification of aggression variables. 

In addition, no interactive effects were found between subject gender, 

aggressor gender, and type of provocation. Only a main effect for 

type was found in tenrs of the anger arousal dependent variable. The 



combined group of male and female subjects indicated that they were 

most angered by lack of efficiency but that they did not find verbal 

aggression more justified in response to any one of the four types 

of provocation. As the findings of the current study are in contrast 

to the indications of Frodi's survey and the viewpoints of several 

other authors, the following discussion will be directed at this 

contrast. 
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In beginning this discussion it is important to ackno~ledge the 

fundamental differences in methodology between Frodi's survey and the 

current study, as the latter is experimental while the former is not. 

A survey method such as Frodi 1 s is often limited by its failure to 

yield similar results when used by another experimenter with a differ­

ent subject population. As the categorization of provocations listed 

by subjects is achieved on a subjective basis, similar responses by 

subjects may be categorized differently by different experimenters. 

These observations seem to be supported by the results of a survey ac­

companying the current study where, following their completion of the 

questionnaire, subjects responded to the same questions Frodi posed to 

her subjects. As in Frodi's survey, males in the current survey were 

most.angered by physical or verbal aggression by another male and fe­

males were most angered by a condescending attitude on the part of 

males. However, unlike the males in Fredi's survey who were most 

angered by females' condescending attitudes~ males in the current 

survey were most angered by female lack of sensitivity. Also, in con­

trast to Fredi's finding that females were most angered by other 

females 1 condescending attitudes, the present survey found that fe­

males were most angered by other fenales' lack of sensitivity. Thus, 
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there are similarities between these two independent surveys but also 

differences which are likely attributable to different subject popula­

tions and slightly different criteria for categorization. 

While both surveys suggest interactive effects between subject 

gender, aggressor gender, and type of provocation and these effects 

are not paralleled in the current eA'1Jerimental investigation, it is 

important to note a considerable difference in variability of situa­

tions within the categories of provocation. The variability of the 

situations comprising the survey categories is less than the variabil­

ity of the situations comprising the types of provocation utilized in 

the present experimental study. For instance, in the present survey, 

more than 50 percent of the fe::nales indicated "betrayal of confidence" 

as the most provoking behavior another female could display toward 

them. This situation thus accounts for more than 50 percent of the 

variance in the lack of sensitivity category in the survey. On the 

other hand, "betrayal of confidence" accounts for only one,.-fourth of 

the variance in the types of provocation labeled as lack of sensiti­

vity in the experimental study. While the majority of females may 

agree as to the provokingness of betrayal of confide~ce by another 

female, there may be considerable disagreement as to the provokingness 

of the remainder of the situations designated as lack of sensitivity. 

Thus, the apparent differences in findings is possibly due to the lack 

of correspondence between the item categories of the experimental study 

and the response categories of the survey. 

Nost strikingly apparent in the provocations -described by the 

subjects in the current study is the reference, both explicit and im­

plicit, to the provoking behavior of individuals with whom the subjects 
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have or have had ongoing re la tionships--i. e. , "significant others." In 

the construction of the questionnaire used in the present study, this 

was recognized as a potentially influential variable and was controlled 

for by allowing it to vary randomly across the variou-s situations. 

Dailey (1981) recognized the potential effects of "relationship" and 

in systematically varying the subjects' relationships to the targets 

of physical provocation, found that subjects were more likely to justify 

aggression when the targets were a "significant other" than when the 

targets were the subjects themselves. (Dailey utilized a generalized 

"somebody" as the agent of provocation.) It appears that relationships 

with significant others may be an important determinant of individuals' 

decisions to personally sanction physical and verbal aggression. Future 

investigations could be limited to only relationships with significant 

others or designed to systematically vary the relationship between 

provoker and target. 

The information provided by the subjects in the current study and 

Frodi's study also implies that there may be an interaction between re­

lationships and type of provocation. Very few subjects in the Frodi 

survey and no subjects in the current study indicated "lack of effi­

ciency" as what they considered the most provoking behavior. Appar­

ently, when considering relationships with significant others, 

individuals view lack of efficiency as a minor transgression in rela­

tion to other types of provocation such as verbal insult, insensitiv­

ity, and condescending attitude. However, when a "general other" 

