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ABSTRACT

THE ROLE OF ENCODING AND DECODING
AGGRESSIVE MESSAGES ON SUBSEQUENT HOSTILITY

By

\

Roger D. Haney

This study investigated the role of decoding and
encoding aggressive messages on subsequent feelings of
hostility. Previous research suggested that reading
aggressive messages could increase hostility, while
writing such messages could reduce the aggressive drive
instigated by an act of frustration. Hypotheses were
based on those premises.

A frustration manipulation consisting of insults
given by an experimenter while administering a bogus
proficiency test was pretested and found to be effective.
It was used in six experimental conditions with 111
subjects. In two decoding conditions, subjects were either
asked to read a message negatively evaluating the source
of frustration (Decode-Specific) or Vice-President Agnew
(Decode-Nonspecific). 1In these encoding conditions,
subjects were either asked to write a negative evaluation
of the source of frustration (Encode-Specific), of

Vice-President Agnew (Encode-Nonspecific) or write a



Roger D. Haney

message concerning the failure of a recent student strike
on campus (Encode-Nonaggressive). In the sixth condition,
there was no encoding or decoding activity after the
frustration induction (Control).

The main dependent variable was a five-scale index
of attitudes toward the frustrator and the experiment
(Evaluation Index). Two secondary indices consisting of
items selected from the Buss-Durkee measure of general
hostility were also administered.

In general, both decoding and encoding led to
significantly greater hostility than no activity. Only
the Decode-Specific condition did not show more hostility.
These results support a facilitation of aggression hypo-
thesis and do not support a catharsis hypothesis.

Predictions made about various types of encoding

and decoding were not confirmed.
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CHAPTER I

THE RESEARCH PROBLEM

Introduction

The purpose of this study is to determine the
relative effects of message encoding versus message
decoding on "feelings of aggression," or hostility.
Previous research has tended to investigate the role of
the mass media within a frustration--aggression paradigm,
arguing that communication behavior (usually in the form
of "viewing" behavior) can serve as a model for aggressive
acts (Bandura, Ross, and Ross, 1961; 1963 ab) can facili-
tate aggressive responses, given appropriate cues (Berko-
witz and Rawlings, 1963; Berkowitz, 1964, 1965; Berkowitz
and Geen, 1967; Geen and‘Berkowitz, 1966) , or can reduce
feelings of aggression (Thibaut and Coules, 1952; Feshbach,
1955, 1961; Berkowitz, 1960). The question, then, is under
what conditions aggression is most likely to occur and the
role certain message processes play in either facilitating

that aggression or reducing it.

The Frustration-Aggression Hypothesis

Many psychologists studying the phenomenon of

aggression tend to regard it as a response to some

1



frustrating act, the classic formulation being provided by
Dollard et al. (1939). They argued that a "frustration"

is "an interference with the occurrence of an instigated
goal-response at its proper time in the behavior sequence"
(p. 7). Thus frustration is regarded as interference with
or blockage of some drive state and can occur in a variety
of ways. Brown and Farber (1951, p. 481) argued that
frustration can occur when there are (1) physical barriers,
(2) delays between the initiation and completion of the
response sequence, (3) omission or reduction of a customary
reward, or (4) the eliciting of a response tendency that
is incompatible with the ongoing one."

Given such a formulation, certain implications are
paramount, many of which have been confirmed in the liter-
ature. The strength of the frustration should be greater
when it occurs closer to the goal (Buss, 1961). Frustra-
tions should be additive and whether or not they are
"expected" should make a difference. Thus Pastore (1952)
found that the "arbitrariness" of the frustration intervenes
in the frustration-aggression hypothesis. Unjustified
attacks are more frustrating (not to be confused with

justified aggression) than justified attacks.1 McClelland

1Buss (1961) separates physical and verbal attacks
(insult) from frustration proper. Berkowitz (1962) argues
that attack does fit within a frustration framework as
explicated by Brown and Farber. The present paper follows
this latter position in that a drive toward some goal
(e.g. homeostasis) is interfered with.
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and Apicella (1945) found that more intense (derogatory)
insults led to more intense subsequent aggression. This
led Buss (1963) to investigate the proposition that some
types of frustration are more effective than others in
leading to aggression.

"Aggression" was defined by Dollard, et al. as a
"sequence of behavior, the goal-response to which is the
injury of the person toward whom it is directed" (p. 9).
The behavior need not be overt and may be direct or
indirect. To avoid the teleological problems that result
if "intent to harm" is the implication of such a definition,
Buss (1961l) , emphasized the reinforcing aspect of aggressive
behavior. This can occur either in the form of the stim-
ulation provided by the victim suffering injury or being
in pain, or from extrinsic rewards such as money gained
from a mugging. Buss defined physical aggression in terms
of its consequences: either (1) pain or injury or (2) the
overcoming of a barrier or the source of noxious stimuli.
Verbal aggression is similarly defined as a "vocal response
that delivers noxious stimuli to anothér organism" (p. 6).
Noxious stimuli in this latter case are such things as
rejection and threat, rather than pain or injury.

Berkowitz, in his formulation (1962) avoided an
emphasis on intent by arguing that aggression following a
frustrating experience may not so much be "pushed out" by

strong emotions as "pulled out" by appropriate cues in the



B
NP

oy
e

o

-

e

sa
(4

..

he
Sy




environment. Much of Berkowitz's research has been
concerned with determining the nature and efficacy of
the "appropriate cues."

Dollard and his associates argued that "the
occurrence of aggression always presupposes the existence
of frustration and, contrariwise, that the existence of
frustration always leads to some form of aggression"

(1939, p. 1). 1In other words, frustration, in some form
was taken to be the necessary and sufficient condition for
the occurrence of aggression.

Miller (1941) qualified this formulation by
recognizing that responses other than aggression can occur
after a frustrating instance (fear of flight, for example).l
Miller suggested that a better phrasing of the statement is
"frustration produces instigation to a number of different
types of responses, one of which is an instigation to some
form of aggression" (1941, p. 338). Thus frustration is
no longer regarded as a sufficient condition for the
instigation to aggression.

Nor is frustration a necessary condition for the
instigation to aggression. Berkowitz (1962) pointed out

that past reinforced aggression can be sufficient, i.e.,

lCarmichael (1965) even found that attitude change
can be affected by frustrating experiences. Subjects were
more persuaded by speeches attacking their own course and
another course when they had been frustrated by an aspect
of the course. Interestingly, their opinion of the source
of the speech went down, even though they were persuaded
by his advocated position.
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that aggression can be learned. As an example, the
behavior of soldiers during wartime is cited. Bandura,
Ross, and Ross (1961) found that children exposed to
adult models behaving aggressively tend to imitate that
behavior. This could occur whether the adult was on film,
dressed as a cartoon character, or actually in the room
(1963a) , and was more likely to occur when the model was
rewarded for his aggressive action.

