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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Overview of the Study

Nationwide, there is a growing concern over an escalation
in juvenile delinquency. According to the Uniform Crime
Reports (1991), compiled by the Federal Bureau of
Investigation, crimes related to violence based on juvenile
arrest rates have increased 27.2% from 1980 to 1990.
Aggravated assault arrest rates for juveniles have increased
63.7% during those same years. Juvenile aggression has always
been a social problem, but during the 1980’s violence has
become a more significant component of Jjuvenile crime.

The potential for individual aggression has also
increased because of the change in social conditions (Bandura,
1973). As the population grows, peaceful urban 1life
necessitates the cooperation of complex and intricate
interdependent systems. An individual act of aggression now
affects the welfare of a countless number of others.
Individuals can injure and destroy to their advantage
regardless of their victims willingness or 1liking. By
aggressive behavior, or dominance through physical and verbal
force, individuals can obtain valued resources, change rules

to fit their own wishes, gain control over or extract
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subservience from others, eliminate conditions that adversely
affect their well being,and remove barriers that block or
delay attainment of desired goals (Bandura, 1973).

Antisocial aggression has been characterized as one of
the most prevalent, stable, socially transmittable, personally
destructive, and clinically problematic behaviors we face
(Guerra & Slaby, 1990). This behavior pattern presents an
even greater challenge for treatment when it has developed to
the level of antisbcial acts of violence committed by
adolescent offenders. High rates of aggression by adolescents
have been reported over the past two decades (Lindman &
Scarpitti, 1978; Snyder, 1984). Some social-cognitive
psychological interventions used to reduce aggressive and
violent behavior have offered hope, but real progress in
developing effective treatment programs for acts of aggression
has been relatively slow (Kazdin, 1987). These treatment
approaches have focused directly on identifying and fostering
an individual’s cognitive resources for controlling aggression
(Guerra & Slaby, 1990). To facilitate paradigms of behavior
change, a better understanding of these cognitive factors and
how they serve as stable and underlying patterns of aggression
is needed.

In the past, a number of theories attempted to explain
acts of aggression. Most personality theorists described
behavior with the terminology of inner forces in the form of

needs, drives, and impulses, which usually operate below the
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level of consciousness. Recent approaches to treatment have
focused on the identification and fostering of the
individual’s cognitive resources for controlling aggression
and are based on a social-cognitive developmental model
(Guerra & Slaby, 1990). The relationship between social
cognitive variables and aggressive behavior in adolescents has
received increasing attention (Camp, 1977; Feshback, 1970;
Hartup, 1974).

The 1960s marked an important change in the field of
psychology toward an interest in and research on cognitive
mediational factors (Peterson & Stunkard, 1992). This shift
in focus from unconscious thought process, through strict
behavioristic approaches, to cognitive mediational factors has
had an impact on the theories of personal control. This
change was in reaction to the inadequate drafting of previous
personal control theories and took form in a variety of
cognitive theories (Gardner, 1985). In these new theories,
terms such as drives, needs, stimuli, and responses were
replaced with information processing terms (Peterson &
Stunkard, 1992). This new terminology was used to reshape the
old theories of personal control providing new ways to explain
and analyze specific behavior.

In new terminology, personal control refers to a person’s
belief about how well he or she can control or bring about
favorable outcomes and avoid unsatisfactory events (Peterson

& Stunkard, 1992). Peterson and Stunkard (1989) attempted to
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generalize across cognates such as attributional beliefs,
locus of control, and self-efficacy. They (Peterson &
Stunkard, 1989) now acknowledge that these cognates have
unigue distinctions (1992).

Several popular theories include cognitive constructs
such as 1locus of control (Rotter, 1990), self-efficacy
(Bandura, 1982), and attributional style (Weiner, 1974) to
explain behavior. Peterson and Stunkard (1992) hypothesize
that these cbgnates are similar constructs and correlate, yet
they are not necessarily interchangeable. Peterson and
Stunkard’s (1992) conceptual analysis indicates that they may
function at different levels of abstraction and generality,
and these cognates combine to influence behavior in a
multidimensional manner.