(e.g., mechanic, waiter, secretary, etc.) provokes through a lack of 

efficiency, individuals may be extre~ely angered. In the present 

experimental study, where the relationship with the agent of 



provocation W3S not specified as a "significant other," the type of 

provocation indicated as the most anger-provoking across all subjects 

was "lack of efficiency." 
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While lack of efficiency yielded the highest anger-arousal scores, 

it did not differ significantly from the other types of provocation in 

terms of justification of aggression scores. It appears, from subjects' 

statements about their thought processes in certain potentially provok­

ing situations, that individuals may respond somewhat cautiously to pro­

vocation from a "general other." Before they are willing to engage in 

retaliatory measures, individuals are likely to seek additional infor­

mation about their provoker, especially in respect to intent and overall 

attribute of aggressiveness. Thus, following provocation from an un­

familiar person, individuals may first make what could be identified 

as an information seeking response or an assertive response. Dependent 

on the provoker's reaction to this type of response, individuals may 

engage in aggressive behavior or (as many subjects suggested) ignore 

the person. 

Ignoring was often indicated as the mode of response appropriate 

for dealing with provocation. It appears that some individuals regard 

"ignering" as 2ggressive counterresponding in the sense that it is 

intended to "hurt" and that these same individuals may regard various 

forms of physical and verbal aggression as inappropriate behavior. 

Thus, the abse~ce of significant differences in justification of ag­

gression scores for the selected types of provocation may be a ref lec­

tion of indi~iiuals' reluctance to personally sanction verbal aggression 

toward a "gene:-21 other" in response to a single instance of provoca­

tion. It may ~2 that there 0 is not an absence of willingness to aggress 
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but rather that the mode of verbal aggression operationalized for the 

purposes of investigation is not a preferred response choice for certain 

individuals. This reluctance to verbally (or physically) aggress and 

preference to ignore suggests that type of provocation may interact 

with mode of aggression and gender of target, such that individuals may 

retaliate physically, verbally, or "non-verbally," dependent on their 

relationship with the provoker and the nature and severity of the pro-

vocation. For instance, there may be a gender preference for non-verbal 

responses with aggressive intent, given a minor (or perhaps a major) 

provocation by an opposite-sexed general other. This notion is somewhat 

supported by Harris (1974), who studied reactions of people standing in 

line to a man who cut in front of theu. Women made more nonverbal ges-

tures of annoyance, consisting mainly of glaring at the intruder. To 

fully appreciate and understand gender differences in aggression and 

response to various types of provocation, it seems that the modes of 

retaliatory behavior investigated should not be limited to physical and 

verbal aggression, but should also include "non-verbal" modes. In addi-

tion, the specific effects of provocation need to be investigated in 

terms of interactions, as it appears that individuals often engage in 

intervening cognitive, eT.otional, and behavioral responses before re-

sponding aggressively to a single provocation. Individuals may irranedi-

ately interact with a provoker in what could be considered a 

non-aggressive manner and may choose an aggressive course of action as 

a result of their cognitive and emotional response to the immediate 

- -
interaction. ~'hether or not an individual continues to interact in an 

anger-provoking manner following an initial provocat~on, often 



determines the course of action the target of that provocation se­

lects as most appropriate. 
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This discussion of interactional processes and cognitive and 

emotional intervening variables leads to the question of the relation­

ship between the two dependent variables. Anger is regarded in ag­

gressive drive theory as a behavior-specific drive state that motivates 

or "mediates" aggressive counterresponding (Geen, 1976). Given a pro­

vocation, then, retaliatory physical or verbal aggression would be more 

likely to occur in those instances where the emotion of ang~r is highly 

aroused. In applying this relationship to the two dependent variables, 

verbal aggression would be considered as justified more frequently 

when the degree of anger arousal was high. If anger does indeed mediate 

the justification of verbal aggression, it would be expected that the 

patterns of significance would be similar for the two dependent vari­

ables. For each variance component where the anger arousal variable 

was significant, the justification of aggression variable would also 

be significant. However, this does not appear to be the situation 

which occurred in the present study. Rather verbal aggression occa­

sionally seems to be justified independently of the 9egree of anger 

arousal. The relationship between the mediating variable anger and 

verbal aggression may be more complex than that suggested by aggressive 

drive theory. Social learning theory (Bandura, 1973), for example, 

hypothesizes that provocation generates a state of increased general 

arousal which may not be response specific, but instead may activate 

behaviors other than aggression. There may be additional mediating 

emotional and cognitive variables which are involved in an individual's 

reaction to provocation. 
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In terms of emotional variables, if an individual experiences 

anxiety or guilt along with the arousal of anger, aggression may likely 

not occur. Alston (1971) sees the "anticipation of guilt 11 and the de­

sire to avoid it as playing a major and perhaps an essential role in 

the transition from thought to action. Some authors (Frodi et al., 

1977; Maccoby and Jacklin, 1974) have suggested that the arousal of 

aggression anxiety or guilt accounts for gender differences in aggres­

sion, indicating that such mediating emotional states may be aroused 

more frequently in females. Subjects' responses to the survey utilized 

along with the current experimental study included stateraents indicat­

ing that feelings of "hurt" and "rejection" often accompany and some­

times dominate feelings of anger. Responses to provocation in these 

instances were sometimes characterized by retaliatory guilt induction 

or withdrawal from the relationship. Other responses were of an 

information-seeking nature, where the individual experiencing rejec­

tion and anger first addressed the feelings of rejection and then, 

based on the infonnation received, decided whe"ther or not to respond 

aggressively. 