Buss (1961) pointed out that attack (insult) is
used most often in the laboratory situation to instigate
aggression. While this can fit within a frustration
framework, the notion does lead to an interesting variable
that is said to intervene in the frustration-aggression
hypothesis: anger.

Brown and Farber first proposed that the emotional
state produced by the frustration can be regarded as a
motivation. Anger is said to be a drive which heightens
the likelihood of aggressive behavior. In the Berkowitz
formulation, "drives such as anger do not lead to the
drive-specific behaviors (aggression in this case) unless
there are appropriate cues or releasers" (1962, pp. 32-33).
Thus for Berkowitz, a frustration creates a predisposition
toward hostility by arousing anger.

Whether or not aggressive responses occur, however,
is dependent in part upon the presence of suitable

aggression-evoking cues. The strength of the aggression



is considered dependent upon "the intensity of the result-
ing anger and the degree of association between the
instigator and the releasing cue" (p. 33). Berkowitz

feels that there must be some elicitory cues present--
stimuli which are associated with the previous frustration.
Thus while frustration can lead to anger, the anger may

not be released in the form of aggression unless other

cues or stimuli are present. The observation of aggression,
after frustration, is a cue that has been investigated in

this regard.

The Berkowitz Paradigm

In the typical Berkowitz experiment, subjects are
first separated into two groups: Insult and Non-Insult.
This serves as the frustration manipulation. The emotional
state resulting from the frustration is termed "anger" and
is said to create a proclivity for an aggressive act.l
Subjects then view either a violent film segment in which
one of the combatants is severely beaten or a non-violent
film. The efficacy of various cues relating the film to
the frustration act are then tested. The dependent variable

is some measure of aggression and most often consists of

the number of electric shocks the subject believes he is

lThis is similar to the definition of hostility
offered .by Buss (1961, p. 12): an "implicit verbal
response involving negative feelings and negative evalu-
ations of people and events."



administering to the frustrating agent. In general, Berko-
witz has found that observing an act of aggression that has
cues relevant to the source of frustration leads to an
increase in aggression.

Berkowitz and Rawlings . (1963) provided a synopsis
of the movie which either depicted the protagonist, who
suffered the beating, as a villain in a more sympathetic
manner--someone who was not really bad. They reasoned (p. 411):

If the villain is defeated or punished

aggressively--if he obtains the beating he
merited, as is typical in most melodramas--we
clearly have a case of justified aggression,
and this type of fantasy.violence may actually
increase the likelihood that some recently
angered member of a movie or TV audience will
attack his own frustrator, or perhaps even some
innocent people he happens to associate with
the anger instigator. Seeing the fantasy vil-
lain 'get what he deserved' may make the angered
individual more inclined to hurt the villain in
his life, the person who angered him.

They found that subjects in the Insult-Justified
fantasy aggression condition showed significantly more
unfriendliness to the experimenter (frustrator) as indicated
by relatively greater agreement with the statement, "My
attitude toward this task might have been better if there
had been another experimenter instead of Mr. .
Berkowitz, Corwin, and Heironimus (1963) replicated the
study, adding a third condition in which subjects viewed a
"neutral” film about canal boats. They found similar

results in the relevant conditions. However, angered sub-

jects who were exposed to the nonvillain summary did






not show more hostility than those who saw the neutral
film. Thus it seems that exposure to filmed aggression
may not by itself produce more aggression (in college
students) than exposure to neutral films.

In further experimentation, Berkowitz reasoned
that cues which link the victim of a beating to the
frustrating agent in some way can serve to lessen inhibi-
tions against subsequent aggression. Berkowitz (1964)
found that subjects gave a greater number of shocks to
the frustrating agent when they were told he was a "boxer"
(like the film's protagonist) than when they were told he
was a "speech major." Berkowitz and Geen (1966) found
more subsequent aggression when the frustrator was intro-
duced as having the same name as the boxing victim in the
film. Geen and Berkowitz (1966) found that the highest
level of aggression occurred if the frustrator was
associated by name to the boxing victim rather than the
boxing victor. Berkowitz and Geen (1967) found that this
occurred even if the name-mediated association was formed
after the film was viewed.

In summary, if subjects are angered through an act
of frustration (insult), they will exhibit more aggression
toward the source of frustration when they view an aggres-
sive act that has been justified or linked to the frustra-
tion source. This link can be formed by associating the
frustrator and the victim of the observed aggression by

occupation or name.



Catharsis

The concept of catharsis has its origins in the
analysis of Greek drama. It was argued, principally by
Aristotle, that viewing great tragedy serves to discharge
one's own emotions. Freud and Breuer (1893) introduced
the term in their study of hysteria to refer to the
tension-reducing consequences of emotional expression.
They found that symptoms of hysteria would disappear if
under hypnosis (and later in the free-association tech-
nique) the patient recovered the traumatic memory of a
past difficulty and described the disturbing event in
detail. "The injured person's reaction to the trauma
only exercises a completely 'cathartic' effect if it is
an adequate reaction--as, for instance, revenge. But
language serves as a substitute for action; by its help,
an effect can be 'abreacted' almost as effectively"
(Breuer and Freud, 1893, p. 8).

Dollard et al. (1939) emphasized the "adequate
reaction" in their theoretic formulation of aggression.
They felt that "the expression of an act of aggression is
a catharsis that reduces the instigation to all other acts
of aggression" (1939, p. 53). This differs from the
Aristotelian notion of catharsis in that the aggression
act is not vicarious. For catharsis to occur, the aggres-
sive act must be expressed by the individual rather than

viewed by him.
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This difference can be explicated in terms of
encoding versus decoding. One can express an aggressive
act physically or verbally. If it is done verbally,
either in oral or written form, this is an act of encoding.
Decoding, on the other hand, describes the situation where
a person might view, or hear, or read, about someone else's
aggression. An act of aggression is not performed by the
individual himself.

Thus there are two basic formulations of the
catharsis hypothesis. The first argues that the wit-
nessing of aggression (an act of decoding) can serve to
vicariously reduce the instigated drive for aggression.

The Berkowitz research most directly tests and refutes
this form of the hypothesis.