These theories have been viewed in the past as
conceptually and eﬁpirically overlapping and interchangeable
(Peterson & Stunkard, 1989). Peterson and Stunkard (1992)
think they are similar constructs but each has something
unigue to contribute to predictive power. The meanings of
these different cognates are not exactly the same. Locus of
control refers to an individual’s perception of the origin of
rewards or punishments in general; self-éfficacy refers to an
individual’s belief about whether he or she can perform a
specific behavior; and attributional style refers to an
individual’s habitual way of explaining the causes of events

(Peterson & Stunkard, 1992).
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Each cognate may be considered distinct in its own way.

As previously stated, Peterson and Stunkard (1992) theorize
that each seems to exist at a different level of abstraction
and generality. Locus of control seems too general and tends
to diminish in predictive power across positive and negative
circumstances. This level of generality also creates
difficulties in distinguishing differences in specific
situations (Seligman, 1992). Self-efficacy is too specific
and was not originally intended to serve as a personality
variable which could be utilized to predict behavior across
different situations and over time (Seligman, 1992). It is
used more for analysis of specific situations. Bandura
(1992), however, argues that the concept of self-efficacy is
more general and is consistent across time and settings.
With regard to the generality versus specific dimension,
attributional or explanatory style could be considered as
falling in the middle between locus of control and self-
efficacy (Seligman, 1992). It is able to distinguish between
positive and negative events, from domains such as
internality, stability, and globality of explanations. Locus
of control and explanatory style are then considered closer to
personality traits which lead to more specific thought and
beliefs which in turn influence determinants of action and
emotion (Seligman, 1992). Self-efficacy could be considered
more closely associated with one of the determinants of

specific behavior.



Background of the Problem

In an effort to understand the cognitive mediational
factors involved in the aggressive behavior of adolescents,
researchers have focused on a variety of cognitive mediators
in the processes involved in aggressive behavior (Slaby &
Guerra, 1988). Attributional stylé, locus of control, and
self-efficacy have been studied separately and all provide
evidence that they contribute in some way toward the
mediational processes involved in aggressive behaﬁior.
Overlap may indeed exist between these three constructs, but
the differences are just as important as the similarities
(Peterson & Stunkard, 1992). These differences and what each
can contribute to increase predictive and explanatory power
need to be researched further. There is a need to combine
these cognitive mediational factors to determine the
differences and unique contributions in each to discriminate
between specific groups of adolescents.

Attributional Style

Attributions play a key role in our explanatory efforts,
and have significant effects on our social relations.
Attributions are inferences that people draw about the causes
of events, other’s behaviors, and their own behavior (Weiner,
1974). People make attributions because they have a strong
need to understand their experiences, to make sense out of
their own behavior, others’ actions, and the events in their

lives. Also, they sometimes make distorted attributions to



~
maintain their self-image or to discount evidence that
contradicts beliefs their cherish.

Attributions are not used to explain everything that
happens, but a variety of factors influence whether we are
stimulated to engage in attributional thinking (Fiske &
Taylor, 1984; Weiner, 1985). Generally, we are more likely to
engage in making attributions when unusual events grab our
attention, events have personal consequences for us, people
behave in unexpected ways, or when others ask us for our
explanations of events.

Fritz Heider (1958) was the first to develop the concept
of how we make attributions. Heider (1958) claimed that
people tend to locate the causes of behaviors either within
themselves (attributing it to personal factors), or outside
themselves (attributing it to environmental factors).

Building on Heider’s concepts, various theorists have
agreed that our explanation of certain behaviors can in part
be categorized within internal or external attributions (Jones
& Davis, 1965; Weiner, 1974). 1Internal attributions ascribe
the causes of behavior to personal dispositions, traits,
abilities, and feelings. External attributions ascribe the
causes of behavior to situational demands and environmental
constraints.

Harold Kelly (1973) has proposed a theory which
identifies some of the important factors that we consider in

making internal or external attribution. According to Kelly,
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attempts to infer the causes of behavior utilize three types
of information. These three factors are consistency,
distinctiveness, and consensus. Consistency refers to whether
an individual’s behavior in a situation is the same over time
and across occasions. Distinctiveness refers to whether a
person’s behavior is unique to the specific entity that is the
target of the person’s actions. Consensus refers to whether
other people in the same situation tend to respond like the
individual in question. Kelly (1973) assumes that
consistency, distinctiveness, and consensus can vary along a
continuum,.and individuals may Jjuggle all three factors to
arrive at attributions. These assumptions mean that there are
many possibilities in various combinations of consistency,
distinctiveness, and consensus.