This reference to decision-making in aggressive counterrespond­

ing underscores the mediating effects of cognitive processes. 

Berkowitz, Lepinski, and Angula (1968) reported that moderately angry 

male subjects displayed the strongest aggression in response to provo­

cation, while highly angry male subjects displayed restraint, pre­

sumably because they assessed their strong anger as inappropriate. 

Th.is cognitive mediation of aggressive counterresponding is also noted 

by Taylor and Epstein (1967), who found that aggressive females exper­

ienced limited retaliatory a~gression from both males and females. In 
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their opinion this did not reflect an absence of anger but rather a 

cognitive control of aggressive behavior in that statements of anger 

were spontaneously expressed by both males and females when aggressive 

females were encountered but were seldom followed by corresponding 

behavior. Statements by subjects in the current survey revealed sim­

ilar cognitive mechanisms as they frequently acknowledged highly angry 

states while regarding responses of verbal aggression as inappropriate 

and unjustified. It is interesting that when subjects were asked to 

elaborate the reasons for their responses to particular items from the 

·questionnaire, they occasionally viewed verbal aggression as inappro­

priate because the setting involved an audience and public displays of 

anger and aggression are socially prohibited. Berkowitz (1962, p. 102) 

postulate that "aggressive behavior is often inhibited when the individ­

ual believes such behavior will incur disapproval, particularly if the 

others who would disapprove are highly attractive to him." Other sub­

jects stated that, although they might be very angered by a given pro­

vocation, they did not believe that retaliatory verbal aggression was 

"worth it," alluding to the potential cost and consequences of such 

actions. Berkowitz (1974) stated that individuals k11ow that they risk 

injury or punishment from others (or even from themselves) and that 

rewards become increasingly important as the costs of aggression be­

come greater. He also believed that the "evaluation apprehension" of 

a provoker's pain and defeat could restrain the extent to which indi­

viduals sought retaliation for the harm another had done to them. 

Thus, it appears that individuals do engage-in mediating cognitive 

processes in which they decide whether or not some form of retaliation 

is justified. This supports the purposes of the present study as it 
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is evident from the subject statements that the situation comprising 

the questionnaire evoked cognitive and emotional processes associated 

with the justification of aggression. In addition, the association 

between these various processes and justification of aggression ap­

pears congruent with Fraczek's (1979) proposition of a multifaceted 

determinator of aggressive behavior. He believes that the psyc~ologi­

cal mechanisms of such behavior cannot be limited to one simple uni­

dimensional process, and also that such behavior is the result of the 

interaction of the individual characteristics with features of the 

situation. 

Fraczek's mention of individual characteristics is highlighted 

by the finding in the current study that within a particular gender 

there were extremely significant individual differences in respect to 

both dependent variables. This suggests that in future research there 

is potential merit in systematically investigating various subject 

variables in addition to gender. Young et al. (1975) found that men 

who pres1.Ililably believed that women should not be aggressive increased 

their aggression toward a woman when she behaved aggressively toward 

them. Likewise, Taylor and Smith (1974) reported that men with tradi-

tional attitudes toward women were more aggressive toward women, both 

before and after a female partner had increased her aggressiveness. 

It appears that subjects' gender role expectations, in interaction with 

the behavior encountered, may play a significant part in determining 

male and female aggressiveness. Additional subject variables are sug­

gested by Rule and Nesdale (1976), who believe that an assessment of 

effects of such personality characteristics as authoritarianism, dog­

matism, and cognitive comple"xi ty wpuld prove fruitful. They also pose 



the question as to whether age influences attitudes toward aggression. 

Dailey (1981) found that junior high students were more will~ng to 

justify aggression across a variety of circumstances than were college 

students. It is important to consider the confounding of age and 

educational level in interpreting these results. Differences between 

groups may be accounted for by either education or age alone (Jurkovic 

and Prentice, 1977; Kahn, 1972; Hornstein, 1973; Bandura, 1973; Rest 

et al., 1978). Subject variables other than gender may thus be more 

appropriate for drmdng out the effects of situational variables such 

as those used in the current study (i.e., ~ype of provocation and gen­

der of aggressor). 