The second formulation argues that the expression
of aggression (an act of encoding if aggressive messages
are considered) can serve to mitigate the drive for further
aggression. This expression of aggression can take place
either in linguistic (Breuer and Freud) or physical
(Dollard, et al.) form and supposedly may be direct or
indirect (Buss, 1961). It is important to note that
Berkowitz has not generally tested this form of the hypo-
thesis in that he has not tested for aggression after the
subject's expression of aggression. In one study that
did have post-aggression measures, however, Berkowitz and

Holmes (1960) found that angered subjects who gave the
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most shocks later expressed significantly more favorable
judgments of the frustrator's fairness. This finding

supported the earlier research of Pepitone and Reichling

(1955) .

Catharsis Research

Much of the research purporting to find catharsis
has tested for it in the second sense of the formulation.
There it is argued that the expression of aggression can
be cathartic. Thibaut and Coules (1952) tested the hypo-
thesis that "the communication of hostility through overt
aggressive behavior directed toward a (personal) instigator
will tend to reduce the residual hostility toward that
instigator" (p. 770). They had subjects exchange a series
of notes with a confederate and on the last exchange the
confederate insulted the subject. Those subjects allowed
to respond to this last message expressed a significantly
greater number of friendly items in a subsequent person-
ality sketch of the confederate than those who were not
allowed to communicate back.

They could not tell from this study, however, if
there was a catharsis effect in the communication group
OX an increase in hostility in the no-communication group.
To test for these differing possibilities, Thibaut and
Coules conducted a second experiment which differed from

the first in that the no-communication group was allowed
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to respond to the insult message after a three-minute
delay. Thosewho had to wait.before responding expressed
more hostility toward the frustrator than those who. could
respond immediately. This indicated that "the thwarting
of communication back to the.instigator immediapely after
instigation increases the lewvel .of hostility" (Q. 773.)
The authors concluded that catharsis does not occur when
a source of frustration (communication delay) remains.

In another study, Rosenbaum and de Charms (1960)
found that college men who were low in self-esteem
expressed less resentment toward a peer-frustrator éfter
they heard someone else attack him, especially when they
themselves had been given an opportunity to communicate
back to the instigator. The authors qualified their
catharsis interpretation, however, in that the stétements
made in rebuttal to the instigator were invariably mild.
The felt that inhibition to aggression may have been a
factor for low self-esteem people.

In perhaps the most cited study showing cathartic
effects, Feshbach (1955) first angered subjects and found
that those who had the opportunity to express their
hostility in a fantasy task using TAT cards expressed less
subsequent hostility on a final questionnaire. Thus the

expression of hostility served to reduce hostility toward

the frustrator.
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In a study preceding the Berkowitz research,
Feshbach (1961) first angered subjects and then showed
them a film of either a violent prize-fight or a more neu-
tral film. Those who saw the fight had less hostility as
measured by subject evaluation of the frustrator.

Feshbach hypothesized (p. 381) that

participation in a vicarious aggressive act

results in a reduction in subsequent aggres-

sive behavior if aggressive drive has been

aroused at the time of such participation;

if aggressive drive has not been aroused at

the time of participation in a vicarious

aggressive act, such participation results

in an increase in subsequent aggressive

behavior.
He felt that the aggressive film served to reduce the
aggressive drive instigated by the frustration. This is
consistent with the argument that "the most important
determiner of the cathartic effect is the presence or
absence of anger" (Buss, 1961, p. 89).

Such a formulation does not seem adequate, however.
Berkowitz (1962, p. 220n) argued that anxiety or guilt was
instilled in the subjects by watching the film. Subsequent
aggression may not have occurred because subjects felt
guilty rather than because the aggressive drive was reduced.

Another plausible explanation is that the aggressive
drive in the subjects was inhibited by the fact that they
thought their evaluations of the frustrator were to be

shown to the department chairman in order to evaluate the

experimenter's competence.
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Moreover, Hartman's 1969 study contradicted these
results. Adolescent delinquents who saw either of two
versions of a fight scene were more aggressive (as measured
by duration and intensity of administered shocks) if they
previously had been angered. This effect was greater when
the film focused on the pain of the victim rather than the
actions of the aggressor. Apparently pain served as a
secondary reinforcer for subsequent aggression.

It seems, then, that it is not simply the absence
or presence of anger that determines the cathartic effect.
It may be that the subject has to actively participate,
e.g. encode, in the aggressive act, either physically or
verbally, for catharsis to occur. Passive participation,
e.g. decoding, seems insufficient. Thibaut and Coules
(1952) , Feshbach (1955) and Rosenbaum and de Charms (1960)

support this more complex catharsis rationale.

Hypotheses

Early investigators of aggression theories proposed
that aggression is the response to some frustrating act.
It was soon realized that frustration is not sufficient
for aggression. Other factors are necessary.

Berkowitz (1962) argued that there must be other
appropriate cues or stimuli in the environment which "pull
out" the aggressive act. He and his associates tested the

efficacy of various cues in filmed aggression. They argued
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that if a subject is frustrated (usually through an insult
technique) and then observes some aggressive act, this
will lead to greater subsequent aggression. This effect
will be greater to the extent that the observed aggression
is relevant to the source of frustration.

This argument, however, is contrary to a catharsis
formulation. Other investigators, notably Feshbach, have
argued that if a subject is frustrated (angered), observed
aggression will vicariously cathart the drive for subsequent
aggression. Past research gives little support to this
formulation, however. The drive for aggression seems only
to be reduced through some personal act of aggression by
the subject. These possibilities can be tested for by
comparing the processes of decoding versus encoding of
aggressive messages. Decoding an aggressive message does
not allow for the expression of aggression on the part of
the subject. Thus if a person decodes an aggressive
message, one would expect greater subsequent aggression.
This effect should be accentuated to the extent that the
aggressive message is relevant to the source of frustration
(as in the Berkowitz formulation). This leads to the
statement of the first three hypotheses.

Hy,¢ For anggred subjects, degoding an
aggressive message that is specifi-
cally directed toward the source of

anger results in a higher level of
hostility than no activity.
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Hlb: For angered subjects, decoding an
aggressive message that is not
specifically directed toward the
source of anger results in a higher
level of hostility than no activity.

ch: For angered subjects, decoding an
aggressive message that is specifi-
cally directed toward the source of
anger results in a higher level of
hostility than decoding an aggressive
message that is not specifically
directed toward the source of anger.

It is predicted that reading an aggressive message
will elicit cues which lower inhibitions against expres-
sions of hostility. A message that is directed specifi-
cally toward the source of anger will be most effective in
this regard.

Research has been cited which supports the notion
that catharsis can take place. Feshbach (1961, p. 381)
argued that "for an activity to have drive reducing
properties, components of the drive must be present or
evoked during performance of the activity; that is there
must be some functional connection between the vicarious
act and the original drive instigating conditions."