Other theorists have sought to find additional dimensions
of attributional thinking besides the internal/external
dimension. Bernard Weiner (1974) studied the attributions
people make in explaining success and failure. Wiener (1974)
concluded that individuals often focus on the stability of the
causes underlying behavior. The stable~unstable dimension in
attribution crosses the internal-external dimension creating
four distinct types of attributions for success and failure.

Weiner (1980) eventually added a third dimension: the
controllability of events. Other theorists who work in the
area of depression provide an attributional focus on having

global (far reaching) or specific implications about our
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personal qualities. According to Abramson, Seligman, and
Teasdale (1978), internal, stable, and global attributions for
personal setbacks foster feelings of depression. They
advocate, within this theory, that people who present this
type of attributional style blame their setbacks on personal
shortcomings (internal) they perceive as permanent (stable)
which have long term effects (global) about their personal
worth. Clearly, attributions are complicated and have
important implications for how we see ourselves and others.
Attributions are subject to personal bias and not always
logical and objective.

Kenneth Dodge (1980) investigated social cognition and
children’s aggressive behavior. Three groups of aggressive
and nonaggressive boys from grades 2, 4, and 6 were exposed to
frustrating negative outcomes started by an unidentified peer
who had acted with either a hostile, ambiguous, or benign
intent (Dodge, 1980). The verbal and behavioral responses of
each subject were videotaped, rated, and evaluated to
determine the status of the subjects. In opposition to
Dodge’s (1980) stated hypothesis, aggressive boys were able to
distinguish and integfate information observed from the
different intent cues. No significant main or interaction
effects were found for the difference in ages. One finding
was that all three of the groups responded more to the hostile
condition than the benign condition. The aggressive and

nonaggressive groups only differed in their response to an
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ambiguous condition. In this situation, the aggressive group
responded with more aggression, as 1if in the hostile
condition. The nonaggressive group perceived and reacted to
the ambiguous intent cue as benign. This gave empirical
evidence for a hypothesis that aggressive boys respond to
ambiguous-intention—negative—consequence situations with
aggression because they are more likely to infer a hostile
attribution. This has been supported with a follow-up study.

Dodge’s second study (1980) involved the same subjects as
in the first study. 1In interviews, each subject was asked a
series of four questions about each of four peers. In each
series, the experimenter told one of two hypothetical stories
in which a peer was involved in a negative outcome. In each
story the wording of the story was left to portray an
ambiguous intent by the peer. The child was asked to describe
how the incident might have happened. Responses were elicited
until the subject responded on the intent of the peer.
Shortly, the subject was asked questions on how he would
respond behaviorally. Again, aggressive subjects were
significantly more likely to attribute a hostile intention to
the peer than nonaggressive subjects.

These studies (Dodge, 1980) provide supportive evidence
that attributions and behavior may interact in a way that
could perpetuate their relationship. The subject’s
attributions about the intention of the peer were highly

predictive of his verbal and behavioral response.
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Dodge and Newman (1981) later explored two aspects of
cognitive processing that might be related to attributional
bias of aggressive boys: speed of decision making and
selective recall of hostile cues. Three age groups of
aggressive and nonaggressive boys participated in a detective
game in which they needed to gather evidence in order to
decide whether or not a peer acted in a benign or hostile
intent. Aggressive boys were found to respond more quickly
and with 1less attention to available social cues than
nonaggressive boys (Dodge & Newman, 1981). Aggressive boys
were also more likely to attribute hostility to peers in
unwarranted circumstances, but only when they responded
quickly. This might suggest that processing speed of decision
making contributes to attributional biases in aggressive boys.
Selective recall was also related to biased attributions for
both groups. Training to increase the recall of social cues
could also reduce the frequency of biased attributions.

The results of Dodge and Newman’s (1981) study
demonstrated two important correlates of attributional bias in
aggressive boys. Dodge and Newman (1981) provided empirical
data to suggest that quick responding and selective recall are
cognitive pathways that influence attributional bias in
aggressive boys.

Dodge and Frame (1982) conducted a three part study that
provided assessment of the nature and limits on the tendency

of aggressive boys to overly attribute hostile intentions
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towards peers (Dodge & Frame, 1982). The first part was
utilized to determine that the subject’s attributional bias
was restricted to a peer’s behavior toward an aggressive boy,
and not to attributions of a peer’s behavior toward a second
peer. This implicated the influence of biased attribution in
the cognitive mediational process of aggressive responses.