In slllTlmary, the results of this study appear to support the con­

clusion that males and females do not differ in their willingness to 

justify a verbally aggressive response. However, males indicated a 

tendency toward greater likelihood of retaliation with slightly higher 

justification scores than females. Although gender of aggressor and 

type of-provocation seem to be relevant to the dependent variable 

studied, additional subject variables other than gender need to be 

systematically incorporated to elicit the effects of puch situational 

variables. Other situational variables such as age of aggressor and 

relationship between aggressor and target also warrant study. While 

ver-bal aggression was operationally defined to investigate more subtle 

gender differences than those evident in studies of physical aggres­

sion, future research should also include nonverbal modes of aggres­

sion and should attempt to determine those variables involved in 

individual decisions regarding mode of aggression response chosen for 

retaliation to a given provocation .• 
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Males and females in the present study appeared to be similar re­

garding the likelihood of showing anger responses to provoking situa­

tions, although females exhibited slightly higher anger scores than 

males. Additional emotional responses may be aroused by such situa­

tions, and gender differences may exist in terms of these other feel­

ings states. 
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It appears from the results of this study that the arousal of 

anger does not necessarily mediate an individual's willingness to sanc­

tion verbal aggression. Rather, there appears to be a nunber of inter­

mediate emotional and cognitive processes which might be involved in 

the decision to retaliate and justify retaliation. 



REFERENCES 

Alston, ·w. P. Comments on Kohlberg's "From is to ought." In T. 
Hischel (ed.), Cognitive developGent and eDistewology. l~ew 

York: Academic Press, 1971, 269-284. 

Bandura, A. Aggression: A social learning analvsis. Englewood Cliffs, 
NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1973. 

Bandura, A. Social learning through imitation. 
Nebraska symuosium motivation. Lincoln: 
Press, 1962, 211-269. 

In M. Jones (ed.), 
University of Nebraska 

Bandura, A., Ross, D., and Ross, S. A. Transmission of aggression 
through imitation of aggressive models. Journal of Abnornal and 
Social Psychology, 1961, 63, 575-582. 

Berkowitz, L. Aggression: A social psychological analysis. New York: 
McGraw Hill, 1962. 

Berkowitz, L. External detenninants of impulsive aggression. In J. 
DeWit and W. W. Hartup (eds.), Detenninants and origins of ag­
gressive behavior. The Hague: :Mouton, 1974, 143-165. 

Berkowitz, L., Lepinski, J., and Angulo, E. Awareness of own anger 
level and subsequent aggression. Journal of Personalitv and 
Social Psychology, 1969, 11, 293-300. 

Berkowitz, L. and Turner, C. Perceived anger level, instigating agent 
and aggression. In H. London and R. E. Nisbitt (eds.), Thought 
and feeling: Cognitive alteration of feeling ~tates. Chicago: 
Aldine, 1974, 172-211. 

Brown, R. B. Social psychology. New York: Free Press, 1965. 

Buss, A. H. The psychology of aggression. New York: Wiley, 1961. 

Clark, H. H. The language-as-fixed-effect fallacy. Journal of Verbal 
Learning and Verbal Behavior, 1972, 12, 335-359. 

Dailey, D. An. investigation of determinants of the justification of 
aggression. Unpublished master's thesis, University of Wyoming, 
1979. 

Dailey, D. An. investigation of the role of attributional processes in 
attitudes towards the justification of aggression. Unpublished 
doctoral dissertation, University of Wyoming, 1981. 

48 



Dengerink, H. A. Personality variables as mediators of attack­
instigated aggression. In R. G. Geen and E. C. O'Neal (eds.), 
Perspectives on aggression. New York: Academic Press, 1976, 
206-228. 

Duncan, P. and Hobson, G. N. Toward a definition of a3gression. The 
Psychological Record, 1977, l_, 545-555. 

49 

Feshbach, S. Aggression. In P. H. "Mussen (ed.), Camichael's manual 
of child psvchology (rev. ed.). Ne~ York: Wiley, 1970, 159-259. 

Feshbach, S. Dynamics and morality of violence and aggression: Some 
psychological considerations. A~erican Psychologist, 1971, 26, 
281-292~ 

Fraczek, A. Functions of e~otional and cognitive mechanisms in the 
regulation of aggressive behavior. In S. Feshbach and A. Fraczek 
(eds.), Aggression and behavior change: Biological and social 
processes. New York: Praeger, 1979, 289-303. 