While it is hypothesized here that decoding an aggressive
message will increase feelings of hostility rather than
reduce the drive for aggression, it seems that an act of
aggression committed by the frustrated subject would be
drive-reducing. This would be so to the extent that it

was directed toward the source of anger. Such an act can

take place as an act of encoding. To the extent that
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actively constructing an aggressive message is drive-
reducing, it may serve to reduce feelings of aggression
or hostility.

Research purporting to show a cathartic effect
supports such a position. Only the Feshbach (1961) study
did not involve some aggressive encoding behavior on the
part of subjects. Haer (1968) also supports such a
proposition. He found that messages encoded by psycho-
therapeutic patients had fewer aggressive remarks (deroga-
tory, critical statements) after an expression of anger
("I am mad") than before such expression. Haer felt that
release of anger reduced the drive for expression of
aggression. It seems equally likely that the expression
of aggression itself reduces the drive for further aggres-
sion. This leads to the following hypotheses:

H2a: For angered subjects, encoding an

aggressive message that is directed

toward the source of anger results
in a lower level of hostility than
no activity.
For angered subjects, encoding an
aggressive message that is not speci-
fically directed toward the source of

anger results in a lower level of
hostility than no activity.

2b’

For angered subjects, encoding an
aggressive message that is directed
toward the source of anger results
in a lower level of hostility than
encoding an aggressive message that
is not directed toward the source of
anger.

2C
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These hypotheses state that encoding an aggressive
message will serve to reduce feelings of hostility,
especially if the message is specifically directed toward
the source of anger. However, this does not determine if
the predicted reduction in hostility is due to the aggres-
sive content of the encoding or the act of encoding itself.
Perhaps any act of encoding may serve to reduce levels of
hostility, in that it serves as an intervening activity
following the occurrence of anger. However, it is unlikely
that such activity would be as effective as that which
allows release of a drive (as in the aggressive encoding
situation) or directly reduces the drive (as in the aggres-
sive relevant situation). This leads to the final three
hypotheses:

sz: For angered subjects, encoding an

aggressive message that is directed
toward the source of anger results
in a lower level of hostility than
encoding a non-aggressive message.

Hyot For angered subjects, encoding an
aggressive message that is not speci-
fically directed toward the source of
anger results in a lower level of hos-
tility than encoding a non-aggressive
message.

2f ¢ For angered subjects, encoding a
non-aggressive message results in a
lower level of hostility than no
activity.
In summary, it is predicted that if subjects are
frustrated (angered) through an insult technique, they will

exhibit a greater amount of subsequent hostility toward the
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source of frustration when they decode an aggressive mes-
sage than when they do nothing (Hypotheses la and 1b).
Furthermore, those subjects who decode an aggressive
message concerning the source of frustration will exhibit
greater hostility than those who decode an aggressive
message concerning someone not related to the source of
frustration (Hypothesis 1lc).

Subjects who encode an aggressive message on the
other hand, will exhibit less hostility than subjects who
do nothing (Hypotheses 2a and 2b). Furthermore, those
subjects who encode an aggressive message concerning the
source of frustration will exhibit less subsequent
hostility toward the source of frustration than those who
encode an aggressive message concerning someone not related
to the source of frustration (Hypothesis 2c).

Finally, subjects who encode an aggressive message,
specifically directed toward the source of frustration or
not, will exhibit less subsequent hostility than those who
encode a nonaggressive message (Hypotheses 2d and 2e).
Subjects who encode a nonaggressive message will exhibit
less hostility toward the source of frustration than those

who do nothing (Hypothesis 2f).
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These nine hypotheses have the following order on

an aggression scale.

Minimum Aggression
Encode - Specific N

Encode - Nonspecific
Encode - Nonaggressive
Control (Time)

Decode - Nonspecific

Decode - Specific A\
Maximum Aggression




CHAPTER II
RESEARCH METHODS

Overview

Subjects were frustrated by one experimenter. A
second experimenter then induced one of six experimental
manipulations. An experimenter evaluation measure and a
hostility inventroy were administered afterwards. Groups

were compared by t - test.

Subjects

A total of 118 subjects were obtained from five
business letter writing classes and one introductory com-
munication class at Michigan State University. In addition,
one business letter writing class and two introductory
communication classes were used to determine the efficacy
of the frustration manipulation in pre-test situations.

Data were collected over a three week period.

Procedures

Antecedent Condition: Frustration

Several methods have been used to frustrate sub-

jects. Feshbach (1955) and Worchel (1957) used an insult

21
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technique whereby one experimenter made disparaging

remarks towards students while they performed a bogus task.
This method has the advantage that it can be used on a
group and was chosen for the present study.

In the first manipulation check, all subjects
filled out a personality inventory that contained 12 items
tapping general hostility. These were items selected from
the aggression scales of Buss-Durkee (1957) and Sears
(1961) . The composition of this measure is described
later in this chapter. Subjects then took a bogus pro-
ficiency test. 1In the frustration condition, this task
was introduced by the experimenter in an insulting, demean-
ing manner. For example, the frustrator said,

I realize college students seldom give a damn
about anything concerned with knowledge unless
a grade is attached, but I would hope that this
would be an exception.

All subjects then filled out a second personality
inventory which contained the same hostility items.

No differences were found on either the hostility
items or the experimenter evaluation. However, subjects
had not been explicitly told to evaluate only the frustrat-
ing experimenter. Evaluations of the second, more positive,
experimenter may have contaminated the results. For this
reason, a second manipulation check was undertaken. Both

the evaluation sheet (See Appendix A) and the hostility

inventory (See Appendix B) were revised, the latter being
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reduced to six items. The insult technique was also
revised and the test-retest procedure was eliminated.

In the second manipulation check the class instruc-
tor left the room after introducing the two experimenters.
The frustrating experimenter (the author) then introduced
the study as an attempt to correlate certain personality
characteristics with how well people perform on proficiency
tests. He explained that grades would not be affected but
asked students to try hard anyway, feeling that "students
don't give a damn about research." In general, the frus-
trator questioned their motivation with a series of
insulting remarks. The complete insult technique is in
Appendix C.

In the manipulation check, the second experimenter
then handed out the personality inventory containing the
hostility items. When this was completed, the experimenter
evaluation sheet was handed out as a standard procedure in
the Communication Department. The second experimenter
also reminded them that only the first experimenter was to
be evaluated.

The results of the second manipulation check appear
in Table 1 and Table 2, on page 24.