The second part assessed the role of selective attention
to and recall of hostile social cues in the formation of a
biased attribution (Dodge & Frame, 1982). The results
indicated that selective recall did contribute to attribution
biases, but that selective recall could not account for all
variances in the attributional difference between aggressive
and non-aggressive boys. Specific deficits in recall were
identified in aggressive boys (Dodge & Frame, 1982).

The third part involved naturalistic observation of the
peer—-directed aggressive behavior of boys in a controlled
setting (Dodge & Frame, 1982). It was observed that the
biased attributions of aggressive boys may have been
influenced by experience. Aggressive boys were frequently the
target of aggressive behavior by the nonaggressive subjects,
but were rated higher on aggressive behavior towards others.
These findings led to the formation of the social information
processing model of aggressive behavior (Dodge & Frame, 1982).

Dodge, Price, Bachorowski, and Newman, (1990) correctly
hypothesized that hostile attributional biases were positively

correlated with under-socialized aggressive conduct disorder.
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This suggests that within a population of juvenile offenders,
attributional biases are implicated specifically in
interpersonal reactive aggression that involves anger and not
in socialized delinquency (Dodge et al., 1990).

Two studies were performed on the relatively aggressive
and relatively non-aggressive emotionally disturbed boys in
residential treatment facility (Nasby, Hayden, & Depaulo,
1980). It was suggested that the more aggressive children
would exhibited an attributional bias to infer hostility
regardless of the nature of the social stimuli (Nasby et al.
,1980). Findings from both studies indicated that an
attributional bias to infer hostility from various classes of
social stimuli became more marked as aggressiveness increased
(Nasby et al., 1980).

LocuS of Control

Internal versus external control of reinforcement, often
referred to as locus of control, is currently one of the most
studied variables 1in psychology. Locus of control is a
personality dimension that was first déscribed. by Julian
Rotter (1966, 1975), a prominent social learning theorist.
Internal versus external control refers to the degree in which
one expects a reinforcement or an outcome of their behavior to
be contingent upon their own Dbehavior or personal
characteristics versus the degree in which one expects the
reinforcement or outcome to be a function of chance, luck, or

fate, under the control of others, or simply unpredictable
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(Rotter, 1990). Such expectancies may generalize along a
continuum based on the degree of similarity of the situational
cues (Rotter, 1966).

In order to be empirically tested as well as to convey a
common understanding, it is important for a cognitive variable
to be clearly and precisely stated; It should be
operationélly defined in such a way as to be measurable and
testable. Several reviews of internal-external control
research and applications have been published (Lefcourt, 1976,
1981; Phares, 1976), and will be discussed in detail within
the literature review.

A number of studies on locus of control also contribute
to the understanding of aggressive behavior and angry
emotions. Scores on the Health Locus of Control were used to
determine significance (Prerost, 1987) in showing effective
use of humor to reduce anger. The results indicate some
importance in the Health Locus of Control as a factor in the
connection between hostile mood and appreciation of humor for
at least young women (Prerost, 1987).

Storms and Spector (1987) designed a study to examine the
influence of organizational frustration and locus of control
on emotional and behavioral reactions to frustrating
conditions. The pattern of results revealed by moderator
analyses provided some support for the hypothesis that locus
of control played a significant role in the frustration-

behavioral reaction relationship (Storms & Spector, 1987).
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These results suggest that persons with an external locus of
control are more 1likely to respond to frustration with
counterproductive behavior than persons with an internal locus
of control (Storms, & Sbector, 1987).

Research has also included examining the relationship
between 1locus of control and aggressive reactions to
frustrating situations with middle~-class and culturally
deprived children (Romi & 1Itskowitz, 1990). This study
distinguished two types of aggression: (1) "negative", or non-
constructive aggression, whose purpose is to harm and destroy:
(2) "positive" aggression, whose direction and purpose are to
build, despite the fact that it may begin with destruction
(Romi & Itskowitz, 1990). It was hypothesized that positive
aggression would be more frequently displayed by subjects who
would hold an internal locus of control than by subjects with
an external locus of control. The influence of social status
and sex was also examined in relation to locus of control and
aggression. The results suggest a relationship between locus
of control and type of aggressive response (Romi & Itskowitz,
1990). Interestingly, no significant relationships were found
among social status, sex, and the type of aggressive
responses.