Frodi, A. Sex differences in perception of a provocation, a survey. 
Perceptual and Hotor Skills, 1977, 44, 113-114. 

Frodi, A., Macauley, J., and Thome, P.R. Are women always less ag­
gressive than men? A review of the experimental literature. 
Psychological Bulletin, 1977, 84, 634-660. 

Geen, R. G. The study of aggression. In R. Geen and E. C. O'Neal 
(eds.), Perspectives on aggression. New York: Academic Press, 
1976, 22-54. 

Galin, S. and Romanowski, M. A. Verbal aggression as a function of sex 
of subject pnd sex of target. The Journal of Psychology, 1977, 
97, 141-149. 

Harris, M. B. Nediators between frustration and aggression in a field 
experiment. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 1974, 10, 
561-5 71. 

Harris, M. B. and Huang, L. C. Aggression and the attribution process. 
Journal of Social Psychology, 1974, 2..?_, 209-216. 

Hoffman, M. Xoral development. In P.H. Mussen (ed.), Carmichael's 
manual of child psvchology. New York: Wiley, 1969, 261-359. 

Hornstein, H. A. Promotive tension: The basis of prosocial behavior 
from a Lewinian perspective. Journal of Social Issues, 1973, 
28, 191-218. 

Jurkovic, G. and Prentice, N. Relation of moral and cognitive develop­
ment to dimensions of juvenile delinquency. Journal of Abnormal 
Psychology, 1977, ~. 414-420. 



50 

Kahn, R. L. The justification of violence: Social problens and social 
solutions. Journal of Social Issues, 1972, ~. 155-175. 

Kelley, H. H. Moral evaluation. American Psychologist, 1971, 26, 
293-300. 

Kohlberg, L. Stage and sequence: The cognitive-deve)opmental approach 
to socialization. In D. A. Goslin (ed.), Handbook of socializa­
tion theory and research. Chicago: Rand ~kXally, 1969, 117-141. 

Leventhal, H. The emotions: A basic problem in social psychology. In 
C. Nemeth (ed.), Social psychology. Chicago: ~1arkham, 1973, 133-
153. 

Maccoby, E. E. and Jacklin, C. N. The psychology of sex differences. 
Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1974. 

Meyers, J. L. Fundamentals of experimental design. Boston: Allyn and 
Bacon, 1972. 

Milgram, S. Obedience to authority: An experimental view. New York: 
Harper and Row, .1974. 

Patterson, H. Adolescent attitudes towards justification of physical 
aggression. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of 
Wyoming, 1978. 

Pittel, S. M. and Mendelsohn, G. A. Measurement of moral values: A 
review and critique. Psychological Bulletin, 1966, 66, 22-35. 

Rest, J. New approaches in the assessment of moral judgment. In 
T. Lickona (ed.), Moral development and behavior. New York: 
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1976, 198-219. 

Rest, .J. R. , Davison, M. L. , and Robbins, S. Age trends in judging 
moral issues: A review of cross-sectional, longitudinal, and se­
quential studies of the Defining Issues Test. Child Development, 
1978, ~. 263-279. 

Rule, B. G., Dyck, R., HcAra, M., and Nesdale, A. R. Judgments of ag­
gression serving personal versus prosocial purposes. Social Be­
havior and Personality, 1975, 1_(1), 55-63. 

Rule, B. G. and Nesdale, A. R. }!oral judgment of aggressive behavior. 
In R. G. Geen and E. C. O'Neal (eds.), Perspectives on aggression. 
New York: Academic Press, 1976, 38-103. 

Silverman, W. H. The effects of social contact, provocation and s~x of 
opponent upon instrumental aggression. Journal of Experimental 
Research in Personality, 1971, ~. 310-316. 



51 

Stonner, D. N. The study of aggr0ssion: Conclusions and prospects 
for the future. In R. G. Geen and E. C. O'Neal (eds.), PersDec­
tives on aggression. New York: Academic Press, 1976, 311-318. 

Taylor, S. P. and Epstein, S. Aggression as a function of the inter­
action of sex of the aggressor and the sex of the victim. 
Journal of Personality, 1967, ]2, 474-486. 

Taylor, S. P. and Smith, I. Aggression as a function of sex of victim 
and male subjects' attitude toward women. Psychological Reports, 
1974, 35, 1095-1098. 

Young, P. M., Beier, E. G., Beier, P., and Barton, C. Is chivalry 
dead? Journal of Communication, 1975, 25, 57-64. 

Zillman, D. Hostility and aggression. New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum, 
1979. 