All items concerned with a rating of the exper-
imenter and the experiment showed a difference in hostility.
In the frustration condition, the experimenter was rated

as having performed less satisfactorily and being
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less qualified. The experiment was rated less worth-
while, subjects were less likely to have liked parti-
cipating in the study and were less likely to volunteer
for future research with the experimenter. An index
constructed of these items showed significantly more
hostility (negative evaluation) in the frustration
condition than in the non-frustration condition. The
item "Was there anything you disliked about this
research?" was not used in the index since it did not
differentiate conditions. Thus the range of the
index was from 5-23, 23 indicating greatest hostility.
This index was the principal dependent measure in
this study. The mean differences were large and

significant.

General Hostility Inventory

A second set of measures was also used in the
study. These were six items selected from the aggres-
sion scales of Buss-Durkee (1957) and Sears (1961).
Two items,

At times I feel that I get a raw deal out of life.

When I look back on what's happened to me, I can't
help feeling resentful.

were selected from Buss-Durkee items and formed a

Resentment Index. Both items had seven steps varying

from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree."
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Three other items,

You have to stand up for your rights--even to
the extent of fighting--if you want to get along
in the world.

I can often think of a good reason for hitting
someone.

If an older boy is mean to a younger one, the
younger one has a perfect right to get even,
even in same secret or sneaky way.

formed an Assault Index. These items also consisted

of seven steps and varied from "strongly agree" to
"strongly disagree." In both submeasures, the higher
the score the more aggressive the response.

As Table 2 indicates, subjects in the frus-
tration condition did not indicate significantly more
aggressiveness on the hostility measures than in the
non-frustration condition. Results on these indices
were therefore regarded as exploratory and are reported
separately from the Experimenter Evaluation measure.

The entire experiment depended on the success
of the frustration manipulation. Therefore, support-
ive evidence independent of the evaluation ratings is
provided.

First, during the manipulation all classes
showed a reaction to the frustration. Many glared at
the frustrator during the manipulation and handed
back the proficiency tests in a general spirit of

uncooperativeness. While this does not constitute
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direct evidence of anger, it does indicate a state of
high arousal on the part of the subjects.

Second, several subjects made comments on the
evaluation sheets. "I felt like I should salute the
man," "Is he going to come back with a rubber hose,"
"This guy doesn't instill much cooperation in students,"
and "Doesn't seem to think much about research" are
typical examples.

Third, during the debriefing many subjects
indicated a suspicion that "something was going on."
Only in the Decode-Specific group, however, did they
connect the evaluation sheet to the frustration manip-
ulation. More will be said of this later. All other
groups indicated that "something had happened" which
bothered them but they didn't know exactly what or
why. They did indicate that the behavior of the
frustrator was "unusual" and perhaps "put on," but
they seemed offended by that as much as anything else.
In no class did anyone indicate awareness that the
general hostility measure was in any way related to
the frustration manipulation.

Fourth, the encoded messages were examined in
terms of aggressiveness. All the encoded messages
about the frustrator (Encode-Specific) were highly
negative. They felt the frustrator "knows little

about motivation," is "the‘worst research conductor
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that I've ever been present with," "treated (us) like
dirt," and "What a dink." Seven messages did indicate
that the whole thing might have been planned, but
these people seemed upset and did not indicate
awareness of the reason for manipulation.

Finally, two subjects were eliminated from
the sample. One was deleted because the subject
indicated awareness of aggression research; the
second because the subject refused to participate.
In one class, the Decode-Nonspecific condition, five
people walked out of the room during the frustration
manipulation. While this caused trauma for the
experimenter, such behavior does provide indirect
support for the success of a socially realistic

manipulation. This left an N of 111l.

Experimental Conditions

Classes used in the experiment were randomly
assigned to one of six experimental conditions. In
all six conditions, subjects were frustrated and the
frustrator left the room after collecting the pro-
ficiency tests. The second experimenter then made
the experimental manipulation. After manipulations,
subjects completed the hostility inventory and the

rating sheet.
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Three conditions involved an encoding task.
This was to determine the relative efficacy of encod-
ing an aggressive message that was relevant to the
frustration experience versus one that was not
relevant versus encoding a nonaggressive message.

In the first condition (Encode-Specific),
subjects were told by the second experimenter that
he had heard several student complaints concerning
the manner in which the first experimenter conducted
research. To see of "something could be done about
it," he had subjects write an "evaluation" of the
frustrator (See Appendix D for a complete set of
instructions).

In the second condition (Encode-Nonspecific),
subjects were told that the experimenter had heard
several complaints concerning Vice-President Agnew
and the way he handled campus dissenters. Students
were asked to write an evaluation of Agnew's dealings
with college students.

In the third encoding condition (Encode-
Nonaggressive) , subjects were asked to write a short
statement on the single most important reason the
recent student strike had failed on the MSU campus.

The fourth group (Time-No Activity) was the
principal control group. The second experimenter

excused himself and also left the room. He returned
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in five minutes and administered the hostility inven-
tory and the evaluation sheet.

The final two groups were both decoding groups.
In one (Decode-Nonspecific), the second experimenter
told the class that he had prepared an evaluation of
the way Vice-President Agnew handles student dissent-
ers (See Appendix E). He asked students to read it
and then administered the dependent measures.

In the sixth condition (Decode-Specific),
subjects were told that complaints had been received
concerning the first experimenter and that an evalu-
ation of him had been prepared (See Appendix E).
Students were asked to read it. 1Its content paral-
leled that of the other decode condition. The

dependent measures were then administered.

Dependent Measures

Experimenter Evaluation

The principal measure used in this study was
a series of questions asking subjects to rate the
experiment and the experimenter on a series of scales
(See Appendix A). The measure is similar to that used
by Feshbach (1955). Subjects responded on a five-step
scale to these questions:

How much did you like participating in the
study just conducted?
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How worthwhile was it to participate in the
study just conducted?
What is your reaction now to the person who
conducted this research? Did he perform in
a satisfactory manner?
In your opinion, how qualified was the per-
son who conducted the study in which you
participated?
A fifth question, with three foils, asked,
If you were asked by the researcher to volun-
teer for another study he was conducting,
would you volunteer?
These responses were coded and summed to yield an
index with a range of 5-23. The higher the score,
the more dissatisfaction with the experimenter and
the experiment. This index was the principal measure
of hostility in this study. The Assault Index and
the Resentment Index previously described were also
administered.

The experimental treatments in this study in

order of data collection appear on the following page.
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS

The results are divided into several sections. The

first four sections all deal with the Evaluation Index,

the principal dependent variable. First, the results of
the instigation to aggression or decoding hypotheses are
reported. Second, the results of the catharsis or aggres-
sive encoding hypotheses are described. Third, the results
of the intervening task or non-aggressive encoding hypo-
theses are reported. Fourth, results with the Control
groups are compared to the Frustration group used in the
pretest. Finally, the secondary results with the general

hostility measures are presented.