Young (1992) inyestigated the relationship of a locus of
control scale and a measure of misconceptions about human
aggression. Young believes that an important psychological

factor in human aggression is one’s locus of control. He
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hypothesized that the belief of individuals with a sense of
mastery or control over life may be less likely to perceive
human aggression as instinctual than those who feel life is
the result of factors beyond their control. Results indicate
that as feelings of mastery and control increased, belief in
a human propensity for aggression decreased (Young, 1992).

Locus of control has been shown to contribute partially
to mediational processes between negative divorce-related
events and children’s adjustment, and more strongly with mood
regulation, hostile mood, type of aggressive response, and
emotional and behavioral reactions to frustrating conditions
(Fogas, Wolchik, Braver, Freedom, & Bay, 1992; Prerost, 1987;
Romi & Itskowitz, 1990; Storms & Spector, 1987). The most
recent study found (Fogas et al., 1992) focuses on whether
locus of control beliefs mediate the relationship between
negative divorce events and children’s adjustment problems in
a sample of children who had recently experienced parental
divorce. ' Support was provided for the hypothesis that locus
of control beliefs are involved in the mediational processes
between negative divorce-related events and children’s
psychological adjustment.

In a study by Caprara, Manzi and Perugini (1992), the use
of a bi-dimensional guilt scale and four other scales were
examined in relation to aggressive behavior. The two
dimensions of guilt were differentiated on the bases of their

relations to various indicators of aggression (Caprara et al.,
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1992). The difference found between the bi-dimensional scales
of guilt was attributed to locus of control over expected
consequences.
Self-Efficacy

Social 1learning theory (Bandura, 1977) states that
psychological procedures, whatever their form, alter the level
and strength of self-efficacy. Bandura has hypothesized that
expectations of personal efficacy determine whether coping
behavior will be initiated, how much effort will be expended,
and how long it will be sustained in the face of obstacles and
aversive experiences. Expectations of personal efficacy are
derived from four ©principal sources of information:
performance accomplishments, vicarious experience, verbal
persuasion, and physiological states (Bandura, 1977). The
more dependable the experiential sources, the greater the
changes in perceived self-efficacy.

A number of other factors have been identified as having
some influence on the cognitive processing of self-efficacy
arising from the aforementioned four principal sources cited
above (Bandura, 1977). Bandura postulates that efficacy
expectations vary on several dimensions. The first 1is
described as magnitude, which indicates a difference in the
level of difficulty for a specific task. The second is that
efficacy expectations differ in generality. Some experiences
create specific mastery expectations while others instill a

more generalized sense of self-efficacy that can carry over
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into other areas. The third is that expectancies are easily
extinguishable by disconfirming experiences, where individuals
who possess strong expectations of mastery will persevere in
their coping efforts despite disconfirming experience
(Bandura, 1977).

Multivariate studies have advanced the understanding of
how perceived self-efficacy interacts with and contributes to
goal setting, outcome expectation, analytic strategies, and
affective reaction in regulating human activities (Bandura &
Jourden, 1991; Dzewaltowski, 1989; Dzewaltowski, Noble & Shaw,
1990; Ozer & Bandura, 1990; Williams, 1987; Wood & Bandura,
1989). Several other studies also suggest that causal
attributions, in turn, influence social behavior (Brodt &
Zimbardo, 1981; Anderson, 1983).

The most current research done which utilized self-
efficacy beliefs for aggressive behavior was conducted by
Cuddy and Frame (1991). In this study, self-efficacy and
outcome expectancy beliefs of two subgroups of aggressive boys
were compared to nonaggressive controls. Differences were
found in outcome expectancies and not in perceived self-
efficacy among the three groups. The results suggest that
outcome expectancy, rather than self-efficacy beliefs, may
play a role in the development and maintenance of the
different behavior patterns of aggressive and nonaggressive
youngsters (Cuddy & Frame, 1991).

Alden (1986) provided research on examining the
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relationship between an individual’s sense of self-efficacy in
a social situation and his/her causal attributions for
outcomes. Subjects that were rated on either high or low
self-efficacy expectations for a social situation were
provided with either a negative or positive feedback on their
performance. Feedback that was inconsistent with perceptioné
of efficacy was more likely to be attributed to external
factors than was expectancy consistent feedback (Alden, 1986).
This provided evidence of a self-efficacy and outcome
interaction which contributes to social behavior.