APPEl\'DIXES 

52 



APPE!\"'DIX A 

CATEGORIES OF ITDlS 

53 



Type of 
Provocation 

Insensitivity 

Lack of 
Efficiency 
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Categories of Provocative Items 

Aggressor 

Male 

One of your male friends 
ignor..:s you while he's 
with a group of his 
friends (23). 

A man in your neighbor­
hood always makes a lot 
of noise late at night 
when you're trying to 
sleep (17). 

A guy you're supposed to 
meet with on an impor­
tant project doesn't 
show up and doesn't call 
(6). 

A young man continues to 
interrupt your conversa­
tion after you've 
politely stated "let me 
finish" (19). 

When you go to pick up 
your car, the man who is 
fixing it tells you it 
will take a few days 
longer than he promised 
(31). 

The waiter at your favor­
ite restaurant brings 
your order late and it is 
not what you wanted be­
cause he did not pay at­
tention to what you had 
said (26). 

You and a fellow student 
must finish an assign­
ment on time and, be­
cause he does not do his 
share, you must do extra 
work to meet the dead­
line (2). 

Female 

A woman with whom you've 
scheduled an important 
meeting keeps you wait­
ing a long time (3). 

A friend borrows some­
thing expensive from you 
and when she returns it, 
mentions that she has 
broken it but leaves 
without offering to pay 
for repairs (13). 

A girl friend shares a 
secret with others that 
you told her in strict 
confidence (29). 

A girl you're speaking 
with does most of the 
talking but doesn't pay 
attention to what you're 
saying (21). 

The woman cutting your 
hair becomes involved 
in a conversation and, 
because she is not paying 
attention, does a bad 
job (12). 

A girl friend borrows your 
car and has an accident 
because she was not care­
ful (9). 

You leave an important 
message with the secre­
tary and she fails to 
deliver it, causing 
you a lot of problems (15). 



Type of 
Provocation 

Lack of 
Efficiency 
(cont.) 

Condescending 
Attitude 

Verbal 
Insult 

Male 

An older man causes you 
to have a minor accident 
because of his careless 
driving (4). 

A guy you know always in­
sists on doing things his 
way as if your sugges­
tions were inferior to 
his (22). 

The guy you're with acts 
like he's better than 
you (1). 

After you carefully state 
your opinion in class, a 
guy snickers at you (5). 

The guy you're talking to 
constantly tries to put 
you down (25). 

A male friend always 
makes fun of the way 
you dress (16) • 

A guy you know jokes 
about one of your phys­
ical characteristics 
that you are very sensi­
tive about (30). 

A man in a restaurant 
insults you (32). 
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Female 

You are in a hurry and 
the checkout line delays 
you first by sending the 
clerk for an item she 
forgot and then being un­
able to find her wallet 
(15). 

A girl you've passed on 
the sidewalk in your 
neighborhood never speaks 
to you and acts like 
you're not worth her 
time (11). 

One of the girls in your 
class listens to your 
ideas in a way that sug­
gests she believes you 
are not smart enough to 
say something worthwhile 
(20). 

A young woman at a party 
seems to have the opin­
ion that the career she 
has chosen is far superior 
to the one you have 
chosen (2 7). 

An expensively dressed 
woman looks disgustingly 
at you as you pass her 
when you're wearing old 
work clothes (14). 

A woman at a party ridi­
cules your appearance (8). 

A girl in your class says 
bad things about you (24). 

A girl you've seen before 
pokes fun at your attempt 
to learn something new. 

A girl .you know tries to 
fight with you by calling 
you names (18). 



Type of 
Provocation 

Verbal 
Insult (cont.) 

Male 

A guy you grew up with 
humiliates you by telling 
an embarrassing personal 
incident (10). 
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Female 

A girl you know tries to 
fight with you by calling 
you names (18) . 
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AGE FRESHMAN SOPH0~10RE JUNIOR SENIOR 

MALE FEMALE SINGLE MARRIED DIVORCED 

Listed on the next few pages are a variety of sitJ~tions in which 
people may feel they have a right to yell at, insult, er hurt the feel­
ings of another person. After each situation, there are two groups of 
statements you could make about each situation. In each group, I want 
you to circle the one statement that most closely represents how you 
would feel if you were in that situation. 

In the first group of state::rrents, I want to know v.,hether you would 
feel you have the right to yell at, insult, or hurt the feelings of the 
person doing the action. I am not asking you if you would do these 
things, but only if you think you have the right to yell at, insult, 
or hurt the feelings of that person. Circle the nunber that represents 
how you would feel in that situation. Also, underline which one of the 
three actions--yell at, insult, or hurt the feelings--you feel you 
would have the right to take if you were in that situation. 