Instigated Aggression Hypotheses

Three hypotheses predicted that subjects would be
more hostile after decoding an aggressive message. Results

are in Table 3.

33



34

Table 3. 1Instigated Aggression Hypothses--Evaluation Index
Source N X S.D. t* P
Decode-Nonspecific 14 17.64 (4.16) 3.76 <.001
Time 16 12.38 (3.52)

Decode-Specific 23 10.78 (4.47)

Time 16 12.38 (3.52) -1.19 n.s.
Decode-Specific 23 10.78 (4.47)
Decode-Nonspecific 14 17.64 (4.16) -4.64 <.001

*The two-tailed test is used since both tails of

the distribution are of interest to the investigation

(Edwards, 1966, p. 96).

Table 3 shows that subjects who read a negative

evaluation of Vice-President Agnew (Decode-Nonspecific, See

Appendix F) gave a significantly more hostile evaluation of

the frustrating experimenter than subjects who did nothing

(Time) . This supports Hypothesis 1lb.

However, subjects

who read a negative evaluation of the frustrator (Decode-

Specific) did not give a significantly more hostile evalu-

ation of the same frustrator when compared to the time

condition.

When the Decode-Specific condition is compared to

the Decode-Nonspecific condition, it is seen that those

who read an aggressive message concerning the frustrator

gave a significantly less hostile evaluation than those

who read a negative message concerning Agnew.

This is
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significant in a direction opposite to that predicted.

Catharsis Hypotheses

Hypotheses 2a-c are conditions under which a
cathartic effect was predicted. Results are shown in

Table 4.

Table 4. Catharsis Hypotheses--Evaluation Index

|
wn
5

et

e

Source N

L T R P

Encode-Nonspecific 18 16.89 (4.04)

Time 16 12.38 (3.52) 3.45 <.01
Encode-Specific 18 16.94 (3.57)
Time 16 12.38 (3.52) 3.77 <.001
Encode-Specific 18 16.94 (3.57)
Encode-Nonspecific 18 16.89 (4.04) -.04 n.s.

It was predicted that subjects who wrote an aggres-
sive message, directed at the source of frustration or not,
would have a lower level of hostility than those who did
nothing. It was found, however, that such subjects were
significantly more hostile in both encoding conditions.
This is in a direction opposite to that predicted. The
hypothesis that those who wrote an aggressive message
specifically related to the source of frustration would
be less hostile than those who wrote an aggressive message

not related to the source of frustration was. not confirmed.
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Intervening Task Hypotheses

The final three hypotheses test the efficacy of an
intervening encoding task in reducing aggressive feelings.
It was predicted that encoding a message that was non-
aggressive would reduce hostility more than time alone.
However, it was also predicted that encoding an aggressive
message, related to the source of frustration or not,
would be more effective in this regard. Results for these

hypotheses are in Table 5.

Table 5. 1Intervening Task Hypotheses--Evaluation Index

Source N X S.D. t p
Encode-Nonagressive 22 17.55 (3.16)

Time 16 12.38 (3.53) 4.75 <,001
Encode-Nonspecific 18 16.89 (4.04)
Encode-Nonaggressive 22 17.55 (3.16) -.58 n.s.
Encode-Specific 18 16.94 (3.57)
Encode-Nonaggressive 22 17.55 (3.16) -.56 n.s.

Table 5 shows that subjects in the Encode-Nonaggressive
condition made a significantly more hostile evaluation of
the frustrator than those in a Time condition. This is in
a direction opposite to that predicted. No significant
differences were found between the Nonaggressive Encoding
condition and either the Nonspecific or Specific-Encoding

conditions.
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Frustration Only Comparisons

Since many of the comparisons are to a single Time,
or Control, condition, key comparisons on the Evaluation
Index were also made to the frustration-only group used in
the pretest. This group differed from the Time condition
in that five minutes did not intervene between the frustra-

tion and the dependent measures. Results are in Table 6.

Table 6. Frustration Only--Evaluation Index

Source N X S.D. t P
Time 16 12.38 (3.52)

Frustration 13 13.92 (4.37) -=1.06 n.s.
Decode-Nonspecific 14 17.64 (4.16)

Frustration 13 13.92 (4.37) 2.26 <.05
Decode-Specific 23 10.78 (4.47)

Frustration 13 13.92 (4.37) =-2.04 <.05
Encode-Nonspecific 18 16 .89 (4.04)

Frustration 13 13.92 (4.37) 1.95 <.10
Encode-Specific 18 16.94 (3.57)

Frustration 13 13.92 (4.37) 2.12 <.05
Encode-Nonaggressive 22 17.55 (3.16)

Frustration 13 13.92 (4.37) 2.84 <.01

As expected, the Time condition and the Frustration
Only condition did not differ from each other significantly.
All other experimental groups differed from the Frustration

Only condition in the same manner as did the time condition.
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General Hostility Comparisons

In addition to the evaluation measure, subjects
were asked five items designed to tap their level of
general hostility. Two items formed a Resentment Index
and three items formed an Assault Index. Results on these
indices are to be considered tentative because these
measures were not sensitive to the frustration manipulation
on the pretest.

Table 7 shows that subjects in the Decode conditions
did not differ significantly from each other or from the
Time condition on the Resentment Index. They were neither
more nor less likely to report getting "a raw deal out of
life," and "can't help feeling resentful."

However, on the Assault Index subjects in both the
Decode-Nonspecific and the Decode-Specific conditions were
more aggressive than subjects in the Time condition. Sub-
jécts in the Decode conditions were more likely to feel
that you "have to fight for your rights," "there are good
reasons for hitting people," and that "younger boys have
the right to get even if they're hit." This supports
hypotheses la and 1lb. There was no difference between the
two decoding conditions.

The results for the catharsis hypotheses are in
Table 8. Subjects in the Encode-Aggressive conditions did
not differ significantly from each other or the Time condi-

tion on either hostility index.
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Table 9 reports the results for the intervening
task hypotheses. No significant differences were found on
the Resentment Index. On the Assault Index, those who

encoded a nonaggressive message were significantly more

hostile than those who did nothing. Again this is in a
direction opposite to that predicted. However, those who
encoded an aggressive message, either specifically relevant
to the source of frustration or not, were significantly
less hostile than those who encoded a nonaggressive
message. This supports hypotheses 24 and 2e. On the
evaluation measure, no significant differences were found
for these latter two comparisons.