Innes and Thomas (1989) proposed a study which attempted
to identify a possible mediational link between attributions
of cause and behavioral consequences. The role of attributions
of success and failure to internal factors was analyzed in
relation to social avoidance and inhibition in high school
aged students. The role of self-efficacy was also examined,
and results suggest that avoidant and inhibited young people
attribute social success and failure to stable internal causes
and have lower degrees of self-efficacy for social
interactions (Innes & Thomas, 1989). The establishment of
social interactions is especially important in adolescence as
success or failure may lead to the development of life-long
patterns of friendship or loneliness (Moore & Schultz, 1983).

Statement of the Problem
Significant gaps are found in the current literature in

regard to how self-efficacy, attributional style, and locus of
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control relate to adolescent age youth who have aggressive
behavior histories. Little is known about how these
constructs interact and combine as cognitive mediators to
influence aggressive behavior. Therefore, research is needed
which focuses onvexploring the relationship of self-efficacy
(SE), attributional style (AS), and locus of control (LOC) for
aggressive behaviors within Conduct Disordered (CD),
Socialized Aggressive (SA), combined groups of CD and SA, and
a control group (CG) of adolescents males. These groups will
be determined by obtaining a T scores equal to or greater than
70 on the Revised-Behavior Problem Checklist for each
diagnostic category, and the control group will be determined
by an absence of symptoms and score under T of 70 for any of
the diagnostic categories.

There are a number of basic problems that need to be
addressed with respect to self-efficacy, attributional style,
and locus of control as they relate to aggressive behavior in
adolescents, even though independent researchers have made
progress in understanding aggressive behavior in adolescent
boys. However, none of the theories have fully integrated the
concepts of self-efficacy, attributional style, and locus of
control. Furthermore, certain factors or personal cognates
may be found that significantly contribute to mediation of
aggressive responses by adolescent boys. Therefore, a
relevant question to this study is: Which and in what way do

cognitive mediators influence level of aggressive behavior in
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adolescent groups? Measures on the Attributional Style
Questionnaire (Peterson et al., 1982), Locus of Control
(Rotter, 1966), and an instrument developed by Frame and Cuddy
(1990) which measures self-éfficacy‘ will provide data to
assess differences among two aggressive adolescent groups. A
more precise question is: Do measures on the Attributional
Style Questionnaire, Locus of Control, and Self-Efficacy
Questionnaire, have any discriminant value with regard to
attributional style, locus of control, and self-efficacy as
cognitive mediators of aggressive behavior in four specific
adolescent groups, consisting of one Control Group, one group
of Socialized Aggressive adolescents, one Conduct Disorder
group, and one combined group of Socialized Aggressive and
Conduct Disordered adolescent males?

Another concern arises from the limited dependent
measures used in the previous research in aggressive behavior.
The focus of these studies centered on single mediational
factors of aggressive delinquent boys. The purpose of this
study is to expand on current literature by including a
combination of cognitive mediational factors (attributional
style, locus of control, and self-efficacy) in a single study.
More specifically, this study was designed to explore how, and
to what extent, an uncorrelated linear combination of these
cognitive mediators may be related to, and thus help classify

aggressive adolescents into specific groups.
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Significance of the Study

Despite considerable evidence on individual theoretical
constructs, only one study was found which provided a
combination of attributional style and self-efficacy (Innes &
Thomas, 1989). Further, no studies were found which addressed
the issue of self-efficacy, attributional style, and locus of
control in the combined mediational effects on aggressive
behavior in adolescents. The current study was designed to
add to the 1limited body of information in the research
literature concerning these combined constructs in the
mediational process of aggressive behavior. This study
examined the relationship between these mediators and specific
aggressive behaviors.

The practical implications of this research are to help
facilitate a more comprehensive understanding of aggressive
behavior in a male adolescent population and build on existing
treatment modalities for aggressive adolescents. Furthermore,
this research contributes to the early identification of
delinquent and aggressive adolescents through the use of
psychological or behavioral markers associated with aggressive
behavior. Finally, this research helps identify which
cognitive mediational factors are most influential in the
aggressive behavior of adolescents and specific differences in

particular subgroups.
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Hypothesis and Research Questions

Null Hypothesis 1

There is no significant difference among groups of
nonaggressive control (NC)Y, Conduct Disordered (CD),
Socialized Aggressive (SA), and a combined group of Conduct
Disordered and Socialized Aggressive (CD/SA) male adolescents
on measures of Attributional Style (AS), Locus of Control
(LOC), and Self-Efficacy (SE).