In the second grQup of choices, I want to know how angry you would 
feel if you were in that situation. Circle the number that most 
closely represents how you would feel in that situation. 

EXAMPLE: A girl lies to you about something important. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt her feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 

It is important that you understand. Anyone who does not want 
to participate may withdraw at any time. 



1. The guy you're with acts like he's better than you. 

·To yell at, insult, or 
hurt his feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. So:rrev:ha t angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 
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2. You and a fellow student must finish an assignment on time and 
because he does not do his share, you must do extra work to meet 
the deadline. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt his feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 

3. A woman with whom you've scheduled an important meeting keeps you 
waiting a long time. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt her feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 

4. An older man causes you to have a minor car accident because of 
his careless driving. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt his feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 



5. After you carefully state your opinion in class, a guy snickers 
at you. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt his feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremel:' angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 

6. A guy you're supposed to meet with on an important project 
doesn't show and doesn't call. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt his feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 

7. You leave an important message with the secretary and she fails 
to deliver it, causing you a lot of problems. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt her feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 

8. A woman at a party ridicules your appearance. 

·To yell at, insult, or 
hurt her feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. .Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 
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9. A girl friend borrows your c2r and has an accident because she 
was not careful. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt her feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not CK 
3. Soraetimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 
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10. A guy you grew up with hu.~iliates you by telling an embarrassing 
personal incident. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt his feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 

11. A girl you've passed on the sidewalk in your neighborhood never 
speaks to you and acts like you're not worth her time. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt her feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 

12. The woman cutting your hair becomes involved in.a conversation 
and, because she is not paying attention, does a bad job. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt her feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 



13. ~ friend borrows something expensive from you and, when she re­
:::-:..:rns it, mentions that she has broken it but leaves without 
cifering to pay fo-r repairs. 

~~ yell at, insult, or 
~~rt her feelings is: 

Not OK 
Usually not OK 
Sometimes OK 
Usually OK 

. OK 

You would feel: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5 . 

Extremely angry 
Very angry 
Somewhat angry 
Slightly angry 
Not angry 

14. ~ expensively dressed woman looks disgustingly at you as you 
b.ass her when you are wearing your old work clothes. 

T~ yell at, insult, or 
t:-:J.rt her feeling is: 

...L. Not OK 
Usually not OK 
Sometimes OK 
Usually OK 
OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 
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15. ~2u are in a hurry and the woman ahead of you in the checkout 
~ne delays you, first by sending the clerk for an item she for­
~0t, and then being unable to find her wallet. 

T~ yell at, insult, or 
~Jrt her feelings is: 

L. 

Not OK 
Usually not OK 
Sometimes OK 
Usually OK 
OK 

You would feel: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

Extremely angry 
Very angry 
Somewhat angry 
Slightly angry 
Not angry 

16. d male friend always makes fun of the way you dress. 

T~ yell at, insult, or 
t~rt his feelings is: 

L Not OK 
Usually not OK 
Sometimes OK 
Usually OK 
OK 

You would feel: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

Extremely angry 
Very angry 
Somewhat angry 
Slightly angry 
Not angry 



17. A man in your neighborhood always makes a lot of noise late at 
night when you're trying to sleep. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt his feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 

18. A girl you know tries to fight with you by calling you names. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt her feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 
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19. A young man continues to interrupt your conversation after you've 
politely stated "let me finish." 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt his feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 

20. One of the girls in your class listens to your ideas in a way 
that suggests she believes you're not smart enough to say some­
thing worthwhile. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt her feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 
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21. A girl you're speaking with does most of the talking and doesn't 
pay attention to what you're saying. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt her feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extre~ely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 

22. A guy you know always insists on doing things his way as if your 
suggestions were inferior to his. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt his feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 

23. One of your male friends ignores you while he's with a group of 
his friends. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt his feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 

24. A girl in your class says bad things about you. 

·To yell at, insult, or 
hurt her feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 



25. The guy you're talking to constantly tries to put you down. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt his feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 

26. The_waiter at your favorite restaurant brings your order late 
and it is not what you wanted because he did not pay attention 
to what you had said. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt his feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 
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27. A young woman at a party seems to have the opinion that the 
career she has chosen is far superior to the one you have chosen. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt her feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 

28. A girl you've seen before pokes fun at your attempts to learn 
something new. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt her feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Some\.;hat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 



29. A girl friend shares a secret ~ith others that you told her in 
strict confidence. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt her feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 