The results for the nine hypotheses are summarized
in Table 10. This is done only for the evaluation index,

the principal dependent variable.
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Table 10. Summary of Results:

Evaluation Rating

Hypotheses by Comparison Groups Probability

1. Decode-Nonspecific vs. <.001
Time

2. Decode-Specific vs. n.s.
Time

3. Decode-Specific vs. <.001*
Decode-Nonspecific

4. Encode-Nonspecific vs. <.01*
Time

5. Encode-Specific vs. <.001%*
Time

6. Encode-Specific vs n.s.
Encode-Nonspecific

7. Encode-Nonaggressive vs. <.001%*
Time

8. Encode-Nonspecific vs. n.s.
Encode-Nonaggressive

9. Encode-Specific vs. n.s.

Encode~-Nonaggressive

*Supported in direction opposite to that predicted.

e



CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

The present research investigated the role of
decoding and encoding aggressive messages on subsequent
feelings of hostility. Previous research suggested that
reading aggressive messages would increase hostility,
while writing such messages would reduce the aggressive
drive instigated by an act of frustration. None of the
experimental evidence supported the latter proposition.

In general, both encoding and decoding behaviors led to
greater subsequent feelings of hostility when compared to
no activity. Only the Decode-Specific condition was not
significantly different from the Time condition. This
may have been due to awareness of the manipulation in
that experimental condition.

These findings support the theoretic orientation
of Berkowitz and refute the catharsis rationale of Feshbach.
Encoding an aggressive message did not reduce aggressive
drive, at least in terms of attitude toward the frustrator.
In fact, the data support an opposite conclusion.

However, no support was found for the Berkowitz

formulation that aggressive messages would increase

44
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aggression to the extent they contain cues related to the
source of frustration. Decoding a source-related aggressive
message led to less hostility than decoding a nonspecific

aggressive message.

Methodolog;cal Issues

Methodological considerations can be discussed in
terms of both sampling and measurement procedures. The
possibility of experimenter and group bias is included in
the sampling issues; operationalization of the independent
variables as well as measurement of the dependent variables
are included in measurement issues. Each will be discussed

in turn.

Sampling

Since intact groups were used in the present study,
groups were randomly assigned to independent manipulations.
Despite this, however, the possibility of both experimenter
and group bias remains. 1It's possible that the frustration
manipulation was not constant across all groups. It is
also possible that differences between independent manipu-
lations are related to differences between class groups.
Both communication and business students were used in the
study.

Since the frustration manipulation was socially

significant for the experimenter as well as the subject
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in that students were insulted, it is possible that an
order effect existed such that the manipulation was
different over time.

Another possibility remains. Both the Frustration-
Only and Control conditions used communication classes.
The instructors of these classes indicated that they had
not discussed aggression literature and subjects indicated
no awareness of such literature in the debriefing session.
However, the experimenter was presented as a member of the
Communication Department. Subjects in these conditions
may have been more sympathetic, and thereby less hostile.

Further research investigating these issues is warranted.

Measurement

As previously indicated, subjects in the Decode-
Specific condition may have been less hostile than expected
due to poor operational procedures. 1In the debriefing,
subjects indicated that they became aware of the frustra-
tion manipulation when the second experimenter handed out
the prepared message negatively evaluating the frustrator.
They felt that such preparation was unlikely, that the
frustration procedure was therefore planned, and as a
result did not show greater hostility on the evaluation
message. A better procedure might be to orally present

such a message, thereby exhibiting less overt planning.
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A second problem in operationalization concerns
the Encode-Specific and Encode-Nonspecific conditions. It
was predicted that there would be less hostility when the
message is specifically related to the source of frustration.
One would still expect differences between these conditions
even if encoding leads to greater hostility. The difference
in hostility should be magnified when the message is
specific. No such difference was found.

One possibility is that since both conditions lead
to greater hostility than a Control condition, the range of
response is restricted to the more hostile part of the
scale. Both means are close to 17 on a scale ranging to
23, and this may represent a psychological "ceiling" effect.
Another possibility previously indicated is that both
groups became similarly more hostile, but for dissimilar
reasons. The Encode-Nonspecific condition was operation-
alized as encoding a negative message concerning Vice-
President Agnew. While this is not relevant to the present
source of frustration, previous frustrations may have been
recalled which were displaced toward the frustrator.

Since the NonéggressingEncoding also may have brought to
mind a previous frustration, differences among the three
encoding conditions may have been collapsed. Any encoding
activity may be frustrating when ité purpose is not
obvious and the individual is already in a frustrating

situation. Further research is needed to determine if
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(1) frustrations can be aggressively displaced and if
(2) intervening non-relevant activities increase frustration.
The final methodological consideration involves the
dependent measures. Both the evaluation measure and the
assault index have been shown to be sensitive to experiments
on aggression (the latter for the first time). Further
psychological research is needed, however, investigating
the relation between various types of frustration and
various dimensions of hostility. What sorts of frustra-
tion, for example, are likely to make people more resent-
ful? If subjects are frustrated because of the difficulty
of some task, such as a proficiency test, are they likely
to displace their hostility toward the examiner when asked
to evaluate him? Evidence from this study indicates that
only certain dimensions of hostility are affected by

particular types of frustration.

Theoretical Implications

Perhaps the most significant aspect of this research
is that encoding aggressive messages can lead to an increase
in subsequent aggression. Several theoretical issues remain
unanswered.

Message cues may be important to the extent that
they increase a state of arousal. Berkowitz argued that
cues are important to the extent that they reduce inhibi-

tions against aggression or relate the aggressive message
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to the source of frustration. The present research
suggests the possibility that a message may arouse previous
frustrations which are then directed toward the present
source of frustration. It may be that any message, or any
activity, which raises arousal increases the predisposition
to aggress. Messages containing sexual aggression or
aggressive humor may be cases in point.

If this is the case, then any activity that is
arousing may lead to aggression. Frustration and previous
aggression may simply be subcategories of a more general
variable called arousal. Aggressive cues may be effective
for that reason. Activities such as play and competition
may also be aggression inducing. Further research is
needed to determine the relationship between frustration,
aggressive cues, and states of general arousal.

Second, ca;harsis is that special instance where
aggressive drive is reduced. Inhibition of aggressive
drive does not constitute catharsis. Nor does exhibiting
less aggression than another group constitute catharsis.
Both groups might be considered aggressive when compared
to a pre-frustration level of aggression. Interpretation
of much of the previous research on catharsis is made
difficult in that evidence for less aggression is often
taken as evidence for catharsis. Because of this, it is
more appropriate to ask what conditions are likely to lead

to greater or lesser aggression rather than to ask what
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conditions are likely to lead to catharsis. The appropriate
communication question is to ask what effect various types
of messages and message activities have on subsequent
aggression.