In the event that the Null Hypothesis is-rejected, a
series of research questions will be addressed.

Research Question #1:

How many dimensions are necessary to explain the group(s)
separation?

Research Question #2:

Which variables account for the discriminant functions?

Research Question #3:

How do these variables relate to the discriminant
functions?

Research Question #4:

How do the variables relate across the groups
individually?
Assumptions and Limitations
There are several basic assumptions which underlie this
study. The first is that 1levels of self-efficacy,
attributional style, and locus of control operate on a

continuum. The second assumption is that aggressive behaviors
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occur in varying degrees of severity, influenced® by
environmental and situational factors. The third assumption
is that within the population from which the subjects are
drawn, there will be subjects that display some degree of
aggressive behavior.

There are several limitations to this study. The first
is that self report measures are utilized to obtain
information on attributional style, self-efficacy, and locus
of control. The second limitation is that the subject pool is
limited to adolescents (ages 13-18) who are incarcerated in a
juvenile detention facility or selected from a local high
school setting in the Southwest United States. Therefore, the
results of this study may not be relevant and applicable to a
larger population.

Definitions

Self-efficacy refers to the belief that one can

successfully perform a particular behavior. For this study
measured by the Self-Efficacy Questionnaire (Cuddy & Frame,
1990).

Qutcome expectancy is a person’s belief that a particular

behavior will result in a specific type of outcome.

Locus of control is a generalized expectancy about the
degree to which we control our oﬁtcomes. For this study this
variable is measured by the Rotter (1983) Locus of Control
Scale.

Attributions are inferences that people draw about the
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causes of events, others’ behavior, and their own behavior.
For this study measured by the Attributional Style
Questionnaire (Peterson et al., 1982).

Reciprocal determinism involves the assumptions that
internal mental events, external environmental events, and
overt behavior all influence one another.

Aggression is any behavior that is intended to hurt
someone, either physically or verbally.

Cognitionvrefers to the mental processes involved in
acquiring knowledge.

External attributions are inferences that ascribe the
causes of behavior to situational demands and environmental
constraints.

Internal attributions are inferences that ascribe the
causes of behavior to individuals’ dispositions, traits,
abilities, and feelings.

Conduct Disorder Group will be defined by obtaining a T

score equal to or above 70 on SCALE I. Conduct Disorder, of
the Revised Behavior Problem Checklist.

Socialized Aggressive Group will be defined by obtaining
a T score equal to or above 70 on SCALE II. Socialized
Aggression, of the Revised Behavior Problem Checklist.

Conduct Disorder and Socialized Aggressive Group will be
formed from the combined data of both the CD group and the SA
group as defined by T scores on the Revised Behavior Problem

Checklist.
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Control Group will be determined by using only subjects

that do not obtain a T score of 70 or above, which is equal to
or greater than two standard deviations above the mean on any
of the six scales included in the Revised Behavior Problem

Checklist.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This study will examine the relationship of attributional
style, locus of control, and self-efficacy on the cognitive
mediational process in aggressive behavior. First, a brief
review of the cognitive factors associated with aggressive
behavior followed by an overview of each distinct construct as
it is related to aggressive behaviors in adolescents will be
presented. This is followed by a review of studies which have
combined these cognitive mediators in relation to aggressive
adolescent behavior.

Attributional Style and Aggression

Attributional research interest remains prominent in
contemporary psychology (Harvey & Weary, 1984). As Kelly
(1973) suggested, the area naturally emerged out of numerous
phenomena that social psychologists have examined and tried to
interpret, and it is 1likely that some such type of
attributional analysis will remain with us because of the
inexorable 1ink between many phenomena and this type of
conception.

Currently there is no single, comprehensive, and coherent
theory of attribution. What now exists are a multitude of

mini-theories or general ideas and hypotheses that are loosely

- 27
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related. As long as these mini-theories have some explanatory
worth, the need to develop a single all encompassing theory is
not urgently needed. Attributional research will continue to
grow as long as scholars and researchers are interested in how
people understand their world, and how that affects behavior.

Attribution theory has been and will continue to
contribute to the causal understanding and mediation of social
behavior. This study is interested in how aggressive
adolescents combine information to make causal judgements and
whether judgmental biases can distort causal conclusions.