30. A guy you know jokes about one of your physical characteristics 
that you are very sensitive about. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt his feelings is: You would feel: 

1. Not OK 1. Extremely angry 
2. Usually not OK 2. Very angry 
3. Sometimes OK 3. Somewhat angry 
4. Usually OK 4. Slightly angry 
5. OK 5. Not angry 

31. ~'hen you go to pick up your car, the man who is fixing it tells 
you it will take a few days longer than he had promised. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt his feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

32. A man in a restaurant insults you. 

To yell at, insult, or 
hurt his feelings is: 

1. Not OK 
2. Usually not OK 
3. Sometimes OK 
4. Usually OK 
5. OK 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 

You would feel: 

1. Extremely angry 
2. Very angry 
3. Somewhat angry 
4. Slightly angry 
5. Not angry 
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APPE!'-11HX C 

DEBRIEFING STATEMENT 
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The questionnaire which you have just completed is part of the 
research which I am doing on people's judgfilents about potentially 
anger-provoking situations. I am especially interested in two judg­
ments men and women might make about these types of situations: 
(1) whether they feel they have the right to yell at, insult, or 
hurt the feelings of the person provoking them; (2) how angry they 
would feel if they were in that situation. It was my guess that 
these two judgments by men and women could be influenced by at least 
two things in the situation: (1) is the person provoking you a guy 
or a girl? and (2) how does that guy or girl provoke you? 
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I chose four ways in which a person ~ight provoke you. A person 
could: (1) be insensitive to you ("ignores you," "interrupts your 
conversation"), (2) not do something ·1-,hich you had expected to be 
done ("doesn't do his share," "doesn't fix your car on time"), (3) be 
condescending to you ("acts better than you," "tries to put you dov.7n"), 
(4) insults you ("jokes about one of your physical characteristics," 
"ridicules your appearance"). Thus, the situations which you read 
and responded to consisted of a male or a· female behaving in one of 
the four ways listed above. The ratings (1-5) which you made on 
both judgments for each situation will be combined with the ratings 
of others into various groups of ratings to address such questions as: 

1. Do males as a group feel justified more often when they 
are provoked by another male? Is this also true for 
females? 

2. Are males as a group more angered when provoked by a 
female in a condescending way? Are females as a group 
more angered by another female who acts condescendingly? 

3. Although females may find condescension from another fe­
male to be the most anger-provoking, is it necessarily 
true that they will then also justify aggression more 
often in that situation? Will this also be the case for 
males? 

This last question deals with the relationship between anger and 
justification: Do people feel more justified in those situations 
they find most anger-provoking?--or--Are there situations that people 
find very anger-provoking but in which they feel they do not have 
the right to yell at, insult, or hurt the feelings of the person pro­
voking them? 

I hope this has given you some idea about what sorts of issues 
the results of this questionnaire can address. If you have any ques­
tions or any concerns, please ask me now or contact me at 
(918) 299-7375. (You may keep this page.) 

.Mark Sperle 
Route 3~ Box 
Sapulpa, OK 

344 
74066 

(908) 299-7375 
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE ANOVA 
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A Description of the Dependent 

Variable kV.OVA 
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As briefly described in the Results Chapter, justification and 

anger scores were treated as two levels of an independent variable in 

the dependent variable ANOVA. This design served as a contrastive 

analysis relating the results, on an effect-by-effect basis, of the 

two univariate ANOVA's considered separately. Because each item 

evoked a response on both dependent variables, each cell of the JA 

design was mirrored by a cell in the AA design. Thus, each main ef­

fect or interaction in one design occurs in the other design. The 

DV-ANOVA treats the dependent variables as two levels of a fixed­

effects factor (D) which has been orthogonally combined with the en­

tire experimental design. Accordingly, the results of this ANOVA 

contain two effects for each effect of the univariate design. For 

example, for the Type main effect present in both of the univariate 

ANOVA's, the DV-ANOVA finds two effects: a type main effect and a 

D by type interaction. As the type main effect here represents the 

effect of summing across the two dependent variables, each of which 

has been investigated in its own analysis, it will be of little in­

terest. The D by type effect, however, is precisely the sort of con­

trastive effect desired from this bivariate A.V.OVA. Namely, it allows 

us to detennine whether the type effects (significant or not) from 

the two univariate Ai.~OVA's are parallel or not. Since each effect 

(E) of the univariate designs appears in the_DV-fo.NOVA as a D by E 

interaction, similar tests for the covariation of the dependent vari­

ables can be made across each of the effects common to both univari-

ate designs. 
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