In the latter framework, what sort of messages and
message activities are likely to result in less hostility
and aggression? It may be that hostility (aggressive
feelings) cannot be reduced unless aggressive drive is
reduced or inhibited. An act of aggression may be required
to reduce aggressive drive. Berkowitz and Holmes. (1960),
for example, found that evaluations of the frustrator
(hostility) were less unfavorable when they previously
were allowed to aggress (shock) the frustrator. Aggression
may reduce hostility, but does hostility increase or
decrease aggression?

The Feshbach research found less hostility when
subjects were asked to engage in aggressive encoding
activity. However, subjects were told that their evalu-
ations would be shown to the department chairman. This
may have inhibited hostility. A similar phenomenon may
have occurred here with respect to the two communication
classes. While they were not told that the chairman
would see the evaluations, they may have not wished to
cause difficulty for someone in their own department.

This leads to the consideration that perceived "possibility

of punishment" may be an important variable. The aggressive
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drive may be inhibited or reduced depending on the extent
to which the frustrator is likely to be punished. Such an
interpretation is supported by the Berkowitz and Holmes
(1960) study.

Third, since no clearcut differences were found
between various types of encoding and decoding behavior,
discussion on this point must be speculative pending further
research. It does seem clear, however, that the key
communication question concerns the cues in the message
and the situation itself which create an atmosphere of
aggression. Perhaps the Encode-Nonspecific and nonaggres-
sive messages contained cues related to previous frustra-
tions. Agnew may have been frustrating to college students.
In the Nonaggressive Encoding condition, subjects were
asked to encode their opinions as to why a student strike
failed on the campus. Since they could vent their hostil-
ity concerning the strike in such a message, this may have
been a poor operationalization of Nonaggressive Encoding.
While the results support such a conclusion, two things
should be noted.

If this is another condition of aggressive (non-
specific) encoding, the encoded messages across these
conditions should be similar. However, a perfunctory
analysis indicates major differences. The aggressive
messages display a predominance of name-calling. The

messages concerning the strike, however, tend to cite
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reasons for the failure rather than make aggressive charges.
Among the phrases "student apathy," "too many issues,"
"poor organization," and "most students want an education,"
none seem to clearly connote aggressiveness.

A fourth area concerns the extent to which the
frustrator is punished. Subjects may be willing £o sﬁock
a frustrator but be less willing to have him dismissed
from a department. The effect of telling subjects that
evaluations will be reviewed by a department chairman
needs to be investigated. The extent to which punishment
is direct or indirect also needs to be investigated..
Hitting someone may be different from writing a negative
evaluation concerning him. |

Finally, the question remains as to what message
cues are related to the reduction of further aggression.
This and previous research indicates that aggression can
be increased if an atmosphere of aggression is created
through message content. The aggressive content may
involve someone fighting, reading or writing negative
evaluations of someone, including the frustrator, and
even writing messages concerning other (possibly frustra-
ting) events. The question remains as to whether an
"atmosphere of nonaggression" can also be created.

Would messages concerning the negative aspects of
aggression, for example, lead to an inhibition of aggres-

sion? 1If subjects were told that the victor in a fight
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scene (who represents the subject rather than the frustra-
tor) later was punished for his aggression, would this
lead to less aggression? What if subjects were asked to
read or write positive rather than negative evaluations?
To avoid dissonance, such subjects may become less aggres-
sive. What of nonaggressive (and non-frustrating)
messages? Can humorous nonaggressive message activities,
for example, serve to reduce the aggressive drive? It is

qguestions such as these which remain to be investigated.
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APPENDIX C. Insult Technique

"My name is Roger Haney. The research you are
about to participate in is being conducted by the Commun-
ication Department to determine the relationship between
performance on proficiency tests and certain types of
personality characteristics. The tasks are fairly simple
and straightforward so they shouldn't be too difficult for
you.

"Students around here are always worried about
grades--in fact it seems that's all they're worried about--
so we're handing out index cards with letter-number combin-
ations. When you get your forms put the code number on
them instead of your name or student number. That way you
won't have to worry about grades--I trust that's not too
difficult?"

(Experimenter hands out cards.)

"All right, first I've got the proficiency tests
for you to take." (Begins to hand out.) "We've found
eight minutes to be plenty of time so try to concentrate.
I realize students don't give a damn about research but
do the best you can. Answer sheets and pencils are
provided so don't mark up the test booklets--and return
the pencils when you're finished; I don't know why people

like to keep those. Begin as soon as you get the test."
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During test, Experimenter walks up and down aisle.
At end of four minutes, "You have four minutes left. At
this rate you're not going to finish so you'd better
speed it up."

At the end of eight minutes, "All right, time's
up. Hand in your test booklets and answer sheets im-
mediately. I can't have any stalling."

The experimenter collects the tests and then tells
the assistant that he's taking those back to the office.

On the way out, without looking up, "Thanks a lot."
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APPENDIX D. Encoding Manipulations

Encoding Specific

"I've heard a lot of _complaints lately about the
way Mr. Haney conducts research, and before we do the
inventory I'd like you to take a few minutes to write an
evaluation of him--whether or not you think he's the sort
of person to conduct research in front of a classroom. He
won't see it so if you'd take out a piece of paper, I think

something can be done. Write an evaluation of Mr. Haney.

Encoding Nonspecific

"I've heard a lot of complaints lately about the
way Vice-President Agnew handles campus dissenters and
before we do the inventory I'd like you to take a few
minutes to write an evaluation of him. We'd like you to
make it as negative as possible yet believable. Write an

evaluation of Agnew's dealing with college students.

Encoding Nonaggressive

"I've heard a lot of statements lately concerning
why the student strike on the campus here failed and before
we do the inventory, I'd like you to write a statement of

the single most important reason the strike failed."
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APPENDIX E. Decoding Manipulations

Decode-Specific

After working on the.PPI project for several weeks,
it has become evident that.the.proper motivation of students
cannot be gained by the sort of person conducting this
research. In fact, he can only be considered detrimental
to the project. He shows no respect for students and often-
times criticizes in many ways. In doing so, his own com-
petence becomes questionable. He is arrogant, inconsider-
ate and rude. His classroom.behavior is completely
inappropriate. For this reason, he should not be allowed

to conduct research in front of a class.

Decode-Nonspecific

After observing Vice-President Agnew's behavior
with respect to student protestors, it has become evident
that he is not the sort of person to best motivate students
toward peaceful dissent. In fact, he can only be considered
detrimental to the cause of peaceful dissent. He shows no
respect for students and criticizes in many ways. In doing
so, his own competence becomes questionable. When inter-
acting with students, Agnew is arrogant, inconsiderate and
rude. His behavior is completely inappropriate and for
this reason he should not receive the consideration of

peaceful dissenters.
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