Dodge (1980) utilized two connected studies in an attempt
to investigate the connection between attributions and
children’s defensive aggression. Defensive aggression is
defined as behavior which is a hostile and assertive response
to perceived threat or intentional frustration. It was
hypothesized (Dodge, 1980) that, given a negative outcome, an
aggressive child would be most likely to mistakenly attribute
a hostile intention to a peer (and consequently, to retaliate
aggressively) when the peer’s behavior seemed ambiguously
intended. To test this hypothesis, known aggressive and
nonaggressive boys were placed in a situation with a negative
outcome as a result of a peer’s action. This act by another
was presented as either hostile, benign, or ambiguous
behavior. The results of this study indicated that all groups
of boys reacted to the hostile condition with aggression and

to the benign condition with relative restraint from
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aggression (Dodge, 1980). However, the aggressive boys did
have the tendency to display more aggression than the
nonaggressive group of boys. One interesting finding
indicated that the aggressive boys were more likely to help a
peer, but only in the benign condition. This suggests that
the aggressive boys have the ability to discriminate between
the conditions and react accordingly, more so than the
nonaggressive boys (Dodge, 1980). However, this study only
used the observation of behavioral responses as a dependent
variable. The attributions made by the boys can only be
inferred. To obtain specific information about the
attributions used and how that influenced the behavioral
response was the basis of Dodges’ second study.

Dodge (1980) hypothesized that if a peer is known to be
aggressive, then children will be more likely to attribute
hostile intentions to him in an ambiguous situation than if
the peer is known to be honaggressive. In order to test this
hypothesis, the status of the actor was manipulated by using
the actual names of known aggressive and nonaggressive boys
(Dodge, 1980). Results from the second study showed that the
aggressive and nonaggressive boys differed in their
attributions about a peer who ambiguously instigated a
negative outcome. Aggressive.boys weré relatively more likely
to attribute a hostile intention to the peer, to expect
continued aggression from the peer, and to mistrust the peer

(Dodge, 1980). The second study also indicated the importance
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of the instigators reputation for being aggressive, how that
expectation contributed to attributions made about his
behavior, and how others will behaved towards him.

In a two part study by Nasby et al., (1980) relatively
aggressive and unaggressive emotionally disturbed boys were
examined to determine whether the more aggressive children
exhibited either an attributional bias to infer hostility
regardless of the nature of the social cues presented or
displayed an actual ability to ‘detect true instances of
hostility. The results of the first study suggest that as
aggressiveness increased so did the tendency to make hostile
attributions from different social cues. These results do
not, however, provide any clear evidence that the more
aggressive boys differed from the less aggressive boys in
their ability to detect hostile from nonhostile social cues.

The second part of this study released some of the
constraints of the response items and allowed a more
spontaneous formulation of an answer. Results from the second
study paralleled findings from the first study. The increase
in accuracy that the more aggressive boys gained from
attributing hostile affect to social cues did not exceed the
decrease in accuracy that they lost from such a strategy:
therefore, the more aggressive boys apparently did not possess
greater ability to detect true instances of hostility than the
less aggressive boys (Nasby et al., 1980).

Dodge and Newman (1981) explored two aspects of cognitive
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processing that might be related to attributional bias: speed
of decision making and selective recall of hostile cues. As
hypothesized, when aggressive boys responded quickly to social
cues, ignoring all relevant information, they over attributed
hostile behavior to a peer (Dodge & Newman, 1981). It was
found that when aggressive boys selectively recalled hostile
cues over nonhostile cues they were more likely to demonstrate
a bias toward attributing hostile behavior to a peer (Dodge &
Newman,1981). This tendency toward a bias was found in both
groups of aggressive and nonaggressive boys, and indicates the
importance of these factors in making attributional decisions.

It was suspected that quickness of response and selective
recall are cognitive paths that lead to attributional bias in
aggressive boys (Dodge & Newman, 1981). Results from this
study provide information that is consistent with reciprocally
deterministic cognitive models of aggressive behavior offered
by Dodge (1980). This model stipulates that aggressive boys
have a cognitive expectancy that others will behave toward
them in hostile ways and that through cognitive mediators like
quickness of response and selective attention to hostile cues,
they make biased attributions. These attributions lead to
aggressive behavior in retaliation of perceived aggression
from peers and validate their expectations, thus creating a
cycle of aggression.

Data collected by Dodge and Frame (1982) in a three part

study attempted to explore the relationship